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The Evangelical Quarterly

Jury 15th, 1944

THE CHRISTIAN’S CHAINS

In the ample leisure of a retired minister I have been browsing
lately among St. Paul’s Epistles in the original Greek. That
might result in many things: but nothing has struck me so
much as the emphasis which the Apostle lays on what one might
call the “ togetherness”, the unitedness of the Christian’s life.
The man—unfortunately he exists all too often—who thinks
he can be a good Christian and yet have no share in Christian
work, at any rate, little or no share in united Christian worship,
and the man who thinks he can honour Christ most by going
away to live alone in a hermit’s cell or desert cave, these men
simply can never have studied the Pauline letters. Some, no
doubt, would wish to add to these the monk and the nun.
But here many would demur. For, at any rate, there is a good
deal of fellowship in a monastery, and a nun often takes a very
real share in the sorrow and suffering of the world at large.
What led me to think, and think again, about this * together-
ness ’, “ The Christian’s Chains ’, was the astonishingly large
use by St. Paul of words which begin with the prefix adw,
“with ”’, often modified, of course, as ov-, ovy-, ovu-, etc.
One finds that, in St. Paul’s Letters alone, there are at least
forty-seven such compounds, thirty-three of these being verbs
and fourteen nouns or adjectives. In former days it used to be
insisted by many scholars that the N.T. writers largely invented
a vocabulary of their own. Cremer’s N.T. Lexicon was perhaps
the most outstanding example. But now such views are at a
big discount. The recent abundant discoveries of papyri and
ostraca in the Egyptian sands have proved conclusively that
the language of the Greek N.T. is just the xow#, not the
polished language of the literary man, but the speech of ‘the
“ common ” people. Our Lord Jesus was not * literary ”’, no
more were his Apostles; the Epistle to the Hebrews, of author-
ship unknown, is probably the only exception. Thus we must
not be over-surprised if we find that, of the above-mentioned
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forty-seven words, only two or three are what are called dnaf
Aeydueva or found in St. Paul only.

Perhaps the most striking of these is odowpuos, Eph. iii. 6,
where Paul speaks of the Christian Gentiles as being * fellow-
heirs and of the same body ” as the Christian Jews, almost
suggesting as if Gentile and Jew, in Christ, were as closely
linked as the Siamese twins. Zvpuuntiis, *fellow-imitator ",
Phil. iii. 17, seems unique, while ovupdvyo, 2 Cor. vi. 15,
is Paul’s invention instead of the common ovugpwria or
‘“harmony . All the other ow»- compounds are words which
the far-travelled apostle may have heard in some Greek-speaking
market-place or perchance in a college quadrangle, but words
into which he has breathed a warmer, more intimate and often
more sacred meaning.

But before we deal with these it may be useful to notice first
those compounds which bear a negative or warning not a
positive or unifying meaning. For St. Paul’s idea of fellowship
certainly has strong and even stern limitations. This is seen
in such a word as owavaulyvout. * If any man obey not our
word, you are not to have any mingling, any dealing with
him,” 2 Thess. iii. 14. Or as he adjures the Romans, xii. 2,
“ Be not conformed”, u7 ovoyjuariieabe, ‘‘to this age”. And
how regretfully he speaks of Peter and his shilly-shallying,
Gal. ii. 13; and so, he adds, the rest of the (Christian) Jews
“played the hypocrite along with him ”, ovwwroxplineay, an
ugly word which the dictionaries show to have been in
common use elsewhere.

This negative fraternising does not detain us long, but
all the same it is a serious matter and needs to be pondered.
Here we may well bring in that sorrowful and even (?) shameful
criticism, 2 Tim. iv. 16: ** At my first answer (his first trial in
Nero’s court) no man stood by me ", uot ovumageyévero. But
our apostle was pre-eminently a brotherly man. To him
there seems no duty, no business, no pleasure, no danger, not
even death itself, where a Christian should be alone, or even
feel himself alone. He is always wanting to go shares. Saul of
Tarsus had the makings of a fine co-operative. He feels that all
Christ’s fellow-labourers should be like the priestsin the Temple,
“ partakers in the work ’ (v¢ Ovawaotnoly ovuucoifovrar, 1 Cor.
ix. 13), and therefore good claimants for the reward too.
Note also Paul’s insistence that the Gentiles also should
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be fellow-heirs and partakers of His promise (svuuéroya) in
the Gospel, Eph. iii. 6.

Then see how he delights to talk of his fellow-labourers
(ovvegyol), those who help together (avvegyéw), cspec1ally those
who help together * with him in prayer ', 2 Cor. i. 11,
or ‘“abound with him ' (evAdaufdvw) in the Gospel. And
proud is he to speak of Tychicus as * my fellow-slave, av¥vdoviog,
in the Lord ’; though he never forgets that they are all *“ labourers
together *’ with God. And if Paul never feels that he is working
alone, no more does he feel that he fights alone, even though the
Christian life be one long fight. ‘“ I beseech you ”, so he writes,
Rom. xv. 30, ‘that ye strive together, agonize together
(ovwaywrisacbar) with me in your prayers.” Our A.V., Philiv. 3,
has * those women who laboured together with me in the
Gospel ”’. But the Greek is ovrafdéw, which certainly implies
real contest too. And, of course, if we Christians are to work
and fight together, we are bound to suffer together also. In
the Christian life, according to Paul, that goes without say-
ing; though, curiously, he never uses the words svumabéw or
ovunaifs, although both Peter and the writer to the Hebrews
do. But Paul has the plain word ovundoyw, 1 Cor. xii. 26,
“Whether one member suffer all the members suffer with it

And if proud to call himself “ a fellow-slave ”’, our much-
imprisoned apostle is no less glad to speak of his * fellow-
prisoners”’ (otwdeouos and twice owvaygudiwros). This last word
seems found on record elsewhere only in the Greek story-teller
Lucian. But at any rate he never would borrow his words
from a Jewish Christian. It is only a Christian, however, and a
very warm Christian at that, who could say: “ It is in our
hearts both to live and die with you” (ovvamobavetv), 2 Cor.
vil. 3.

Paul’s sympathies are indeed wide, wide as Nature herself,
as if he thought that even inanimate Nature was trying to take
its share in the uplift of this struggling world. * We know
that the whole creation groaneth and travaileth together in
pain (ovvwdiver) until now ”’, Rom. viii. 22. But most markedly
Paul is always letting you see how vitally and closely he feels
bound to all of the Christian Body, yes, and even to all who
have not yet received the Gospel, yet ought to be hearing it
from him. But the chains which Paul feels to bind him closest,
not with the cold clasp of prison fetters, but with the warm and
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pulsing clasp of life, are the chains, the darling chains which
bind him to his Saviour Christ. He walks through the whole
gamut of experience with his dear and blessed Lord, lives with
Him, travels with Him, suffers with Him. Paul can even say,
“I am crucified with Christ ”, overavgdw, Gal. ii. 20. Nay
more, he asserts that he has been “ buried with Him (by bap-
tism) ", owfdnrw, Rom. vi. 4. And if he has gone through
all this testing and trying fellowship with Christ, it is not for
naught, “If we suffer with Him, we shall also reign with
Him 7, ovupacidedoouey, 2 Tim. ii. 12. In 1 Cor. iv. 8 the
‘“ reigning with you” may be ironical; but the idea of close
linkedness is still there.

Snobbish aloofness can have no place in the Christian life.
And so Christians should ever be a band of brothers, singing
ever ‘“ we are not divided, all one body we”. Happy and
hopeful, though never fully satisfied here below. That could
not be, for, as Paul says, *“ Now we see through a glass darkly .
And so his last word is not about anything in this world below.
The apostle’s last word, his dream of perfection, is ‘‘and so
shall we ever be with the Lord ”’, o¥v xvplw. In life and in
death and in heaven itself his motto ever is #ith Christ.
Meantime, down here in this disciplinary world, all who belong
to the one Body should seek to spread this powerful, healing
leaven of brotherhood and concord. Aye, and thank God it
is spreading. As an encouraging conclusion to this brief sketch
let me tell just one tale, of what happened in our Kenya Colony
so lately as December last. There and then was held the first
meeting of the Christian Council of Kenya, * to promote the
extension of the Kingdom of God among all races in Kenya
by fostering co-operation and mutual consultation among all
the Christians of the Colony . The chairman was the local
Commander of the Salvation Army. European, Indian and
African Christians were on the platform, and there was a strong
representation of European and African army chaplains in the
audience. Laus Deo!

J. B. Jounsron.
Edinburgh.



THE APPROACH TO CALVIN

Tuz author of a history of the Church from the earliest times
to William Temple is said to have presented his manuscript
to the Archbishop for criticism. He, returning it, first remarked
on it generally, and then observed, ‘“But I did not notice
anything about the Reformation in your work ”. “ Good
gracious "', cried the historian, *“ I clean forgot all about the
Reformation ! This is indicative of the way in which the
Reformation has been treated in England during the past two
or three generations. Although some Churches in England
have looked back to this event as the most important theological
and religious movement in the Church since its infancy, the
Church of England itself, with the exception of a minority
which ardently desired reformed ecclesiastical polity while
largely ignoring reformed theology, has felt that, because it did
not originate in the sixteenth century as did the Calvinist and
Lutheran Churches, it could safely neglect the alarming pheno-
mena of this period for practical purposes, or, if forced to take
action, attack it as an innovation. On the Continent, however,
the situation was altogether different; * Reformed” and
Lutheran theologians could not neglect Luther, Calvin and
Zwingli in the way that Cranmer and Ridley have been neglected.
They may have lacked a true understanding of the Reformers’
theology, but they were obliged to take notice, even when
disagreeing, of what these men had taught. Luther and Calvin
were too great figures and pressed too insistently upon the
national, ecclesiastical and theological consciousness to be
ignored. The usual way in which this heed for the Reformation
was practised lay in regarding it, not as complete in itself, but
as the beginning of a movement which progressed through the
succeeding centuries and was now coming to maturity. Dr.
H. R. Mackintosh put this clearly when he said:

“ Modernist writers have long been wont to urge that by their radical
criticism of all received dogmas they are only carrying to its logical conclusion
the basal principle of Reformation thought. . . . The Reformers left their work
half done, and the neglected portions must now be overtaken ** (T'ypes of Modern
Tkeology, p. 6).

165
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The outstanding example of this return to the Reformation was
Albrecht Ritschl, whose

“lifelong aim was to re-interpret the Reformation understanding of the Gospel
in opposition to the different versions made current by Romanism and Mysti-
cism, Pietism and Romanticism. Back to the New Testament, by way of the
Reformation—this is the motto that guides him steadily ” (gp. ciz., p. 139).

But it is well-known that, just as the New Testament can be
interpreted diversely, so also can the Reformers. In proof of
this we need only think of the modern dissension over Luther:

“ Professor Holl at the University of Berlin, for example, certainly inaugur-
ated a new understanding of Luther; but the interpretation of the present
generation has already attacked it as being too subjective and too greatly
influenced by the ideals of modernism and cultural Protestantism > (A. Keller,
" Religion and the European Mind, p. 50).

Or, to come right into our subject, we see the divergences
between scholars upon Calvin; between, say, Doumergue and
Wernle, between Troeltsch and Reinhold Seeberg. Some of
the many interpretations must certainly be erroneous. Yet
even more important is the error which underlies nearly all
these interpretations. This * return to the Reformation ” led
to a disastrous over-simplification, the endeavour to find the
lowest common factor of the Protestant doctrines. It was hoped
that if this was discovered, then the Reformation and its theology
would be easily comprehended.

Emil Doumergue (Fean Calvin, vol. 1V, book 1, ch. 1)
and, more fully, W. Hastie (The Theology of the Reformed Church)
have given an historical sketch of this search for ** the distinctive
characteristic Protestant principle ”’. Doumergue summarises
the work of the pioneers (Goebel, 1827; Lange, 1841; and
Ullmann, 1843) thus:

* The principal ideas expressed were these: The Lutherans fought especially
against the false sanctity of Judaistic works; the ‘ Reformed > Church especially
against the deification of creation—paganism. The Lutherans pursued aspecifically
religious interest; the ° Reformed’® Church a moral interest. The Lutheran
Reformation created a theology; the ¢ Reformed ’ Reformation created a Church.
Lutheran theology is more objective; ¢ Reformed * theology is more subjective ”

(op. cit., p. 30).

It was, however, Alexander Schweizer of Ziirich who in his
important book, Die Protestantischen Centraldogmen (18354),
worked out ‘“ with his own unrivalled clearness and complete-
ness”’ an idea already suggested by Herzog. This was that
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“ the material principle of the Reformed’ Reformation is the sovereignty of
God, and not justification by faith ” (Doumergue);

or, as Hastie expresses it:

*“'The theological principle of the ¢ Reformed > Church is, then, according
to Schweizer, the consciousness or feeling of the absolute dependence of man
upon God alone in all that pertains to his religious life or to the salvation of his

soul  (op. cit., P. 144).

Baur, the great Tiibingen critic, contradicting Schweizer, for-
mulates the essential principle of the ‘ Reformed ” Theology
as

“the idea of the absolute causality of God as the one and only principle that

determines and causes all things absolutely and unconditionally, by and of
itself ” (Hastie, op. ciz., p. 147).

Schneckenburger of Berne then entered the controversy against
both Schweizer and Baur. His opinion was that

‘“ the feelings of the misery of sin, and the feeling of redemption carried out
by Christ are also at the foundation of ¢ Reformed ’ pietys; and the doctrinal
expression of this double sentiment s also the fundamental interest of * Reformed ’
dogmatics ” (quoted by Doumergue, IV, p. 33).

The interest of these writers for us lies in their common
assumption that Calvinism was a system of theology starting out
from one particular dogma or concept. Although this has too
often been true of Calvinism in general, it was certainly not
true of Calvin himself, who is, after all, the only authentic
Calvinist. Therefore the work of these early students of Calvin
must be viewed with disfavour, a disfavour that is increased
by the fact that later scholars have followed them in this search
for a definite principle, a central dogma in Calvin’s theology.
Most writers have found this, in one form or another, in Calvin’s
* concept of God ”’. Thus Doumergue, Holl, and in a general
manner Otto Ritschl, look to the idea of the sovereignty of God
as the central dogma; Troeltsch, Warfield and (cautiously)
R. Seeberg find the central dogma in predestination, and M.
Schulze (Meditatio futurae vitae) in eschatology. Even those
who have not defined their views, clearly have in mind the
“ concept of God ” and its corollaries. The common recon-
struction of Calvin’s method has been that, starting out from
this concept (which Troeltsch baldly calls the product of his
own mind), he worked out the other doctrines in his system;
that, having posited this concept, he was logically compelled
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in his treatment of the doctrines of the Creed to give them a
certain form, so that they were determined by his * concept of
God ”. Thus, according to this view, Calvin might be compared
with a matnematician with his * Because ” and ‘‘ Therefore .
To illustrate this we may quote Troeltsch (The Social Teaching
of the Christian Churches, ii, pp. §81ff.):

“Tt [predestination] is the expression—gradually formulated and finally
strongly emphasized—of Calvin’s peculiar idea of God . . . Behind his doctrine
of predestination there lay also that idea of God which was the peculiar element
in his own personal piety. In the idea of predestination Calvin is not merely
trying to discover and formulate the absolute miracle of salvation, its supernatural
‘character, and the fact that it is a pure gift of free grace (its ‘ givenness’); he Is
also trying to express the character of God as absolute sovereign will . . . A
further result of this conception of God is the practical and ethical intention
which it gives to the idea of justification.”

Not all writers treat Calvin so cavalierly as Troeltsch, but even
where they understand him better (as, for example, Doumergue)
they are still vitiated by this outlook.

There is, however, an outstanding exception in Peter Barth,
by whose recent death Calvin-study lost one of its foremost
modern scholars. He is not well-known in England, and nothing
of his work has been translated; yet the Calvini Opera Selecta
which he edited with Wilhelm Niesel is alone sufficient to place
him in the front rank, if not in the first place. In a very fine
essay entitled * Calvin ”, in Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart
(2nd ed.), he has declared roundly that the old approach to
Calvin’s theology which I have expressed above, is wrong:

“ Every attempt to derive Calvin’s theology from one single concept con-
tained in it, whether predestination or the sovereignty of God, declares itself
to be erroneous. Calvin did not construct outward from one point; but he
harnessed his immense systematizing faculty to the task of bringing into promi-
nence (zur Geltung zu bringen) the Word of God, learned from Holy Scripture,
both in the multiplicity of its relations and in its hidden unity ” (p. 1430).

In other words, Calvin’s work was, according to Barth, rather
one of arranging systematically the doctrines that are taught
unsystematically in the Bible, and by skilful grouping and
ordering, for example, showing their relations to one another,
and bringing out the underlying meaning common to all. In
this sense, and in this sense only, may we speak of Calvin’s
“system of theology ”.

Barth’s protest (which, as far as I know, neither he nor
anyone else has worked out in detail) thus sets us two tasks:
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first, to state why the old approach was wrong: and second, to
examine more fully what method Calvin did follow—and in
both these we must, of course, listen to what Calvin himself
has to say.

The old approach was wrong because it made Calvin a
philosopher rather than a theologian. That is to say, that,
working rationally and speculatively, he built an ideological
system. In this way he might be called a descendant of the
more extreme Schoolmen. From this standpoint N. P. Williams
can write of predestination:

“ the philésophical framework which has been inserted into the doctrine has

depri\;ed it of all flexibility and life ”” (in T4 S:udy of Theology, ed. K. E. Kirk,

p- 78)- -
By his opponents Calvin has been regarded as a cold thinker
pushing his thought with ruthless logic to its frigid, abstract
conclusion. And even his followers have made little better work
of it. Doumergue, who certainly does not remain this side
idolatry, regards him as a warm, religious, practical thinker
working out logically ideas which he takes from the Bible (and
here he is nearer the truth than most writers). What is common
to friend and foe is the idea that he is deliberately working out
rationally a certain set of ideas. But to hold this view of Calvin
is to be entirely mistaken as to his purpose, and largely mistaken
as to his achievement. Such a method was abhorrent to his
mind. Let it be remembered how in treating of the knowledge
of God, for instance, he condemns those who worship, not the
one true God, * but a figment of their own brains in his stead ”
({nst. 1. iv. 1), and insists (in ch. vi) that God can only be known
effectually through the Scriptures. This particular is a true
indication of Calvin’s general attitude. In the pulpit one of his
most frequent themes was the necessity for preaching the Word
of God and not replacing it by, or mingling with it, human
ideas. Thus, in a sermon on Deuteronomy he said:

“ So when we enter the pulpit, it is not so that we may introduce our
own ideas and dreams "1 (Corpus Reformatorum XXV, p. 646).

Or again, preaching on 1 Timothy, he declared that

“ St. Paul shows that all profane knowledge ought to be rejected, and
that men must not introduce what they have constructed ( forgé) in their head,
nor put forward their subtleties to make themselves important; no, not at all!

(C.R. LIII, p. 263).

1 Fr., songes et resveries, a favourite expression with him.
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Indeed, so important was this matter to him that he stressed
time and time again that the Gospel must be preserved in its
original simplicity without any adulteration of human ideas.
Therefore pastors must not

“ put forward their songes et resveries, but must pass on faithfully what they
have received without adding anything to it” (C.R. LIV, p. 8).

And again, in the same sermon he says:

“all those who wish to be recognised as pastors in the Church of God ought
to hold themselves to this rule: to declare the Gospel in such a manner that there
is no mingling nor corruption from their part” (C.R. LIV, p. g).

Erom these quotations (which could be greatly multiplied)
we see that Calvin had a horror of human ideas being preached
as the Gospel. This sprang from the fundamental belief, common
to all the Reformers, that Christianity was a religion of revela-
tion, that Jesus was the one Word spoken by God to the world,
and that the Bible was the sole authority for the life, teaching
and interpretation of Jesus; that it was, in fact, by virtue of its
teaching the one supernatural book:

“since it is only in the Scriptures that the Lord hath been pleased to preserve
his truth in perpetual remembrance, it obtains the same complete credit and
authority with believers, when they are satisfied of its divine origin (¢ coelo
ﬁif.xi:.ge), as if they heard the very words pronounced by God himself” (Insz. 1.
Vi, 1).

Therefore it would be sheer arrogance for any man, however
learned or pious, to set himself up as a judge upon Scripture,
able to add or excise at will. While allowing some measure of
both higher and lower criticism, Calvin held that there was
only one attitude for man to take over against the Bible; accep-
tance of its teaching, obedience to its commands, and (for the
pastor) faithful exposition of its doctrines.

It is, therefore, clear that Peter Barth was right in asserting
that Calvin * did not construct outward from one point ’. We
must now inquire what method he followed, and also whether
he was always loyal to his purpose. Already we have seen how
he held himself steadfastly to Scripture. In his teaching on
Scripture in the Jnszitutio (as, for example, when he speaks of
scriptura duce et magistra), in his system of preaching right
through book after book of the Bible, and in his ceaseless flow
of commentaries, he shows himself to us, and wishes to be
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known by us, as a doctor of the Holy Scriptures. In the 1559
edition of the Justitutio (which Whitney would have us believe
“ embodied the relentless growth of his very logical mind and
rigid system "'}), Calvin wrote a Preface to the Reader, in which
he declared his purpose:

“ Now, my design in this work has been to prepare and qualify students
of theology for the reading of the divine word, that they may have an easy
introduction to it, and be able to proceed in it without any obstruction. For I
think I have given such a comprehensive summary and orderly arrangement
of all the branches of religion,’ that with proper attention no person will find
any difficulty in determining what ought to be the principal objects of his
research in Scripture, and to what end he ought to refer anything it contains.”

To give “ a comprehensive summary and orderly arrangement
of all the branches of religion ” is a very different matter from
building a system of theology starting from one foundation
concept. It means that he regarded his work as a systematisa-
tion of the teaching of the Bible. The analogy of an architect
would be permissible, if it were always remembered that his
materials are not his own, and that he remains from beginning
to end in subordination to the Scriptures. A good example of
Calvin’s method is afforded by Jnsz. II. xv, where he treats of
Christ as prophet, king and priest. According to Dr. A. Dakin
(Calvinism, p. §3) he was the originator of this approach. Assum-
ing that this is so (and Dr. Dakin himself seems a little doubtful)
we may notice three points. First; although his treatment is
original, he shows that he derives it from the Bible; and through-
out the chapter he subjects himself to Scripture (an indication
of this is that there are about forty quotations from the Old
and New Testaments in the ten pages). Second; that Christ
was prophet, king and priest is not taught explicitly in Scripture;
but Calvin gathers together passages and declares that their
underlying thought is that Christ is prophet or king or priest:
these offices are thus the quintessence of Biblical teaching.
And third; he relates the three offices to one another and binds
them together into one thought—that we may know * the end
of his mission from the Father, and the benefits which he con-
fers upon us .

Whether Calvin was loyal to his aim always is another
matter, and since it would entail too detailed an investigation
into the theology of the Iwstimurio and particularly into the
development of at least the presentation of the doctrines through



