Calvin's Institutes Lesson 10, Page 1

The Pearson of Chrigt, |

At present we are in the first five chapters of Bdlp on the need for the Redeemer. Book Il is dbou
knowledge of the Redeemer, “God the Redeemer isChas Calvin expresses it. For five chapters he
sets forth why we need a redeemer, and then farhapters he tells us that Christ the Redeemaéeis t
theme of the whole Bible, the Old Testament as aglhe New Testament. Today we will get into
Calvin’s discussion on the person of Christ, arxt tieme we will look at his discussion on the wark
Christ. Today we will discuss the person of Chisgipk I, chapters 12 through 14.

Let us join in prayer, as we use a prayer agaim f@alvin to begin this lesson. Let us pray.

“Grant, Almighty God, that as Thou not only invites continually by the voice of Thy Gospel, tkksee
Thee, but also offerest to us Thy Son as our n@dihirough whom an access to Thee is opened, that
we may find Thee a propitious Father. O grant thhalying on Thy kind invitation, we may througte lif
exercise ourselves in prayer, and as so many éigtarb us on all sides and so many wants distagsk
oppress us, may we be led more earnestly to callh@e and in the meanwhile be never wearied in this
exercise of prayer, until having been heard by Tthesughout life, we may at length be gathered to
Thine eternal kingdom, where we shall enjoy thatagaon which Thou hast promised to us and of
which also Thou daily testifiest to us by Thy Gbape be forever united to Thine only begotten ®6n,
whom we are now members, that we may be partakatstbe blessings which He has obtained for us
by His death. Amen.”

As | have said, Calvin treats both the person aistlnd the work of Christ: the person of Chnist i
Book II, chapters 12 through 14, and the work ofig€hn Book I, chapters 15 through 17. That will
take us through the rest of Book Il. Calvin doesmake a sharp distinction between the person and
work of Christ; it really is not possible to do $hen you talk about the person of Christ, you have
talk to some extent about the work of Christ, afegmyou talk about the work of Christ, you certainl
have to talk about the person of Christ. Howevéhnjrk, in general terms, we could say that Calvin
maintains that distinction of person, chaptersht@ugh 14 and work, chapters 15 through 17. The
outline that we will follow, then, is this:

1. Book, Il chapter 12, “The Mediator Must be God &man.”

2. Book I, chapter 13, “Christ is God.” We have alrgatudied that, but we want to review that
or at least note that Calvin has dealt with théydei Christ in Book I, chapter 13.

3. Book Il, chapter 13, “Christ is Man.” It is easyriemember that, because they are both
chapter 13. Chapter 13 of Book | is about how Ghsi§sod, while chapter 13 of Book Il is
about how Christ is man.

4. Book II, chapter 14, “Christ is One Person.”

So that is the outline we will follow in this lesgdeginning with this: “Christ had to become man i
order to fulfill the office of mediator” (Book Ichapter 12). | think we should note here once again
Calvin’s use of the concept of accommodation. Htegenot simply accommodation in words, but it is
accommodation of God in Himself, as God becomesrmdiator. We see this especially in the
incarnation of Christ. You know that Calvin sayattlhrist is Mediator before the incarnation. Wé wi
get into that in a few minutes. In fact, He is Madr from the very beginning, in Calvin’s
understanding of the role of the second persohefitinity as Mediator after the creation of marmkin
However, this is especially evident in the incaioratCalvin quotes the church father Irenaeus inkBo
Il, chapter 6, section 4. Irenaeus writes that Flaéher, Himself infinite, becomes finite in thenSo
That does not mean that the first person of theifjrbecomes finite in the second person, becawese t
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second person of the Trinity is also, and remanigyite. We will look at that. It is an importapbint
that Calvin makes later in his treatment of thesparof Christ, but Irenaeus writes that “the Father
Himself infinite, becomes finite in the Son, JeQlsist, for He has accommodated Himself to oukelitt
measure, lest our minds be overwhelmed by the irsityeof His glory.” So the great God
accommodates Himself to us as He becomes, in tondgerson, man. The question then is why did
Christ become man?

Calvin says a number of things about this. He siings$,of all, there is no simple, or absolute, essity.
That is, Christ would not have become man withbatfall of mankind. There is no simple or absolute
necessity. There was nothing inherent in ChrigherTrinity that would demand an incarnation. Now
the reason Calvin was concerned about this—you ttighk that this is a kind of obtuse point that he
would not have to make—is because there was amopat@ry theologian by the name of Osiander.
Osiander taught that the incarnation was a necepsat of creation. As soon as God made man, it was
necessary then for God to become man. Calvin didhimk much of Osiander as a theologian, and he
takes him on here and in other places. When heaidesdOsiander’s view of a necessary incarnatien, h
uses the expression, “such rubbish as this.” Buakes some time to deal with this “rubbish,” as he
calls it. Calvin held that the purpose of the imedion was our redemption and nothing else. That wa
the reason God became man, to redeem us. “Chsiss #ame into the world to save sinners,” as the
Scripture says in 1 Timothy 1:15. So there is mopde or absolute necessity for the incarnatammtra
Osiander. However, Calvin says, there is a contfioecessity. He expresses this in a number of
different ways. One way that he says it, in Boglchapter 12, section 1, is that “Christ’s incaiorat
stemmed from a heavenly decree.” So even though th@ot an absolute necessity, it was necessary
for Christ to become man because of God’s decree.

| think it is important here to recognize that Galdoes not set the Father against the Son. There i
nothing in Calvin that leads us to think that tlaher is justice and the Son is love. Sometimes in
sermon illustrations, or in sermons without illasions, you can get the idea that it is the Fatter is
demanding justice and it is the Son who suggestsaltution. There is nothing like that in Calvin.
Rather, there is the closest cooperation betwesRdther and the Son in the work of redemption.
Calvin says, “The Father’s mercy made Christ’'sacpossible’—so the mercy is the mercy of the
Trinity, the Father as well as the Son—"and the Gogrudgingly took our nature”—so there is no
tension within the Trinity on this issue.

Calvin does not develop this heavenly decree irdovenant of redemption. When we were talking
about covenant theology last time, | said that state covenant theologians had three covenardgs: th
covenant of redemption, the covenant of works,tAecdcovenant of grace. | think you can find theagle
of a covenant of redemption and a covenant of wiorkalvin, but not the language. Calvin never
speaks of a covenant of works, nor does he spealko¥enant of redemption. He does show the close
harmony between the Father and the Son, with theedef God the Father in giving the elect to Ghris
and the work of God the Son, who at the will of Haher redeems the elect. In a sense, you might sa
that this is the substance of the later covenareadémption, but Calvin is very restrained in his
treatment of this. Some later writers were notesrained. | am thinking particularly of Edward
Fisher'sThe Marrow of Modern Divinitywhich had a very great impact on Scotland, produthe
“Marrow-men” of Scotland. That was a good developmee Scottish theology, but Edward Fisher’s
book, written in 1644, goes into quite a lot ofadledn this point, even establishing an imaginary
conversation between the Father and the Son inigte®f course, Calvin does not do anything like
that. His point, | think, could be extended intocvenant of redemption, although Calvin does net us
the word “covenant” to describe what he is talkitgput here.
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What does he mean, then, by “conditional necessiBien the condition of our fallenness, the faet t
we have fallen into sin, then if God wills to resaus, it is necessary to do it through Christ adiiter.
That is where the necessity comes in, as far aarCialconcerned. Because we are sinners—given that
condition—then if God is going to redeem us, tkithie way that He must do it. Calvin does not see a
lot of options for God, as some of the medievabtbgians did, especially the late medieval nomstali
They taught that God could have redeemed creatiany way He chose. The necessity was only God’s
choosing to redeem us, but He could have doneathkle did through Christ or He could have done it
some other way. For Calvin, given the conditiomof fallenness, this is the only way. It is theyonl

way, Calvin says, because of the nature of ouritiondas fallen people.

Calvin makes a point that is a little bit startlipgrhaps, the first time you look at it. He sagsyou

may remember from the reading, that even unfallan needed a mediator. There needed to be a
mediator even before the Fall—not an incarnatia gomediator, because man was created finite. Here
is how he puts it in Book II, chapter 12, sectioriBlven if man had remained free from all stairg hi
condition would have been too lowly for him to re&od without a mediator.” So unfallen Adam and
Eve, because they were in a perfect but finite tamg were too lowly to reach God without a
mediator. | think we would call that “mediation @isstenance.” That is not Calvin’s term, but | think
that helps to set forth that idea that he develbpee. Even unfallen but finite man needed a mediat
S0 “mediation as sustenance” would be the workefhediator upholding and ordering unfallen
creation. There is a role there for the secondopeos the Trinity before the Fall in sustaining and
upholding that creation.

The Reformed tradition has always held that thetion that | have just described—the sustaining of
the creation—belonged to Christ, but it has noallgwlescribed this role as the role of a mediator.
Generally, the Reformed tradition will reserve tnard “mediator” for the work of Christ in relatido
fallen humanity. However, the role of Christ in &iising creation is one that is clearly present in
Reformed theology. This is how the Westminster €ssion of Faith puts it in chapter 7: “The distance
between God and the creature is so great thaguajthreasonable creatures do owe their obedience to
Him as their creator, yet they could never havefamyion of Him"—*“fruition” is a word that we do ot
generally use today, but it means that we coulchage any enjoyment or use of God—"as their
blessedness and reward, but by some voluntary scadsion on God’s part, which He has been
pleased to express by way of covenant.” So whatMthstminster Divines call “covenant” here, the
covenant of works, Calvin calls the work of the Négdr. The Westminster Confession says that
unfallen man needed God'’s voluntary condescensaimh they call it “covenant.” Calvin says that
unfallen man needed a mediator. So even thougtratigion does not follow Calvin in using the word
“mediator,” | think the idea is certainly therethne Reformed tradition.

If unfallen man needed a mediator, how much moe=sdallen man need a mediator? That is the next
point that Calvin makes, and here we come to “ntemiaas reconciliation.” | will use the terms
mediation as sustenance before the Fall and medias reconciliation after the Fall. Before the,Fal
the Mediator sustains the creation; after the Fdlyecovers a rebellious creation. When Calvis get
this point, mediation as reconciliation, he speatk®ediation now in stages. We still have not cdme
the incarnation, but Christ’s work of mediationrsgdong before the incarnation. In fact, it stdo¢dore
the Fall. But now, after the Fall, the Mediatopresent in the Old Testament, as we have alreaty se
The same mediator is in the old covenant and iméwve covenant. The second person is present in
various ways: in the words of the promise, begigmiith Genesis 3:15, under the signs and the
ceremonies of the old covenant, in the sacrificesthe various ceremonies, and in the presendeeof t
angel of the brRD. He sometimes appears as a pre-incarnate, vgibtence of the angel of thewkp.
This is how Calvin puts it in Book I, chapter 18c8on 10, that “God’s Word"—the second person of
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the Trinity—“already at that time, as a sort ofdtaste, began to fulfill the office of mediator; &ven
though He was not yet clothed with flesh, He camerd so to speak, as an intermediary, in order to
approach believers more intimately.” Christ wilhee down in the incarnation and become one of us,
but He comes down, so to speak, even before tlagrnation in these various ways that | have outlined
He does this to get closer to humankind, to apprtlae Old Testament believers more intimately. So
there is the Old Testament role of the Mediatagntht the incarnation, He is manifest in the flesh.
Calvin’s favorite way of saying, “the person andrkvof Christ” is simply to say “the Mediator.” When
Calvin says “the Mediator,” he includes both thespa and the work of Christ.

So the first reason we need a mediator is becdube oature of our condition, first finite and the

fallen. Second, we need a mediator because ottherements of our salvation. This is why we are
talking about a conditional necessity here, becafiige requirements of our salvation. We haveeane
as we have seen in the first five chapters of Bbok/e need to be restored to God’s grace. Ouhas
come in through Adam and through our own embraoirtyat fallen nature. Both original sin and our
actual sins have broken our relationship with Gvé. need to be restored to God'’s grace, and then God
provides a way for us to be restored. We must payenalties for sin, Calvin says, but we cannbenT
Christ comes, manifest in the flesh, to pay theafigrthat we deserved, because of the requirenuénts
our salvation—our sin, our need, the fact that wstnpay, the fact that we cannot pay, the factahat
God can pay, but man is required to pay—commarel&tid-man as the solution to our dilemma. This
is how Calvin puts it in Book I, chapter 12, secti2, “Who could have done this had not the selésam
Son of God become the Son of man and had not so takat was ours as to impart what was His to us
and to make what was His by nature ours by grate?hust be God, He must be man, to pay what we
could not pay and to give to us what we did noedes In Book I, chapter 12, section 3, we find
another summary statement: “In short, since nedbkegod alone could He feel death, nor as man alone
could He overcome it, He coupled human nature di¢ine, that to atone for sin He might submit the
weakness of the one to death and that, wrestlitig dgath by the power of the other nature, He might
win victory for us.” These are classic Anselmiastsments, and Calvin insists that the Mediator must
be God and He must be man. That is why there @dittonal necessity. Given the Fall, given our

need, if God wills to redeem us, this is the waat tBod must redeem us.

Later, when we come to the next lesson, we wilklabChrist’'s work—the death of Christ and what
that means. We could talk about it here, but IRhirits a little better later on. So the firstipbis that
Christ had to become man in order to fulfill théicd of mediator. The second point is that Chgst i
God. That goes back to Book I, so we will not rettear that, but | just want to remind you that wedfi
Calvin’s treatment of the doctrine of the deityGiirist in Book I. Now, in Book II, chapter 13, wied
Calvin’s treatment of the doctrine that Christ isnmThen, after we discuss this, we will see thaid
the God-man, but He is one person.

Let us think about what Calvin says now about Glagssman. Calvin is very insistent, here in the
Institutesand everywhere in the commentaries, that this m€anist is true man. He is a true human
person. There were people in antiquity, as wetlademporaries of Calvin, who denied this. The
Manichees talked about the “heavenly flesh of Glirishey said He had flesh, but it was not human
flesh. It was not flesh like we have, but it wasVenly flesh. The Marcionites, and followers ofath
forms of ancient Gnosticism, spoke about the “nagmgearance of Christ.” They said He looked like a
man, but He was not a man. It was an appearancedradreality. Some of the Anabaptists in Calvin’s
own day also denied the true humanness of Chirgsd included Menno Simons, the Dutch priest who
became an Anabaptist after the debacle at MunstE535. He became the father of the Mennonites.
Menno Simons taught that Christ took, or creatad,dedy out of nothing. It was a body, but it was a
special body, created out of nothing. (The Menremiby the way, have not followed Menno Simmons
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in that way. The Mennonites today are quite ortlxodaheir view of the two natures of Christ.) But
against all of that past heresy and contemporamslye Calvin insisted that Christ assumed our flésh
was not a divinely created flesh, but human flésh durs. So Christ was human, in all respectsuse
with the single exception of sin—not finitude. Hdike us in every way except without sin, but He i
finite in His human body, as we are. Book I, cleadt3, section 1 calls Christ “a man truly begotién
human seed, subject to hunger, thirst, cold, ahdronfirmities of our nature.” When you turn teeth
commentaries, it is pretty impressive how consis@alvin is in this, because he shows that Christ
experienced emotional states and psychologicalitond. Christ was sometimes frustrated, sometimes
unhappy, sometimes lonely, and so on, but therenwassn in all of that.

Let me just illustrate this in one place in the coemtaries, and that is John 11:33, where it s&ys, “
groaned in the spirit.” Calvin comments at som@tikron this. This is just prior to the raising of
Lazarus from the dead. Calvin says, “But how daagnoeg and trouble of mind belong to the person of
Christ? It seems absurd to some when we say th#tCdis one among men, was subject to human
passion. They think that the only way He sorrowetkiced was by taking into Himself those
emotions when He thought fit, by some secret disgiéon.” Calvin says this is the view of Augustine.
He does not often disagree with Augustine, butdesdometimes, and here he does. Augustine said
that Christ simply decided to take into Himselfdbdeelings in order to make a point or illustrate
something, but these were not real feelings thatladvbave marked Christ, because, to Augustine, it
does not seem worthy to think of the second peo$dime Trinity groaning in spirit. “But it will,” ays
Calvin, “to my mind, be more agreeable to Scripitivee make the simple statement that when the Son
of God put on our flesh, He also of His own acgoution human feelings, so that He differed in naghi
from His brethren, sin only excepted.” In this wasg detract nothing from the glory of Christ whea w
say that He submitted to this. When He became Marecame man. That does not mean only flesh,
but it also means the emotional state of mankimdll Inot read much more of this, but Calvin go@s o
to say, “Christ took our emotions into Himself battby His power we may subdue whatever is simful i
them.” You see, if He does not really take our eoms, if that is just something that He will fromme

to time voluntarily bring in to Himself, but theyeanot real emotions of His human nature, thendHe i
not an example for us there, because we are reotHit. We cannot decide that we are going to e sa
or glad or anything else. These things just comeegda not decide that.

Speaking of Calvin’s commentaries, there is a cetepet of the New Testament commentaries that
was completed fairly recently, and then there ésdld set of all of Calvin’s commentaries—OId
Testament and New Testament. The complete setialtler version appears at good prices from time
to time, but it is really better to get the new rBmrice edition, which is a new translation. Gradyaiew
translations of the Old Testament commentaries@mgng out, too, although it will be years before
they are complete. | have the Torrance editiomefNew Testament and a good bit of the Old
Testament in the old translation by the Calvin Btation Society, but the old translation is muchreno
difficult, not because Calvin’s language was difftcbut because translators in the nineteenthucgnt
liked to make things sound Victorian, so the o&hslation does not really sound like Calvin should
sound.

Christ was a true man, but He was a sinless magrelih something important to notice here, andighat
that, according to Calvin, Christ was not sinlessause of the virgin birth. Sometimes people hhee t
idea that the reason Christ is sinless is thatiHl@aot have a human father. (By the way, Calvirdhel
what we consider a Roman Catholic doctrine of tegetual virginity of Mary. Calvin believed that
Mary remained a virgin throughout the rest of lier;, most Protestants do not accept that.) However,
Calvin did not connect the sinlessness of Chrishéovirgin birth. The virgin birth is the sourckam
authentic, true humanity. Christ was born of a won¥dhat is where His humanity came from, not some
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special created flesh, but born of Mary. Calvinistssthat the virgin was not merely a channel tghou
which Christ flowed. He was born of Mary, like othmeople in this world are born of their mothereeT
difference is that He did not have an earthly fgtbat He was born of a woman. Calvin insists, agfali
some people who would have differed with him, thatwoman’s seed must share in the act of
generation. The woman is not just a channel thraugich a child comes, so that the male seed would
have been the only important factor in the genenaths Calvin understood it, the woman’s seed and
the man’s seed combine. This means that sincet@msborn of a woman, and the woman was
sinful—because all women are sinners as well anati—then He was born of a sinner. We cannot,
then, attribute His sinlessness to the virgin bifthe sinlessness of Christ is not due to the ¢dick
human father, but rather it is due to God’s mira€leat is the major emphasis in Book I, chapter 13
section 4. “Christ is sinless because He was datcby the Spirit, that the generation might beepu
and undefiled, as would have been true before Addafl’” It was the work of the Spirit that guaraet
that Christ was born sinless, as people would baes born, if anyone had been born, before the Fall
The sinlessness of Christ is not to be attribubetthé virgin birth. The true, full humanity of Chriis to

be attributed to the virgin birth.

By the way, you probably notice that Calvin is potitically correct—and, | think, not even biblityal
correct—when he makes certain statements hereapptehl3 about the superiority of the male sex. He
does not get that from the Bible; that comes frasnchlture.

Let me just illustrate the point about the virgirthbfrom his commentary on Luke 1:35. | will justad
a little of this: “Thus, though Christ was borntbé seed of Abraham”—He was one of the seed of
Abraham because He was born of Mary, a descendl&itraham—“He drew no contagion from that
blemished nature, for from the very first, God’sr§xept him pure, not merely that He should abdun
in holiness unto Himself alone but rather that Hewdd make others holy. The very mode of His
conception testifies that He was set apart fromesmto be our mediator.” In that last sentend®, hot
think Calvin means that the virgin birth made Chsisless, but virginal conception (that is really
more accurate way to speak of it than virgin bitéstifies to, but does not create, Christ’s ssness.
The miracle at His birth testifies to something sumal happening, and the Spirit maintains His
sinlessness, even though He is born of a sinful avorit is the miracle of the Spirit that enablesrgin
to bear a child, and it is the miracle of the Spivat assures the sinlessness of Christ, notitgav
birth. Calvin does not link the deity of Christttee virgin birth. Neither does he link the sinlesss of
Christ to the virgin birth. The reason He is sislesnot because He does not have an earthly fadleer
had an earthly mother, and Mary later makes afgagcof purification, which acknowledges her
sinfulness, so sin can flow through one or two pten Christ's case, it does not, because thaaiar
of the Holy Spirit shields Him from sinfulness. Keborn, then, as a pure human being.

Now we get into something a little complex, if ti@nhot complex enough, and that is this: “Chugst i
man’—that is, true and sinless man—*“and at the sameeternal God, united to but not restricted to
the flesh.” We need to look at a couple of passages. | will turn to Book I, chapter 13, sectidrand
read it to you. This is right at the end of chaft®rat the bottom of page 481 in our edition ef th
Institutes It is a famous passage in Calvin, and here fHsr even if the Word, in His immeasurable
essence, united with the nature of man into ongegmemwe do not imagine that He was confined therein
Here is something marvelous: the Son of God deszkefrdm heaven in such a way that, without
leaving heaven, He willed to be born in the virgimiomb, to go about the earth and to hang upon the
cross; yet He continuously filled the world, eventée had done from the beginning.” That is a view
that Calvin set forth. He also sets it forth in BdW, chapter 17, section 30. | will read from Vaoie 2;
this idea comes up again in his discussion of threl's Supper, as you would probably guess. This is
from the top of page 1403. “There is a commonptisenction of the schools to which | am not
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ashamed to refer.” That means it is a medievallashio distinction. Calvin usually does not thinkich

of these, but here he says he is not ashamedeiotoethis. “Although the whole Christ is everywéer

still the whole of that which is in Him is not eyarhere, and would that the schoolmen themselves had
honestly weighed the force of this statement, iostwould the absurd fiction of Christ’s carnal
presence have been obviated. Therefore, sinceltbeZhrist is everywhere, our Mediator is ever
present with His own people, and in the Supperaisvidimself in a special way, yet in such a way tha
the whole Christ is present, but not in His whokmé

What does that mean? The Word of God became ineaimdesus, but not in such a way that He has no
existence also beyond the flesh—Calvin’s phragdigsn extra carnenfalso beyond the flesh.” That is
the key expression here. It means that as Chvistl lon earth, the second person of the Trinitytedis

fully in Christ, but also beyond the flesh. You mmigay that the incarnation was not the temporary
abdication of the Lord’s empire. When He became,riindid not cease to do all the things that He had
done before. There was a Christmas hymn writteherfifth century, which says this: “The Word
becomes incarnate and yet remains on high.” Thgtmeich expresses Calvin’s idea. The Word
becomes incarnate and yet remains on high. Thermany places you could look beyond lihgtitutes

for this. The commentaries on Luke 23:43, John24Atts 1:11, and Hebrews 1:14, and the whole
Calvinist tradition, follows Calvin in this as well

Let me illustrate that with the Heidelberg CatenhiQuestion 46 says, “How do you understand the
words, ‘He ascended into heaven?’ After givingaaswer to that, the catechism asks in question 47,
“Then is not Christ with us unto the end of the \dpas He promised us?” If He ascended into heaven,
is He not with us? The answer to question 47 igi&is true man and true God. As a man, He is no
longer on earth, but in His divinity, majesty, ggaand spirit, He is never absent from us.” Theme®
the important question for our purposes, quest®ynwhich asks, “But are not the two natures in §hri
separated from each other in this way, if the hutyas not wherever the divinity is?” Calvin argues
here—as he will against the Lutherans in Book \ewlhe comes to the Lord’s Supper—that the
humanity of Christ is at the right hand of the Feaithn that one place, but Christ is present wéhnuthe
Lord’s Supper in His fullness and in His wholen&3s.the catechism says, “But are not the two nature
in Christ separated from each other in this wathéf humanity is not wherever the divinity is? ot

all. For since divinity is incomprehensible and gwveéhere present, it must follow that the divinigy i
indeed beyond the bounds of the humanity whiclast éissumed and is nonetheless ever in that
humanity as well and remains personally united.to i

It almost sounds like the catechism and Calvinsageng two things at once, and they probably ahe. T
divinity is fully in Christ and united to the humgnin Christ, but at the same time, it also exlstyond
the flesh. Some people have seen this as a veryrian aspect of Calvin’'s thought and perhaps the
idea that is most original in it. | do not thinkistoriginal, although the Lutherans have viewad &3
something specifically Calvin’s. They call it tb&tra-calvinisticumlf you hear of thextra-
calvinisticum this is what it refers to. Calvin’s expressioreieam extra carnenfalso beyond the
flesh,” but the Lutherans called it tegtra-calvinisticumwhich could be translated as “that extra Calvin
thing.” They said it was a Calvinistic idea thakeatthe incarnation the Son of God has His exigenc
also beyond the flesh. But David Willis’ bodRalvin’s Catholic Christology: The Function of tBe-
Called Extra Calvinisticum in Calvin’s Theologyakes it pretty clear that this is not somethingjue.
Willis shows that this idea was embraced througl@uistian history. To illustrate the fact that et
were saying the same thing, we could cite thetfadtin Book IV, Calvin says that this is a distioo
that has been made in the schools that he is hatreed to embrace. In fact, David Willis says itldou
be called thextra-catholicunor theextra-patristicunrather than thextra-calvinisticumIn other
words, it could be said to be the idea of the dattiehurch or the idea of the church fathers. Asab
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re-reading fairly recently thimcarnation of the Worthy the Greek church father Athanasius, the hero of
Nicaea, | came across these words: “Christ banidieath from us and made us anew, and invisible and
imperceptible as in Himself He is, He became vestbrough His works and revealed Himself as the
Word of the Father, the ruler and king of the whakeation. There is a paradox in this last statemen
that we must now examine. The Word was not hedgéy His body, nor did His presence in the body
prevent His being present elsewhere as well. Whemblved His body, He did not cease also to direct
the universe by His might and mind. No, the mamusltiuth is that, being the Word, so far from being
contained in anything, He actually contained ahdis in Himself.”

Let us come then to the next point. Christ is oaes@n. You might think that what Calvin has justisa
would imply a kind of Nestorianism. Calvin has bescused of Nestorianism, just as Lutherans have
been accused of Eutychianism. However, Calvin mallv assert that there are not two persons, but one
person. Christ is one person. “He who was the $@&wod became the Son of Man, not by confusion of
substance, but by unity of person.” That is a Géddnian statement—not by confusion of substance—
the divinity and the humanity each retain theitidigive natures unimpaired.

Now we come to the question of how to deal withauas Scriptures in light of this idea. Calvin makes
four points here. The first is that Scripture sames attributes to Christ what must be referredlgab

His humanity. You see, He is human and He is diviug He is one person, so Scripture will attribiote
the one person what we must see as belonging dolélis humanity. For instance, He increased in age
and wisdom. Now, you can speak of the one pers@hakt increasing in age and wisdom, but you
realize that has to be applied to His humanity,Hfistdivinity. The divine nature of Christ cannot
increase in age and wisdom. Similarly, the fact @larist says He did not know some things cannot be
attributed to His divinity, because as divine, B®mniscient. That could only be attributed to His
humanity. Thus, human attributes are properly &gpio the person of Christ, because He is true man.
As true man, you can say, as Luke says, He inadeassge and wisdom.

The second point is that Scripture sometimes ate#to Christ what must be referred to solely &s H
divinity. For instance, when Christ said, “Beforeraham was, | am,” that is true of the person of
Christ, but we cannot think of that as being agpteHis humanity, which did not exist before Mary
conceived Him. However, it does apply to His dityniAs the eternal Son of God, He existed before
Abraham. Divine qualities are properly applied turi€t because He is true God.

Third, Calvin says that Scripture sometimes dessribhat embraces both natures but fits neitheealon
Calvin puts in this category those things that gpplthe office of the Mediator. That is, the Mddrais
both God and man, so when Scripture talks abouivtité of Christ as our redeemer on the cross,ighat
God and man. That cannot be applied only to theamitynor only to the divinity. It must be applied
both to the humanity and to the divinity in the guegson of Christ.

Finally, there is the communicating of the charasties, or the communicating of the idioms, as it
called in theological language. Scripture sometiaté#butes to Christ’s divinity what more properly
belongs to His humanity, and vice versa. The wayi@aays it here is “The things that He carried ou

in His human nature are transferred, improperlyalgh not without reason, to His divinity.” Can you
think of an example of this? Here is one: God pasell the church with His own blood. Now, can God
shed His blood? No, God does not shed blood. Teiggsly belongs to the human nature, because only
the human nature can shed blood, but the statemapplied to the person who is both God and nran. |
this passage, the person is called God and not &ait.is a true statement that God shed His own
blood, but it does not mean that God has blooahelains that Christ, the God-man, who in His human
nature shed His blood, is also God. So that iglbalenot an actual, ontological, communicating of
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attributes. In other words, the attribute of hurhars verbally assigned, improperly but not withaut
cause, to the divine nature. However, this is madratological shift. Nothing real has happenedeher
although what Calvin is expressing is very reak &ktribute of one nature—*His own blood"—is
affirmed of the person who is then named by Higpttature, God. That is what we mean by the
communication of the attributes.

| must move on to complete this, so if that is cleair, meditate on it. Christ is one person, not by
confusion of substance, but by unity of person. fitwe natures constitute one Christ. The two natures
remain distinct, but not in such a way as to comgtitwo persons. That is a great mystery. It seéems
me that Calvin is very true to Chalcedon. Chalcedioes not solve this issue. It remains a mystevy ho
Christ can have two perfect natures and yet bepenson.

Calvin does give a number of illustrations hereés lather curious to me that when he is talkingutb
the Trinity, he says we should not try to illuseréitbecause we will get it wrong, but when he ceroe
the two natures of Christ, he ventures a coupldustrations. Maybe he felt he had some stronger
illustrations here, but in Book I, chapter 14,ts&t 1, he sets forth the fact that “man consi$tsoaly
and soul. Each retains its own distinctive natyet¢ there is one man.” | am body, | am soul, yaml
not two people but one person. In his commentary ®imothy 3:16, Calvin says, “He"—that is,
God—*“appeared in a body.” He uses the comparisaheofwo natures of Christ to two eyes of man.
Each eye can have its vision separately, but whean& looking at anything, “our vision, which igatf
is divided, joins up and unites in order to giveelf as a whole to the object that is put befateSib you
can think of those two illustrations. | am not nesagrily recommending that you use those in sermons,
but at least there is a possibility there of waythink about how there can be two and yet one, two
natures in one person.

| want to review here the main points of Book hapter 14, section 3, which | call “the careerhf t
Mediator.” First, remember, there is the work af Mediator before the Fall. That work is sustenance
sustaining unfallen creation. Then, there is the o the Mediator as reconciler. We see this fios of
all in the Old Testament, as Christ appears imtbiel of the promise and in the ceremonies and, at
times, as the angel of th@kD. The third stage in the career of the Mediatdhésincarnation—His
earthly birth and life ending in His death, resati@n, and ascension. The fourth stage in the carfee
the Mediator is His session, in which He sits attiight hand of the Father. According to Calvirgtth
position that Christ has now is not the same agxiadted position which, as eternal God, He never
ceased to occupy. The second person has always todel of glory, so also beyond the flesh. Even now
Christ is in heaven as a man in His flesh, but klste as He has always existed, also beyond tkb.fle
“Just as He was made low, not for His own sakefdruburs, so He was exalted in His body by which
He entered heaven for us.” The incarnation is ngptaary episode in the life of the second persah, b
it is rather a permanent involvement in the humarason. There is yet one further step in the ead
the Mediator, and that is the judgment. Book laupter 14, section 3 says, “When as partakers in
heavenly glory we shall see God as He is, Chrastirty discharged the office of Mediator, will cedse
be the ambassador of His Father and will be satisiiith Him with that glory which He enjoyed before
the creation of the world.” That sums up the cacéehe Mediator.

Finally, | want to present a brief evaluation ofW@as Christology. Calvin speaks often of learned
ignorance. He urges careful use of the biblicahess, but all before the mystery. He does not pdete
to empty out the mystery here. Calvin’s preferredression for the incarnate person of Christ isdGo
manifest in the flesh.” That is how he liked to eegs that. Constantly you will see him say somethin
like this: “He who as man did such-and-such wateatsame time the Son of God.” So he keeps
together both the divinity and the humanity in @eeson, but there is no shading over of the humanit
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into the divinity or the divinity into the humanityhe divinity remains divinity, and the humanity
remains humanity. In Book 1V, chapter 17, sectiOn\Be read, “Christ did not suffer in His divinityut
the Christ who suffered in the flesh as an abjadtdespised man was also, as God, the Lord of .glory
There is a stress on the distinction of the twairest. Calvin is not a Nestorian, and his stresthernwo
natures, | think, guards both the divine and thado.

Next time we will look at the work of Christ.
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