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A CK N O W LED G M EN TS

It was in 1984 that I graduated with an Honours Degree in Divinity from 

Glasgow University. I continued my studies by attempting a Master of 

Theology in the two disciplines of Systematic Theology and New Testament 

Studies that I majored in for the BD. However, a new parish and a new family 

soon filled my available time and I did not complete what I started. In 2004 I 

passed my 20*'' anniversary in the ordained ministry, which is not usually of 

significance except that, for me, it was the half-way marker from my 

retirement. I felt it was important to try and do something mid-point to renew 

my interest in theology. My interest in my two subjects continued through 

Christology and the New Testament pursuit for the Historical Jesus.

1 wish to aclmowledge first, my surprise, and then, my thanks, to Prof. 

George Newlands. Surprise, because he was assigned as my Supervisor 20 

years ago on my first attempt. Second, thanks, for steering my tlfinldng upon 

a wide-ranging subject towards a source I would not naturally have chosen, 

and for his guidance and support throughout the process. I owe my wife, 

Sandra, a debt of gratitude as my editor of the finished work and for her 

constant encouragement when work and family circumstances threatened to 

undermine my willingness to keep finding the time. Finally, my dad, also Jack 

Holt, died during the second year of my research, which means this is the first 

work o f substance in my life that he has not witnessed and aclmowledged 

with his usual pride. 1 dedicate this work to his memory and to my mum, 

Margaret, whose fortitude and hope in living without him also renewed my 

confidence in the gospel.



INTRODUCTION

I write this paper as a parish minister of the Church of Scotland, ordained for 

twenty years, committed to weeldy preaching based on the Bible readings 

from the authorised Lectionaiy. In this capacity I have used commentaries in 

my preparation and through them have become aware, especially in relation 

to the gospels, of the various problems scholars have encountered as they 

subject these documents to the historical critical method of interpretation.

At the same time I have always had an interest, throughout my ministry, in 

that strand of biblical and theological thought encapsulated in the title. The 

Quest for the Historical Jesus’. Books ranging from Gunther Bornkamm’s 

Jesm of Na^/'eth, Gerd Theissen’s The Sbadoiv of the Galilean and Edward 

Shülebeedcx’s Jesus to John Meier’s A  Marginal Jem, E P Sanders’ Jesus and 

Judaism, and N T  Wright’s multi-volume work, The Nem Testament and the People 

of God, Jesus and the Aktoiy of God and The Kesurrection of the Son of God.

What both the commentaries and my wider reading suggested to me, with 

various degrees of certainty, was tliat if I stood up in a pulpit and preached 

out of the gospels as they are now found in the Bible, I was guilty of 

presentiig people with a false view of Jesus.

The commentaries use Form Criticism, Source Criticism, Redaction Criticism, 

and the other tools and apparatus of scholarship, to iiform  the reader. They



suggest what Jesus did do or say, and what he did not do or say, Tliey 

highlight the many contradictory elements within the parallel accounts and 

explain how the theological bias of the author or the contemporary 

circumstances of their community has influenced and shaped their use of the 

material No commentary ever says, Just take it as read.’

In the books mentioned, and in many others, tlie problems facing the serious 

historian trying to explore behind the paltry sources to ‘what actually 

happened’, is explained at length. What tiie historian needs is not contained in 

these sources, and what the historian must ignore, as outside their province, is 

all too ready at hand in tales of miraculous birtli and resurrection from die 

dead. Though we now have access to a greater understanding of first century 

Palestine through the work of related disciplines, and a greater sophistication 

in the understanding and use of the languages involved, and can apply a 

delicate finesse in the use of the literary tools, still a Jesus who can be 

universally accepted as having lived a particular life is beyond reach.

Nevertheless on one point aU the books agree. The Jesus presented by the 

gospels is not the real Jesus, the one who, if we could have had him taped and 

videoed, Hved in history.

As a minister and preacher one lives witli the tension between tire consensus 

of scholarslrip - that one must be sceptical about tire gospels when it comes to



discovering the truth about Jesus - and the weeldy practice of public worsliip. 

Week by week in the church these gospels are read, as they are, to people, the 

vast majority of whom are not only ignorant of what scholarship says, but 

also of the gospel which they are hearing. For they only hear it in fragments, 

torn from the context of the whole, and in this day and age are not lilcely to be 

reading it for themselves at home in any regular pattern.

And these people are believers, or seekers. They are not simply listening to 

history, but believe that the person of Jesus is alive and present. They are not 

hearing about a figure from the past out of polite interest, but to Imow the 

figure they have come to accept as Saviour and Lord is with them in the 

present day. What they need to hear from the preaching of the gospel is how 

the words and deeds of the person set in his own time, become relevant to 

them in theic own time.

For this preaching to have effect the preacher must have confidence in the 

gospels ratiier than scepticism about tiiem. But such a stance today has the 

ring of fundamentalism about it; a crude literalism that treats the Bible as 

though it were not so much ‘breathed out’ by God but typed on tiie divine 

word processor. It would be to stand lilce Kang Canute against the prevailing 

tide of scholarship over the past one hundred years, vainly trying to turn it 

back to a time before the ascendancy of reason.



Yet even behind these statements there is another essential question: is it 

Jesus, die Jesus that lived, that one is meant to be preaching? Is it not another 

figure the people need to meet, namely, the risen exalted Christ? For the 

majority of people who did meet Jesus in his historical existence found him to 

be many things, but die revealer of God was not one of them. Is die biblical 

record not that of a written wiùiess to the faith of tiiose who experienced 

Jesus both in life and beyond, and who proclaimed that Jesus was the Christ? 

But surely more dian Imowing history is at work here?

Enter H R Macldntosh. There are many reasons for choosing to examine die 

issues through the writings and teaching of this now sadly overlooked scholar. 

Redman, who recognises his world-wide reputation as a theologian Imown to 

and read by pastors, scholars and lay-people aMlre, wrote diat could now be 

said of Macldntosh what he had once said about Ritschl,

“Fie is today behind a passing cloud too near for appreciation and 

too far away for gratitude.” '

Fkst, he was a Scot, a minister of the Church of Scodand, and a considerable 

influence on generations of men (and it was only men in diose days) who 

shared that vocation. Above aU, he remained a preacher of die gospel. It is

Redman (1997) p i



stated that he “rejoiced to preach 48 Sundays out of 52.”  ̂Therefore, he was 

not “concerned for the abstract, philosophical and technical points of 

theology. But the way in wliich doctrine lays tlie foundation for pulpit 

ininistry.” '̂  He was fond of saying, “what cannot be preached ought not to be 

believed.”*̂

As one whose interest in Chris tology is primarily motivated by tlie vocational 

ntinistry, I will seek to examine the issues through the theological thinlting of 

a man motivated by similar concerns.

Secondly, he was writing at a time when tlie early pioneers of the historical 

critical method had laid down the foundations for much of what is now 

almost universally accepted by scholarsliip. But Macldntosh lived at a time 

when the work of these men was still open to criticism, treated as mere ideas 

rather than irrefutable trutlis. He was not bound to accept tliat the gospels 

must be interpreted by the historical critical method. He retained a confidence 

in the gospels because he believed that, as they are, they were veliicles through 

which the historical revelation of God in Jesus Christ was conveyed to people 

in each succeeding generation. He was convinced tliat in the gospels people 

met the real Jesus, the Jesus that mattered, the Jesus that created in people 

faitli in God.

2 Redman (1996) p201.

 ̂Redman (1996) p201.

“t Redman (1996) p201.



As someone who was theologically trained in the methods of historical 

criticism, I want to be exposed to the views of a theologian who was not in 

awe of what these methods could achieve, yet did not seek to dismiss this 

work as irrelevant, nor diminish its results.

Thirdly, and in contrast, Macldntosh was no fundamentalist or theological 

Luddite. An erudite man, grounded in philosophy and widely read in 

contemporary German theology^ he was weU able to express the issues tliat 

arose from taldng this position and to defend diem against the arguments of 

others. And central to that confidence was the recognition of a uniquely 

difficult problem peculiar to Christianity “of Revelation and History and then 

relations to each otlierf’̂’ Mackintosh in his writings explores this problem, 

and the other issues relating to it.

This thesis wül examine Macldntosh’s understanding of history and revelation 

and what he considers to be the relationship between them. It will test his 

confidence in die gospels enquiring if such confidence can still be held today. 

Can the preacher have integrity in presenting Jesus widiout being too heavily 

reliant upon the results of liistorical criticism? On the other hand, would 

Macldntosh be taldng the same position if he were writing today? I want to

See the next chapter for details. “The many reviews o f  foreign theology in The Expositor Th/m  reveal the 
breadth and depth o f  his familiarity with the diverse Cicrman theological scene,” Redman (1997) p4.

Mackintosh (1937) p i 79
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investigate if Macldntosh’s arguments still stand today, or whether they belong 

firmly in the past, made obsolete by the scholarship and liistorical 

developments of the interceding decades.

My intention is first to set Macldntosh within his historic context, as 

considerable changes have taken place in the world and theological thinldng 

since his death. His name rarely appears in surveys of 20^’ century theological 

thinldng^, books written specifically about him are few ,̂ and so present day 

readers may be unfamiliar with the man and his work.

Next win be a statement about the specific areas for study. It is not my 

intention to give an overview of the totality of Macldntosh’s theology. Rather 

there is an area of Christology that I am interested in exploring and to bring 

Macldntosh’s thoughts about these matters to bear upon that discussion. 

Without pre-empting the content of that chapter I intend to narrow the field 

to the areas of the Bible, History, Revelation and the Holy Spitit.

The next four chapters wiU look at Macldntosh’s writings in relation to tliese 

four areas. As Macldntosh did not write any books directly relating to tliese 

areas, Iris thought has to be gleamed as he touches upon these matters in 

relation to other topics. Following an overview of his thought, a critical

Biographical outlines are to be found in certain reference works, such as Hart (2000). The article is 
written by John L McPake w ho used a contrast o f  Mackintosh and Barth as the basis o f  his doctorate.



assessment will be made as to whether his theology has stood the test of time, 

and remains valid and useful in helping the modern day preacher have 

confidence in the gospel.

Finally I will draw together tliese various strands and present my conclusions 

as to whether Macldntosh’s confidence in die gospel remains well founded.

The only two known to the present author, beyond references in journal articles, were I..eitch (1952) 
and Redman (1997).

10



C h a p t e r  2

SETTING H R MACKINTOSH IN HIS HISTORICAL CONTEXT

The facts of Macldntosh’s life can be found in various places.'^ Hugh Ross 

Macldntosh was born in Paisley on 31 October 1870, the fourth child of Janet 

Ross and Alexander Macldntosh, a GaeHc-spealdng minister of the Free 

Church serving in the Gaelic Free Church in Paisley. Both his parents died In 

1880, when he was 10 years old, and he was brought up by an aunt and uncle 

at Edderton in Ross-shire, where his uncle was also a niinister of the Free 

Church,

Macldntosh demonstrated Ids intelligence from an early age, dux of Tain 

Royal Academy at sixteen, tlren distinguishing himself at George Watson’s 

College, Edinburgh. He read at Edinburgh University gaining a first in 

philosophy (and the Ferguson scholarship, 1893) and a second in classics. 

While reading philosophy he was taught by Professor Andrew Setli Pringle- 

Pattison (1856-1931) whose Personal IdealisiA" was to greatly influence 

Macldntosh’s later theology.

Much o f  the material in this chapter is based on information obtained from articles in Dictionaries, the 
book by ]-.eitch (1952) and the book and article by Redman (1997) and (1996).

!" Personal Idealism, “a belief in the metaphysical autonomy o f  personality^, as opposed to both 
Naturalism, which considers personality an outcome o f  ‘the mechanism o f  Nature’ and Idealism 
which considers it an ‘adjective’ o f  the Absolute.” Quote from the online University o f  Melbourne 
article about William Ralph Boyce Gibson (1869-1935). N o  author credited.
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Next he studied theology at New College, Edinburgh. His teachers at New 

College included A B Davidson (1831-1902) and John Laidlaw (1832-1906). 

The latter is considered tlie most lilcely source for liis interest in the theology 

of Ritschl. As was common at the turn of the century Macldntosh spent some 

time studying in Germany under Martin Kahler (1835-1912) at HaUe and used 

proceeds from winning the Cunningham Fellowship in 1895 to sit under 

Wilhelm Flerrmann (1846-1922) at Marburg. The former wrote an influential 

book The So-called Historical Jesus and the Historic Biblical Christ, and the latter was 

also the teacher of both Rudolph Bultmann and Karl Barth. In his later Hfe, 

Macldntosh would retain a friendship with Herrmann and correspond with 

his former teacher until the latter’s death. He also studied under Reischle 

which gave him Ids introduction to RitschHan theology, leading to his 

dissertation for his DPhil at Edinburgh, The TJtschllan Doctrine of Theoretical and 

Kellglous Knomledge gained in 1897."

In tire same year he was ordained into the Free Church (the United Free in 

1900 and the Church of Scotland in 1929) and was inducted into tire charge at 

Queen Street, Tayport. Fie was tiren called in 1901 to the newly formed U.F. 

charge of Beechgrove church in Aberdeen. These short ministries produced 

the book of sermons, Hfe on God's Plan, published in 1909. The parish

"  This hand-written thesis in a simple black-covered note book, written in black ink in a tiny hand that 
makes it now difficult to read in places, is retained along with his lecture notes and other documents 
in N ew  Tollcge Idbrary. It is o f  note that his entire reading for the thesis appears to have been about 
a dozen books, all but one written in German.

12



mmistiy was cut short in 1904 by his elevation to the Chah of Systematic 

Theology in New College, which he held until liis death. He was awarded 

honorary degrees from Edinburgh, Oxford and M arburg^a testimony to the 

high regard in which he was held hi academic chcles in liis day.

T F Torrance, a student of Macldntosh towards tlie end of his life, said of 

him,

“To study with FI R Mackintosh was a sphitual and theological 

benediction, for he was above all a man of God, full of the Holy 

Sphit and of faith. His exposition of bibHcal and evangelical 

truth hi the classical tradition of the great patristic theologians 

and of tlie Reformers was as lucid as it was profound, but it was 

always acutely relevant, for the central thrust of the Christian 

message was brought to bear trenchantly and illumhiathigly 

upon the great movements of thought that agitated the modern 

world.’" '

In 1932 Mackintosh received the highest honour the Church of Scotland can 

bestow when he was made Moderator of die General Assembly. Following 

his Moderatorial year he led an official deputation to Denmark,

Mackintosh became good friends with Prof, Karl I Icim, a systematic theologian, and between them 
they set up a student exchange programme between 1 Edinburgh and ’l ubingcn. It was in recognition 
o f  this ambassadorial work that Mackintosh was honoured by Marburg. See Redman (1997) p2

13



Czechoslovalda, Romania, Germany and Hungary. By the latter country he 

had already been presented with a Festschiji entitled Hungarian Protestantism, Us 

past. Present and F u tu n f In 1933 when he was in Budapest he was invited to 

speak to a gathering of 10,000 elders of the Reformed Church.

His previous major contribution to the General Assembly had followed the 

Union between the United Free Church of Scodand and the Church of 

Scodand in 1929. He was invited to convene die committee that was to write 

a Short Statement of the Church’s Faith, which was issued m 1935. This recognised 

the work he had already completed in a similar vein for the United Free 

Church in 1921.

In his private life he had married Jessie Air, third daughter of David Air, a 

prominent Dundee businessman on 8 June 1899, and they had four children, 

a son and then diree daughters. His health began to fail from 1932 onwards. 

Many said it was a direct result of the arduous tour he had just completed. He 

was addressing a conference for lay missionaries in Stornoway, when he died, 

on his wedding anniversary, on 8 June 1936.

According to Redman, Macldntosh’s distinguished tenure at New College was 

marked by a “sincere attempt to understand and accept modem thought-

Torrance (2000) p72. The conclusion o f  the book is a reprint o f  A n  Appréciation o fH  R  Mackintosh, 
Theologian of the Cmss, by Torrance.

14



forms without jettisoning the evangelical faith”/^ He was said to have read 

every important theological book published in Germany and Great Britain, 

evidenced in his many published reviews, essays and monographs. He had a 

passion for bringing the fruits of German theological thinldng to an English 

spealdng audience. He edited and translated Friedrich Loofs, Anti-Haeckel: an 

Exposure of Haeckel’s View of Christianity (1903) and Johannes Wendland’s 

Miracles and Christianity (1911). He also worked in partnership witli A B 

Macaulay to edit and translate Albrecht Ritschl’s The Christian Doctrine of 

Justification and Teconcilation (1900); with Alfred Caldecott on Teadings in the 

Uterature of Theism (1904) and with J S Stewart on F D E Schleiermacher’s The 

Christian Faith (1927).

He also wrote a number of books himself; The Person of Christ (1913); Studies in 

Christian Truth (1913); Immortality and the Future (1915); The Originality of the 

Christian Message (1920); The Dimne Initiative (1921); Some Aspects of Christian 

Belief (1923); The Christian Experience of Forfiveness (1927) and The Christian 

Apprehension of God (1928). There were two further volumes of published 

sermons, The Flighway of God (1931) and Sermons (posthumously, 1938).

But in terms of his own writings. Mackintosh probably wrote two major 

significant books, in addition to those mentioned above. The first was

Kovats et <7/(1927). This book is also among Mackintosh’s papcis at N ew  College library, and bears 
an inscription o f  appreciation from the General Conventus o f  the Hungarian Reformed Church,

‘5 Redman (1997) p4.
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(though chronologically later), his own survey of the development of 

theological thought, Types of Modern Theology! (posthumously, 1937), in which he 

assesses the contributions of Schleiermacher, Hegel, Ritschl, Troeltsch, 

Kierkegaard and Barth. It was in this book tliat Mackintosh revised his earlier 

assessment of Barth to consider him tlie outstanding theologian of tlie early 

twentieth century. Here also, his early approval of Ritschl is tempered by the 

recognition of tlie errors to wliich his thought ultimately led, and his distaste 

for some of those who belonged to the Ritschlian School is expressed.

The second book was what became a standard student textbook on 

Christology, The Person of Jesus Christ (1912). Even in the early 1980’s this book 

was stiU being recommended to first year students of Divinity at Glasgow 

University.'^’

Its success as a textbook is due to the comprehensive historical survey of the 

development of Christology from apostolic times to what was then tlie 

present day. However the book is not merely an liistorical survey; in it 

Macldntosh gives a personal account of his own position, which arises from 

his belief in the soteriological significance of the Incarnation, which in turn 

requires an liistorical basis for Revelation. Tliis union of the human 

personality of Jesus with the incarnation of the Son of God leads him to reject 

the traditional creedal formula of Chalcedon and to turn to the idea of kenosis

l l i i s  was when and why I purchased my own copy o f the book.

16



to explain the basis of that union. However his position was strongly criticised 

by one of his former pupils, D M Bailhe, in liis book God was in Christ

WhHe history’s verdict upon the work of some individuals in any sphere of 

human endeavour is their originality of thought, most practitioners are 

recognised as having been influenced both by their predecessors and by their 

contemporaries. In the field of theology Macintosh would be bordered by 

such original thinkers. Before him were the German theologians; 

Schleiermacher whose work he opposed and Ritschl witli whose work he was 

initially in sympathy. Contemporary with liim was tlie Swiss tlieologian, Barth, 

whom Macldntosh first regarded with suspicion, but later considered the most 

important figure to emerge in the early twentieth century.

AU these men were, and are stiU considered to be original thinkers (though a 

smdy of their own theological development demonstrates the inspiration for 

their theological positions was drawn from reaction to, or sympathy with, the 

philosophical and theological ideas, stUl influential, whether historical or 

current). Any major work that tries to give an historical survey of theology 

wUl certainly include Schleiermacher and Barth, but rarely, if ever, 

Macldntosh.

BiiilHc (1961) p94ff.
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However, what original thinkers requite, especially those building a system, 

are other scholars who can assess, criticise and sift the wheat from the chaff. 

This Macldntosh demonstrated was his field of expertise. The prophet Isaiah 

wrote, “He made my mouth Hlce a sharp sword, and in the shadow of his 

hand he hid me” (Isaiah 49:2 NRSV). It is the hope of tlie present autlior that 

though Macldntosh is largely forgotten today, and overlooked in historical 

surveys as of any significance, nevertheless, in liis works are important words, 

hidden by God. Once uncovered and understood, Macldntosh’s thoughts 

may speak afresh to tlie issues that still need to be addressed. The issues 

revolve around the regaining of confidence in the gospel and establishing the 

relationship between the historic Jesus and the biblical Christ

Redman, who has made tlie most exhaustive smdy of the career of 

Macldntosh has recognised four phases."* From 1897 to 1903 is the period in 

which Macldntosh was strongly influenced by the work of Ritschl. Then 

from 1904 to 1913, through the work of Herrmann, Kahler, Denney and 

Forsyth, Macldntosh engages with the Chiistological problems of the day, and 

moves away from the Ritsclihan to a more distinctively dogmatic and 

Reformed position, resulting in tlie publishing of The Doctrine of the Person of 

Jesus Christ. From 1914 to 1927 he lives through World War One and its 

aftermath upon theological thinldng resulting in an emphasis upon atonement 

and eschatology. Tliis cuhninates in the Spmnt Lectures for 1927 delivered at

Redman, (1997) pp22-25.
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Union Theological Seminary at Richmond, Virginia, later published as The 

Christian Apprehension of God, Finally, from 1928 to 1936 there is the Barthian 

phase, during which he begins to speak significantly of ‘the Divine Initiative’. 

Fie speaks of a return to dogma, to eschatology and to church consciousness. 

He takes a renewed interest in the works of the early Fathers, in particular, 

Athanasius, and in the Reformers, particularly, Calvin.

Perhaps most significantly, as his former students of that period have 

testified, he undertook a major rewrite of his lectures. In the collected papers 

o f Macldntosh at New College, there is a complete set of one page lecture 

summaries for his dogmatics course, which were handed out to students in 

advance. These contained the main points and allowed the students to 

concentrate on the lecture, rather tlian be constantly taldng their own notes. 

These had remained virtually unchanged for many years. Flowever, in these 

latter years, Macldntosh would instruct the students to str&e out complete 

paragraphs and replace them with new material he dictated during tlie lecture.

It is necessary to keep this overview in mind as we proceed. The intention is 

to draw together what Macldntosh tliought and wrote about four particular 

subjects from across his whole career. As we have noted tliat career contains 

distinctive phases each with its own particular interest. It demonstrates 

developing thought and openness to new theological insights. There are large 

areas of Macldntosh’s theology that this present work shall not consider.

19



primarily his soteriolog)^, but which, nevertheless, would have influenced what 

he has to say upon the chosen areas of study.

However, again following Redman"’ it is relevant to our study of the 

Chiistological issues to understand what were the ke)̂  theological areas 

Macldntosh sought to resist. From the time of Paul onwards good theology 

has often emerged from a process of refuting what was considered to be 

error. At the time of writing The Doctrine of the Person of Jesus Christ Macldntosh 

was still in tlie early phases of liis career, and he perceived four problem areas 

that had to be exposed as error.

The first was the Quest for the Historical Jesus. Much will be said about tliis 

as it is the heart of tlie present tliesis and so no furtlier comment is required 

now. The second was to take issue with Flarnack’s Idstorical approach to the 

development o f chiistological doctrine. Macldntosh was disdainful of 

Harnack’s dismissive tlieological conclusions to his liistorical inquiry 

concerning what he perceived as tlie origins of Christology in die primitive 

Church. In one of his lectures on this subject Macldntosh uses the analogy of 

electricity: someone may say that the origins of electricity are found in the 

properties of amber however this does not exhaust all that can be said about 

it.

Redman (1997) pp27ff.
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The tliird was the history of religions schools which saw in early Christianity a 

syncretism of ancient Middle Eastern religions, with little of originality to 

offer. Macldntosh identified historicism and relativism as the errors of this 

approach caused by a failure to include the Resurrection as a vital component 

in the origins of Christianity.

Finally, tliere was the traditional scholastic and rationalistic approaches to 

Cliristology that gave birth to the creeds of ordrodoxy. Macldntosh felt it was 

one thing to read the gospels in the light of the apostolic witness, but another 

to read them in die light of the Chalcedon Definition. Being bound by 

traditionalism was the error and finding better symbols for describing 

Christological beliefs was the challenge.

In what follows Macidntosh’s christological statements will be gathered 

together across these various strands as part of die matrix of his drought and 

ideas relevant to this work’s chosen areas of thought - the reasons for which 

are outlined below.
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C h a p t e r  3

G O IN G TO THE HEART OF THE PROBLEM

A contemporary of Macldntosh was Albert Schweitzer, whose book. The Qĵ est 

for the Tiistorical Jes74s, would open the floodgates on a subject very much still 

debated to the present day.

In tlie 18* and 19* centuries the many writers of lives of Jesus, with whom 

Schweitzer takes exception, had introduced an important corrective to 

Christology made possible by the focus on humanity in the Enlightenment, 

namely, the human nature of the Christ. It was this that prompted the writing 

of lives of Jesus. But it was undertaken using gospel material short on 

biographical detail and psychological motivation, both of wliich had to be 

added by the imagination of tlie writer to satisfy the criteria of the modern 

biography.

What Schweitzer noted was how such additions produced versions of Jesus 

which were actually images of the author and his values, rather than pictures 

of Jesus in his own first century? Palestinian setting. At the same time, 

philosophers and theologians were dipping their toes into the waters of 

historical criticism, and creating the ficst wave of scepticism with regards to 

the content of the gospel and so, with it, the accepted picture of Jesus found 

there.
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From these two bare strands there has been woven a rich tapestry concerning 

what role history plays as the vehicle of revelation. That the quest for the 

historical Jesus has had not one, or two, but three waves, each carrying a 

multitude of theological positions and versions of Jesus, demonstrates that 

drat role has never been universally or satisfactorily explained.

The quest seems to continue to accept scepticism about the gospels, though 

now to varying degrees. There are tliose who consider they have found a 

small bedrock of unassailable fac ts ,w h ile  others are coming round to a 

greater confidence that the gospels may be more reliable than previously 

th o u g h t.B u t behind all tliis activity is the belief that there is a truly historic 

figure of Jesus that is different (perhaps paler but more interesting, or darker 

but less appealing) from die gospel witness.

What is universally accepted is that the genre of ‘gospel’ is not primarily to 

convey historj^ Rather they are faith statements, tiiey witness to revelation. It 

was Bultmann’s recognition of this point that led to his own rejection of 

history as the vehicle of the revelation. That, he stated, was accomplished by 

the apostolic p reach ing .T he gospels are records based on that preaching, 

witnessing to its content and application. Flowever Bultmann’s views have

20 cf. e.g. Sanders (1985) p l l .  Me presents 8 “almost indisputable facts”.

2: cf. e.g. Blomberg (1997)

22 c f  Bultmann (1952) p3. “But the Christian faith did not exist until there was a Christian keiygma; i.e., a 
kerygma proclaiming Jesus Christ.. .to be G od’s eschatologica! act o f  salvation.”
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not carried the day. His own pupil, Ernst Kasemann, in his famous lecture, 

rekindled tlie quest, put history back in the frame, and dius raised once more 

the question in what way does history convey revelation.

It is perfecdy apparent that the bald facts of the life of Jesus do not, of 

themselves, create faith or conviction. They do not reveal to the uninterested 

bystander God in Jesus. Related questions are then raised as to how a 

temporal and transitory event can convey eternal trudi.

These are all questions that were in their infancy when Macldntosh was 

writing and wliich he took seriously, returning to them in various places. Our 

interest in looldng at the issue using Mackintosh is that, not being an original 

drinker, and having no great system of his own to erect, we are, hopefully, 

able to perceive die generalities of die matter and also observe the critical and 

objective evaluation he makes of it. It may be possible then to see whether 

theological thinldng on diis issue has moved on in any significant way in die 

intervening years, or whedier, in fact, an earlier assessment has presented 

solutions diat have been overlooked or overshadowed by more influential 

theological diinldng.

So we shah consider what Macldntosh said in his various writing on die 

subjects of History and Revelation. But as the only major source of any

23 Kfiscmann (1969) pp23-65.
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material relating to the historic Hfe of Jesus is the canonical gospelŝ ** the 

question must be asked about how Macldntosh understood the Bible. Though 

he shows evidence of the emerging use of historical-critical method in his 

writing, he also demonstrates that he is not compelled to take theit findings as 

the last word on the subject. Tliis raises the interesting question of his own 

understanding of scripture tliat allowed him to take such a stance.

Even today tlie more conservative scholars find it virtually impossible to be 

taken seriously should they seek to approach the Bible outside the disciplines 

of accepted scholarsliip. Now if labels are being attached tlien Macldntosh 

would be regarded as old-school liberal. Then is reading Macldntosh today an 

exercise in discovering afresh how indebted we must remain to those pioneers 

who developed the literary and historical tools, now de rigetir for mining the 

gospels? Or does he hold a key to understanding tlie Bible that has been 

forgotten as the sceptical results of scholarship have taken hold?^^

Finally, if Jesus is to be understood as Revelation in Flistory, then the place of 

die Holy Spirit in bringing this to bear on die hearts and minds must be

Though cf. Akenson (2000) p l71ff. The sub-title o f  his book is ‘A Skeleton Key to the Historical 
Jesus’ While m ost scholars believe Paul said next to nothing about Jesus and focused entirely on the 
cnjcified-risen Christ, Akenson believe he has found four basic facts about Jesus in his writing.

23 I am reminded o f  the interest in Dan Brown’s The D a Vinci Code, and how universal is the interest in 
proving its sceptical conclusions about the gospels. At the time o f  writing The Gospel of Judas is about 
to be printed in kinglish, and again there is a groundswell o f  interest in its radically different 
presentation o f  Judas from the canonical gospels. As human nature never changes, it is not hard to 
sec how, over the decades since Mackintosh’s day, the sceptical point o f  view would be the more 
interesting.
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included in any discussion of diese issues. Macldntosh stated as much in 

discussing the theology of Ritschl.

“The Gospel picture of Jesus, the events of His career, read 

simply as a chapter in the record of the past, are not in 

themselves an immediate or transparent disclosure of God. To 

be that, diey must be illumined from above. For one thing, they 

must embody the personal presence and act of God, as events in 

which God is approaching and addressing us; for another, the 

Spirit operating widiin us must open our eyes to then- 

transcendent meaning. Thus revelation and the Floly Spitit are 

realities which interpret each other, and apart from the other 

neither has any significance that we can apprehend. Hence to 

study Christ historically and to believe in Him as the sole and 

sufficient Word of God are wholly different things. Only as God 

is in past facts do they reveal; only as Flis Spirit brings home theit 

import does tlie revelation become effectual.”^̂’

In tills statement Macldntosh makes a number of assertions:

1) That history in general and the life of Jesus in particular, as that which can 

be apprehended by any person, does not of itself give ‘an immediate or 

transparent disclosure of God’. In other words there is notiiing self-evident in

Mackintosh (1937) p l79.
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any historic event that reveals God, including the life history of Jesus of 

Nazaredi.

2) That the work of those scholars and theologians in seeldng to discover the 

historical Jesus would confirm tliis view of history. That it is possible to 

question the validity of any story or saying demonstrates that, of themselves, 

they do not require to be understood as revelatory.

3) History is the vehicle of revelation. However that form of understanding of 

an event or person comes through the self-interpreting of God, as an activity 

of the Spitit worldng direcdy in a person and allowing the significance to be 

recognised and understood. There is a paradox in this assertion. While 

Macldntosh can state that history is in fact incompetent to deal with these 

matters, he nevertheless is clear tliat a framework of the Hfe of Jesus is 

necessary for revelation to take place and for faith to be received.

4) That this work of the Spirit, and the revelation received, wiU lead to tire 

conviction that God is a ‘personaHty’, a being capable of personal interaction 

and engagement with another. Personal quaHties and experiences He at the 

heart of what Macldntosh beHeves both about God and man’s Imowledge of 

God.

These then are the four areas under consideration in this thesis. Each 

succeeding chapter wiU begHi with what Macldntosh has written on the 

subject and conclude with some critical assessment of his work.
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Chapter 4

THE BIBLE AS THE WORD OF GOD

The parish rninister opens his Bible and reads die lessons for liis Sunday 

sermon. Flow is he to approach this text? When he opens up a commentary 

he will be given information about the text. His Bible is a translation in 

English based on the best available versions and fragments in die original 

language. Fie wrU be told of the variations between diese sources and of die 

meaning of difficult words and concepts somewhat lost in translation. He wiU 

be helped to understand die meaning of die passage m context widiin the 

book in which it is found, of how ideas can be found in odier related 

passages, of what other commentators have considered in theit 

commentaries. The commentary is a tool for analysis and the Bible becomes a 

book to be examined primarily as a literary form. But this is not surely what 

the preacher has opened the Bible to do. Flas he not wanted to encounter the 

living God, to be addressed by God, to Imow God?

In the writings of Macldntosh it becomes apparent diat this is primarily how 

he sees die Bible. As a pliUosopher and systematic theologian it could be 

argued diat biblical smdies were not his field and that is why he takes die 

Bible simply at face value, so to speak. But the truth is that he had come to 

see the Bible in a particular way because of liis theological diinldng. As Leitch
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comments, in suimning up Macldntosh’s move away from his Ritschlian 

origins,

“ ...the fundamental principles of Macldntosh’s thought.. .were 

long overlaid, at first rather heavily, by elements of Ritschl and 

his followers wliich made theit true nature not always easy to 

discern. Yet he did not look only at die Ritschlians: he looked 

stiU more at the Bible, in which he saw things they had never 

seen. And if at first their influence somehow obscured his view, 

yet it was only a morning haze wliich later rose to leave the peaks 

of biblical doctrine clearly outlines against die evening slcy.”^̂

So what did Macldntosh say about the Bible?

Macldntosh had utter confidence in the Bible as the Word of God. He quotes 

favourably diese words of Robertson Smidi,

“If I am asked why I receive Scripture as the Word of God, and 

as die only perfect rule of faidi and life, I answer widi all the 

fadiers of the Protestant Church: because the Bible is the only 

record of the redeeming love of God, because in die Bible alone 

I find God drawing near to man in Jesus Clirist, and declaring to 

us in Him Plis wiU for our salvation. And this record I Imow to

22 Leitch (1952) p i 18.
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be true by the witness of His Spirit in my heart, whereby I am 

assured that none otlier than God Himself is able to speak such 

words to my souL” “̂

And because tliis Imowledge of God is not die product of man’s search but 

God’s condescension:

“The Word of God, his revealing utterance, is not to be argued 

with but something we have to listen to on our Imees.”^̂

That the Bible, as the Word of God, should be die foundation of all Christian 

thinldng, rather than die field of human speculation is expressed in this quote 

where he compares the work of Ritschl to that of Barth:

“That Barth is definitely a more Christian diinker diat Ritschl, no 

one, I should suppose, can doubt who takes revelation seriously.

But in declared intention and programme die two tiieologians are 

much nearer to each odier than has often been supposed. The 

difference may, perhaps, be shordy put thus: Ritschl undertakes 

to furnish a dieology inspired dirougliout by Scripture, but too

Mackintosh (1928) p81.

Mackintosh (1928) p91.
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often fails to keep his promise, whereas Barth is set upon 

thinldng out something that will deserve to be called a ‘Theology 

of tire Word of God’, and has so far proceeded widr a 

consistency and power which is engaging the attention of tire 

whole Christian Church.”'̂ "

In introducing his own lectures on Church Dogmatics he stated diat it exists 

to serve die Church -  particularly the preaching of die Church — and defined 

it dius; the

“elucidation of the full content of Revelation, of the Word of 

God as contained in the Scripture.” '̂

In one o f his lectures Mackintosh states that scripture is a record of 

revelation, and that nowhere in the New Testament is die Word of 

God equated with a written document. He dierefore dismissed any 

notion of a doctrine of verbal inspitiation, seeing diis legal, rather dian 

spiritual theory arise from a need for an absolute audiority widiin the 

Reformed Church. O f it Macldntosh said,

“It ignores die idiosyncrasies of the Biblical writers, die 

historical conditions under which they wrote, and diek own

2“ Mackintosh (1937) p l47f,

3' Mackintosh (2000) p74
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professions. The apostles quote the Old Testament loosely 

and no New Testament writing except the Apocalypse 

claims to be inspired. What we are given are personal 

communications and testimonies, or collections of 

memorabilia or traditions.”

When it comes to understanding tlie content of the Bible, Macldntosh is clear 

that its stories and words should be seen primarily with the character of 

testimony. These stories and words have been laid down i i  their particular 

form to witness to the impression made on the minds and hearts of die 

audiors of dieit experience of God, or i i  terms of the New Testament, also 

of Jesus. To those scholars, using die tools of literary and historical criticism, 

who recognise die editorial hand of die gospel writers on their choice and use 

of material, and who, dius, accused diem of fabrication of said material, 

Macldntosh would state,

“the impulse to select, to fling on words and iicideiits a ight 

answering to the later situation of the church is natural and 

intelligible, not the impulse to deform or fabricate.”^̂

32 Mackintosh ‘Scripture as the Source o f  Doctrine (1)’ (Summary sheet o f  a lecture).

33 Mackintosh (1912) p8.
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Mackintosh would not agree witlr die finding of redactor criticism, diat the 

evangelists were interpreting the tradition, for him theit chief aim was simply 

to record the historic tradition.

He is impressed diat much of the Bible has the shape of what he calls 

biography. It should be noted however diat widi particular regard to die 

gospels he does not consider them biograpliies in the traditional sense of the 

word. In his book The Divine Initiative., however, he does use die word, 

‘biography’ thus defined: “great personalities and their spititual experience.”'̂ '* 

He says,

“How much of the Bible would be left if you cut out everything 

about Abraham, Moses, David, Jeremiah, St Paul — not to speak 

for the moment of the Name diat is above every name.”^̂

But what comes across in all of Macldntosh’s writings is how die gospels, in 

particular, bring to Hfe a Hving personaHty.

“The gospel writers gained a wonderful Hnpression of Jesus, 

enshrined that impression Hi books, from books we catch diat

3-1 Mackintosh (1921) p41. 

33 Mackintosh (1921) p41.
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impression, without a too disturbing pre-occupation with matters 

of chronology or the afflictions of conceptions.” *̂’

In the case of the Old Testament, the primary witness is the prophets, 

described as men

“to whom God spoke first, and they answered his caU. That the 

conviction of God, and his urgent claim on them, does not rise 

out of their own speculative ponderings, or from any self-induced 

rapture, is sufficiendy demonstrated by die fact that die greater 

prophets shrink from the realisation of the Divine presence.. .A 

higher hand has been laid upon them, constraining diem to listen 

and, when they have listened, to obey.”^̂

Macldntosh perceives die prophets to be people singled out from die crowd 

to possess a greater insight into the life of diings. Likened to the great poets 

such as Keats and Wordsworth, the prophets were capable of expressing 

dirough words die nature of reality in a way that is denied to most. Once 

written these experiences and insights are accessible to the masses who 

vicariously can share them. So to Hosea and Isaiah are given visions of God’s

Mackintosh (1912) p6. 

32 Mackintosh (1928) p72.
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love or of a Suffering Servant, but their words once recorded can be used by 

odiers to gain their own insight into diese matters/**

He also believed diat the revelation of God recorded in the Scriptures was 

given by degrees, until it reached its perfection in Jesus Christ. Thus die 

prophet was someone who, while receiving a genuine revelation of God, did 

not fully understand aU that he received. Indeed, Macldntosh considered it 

possible that such a prophet could so record his experience that it gave

“a misleading impression of tliis or diat feature in the character 

of die God he is proclaiming.”'**'

It is the failure to grasp this unfolding namre of Scripture that causes difficulty 

for die reader of the New Testament who dien nuns to die Old Testament, 

and is confronted there widi a God of an apparendy different character.

“Had the prophet Icnown Jesus Christ, he would still presumably 

have had somediing to say about die wradi of God, wliich is a 

great fact; but he would have said it odierwise.”'*"

3* Mackintosh (1928) p73. 

39 Mackintosh (1928) p79. 

99 Mackintosh (1928) p80.
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In reading the Bible, as the Word of God, it is important our interaction is 

with the totality of that witness, and that it be undertaken with an awareness 

of the need for the indwelling Spirit to create the condition of 

correspondence between what is read and what is being personally 

experienced. In the case of Jesus, Mackintosh writes,

"If tlie pictured Christ be the die, the impression within the 

Christian consciousness answers it part for part. Botli reveal the 

actual Jesus. As He imprinted Himself on the disciples’ mind. He 

imprints Himself to-day on ours; and in both cases harmonious 

effects flow from a single real cause.”'**

If the Bible is understood as the Word of God because it is the vehicle for 

recording the testimony of revelation then the place of the Holy Spirit in 

Christian theology takes on primary importance.

“But the operation of the Spirit is as characteristic an element of 

Christianity as the incarnation. If, in virtue of Jesus, faith is 

rooted in the actualities of the past, in virtue of the Spirit it finds 

its perpetual dynamic in tlie present. The principle of life and 

power known as ‘Holy Spirit’ is no one casual factor in perfect 

religion by tlie side of others; it is that to which everything else

■" Mackintosh (1912) p319.
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converges, and apart from which nothing else — not even the 

revelation of Jesus — could take effect.”'*̂

Yet it would be wrong to gain the impression that Macldntosh held a 

fundamentalist or literaUst view of Scripmre. He was not guilty of idolising tlie 

Bible, holding to a view that it is

“a supernatural communication of Divine trutlis in the form of 

tlie verbally inspired teaching of Holy Scripture. For then the 

Bible becomes once more, much as in medieval orthodoxy, ‘a 

book fuU of Divine information or infallible truths about 

doctrine and morals’, and saving faitli is ‘assent to correct 

propositions, found in the Bible, about God, the universe and 

the soul of man.’”'*̂

Rather Macldntosh believed tliat tlie revelation to which the Bible bore 

witness was of the person of God in Jesus Christ.

"What He gives us in Christ is Himself, not just facts aho/4 Himself.”'*'*

But also that

92 Mackintosh (1912) p508.

93 Leitch (1952) p i 03 quoting remarks from Mackintosh’s lectures, 

99 Leitch (1952) p i 04.
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“no human propositions -  not even tliose of Scripture itself — 

could ever express the whole truth of the living God: ‘The 

greatest truths can never be aU enshrined in words; tliey must 

wait for a Hfe m which tliey are mcarnate.’”'*̂

This meant that while the Bible must be approached reverently and in 

dependence upon the work of the HidweUing Spirit, the task of formulating 

Christian doctrine was not reduced to the tabulation of proof texts:

“it does not foHow that every doctrinal statement about Jesus 

must be sanctioned verbaUy by a word from His Hps or by a 

distinct apostoHc utterance. What is required rather is that the 

New Testament picture as a whole should be trutlifuHy reflected 

in our construction as a whole. Let the portrait of tire historic 

Jesus, contamed in primitive testimony, be brought to bear 

directly upon our mind, saturating it through and through; and 

tliereupon let us proceed to give free systematised expression to 

tire tiioughts tirat arise within us.”'**’

According to the prmciples of reason, the Bible is a work of man. No one 

holds to the view tliat the autiiors were not Hi fuU possession of their human

93 Leitch (1952) p i 04.

99 Mackintosh (1912) p319.
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faculties when tliey first committed tliese texts to paper. Therefore the tools 

of literary criticism which can be applied to any other written work can and 

should be applied here also. However the Bible is not lilte any other book; for 

of no other book is the claim made that it is a witness to the revelation of the 

living God. And no other book requites the reader to possess more than their 

human faculties to unlock its message.

Macldntosh was, therefore, of tlie belief tliat tlie Bible could only be 

autlioritative for Christians. It is a belief he shared with Luther.'*^ However he 

rejected tlie idea that the Bible was to be understood as a ‘doctrinal code 

book’. The atomic view of scripture as consisting in proof texts did not 

represent tlie true nature of the book. Not the writings but the writers were 

inspired, and what tliey gave was a many voiced testimony to Christ. 

Therefore, “only those scriptural ideas are entitled to acceptance which are in 

harmony with Christ and help express his meaning for faith.”'***

Macldntosh therefore believed tiiat the task of the theologian was to extract 

his material from the overall body of scripture and thereafter to formulate it 

into dogma, whose purpose was the edification of tlie Church. He did not 

believe that the tlieologian ever simply reproduced scripture.

92 Mackintosh, ‘Scripture as a Source o f  Doctrine (2)’. (Summary sheet o f  a lecture), 

99 Mackintosh, ‘Scripture as a Source o f  Doctrine (2)’. (Summary sheet o f  a lecture).
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If Mackintosh’s understanding of Scripture stands, then taldng an analytical 

approach to biblical interpretation will have a similar effect to taldng apart a 

television to see how it works. The alternative is to simply sit in front of the 

television, switch it on and enjoy tlie programmes. If this was not die case we 

would have in life the opposite of Jesus’ words: God has liidden diese diings 

from die simple and given them to die wise and learned.

What the Bible is, remains vital to die question of whether it is right to use it 

as the basis for discovering die liistorical figure of Jesus. In die words of 

Leitch die question remains:

“whether die medium is a historical biography of Jesus of 

Nazareth or a testimony to Jesus Christ.”'**'

A Critical Response

Read a modern commentary of the gospel and questions of v erac^  are to die 

fore. Did Jesus really say tliis or do that? Take, for example, the word about 

judging other, found in Matthew 7:1 and in Luke 6:37. The parallel places it 

within the Q material, and because of linguistic differences, die task is to find 

which of these is the original. Due to a more fully developed form in Luke, 

that retains a poetical coupling, commentators generally regard Luke as 

original. But as to whether Jesus said it, opinion is generally favourable though

l .citch (1952) plOSn.
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not conclusive, Schweizer only saying that it “may derive from Jesus.” "̂ The 

next question is to context, and meaning. So, again, Schweizer asks,

“Did Jesus take the radical approach of forbidding aU judging, 

while the community, iti wliich it became necessary at times to 

reprimand, stood for judging as generously and carefully as 

possible?” *̂

However, Macldntosh reads this saying and addresses none of these 

questions. For him none are as important as the realisation that here in these 

texts is evidence for the claim that Jesus is a unique personality.

“The uniqueness of Jesus for liis own consciousness could not 

be more startiingly demonstrated than by this fact, that he who 

forbade his followers to judge each odier should have foretold 

that he himself would judge die world.”

In ignoring the critical questions relating to the text, is Macldntosh misusing it 

in this statement? Or in focusing on the critical questions have die 

commentators drained the words of theit spiritual content?

30 Schweizer (1982 ) p i 67. 

3' Schweizer (1982) p l68. 

32Mackintosh (1912) p33.
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The commentator might argue that he is trying to remain objective and 

neutral about the text allowing the tools to unearth its trudi. But the Bible, 

according to Macldntosh, is not an objective or neutral book. It has nailed its 

colours firmly to the mast. “These are written so tliat you may come to 

believe...” (John 20:31 NRSV) We come to the Bible not diat it might inform 

us, but that God might address us. It presents us not with truth to be 

discovered but with a person to be recognised and known.

In a way the Bible resembles a movie biography. When people, who really 

Imew someone, see that life portrayed on screen, they usually have difficulty. 

First, the person is played by someone who may, or may not bear a physical 

resemblance. To take two recent examples, Jamie Foxx’s appearance as Ray 

Charles was uncannily accurate, whereas Kevin Spacey’s appearance as Bobby 

Darin was criticised as being too old. Secondly, and more importandy, those 

who Imow the person’s hfe well usually complain that liberties have been 

taken widi die person’s hfe.

Whenever a person’s hfe story is brought to the big screen, a disclaimer 

usually appears at die beginning or end, stating that certain events have been 

altered, diat certain characters have being added or deleted or mixed, diat die 

chronology has been changed.
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What is the reason for tliis free and creative use of historical facts? It is done 

for dramatic effect. The movie wants to do more tlian simply recount every 

event and personal encounter in chronological order. It wants to convey to 

the audience — who do not personally Imow tlie subject — an impression of 

that person, a sense of the significance of the Hfe in order to draw in the 

audience and involve them in tlie unfolding story.

Macldntosh understood the Bible as a literary form of a movie biography. For 

him tlie importance of the book was not its information or its historic 

accuracy about its subject - God or Jesus. Rather, it was written in this form 

to create an impression on tlie mind and heart. N ot a passing impression, but 

a lasting, life-changing impression. And Macldntosh believed, because it was 

his own personal experience, that the Bible did this handsomely. He would 

say that the greatest truths are not captured in written propositions but are 

incarnated in a Hfe.

In this way Macldntosh is right to claHm tliat the gospels are, and yet are not, 

biograpliies. Anyone wanting to have an accurate biography of Glen Miller, 

who uses the fiHii The Glen Miller Story as tlie starting poHit for how he came 

to be associated witli tlie tunes tliat made liis name, wiH end up with fictional 

nonsense. For example his future wife’s home phone number was not 

Pennsylvania 6-5000 — the title of one weU-lmown composition. Flowever tlie

33 Mackintosh (1912) p310.
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film gives the viewer a great sense of the combination of dogged 

deterrnination and luclcy break diat created an original and distinctive sound 

in big band music.

Mackintosh is unperturbed by parallel, yet dissimilar sayings, in the gospels, 

and of chronological clashes or shifted contexts, because finding his way back 

from tliis starting point to accurate biography is not the purpose of reading 

the Bible. Rather, he can take its pages at face value because, read as such, it 

breathes Hfe into its subject, Jesus, and reveals the greamess of liis person.

But how does Macldntosh know that die Bible is conveying the truth about 

its subject? When he says of the gospels, “They depict Jesus, Hi short, as any 

onlooker of goodwill might have watched HHn in Palestine” '̂* how does he 

Imow diat is so?

Reading Macldntosh one cannot escape die sense that he is aware of his 

subject - Jesus - aHnost from another source. That when he reads the Bible, 

he can have confidence Hi their portrayal of Jesus because it accords widi his 

prior knowledge -

39 Mackintosh (1912) p6.
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‘The portrait of Jesus as He lived in His familiar habit among

>j55men.

It’s as if the Bible doesn’t speak to someone who doesn’t Imow Jesus, but for 

one who has already encountered him it confirms; this is He.

There has to be truth in tliis position. Macldntosh liimself has to admit that 

reading the Bible per se will not make Jesus live out of the page. This requires 

the attitude of faith in tlie reader and the illumination of the Spirit at work 

while the reading (or hearing) takes place. So faith and the Spirit are necessary 

to reading the Bible and receiving it as the source of revelation. Howei'-er the 

Bible remains tlie witness to the rei^elation ratlier tlian the content of the 

revelation itself.

But where does the initial repository of faitli come from? In his lecture ‘God 

in Christ (1) Christ’s Relation to Faith’ Macldntosh states that “our Imowledge 

of Christ is not a priori or autlioritative but mediated tlirough redemption as 

an experience.” Elsewhere he will equate this experience to faith and conclude 

tliat such faitli comes from die gospels from which all our saving Imowledge 

of God comes. Faith is dierefore “die gospel and die believing mind in their 

inseparable unity.” *̂*

33 Mackintosh (1912) p6

39 Macldntosh 'Christian Experience as the Medium o f  Doctrine-’ (Summary sheet o f  a lecture)
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However, lest these definitions of faitii as experience lead to accusations of a 

rampant subjectivism, Mackintosh wiU state that “theology is concerned with 

experiences in view of the creative fact of Christ."^^ That is, dieolog)^ is meant 

to convey the experiences we ought to have. It is experiences of “not what we 

have received but what God in Christ is offering,” ®̂

This experience is the mediation of redemption and is die work of Christ's 

Spirit direcdy upon a person and giving rise to die response of faidi. It is this 

diat allows Mackintosh not to be precious about the Bible. Wliatever 

questions are raised by criticism are addressed not to revelation, wliicli is 

independent of the Bible. They merely and usefully interrogate the witness. 

But die witness can withstand tliis without concern because

“There are better sureties within our reach. We have the promise 

of the Spirit, to lead die Church into all truth; we have die word 

of God, wliich liveth and abideth for ever, and to which the 

Spitit bears witness perpetually in the hearts of men. These are 

die real — diese, when we speak stricdy, are die only and 

sufficient — guarantees that die mind of the believer, wotidng 

freely on its data, will reach conclusions that are in line with the

Mackintosli ‘Claristian Experience as the Medium o f  Doctrine.’ (Summary sheet o f  a lecture) 

Mackintosh ‘Christian Experience as the Medium o f  Doctrine.’ (Summai-)' sheet o f  a lecture)
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great faith of the past. Wherever sincere thinkers are impressed 

widi Christ as those were impressed who gadiered round Him at 

the beginning, diere the truth will be.” '̂̂

However, die greatest implication of diis view of Scripture is in die 

subsequent theological reflection diat follows upon reading it. Because 

Scripture bears witness and is not itself die revelation, it does not need to be 

regarded as the ultimate authority. Christ - diat to wliich it does witness - is 

die ultimate authority. And die dieologian’s task is to present as clearly, 

widely, wholly and relevandy (to each succeeding age, to each social, cultural 

and geograpliical context) the spectrum of belief, doctrinally, ethically, 

practically, and devotionaUy.

But that presentation cannot be a flight of fancy. It must remain true to the 

original revelation, of which the Bible is the witness. So while there is 

freedom, there is also constraint Again Macldntosh balances well this 

dialectic. For, if the theologian is steeped in diat biblical narrative, then he or 

she can have confidence to “proceed to give free systematised expression to 

the thoughts that arise within us." '̂" And it is precisely here that Macldntosh’s 

awareness of the results of literary and historical criticism addresses this Issue.

Macldntosh (1912) p320 

Mackintosh (1912) p319
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For what this work testified to beyond any shadow of a doubt is the freedom 

the original writers felt towards the tradition, even as they remained true to it. 

And Macldntosh invites the theologian to have the same confidence in 

freedom about contemporary theological reflection on tliat tradition.

Only as the two are held bound togetlier is tlds possible. Remove the 

constraint of fidelity to tire Bible and as Macldntosh says,

"we launch ourselves upon the wide, uncharted sea of 

mysticism.”'’̂

But to those who give the Bible a (mistaken) ultimate authority and who are 

suspicious of those who appear to treat it casually, and who, Macldntosh says, 

want

“the cry be raised for some inflexible rule by which to measure the 

correctness o f opinions, it must be replied that no legal guarantee 

for unchanging orthodoxy can be given.” ’̂̂

Macldntosh manages to give to the Bible an essential and central place in his 

theological thinldng. Yet reading him at one level it would appear this is due

<>' Mackintosh (1912) p319.

•>2 Mackintosh (1912) p319.
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to an uncritical acceptance of scripture as the Word of God, almost in denial 

of the work of scholarship.

However, a closer reading reveals tliat while Macldntosh was aware of literary 

and historical criticism, he was not in awe of it as a metiiod for theological 

reflection. Rather, he had great confidence in the written narrative, and in the 

purity of motives of its writers, accepted as God’s Word, as a witness to the 

revelation that God was in Christ reconciling tire world to Idmself. He 

recognised and understood tiie reason why tiiese writers displayed a fidelity to 

the tradition and an impressive freedom in recording and presenting it. And 

he believed contemporary tiieological reflection should be composed along 

the same lines.
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C h a p t e r  5 

THE MEANING AND PURPOSE OF HISTORY

Macldntosh is clear that it is tlirough historical events and inspired 

personalities that God has revealed himself. However, as wH become 

apparent, he did not believe that tiiese tilings, in and of themselves, created 

the revelation. Once again the work of the Floly Spirit is the vital component. 

And so the question of how history is understood must also be addressed.

Into the Apostles’ Creed was placed a statement that ensured that Christianity 

must always be understood in terms of history: “He suffered under Pontius 

Pilate.” Pontius Pilate is a figure from history. Though not much is Imown 

about him his existence is not in doubt. He was tiie prefect in Judea from 

26AD until 36AD^’\  though the stories of him from sources other than the 

gospels tend to portray a man witii a different temperament.^'*

But of Pontius Pilate no one wdl ever wonder whetiier he had a pre-existence, 

or rose from the dead. No one wdl ever say in him we saw the human face of 

God. His history moves from birtii to deatii and then ends. His continued 

influence over tiie world is non-existent, the only reason he is Imown to our

«M cicr(1991) p373 

cf. Josephus (1981) and (2006).
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generation because of his place in the liistory of another, the person who 

suffered under him — Jesus.

That Jesus of Nazareth is a unique person can be seen simply from this fact; 

tliat tliough he lived an historical life, he cannot simply be defined by it unlilce 

everyone else. Since the quest for the liistorical Jesus began there has been no 

acceptance and agreement by scholars and liistorians as to who he was, what 

he did, or what his life means. It is tliis supra-liistorical dimension that Jesus 

introduces to us that gives to Christianity its greatest dilemma, namely how to 

relate history to revelation.

As already stated Schweitzer had obseiwed in the varied works of the 18*'’ and 

19th century lives of Jesus tliat the picture of Jesus m his own first century 

Palestinian setting were being drawn in tlie image of the authors and their 

values. His observations coincided witli a new scepticism among philosophers 

and theologians with regards to the content of the gospel and the picture of 

Jesus found tliere.

It was in reaction to this approach that Ritschl budt his system of dieology on 

a foundation of the New Testament and die liistorical Hfe of Jesus there 

portrayed. He wanted an end to the subjectivism diat had found a starting 

point for dieology in die beheviug soul, not in historic fact, as was die case 

with his illustrious predecessor, Schleiermacher. In die introduction of the
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latter’s book The Christian Faith he coined the famous definition of religion as, 

“the feeling of absolute dependence.” It is this feeling that convinces the 

believer about God’s reality rather than comprehension of dogma.**̂

Ritschl wanted an end to die forms of mysticism that sought to bypass die 

historic revelation and find its own techniques for communion with God. So 

Ritschl came to die conclusion, as Macldntosh states, that

“if our relationship to God is to be diat of accepted chUdren, it 

must be mediated by apprehension of His decisive Word, spoken 

in Clirist, of judgement and mercy. With all the fathers of the 

Reformed Church, Ritschl taught diat this Word of God is to be 

found in Scripture only.”'**’

Macldntosh commends Ritschl for turning around the idea, begun in 

Schleiermacher, that man’s beliefs about God begin widi the Christian 

consciousness. Rather belief begins from “the presentation of God m Christ 

set forth in the New Testament.’”’̂  However he also took issue with Ritschl’s 

historic positivism that equates the revelation of God with the fact of Jesus’ 

Hfe as recorded in the New Testament.

Schleiermacher (1976) p i 32. 

f’'’ Mackintosh (1937) p i 47. 

Mackintosh (1937) p i48.

52



“The Gospel picture of Jesus, tlie events of His career, read simply as a 

chapter in the record of the past, are not in themselves an immediate or 

transparent disclosure of God.”

Macldntosh tacldes the problem of the relationship of history to revelation in 

the chapter, ‘Cliristology and the Historic Christ’ in his book The Doctrine of the 

Person of Jesus Christ, We shall seek to follow Ids position and arguments closely 

as they go to the heart o f the matter.

Macldntosh begins witli tire statement that

“if Christology is to be valid for the modern mind, its point of 

reference and of departure must be fixed on the Jesus Christ of 

history.”'’̂

Wldle tlds seems self-evident in our day, Macldntosh reminds us that it was 

bom out o f the Reformation, wldch rejected the Western Catholicism view of 

equating Christianity with the Church wldch in turn was considered as Christ, 

“the perpetual incarnation of God in the world.”’"

Mackintosh (1937) p i 79. 

Mackintosh (1912) p306. 

™ Mackintosh (1912) p306.
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Macldntosh then gives his reason for the need for Clrristianity being rooted in 

historical fact: it is a religion of atonement.

“God has reconciled us to Himself through His Son, attesting

His gracious wiU by Jesus who lived and died and rose again.”’*

Elsewhere Macldntosh indicates that he perceives humanldnd as recognising 

their need of God, “it is real and definitely characteristic of man.”’  ̂He sums 

up tliat need in terms of various aspects of human life both individual and 

corporate: on the personal level thhst for fuller existence, rescue from

suffering and change and deatli, and the power to win character, whUe socially 

and globally the need to live in harmonious fellowsliip with others together 

across national and racial divides.’* This need touches not one aspect of 

humanity, but its totality; the conscious, the intellect, the heart.’'*

Because Christianity offers something to people in their historical existence, 

so it must be rooted in tlie same basis of reality. Because atonement is about 

dealing with guilt by offering forgiveness, it is sonietliing that is experienced 

in a Hfe Hved in time and space. And so

Macldntosh (1912) p307. 

22 Mackintosh (1921) p i 3. 

2) Mackintosh (1921) p28. 

2-' Mackintosh (1921) p29.
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“The need of salvation cannot be satisfied by a bare idea. Not 

mere ideas but facts are indispensably vital; facts which have 

existence in tlie same field of reality as we ourselves, i.e. the field 

of history.”’*

The poet may state that “the earth is full of the grandeur of God”’ ,̂ but 

Macldntosh is clear that on one thing: nature is silent; it does not declare the 

merciful heart o f God, it does not speak tlie word of forgiveness.

“What must 1 do to be saved? is a question to wliich Nature can 

make no reply. Sun, moon, and stars cannot answer it, nor can 

earth and sea. Our infinite hearts the Infinite One has made first 

and foremost for Himself.””

And though all people live an historical life, history per se is not self-evidently 

revealing God, only in certain events and personalities. And tlie single place 

where people can encounter tlie merciful Fatherhood of God is in Jesus.

“He is indeed present in aU events, ruling past and future 

ceaselessly; but yet in one unique tract of reality the veü upon His 

woiidng grows diaphanous, and we behold His very heart... Only

2̂  Mackintosh (1921) p29.

2f> Hopkins (2002) p i 28.

22 Mackintosh (1921) p30.
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in the fact of Jesus does a basis of religion exist not made by 

man, but given by God Himself,”’*

It becomes clear that humanldnd’s sinful condition must be resolved by an act 

of God, and so Cluistianity proclaims that God himself drew near, revealed in 

tire person of Jesus Christ. In him there was a revelation of the true nature of 

God and his response to the sinful human condition.

But now Macldntosh indicates tire objections on philosophical grounds to 

such a claim. For if God is the ultimate reality, the absolute, then how is it 

possible for “anything absolute to appear in time and space?”’'* Isn’t time and 

space defined in terms of change and mutability, by progression and 

transformation? How can tlie eternal and immutable God reveal himself 

through the contingencies of time and space? In this context Macldntosh 

quotes the words of Lessing: “Contingent liistorical truths can never afford 

proof of necessary truths of reason.”**'

Macldntosh’s response is first to question the perceived understanding of tlie 

purpose of history.

2® Mackintosh (1921) p30.

2‘J Macldntosh (1912) p308.

Mackintosh (1912) p308.
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“No one inquired whether conceivably it has been ‘assigned to 

man to have history for the manner in which he should manifest 

himself and whether accordingly in our search for the meaning 

of the world we are bound not to stop short with principles, 

truths, laws because what we seek is given only in facts, events, 

historical transactions.”**

He counters tlie claim of Lessing by challenging die perceived wisdom that 

liistory is contingent.*^ This is particularly the case for tlie person who has 

become aware of God’s sovereignty and providence, to one for whom Hfe has 

purpose and the unfolding of seemingly random, unconnected events great 

and smaH come to be seen, witli hindsight, born of a discerning spkit, to be 

instrumental in bringing the person to the fuU maturity of self, Lilœwise, die 

large course of history, properly understood, reveals that the forward 

movement of humankmd has been dirough learning from the previous 

experiences of prior generations.

Secondly, die claHm is countered by recognising diat the Christian message 

does not consist in necessary truths of reason. What faidi says of God in

Mackintosh (1912) p308.

Mackintosh (1912) p308.
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terms of his love and desire to save the world is not self-evident, but must be 

believed in the conscience and heart.**

Thirdly, to the idea that a historic faidi must be regarded as merely relative 

rather than absolute, Macldntosh responds diat this is simply an assumption, 

based on bad metaphysics that can be changed, as indeed some philosophers 

of his day were beginning to do. Here were the beginnings of doubt about the 

closed mechanical system of the world itself now overtaken by die relativity 

theory of Einstein and die random dieories of quantum mechanics. And so 

Macldntosh’s venture “whether die novelty emergent at a specific point in 

history was an absolute and all-sufficient Redeemer”*'* seems less speculative 

now than perhaps it sounded at the time of writing.

Finally in refuting the a priori notions of liistoric relativity, Macldntosh notes 

diat the religious Hfe of man is not moved on by abstract conceptions. “Each 

vast movement starts widi a man.”** Tliis is how liistory unfolds: new ideas 

are married to particular minds, given shape and take on influence as other 

people are touched by the charisma of diat Hfe embodying the idea. History is 

Httered with such pivotal, original mover-and-shakers, and Macldntosh states 

that the

Mackintosh (1912) p308.

® ‘ Mackintosh (1912) p310.

®‘'Mackintosli (1912) p310.
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“axioms of a mechanical psychology break down helplessly 

before a Paul, a Luther, a Wesley, acknowledging their inability to 

deal with the original and inscrutable factors these names 

represent, it is hard to see how they can expect to cope with the 

incomparable life of Jesus.”

For in liim, Macldntosh sees, not one among many, but one whose Hfe and 

continued influence over Hves means “we touch the supreme moral reaHty of 

the universe.”*’

Next Macldntosh deals witli the question of the effect of Hterary and liistoric 

criticism of the New Testament upon any attempt to base faith in the 

historical Jesus. He voices two arguments from his opponents; first, to found 

faith on what has been shown to be “Hnperfectly attested narratives of the 

past” is to “condemn the faith of sHnple beHevers to permanent insecurity as 

the sateUite of scholarship.”**

The second argument Macldntosh addresses is the opposite point of view: 

what if it were found the gospels were in fact historicaHy trustworthy; does 

that not keep Jesus tied as a figure in his own time, for

Mackintosh (1912) p310.

Mackintosh (1912) p310.

Mackintosh (1912) p311.
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“liis teaching follows the metliods practised by His prophetic 

forerunners, His beliefs are drawn largely from the Old 

Testament, and His conception of the universe was that current 

in His day. Can His thought of God have escaped unharmed?”*''’

Macldntosh begins his response by stating

“that notliing in die past can be so certain for the liistorian, purely 

as an historian, as that it will bear die weight of personal 

religion.”''*"

In other words Macldntosh declares die historian and his sldlls incompetent 

to the task of declaring Jesus as die Redeemer of die world. He might be able 

to investigate die man but not, in diis case, die meaning of the man, which 

belongs to the realm of faith. And even the historian is a person who 

confronted with the claims of Christianity may find that in Jesus he meets 

God.

Macldntosh’s argument here is diat the personal experience of saving faith 

meeting, through the preaching of die gospel, the living Christ, receiving the

Mackintosh (1912) p311.

Mackintosh (1912) p311.
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forgiveness of sins, is such that the trutli of it cannot be denied. The proof is 

in the eating, as it is said.

Macldntosh’s conviction is that tlie proof of Christianity is not found through 

historic criticism but in its continued power to change lives, to win people’s 

loyalty, devotion and worship to God. However in exaiidning what tlie 

historical critic has to work witli, he also contends that the New Testament in 

all its parts presents radically tlie same Christ, and that if the scholar or the 

simple reader comes to it in believing faith, then both wdl apprehend

“Jesus Christ as in the sovereigi power of His resurrection He 

fills the primitive believing consciousness.” '̂

His conclusion about the value of historical criticism as a means to 

apprehend the truth about tlie Christian faith is “research can no more 

give us a redeeming Christ than science can give us a living God.” 

Historical research cannot give certainty.

But Macldntosh is aware tliat he appears to be saying that only the personal 

experience of the individual believer counts towards verifying the Christian 

faith. And he wdl state otherwise, but fkst he wishes to maintain that only

Mackintosh (1912) p3l3 .

'■*2 Mackintosh ‘Mistory and the G ospel’ (Summaiy sheet o f  a lecture).
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someone who has a believing imnd, and therefore has engaged widi the 

revealing history, can have a true Imowledge of God and recognise the truth 

about Jesus as witnessed in die gospel accounts.

Macldntosh turns now to die argument put forward by Martin Kahler^* who 

saw no value in trying to get behind the gospels to find die real Jesus before 

he was made the figure of Christian veneration. Kahler was convinced that 

the present gospels were by died layout and content not meant to be seen as 

biographies of Jesus, and those who wish to write such a biography are

“Compelled to fill up the meagre oudine widi private fancies, 

based on psychological analogies which really are irrelevant to a 

sinless Hfe.” '̂*

He contended that it was by the preaching of Jesus as the Clirist diat the 

Church came into existence and the gospels are records of their preaching 

wliich

“accordingly must remain the vital soil of her life and the final 

court of appeal by which the truth of her message is sanctioned.” *̂

‘23 Kfihler (1964). For a brief summary o f  Kahler’s contribution to the debate see McGrath (1986) pp76- 
80.

‘2* Macldntosh (1912) p313.

‘23 Macldntosh (1912) p314.
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But Macldntosh, though in broad agreement witli tliis argument, still finds it 

not without its flaws. These relate to die question of

“whedier after aU the Gospel can rest for us simply on the faith of 

other men?”''’̂'

Quoting John 4:42, and referring to words of Ludier, Macldntosh is clear that 

the only real faidi that matters is when a person can say from the heart; this is 

what God has done /or

“The grounds of faidi accessible to aposdes are open to us also.””

And it is here that we find Macldntosh expressing the ground of his own 

faith. For him the gospels do more dian describe a man and his Hfe; they 

convey from its pages a personaHty. Macldntosh sees in Jesus a figure who 

commands die loyalty and obedience in others because

“Fie makes Flis own overmastering Hnpression and subdues us to himself. 

In another place Macldntosh states,

Mackintosh (1912) p314.

2̂ Mackintosh (1912) p314.

‘2® Mackintosh (1912) p312.
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“ ...truths wliich we acquke by hard thinldng do not necessarily 

appeal to our hearts or to our entire personality; they have no 

power to change us and make us lÜœ themselves. Whereas truths 

which we learn through people, tlirough theit Hfe and character, 

inevitably grip at our very heart; they change our view of 

ourselves and indeed of Hfe as a whole. They alter our 

conception of the universe and of our conduct within it . .

It is this intimate Imowledge of a person that matters and which becomes so 

indeHble that issues relating to the gospels become secondary. As Macldntosh 

puts it

“It can be employed to control the evangeHcal narratives tliemselves” to tlie 

point that we are “released from peripheral details”. This Imowledge of tlie 

reaHty of Christ’s person “is so real and sure it tests and attests its own 

constituent elements.. .Thus tlie apostles’ faitli is for us a mirror reflecting the 

actual Jesus, and enabHng us to Imow HHii for ourselves.”'""

Macldntosh now asks what is exactly meant by the phrase, ‘the liistoric 

Christ’? His answer begins witli the work of WHlieHn Herrmann. He states 

tliat for Herrmann the saving revelation of God was not a mere multipHcity

Mackintosh (1921) p42.

Mackintosh (1912) p314.
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of facts but a unity around a fixed centre which he understood as the “inner 

life of Jesus Himself.” '"'

At this point Herrmann introduces a distinction between die ground of faith 

and the convictions generated by faidi. The former is this inner life of Jesus, 

which is

“a moral ultimate behind which criticism cannot penetrate and in 

virtue of which Jesus comes home to us as the personal 

manifestation of a redeeming God.” ''”

The latter are beliefs and thoughts that are created by this faith in Jesus, such 

as his pre-existence, resurrection and exaltation. Macldntosh questions die 

validity of this contrast and whedier it can be justified to reduce the liistoric 

Christ to his inner Hfe.'"*

Macldntosh uses the example of die resurrection to indicate that what makes 

belief in it possible is the impression Jesus the man has made on the mind and 

heart. It is our awareness of his greatness that makes die possibility of 

resurrection for him credible where it may not be thought so of another. Also

Mackintosh (1912) p315.

Mackintosh (1912) p315.

Mackintosh (1912) p315.
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the resurrection is surely part of the saving event and affects how the person 

of Christ is understood.

“A Christ whom we Imow to have been raised out of death, and 

shown Himself to His disciples as the Living One, and a Christ 

of whom we are not quite certain whetiier He is risen or not, are 

obviously so different that diey must evoke a quite different 

religious interest.” '"''

And so Macldntosh rejects the arguments of Herrmann and his hrnidng of the 

historic Christ to his inner life:

“ .. .tlie ‘liistoric Christ’ is not die carpenter of Nazaredi merely, 

die Hero of humanity, the ancient religious genius; He is die 

Lord who rose agam to the glory of die Father.”'"*

Elsewhere Macldntosh makes clear diat, in contrast to Ritschl, he does not 

wish to limit the revelation from Bethlehem to Calvary, for in this way 

nothing is said about either Christ’s pre-existence or his exaltation. He is clear 

diat he wants to believe in die W/ord became flesh.

'0*2 Mackintosh (1912) p317.

"'3 Mackintosh (1912) p 317.
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“For him (Macldntosh) historical revelation which is the ground 

of faith and theology is not merely in Jesus’ eartlily Hfe: it is the 

work of the Lord who comes mto history from die bosom of 

the Father and is now present m his risen power aU days unto 

die end.”

In other words historicism results in

“the pre-existence of Christ bemg Htde more than a meaningless 

symbol and the present sovereignty of Christ reduced to a 

posthumous influence.”

In smnmaiy Macldntosh states that

“the Christ entided to be called historic is die Christ mediated to 

us by the testimony of die aposdes; so mediated, however, diat 

Hi their witness we are able to perceive and Imow HHii 

Hidependendy.” '"*

He caUs attention to die Gospel of John and the manner Hi which the earthly 

Hfe of Jesus recorded thereHi is already charged with die consummated

■0Û ],.citch (1952) p i97.

>02Leitch (1952) p i 97.

*0® Mackintosh (1912) p317.

67



significance of liis exaltation. In this way tlie autliot of the Gospel affirms that 

the liistoric Jesus and He in whom faith sees the last and all-sufficient 

manifestation of God are one and the same. Macldntosh then makes a 

statement guaranteed to draw up the modern reader;

“We cannot but read the Gospels and feel that tliis Man is 

destined for resurrection; and what the writers of the New 

Testament have done is not to overlay the concrete facts of 

history with confusing and irrelevant mytliology, but with 

profound spiritual insight to construe Jesus’ whole career in die 

light of its stupendous issue.”'""

Macldntosh makes it clear that Christianity has always identified Christ the 

Lord with Jesus of Nazaredi. And any proposal to somehow separate these 

two, and set free the real Jesus from confines of untrustworthy legends, ends 

with an imaginary construction; one based on a naturalistic assumption about 

die possibility of die existence of a transcendent Person.

And the singular event that holds the two together is the resurrection. He 

quotes Forrest"" at this point;

Mackintosh (1912) p318. 

>"> I2on-est(1897)pl58.
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“The resurrection constitutes tlie great point of transition in the 

Christian faith, at which He who appeared as a single figure in 

history is recognised as iti reality above historical hinitations, the 

abiding Lord and Hfe of souls.”" '

And so

“The transcendent Christ, active ‘aH die days unto the end’, 

guarantees die Jesus of Palestine, forever anew He grants to men 

the very experiences undergone by the prHnitive group of 

beHevers.”"^

A Critical Response

It is in approaching the questions of die relationship of history to theology, 

and more particularly Christology, diat Macldntosh is seen clearly in liis own 

historical context. Throughout the eighteenth and iiHieteendi centuries a 

revolution in liistorical ddnldng had been taldng place. IronicaUy, it had been 

led, at the outset, by dieologians and bibHcal thinkers."* But it reached a stage 

where it was supposed that history could be scientific in the manner of the 

natural sciences. It was Auguste Comte, who coined the phrase that 

characterised this point of view: positivism. And historical positiHsm was die

Mackintosh (1912) p318.

"2 Mackintosh (1912) p319.

‘>3 Richardson (cd) (1981) p l56.
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dominant theory of history until the 1930’s. As J B Bury"'' was to claim in his 

Inaugural Lecture at Cambridge in 1902: “history is a science, no less and no

more.”"*

Thus history was the gathering of objective facts, putting tiiem into 

chronological order, and malting judgements based upon them about the 

meaning of events. Anything tliat could not be considered an objective fact 

was ‘unliistorical’ and had to be discounted from liistorical study. Macldntosh 

is fond of using the word Tacts’ which may be due to the influence of this 

pldlosopliy of history at tliat time. It must be recognised he is writing liis main 

works in tliis time and it is this Idnd of thinldng against wliich he is seeldng to 

defend Christianity.

Interestingly Macldntosh, though coming into contact with the work of Barth, 

did not live long enough to be influenced by tliat other giant of twentietli 

century German dieology, Rudolf Bultniann. It was Bultmann above all 

others who wrestled with tlie problem of history and theology. The early 

paths of Bar til and Bultmann ran in parallel, and both were causing ripples of 

concern in the citcles of German theology from the same period. However, as 

Bultmann’s breakthrough work was not published until after Macldntosh’s 

death it is not surprising he does not feature in his writings.

" ' “John Bagncll Bury was a British classical scholar and historian, 'the range o f  Buiy's scholarship was 
remarkable: he wrote about Greek, Roman, and Byzantine history; classical philolog)’ and literature; 
and the theory and philosophy o f  history.” Quoted from on-line article in the Etigclopœilia Britanmca
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Certainly it is with Bultmann that Macldntosh would have had to contend as 

he argued the case for inininoising the results of liistorical criticism on the 

figure of Jesus and in his own assertions about die gospels presenting, not so 

much liistoiical facts, as a towering personality.

As a young man, Bultmann had also been a liberal, witii a keen interest in the 

personality of Jesus. Kuschel quotes from an early letter of Bultmann where 

he says,

“One may have some objections to points of detail in Protestant 

scholarship; I tiiink tiiat e.g. Bousset (Gottingen) has not drawn 

out the personality of Jesus sufficiently in his

However, his development of Form Criticism would lead him to depart from 

such a view. By the late 1920’s Bultmann would contend that:

“Historical source analysis has achieved two things: first it has 

unmasked the uncertainty of what people thought they Imew 

about the personality of Jesus; and secondly, it has shown that 

the Gospels are not concerned to depict a great, historical 

personality Jesus’”.” ^

Richardson (cd) (1981) p l56.

*'6 Kuschel (1992) p i 26.

Kuschel (1992) p l31.
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The issue raised by Kaliler about the historical Jesus or the historic Christ Res 

at the heart of the wide gulf between Mackintosh and Bultmann. It is 

indisputable tliat Mackintosh sees tire dangers of tying faith too closely to the 

historical individual who was Jesus of Nazaretlr. Nevertheless with Iris 

emphasis on tire personality of Jesus he is convinced that tire human life as it 

was lived in time and space was what impacted upon tire lives of those who 

met Iriirr, This human life was what inspited their faith in Irim.

Bultmann agreed with Kahler’s main tlresis and rejected the historical Jesus in 

favour of the historic Christ. Tlris led Bultmann to a critical examination, and 

then further to a radical re-interpretation, of the gospels, in a term ever to be 

associated with his biblical scholarslrip: demytlrologlsing.

In stripping the gospels of those elements that he defined as mythical, 

Bultmann wanted to present to contemporary society the Christian faith in its 

essence, set free from its depiction in a world-view that incorporated elements 

firmly belonging to a pre-scientific age. However, Bultmann’s intention, 

which was to remove aU mythical elements, eventually led to a bacldash led by 

Iris own former pupils. They came to realise that theit teacher’s definition of 

mytlr had been too wide sweeping. According to Kuschel Kummel put it that 

Bultmann had summarised
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“elements of the New Testament picture of the world and the 

mythical features of the Christ-keiygma under the common 

denominator of '^myth’ and thus blocked any possibility “of 

separating tire mythical features which are perhaps indispensable 

to the central kerygma of the New Testament from those which 

are dispensable or open to irrisunderstanding and from the 

merely contemporary limitations of the world-view.” ’̂”

It is here that two other assertions of Macldntosh need to be taken into 

consideration. First, there is his insistence that because Clrristianity is, at its 

core, a religion of atonement, it must be based in history. Macldntosh believes 

tirat Clrristianity is about what God has done for humanity. Since it relates to 

forgiveness and re-creation, which is experienced in time and space, 

Christianity’s origin and source needs to be rooted in the satire historical 

context. On tire understanding that, “against you, you alone, have I sinned.” 

(Psalm 51:4 NRSV) and “who can forgive sins but God alone?” (Mark 2:7 

NRSV) then only if God is in Christ, reconciling the world to himself, does 

the life of Christ have any relevance and meaning.

Dkectly related to tlris is Macldntosh’s concern that what we have in Jesus 

Christ is the "Word made flesh’, and that the krcarnation o f the Second 

Person of tire Trmity is the subject of tire gospel. It tlrerefore matters that

Kuschel (1992) p l62f.
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both the pre-existence of Christ as well as his subsequent exaltation is 

involved in the story.

While Macldntosh made such statements in reaction to the historical 

positivism of Ritschl, he did not use the word ‘myth’ to describe what he 

envisaged (it is another item missing from Ids subject indexes). In his time this 

word was still being used to describe collections of fantastic fairy-tale stories, 

naïve pre-rational explanations of the world and nature, or even irrational 

conceptions of reality. There were the Greek myths that everyone Imew and 

of tliem tlds was clear: they were unldstorical.

Bultmann had his own defddtion of myth; it was

“that mode of conception.. .in wldch what is unworldly and 

divine appears as what is worldly and human or what is 

transcendent appears as what is immanent, as when, for example,

God’s transcendence is drought of as spatial distance... 

Mythology is a mode of representation in consequence of which 

cult is understood as action in which non-material forces are 

mediated by material means.” "*’’

Bultmann (1953). This book is available online at ‘religion-onlbc.oig’ and is where the present author 
obtained it. In this form there are no page numbers to isolate the quotes.
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This definition was used to guide Bultmann in his work on the New 

Testament. However, such a definition begins with the same premise as that 

outlined above: myth essentially means unhistorical, and certainly means 

unbelievable.

However, in recent times myth has been re-evaluated not merely in tlie sphere 

of theology but across a wide spectrum of disciplines. The view now held is 

tirat mytii is a system of experience wliich at all events is fundamentally 

different from tire one that guides us today, that is science. No less a 

theologian than Pannenberg has stated that,

“modern Clrristian theology irrust concede self-critically tirat in 

giving up mytlr it has often handed itself over to the instrumental 

reason of the scientific world-view, aird now with tire crisis of 

modern, scientific and technological rationality has in turn found 

itself hr crisis.”’̂ ”

Iir other words, the lairguage of myth is now understood to be an essential 

way of staturg the trutlr tirat lies outside tire realms of scientific forms. 

Ironically tlris position is made possible, in part, by tirose very scientific 

discoveries tirat dealt tire fatal blow to the old closed system certainties. The

Pannenberg (1968).
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limitations of those certainties had been instrumental in encouraging 

historians and theologians to seek to discard the language form in the first 

place.

The Christological issues of pre-existence and incarnation, cross and 

resurrection are no longer being put on tire same level as the pre-rational 

belief in demons and spitits. Ratirer they are the serious study of present day 

theologians who have come to understand that tire mythical elements 

contained in the gospel are in fact essential to the truth to which they witness.

It is interesting that even as this paper is hr tire process of being written, in 

Scotland, Canongate are publishing a series of books about the Greek mytirs 

in contemporary language because the publishers believe that myth remains 

an important means by wlrich people understand themselves in the world. In 

a post-modern society hope is being offered not by science and technology 

but by ancient stories. What they are bemg offered is tire truth about the 

world and themselves.

As a respected Oxford don and renowned classicist, as well as a populist 

apologist of Christianity, C S Lewis, wrote of mytlr hr terms of offering a 

partial solution to the dUemma of Imowledge, namely the hr ability to hold 

together abstract thought and concrete realities: “We lack one land of 

larowledge because we are hr an experience o r .. .lack the otirer Idird because
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we are outside it.” Or as he puts its, “to taste and not to Imow or to Imow 

and not to taste.” ’̂ ^

He believes that myth is not, “Rice truth, abstract; nor is it. Rice direct 

experience, bound to the particular,” What myth does is to present, in a 

story, something that aUows us to experience “as a concrete what can 

otherwise be understood only as an abstraction.” He continues: “what 

flows into you from the myth is not truth but reaRty (truth is always about 

sometlimg, but reaRty is that about which truth is)” ’̂ \

Lewis contends that “as myth transcends thought, so incarnation transcends 

mytlr.” What makes the gospel so profound is that

“The old myth of the Dying God, ivithout ceasing to be myth, comes 

down from the heaven of legend and RrragRration to the earth of 

Iristory. It happens — at a particular date, in a particular place, 

foUowed by definable historical consequences. We pass from a

Lewis (1971) p34. 

Lewis (1971) p34. 

•23 Lewis (1971) p36. 

•2̂  I.cwis (1971) p35. 

•25]xwis (1971) p35. 

•2f> Lewis (1971) p36.
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Balder or an Osiris, dying nobody Imows when or where, to a 

historical Person crucified (it is aU in order) under Pontius Pilate

He concludes, “if God chooses to be mythopoeic- and is not the sky itself a 

mydi? - shall we refuse to be mythopathiP For tliis is the marriage of heaven 

and earth: Perfect Mytlr and Perfect Fact,.

The key event upon which all of this must bear is the Resurrection. Flow is it 

to be understood? For Macldirtosh, the case is clear; here is where the good 

work of Ritschl and tlrose who followed Irinr, such as Herrmann, in seeldirg to 

base faith on objective fact, ratirer than subjective feeling, did not go far- 

enough. They did not consider the resurrection as part of the history of Jesus, 

part of what created faith, part of what must be iircluded in the interpretation 

of who and what Christ is.

“No line of demarcation can be drawn prohibiting us, in our 

assertions regarding Flim, from passing beyond the hour of His 

crucifbdoir. The limits witlrin which Christ is revealed are not 

fitxed between Bethlehem and Calvary. He is revealed also in His 

rising from the dead.”’̂ ’’

•27 Lewis (1971) p36.

•28 Lewis (1971) p37.

•25 Mackintosh (1912) p317.
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Hemmann’s separation of tirat which creates faitir and that which is created by 

faitir places the Resurrection in tire experience of tire church ratirer than that 

of Jesus. But Macldntosh contends that tire witness of the New Testament is

“N ot to overlay the concrete facts of history with confusing and 

irrelevant mythology, but with profound spiritual insight to 

construe Jesus’ whole career in the light of its stupendous 

issue.”’”"

Here is Macldntosh’s acceptance of the fact tirat tire gospels are 

written from an eschatological perspective. Tire first witnesses to the 

Resurrection understood it as prefiguring the fulfilment of God’s 

purposes, now only presently exlribited in the person of Jesus. As they 

told tire story of Jesus, tireit intention was to impart this same 

Imowledge about tlris life to the reader. As Macldntosh noted

“We cannot read tire Gospels and not feel tirat this Man was 

destined for resurrection.”’”’

Macldntosh sees in the gospels a great Personality because tire historic Hfe has 

not been presented in sterile objectivity, but conveyed through a lens,

•3" Macldntosh (1912) p318.

'3' Mackintosh (1912) p317.
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allowing the wliite Hght of die resurrection to disperse a rainbow of colour 

over the former historic existence. His regard for the intended destiny of 

Jesus is not a personal insight, but the result of the inspired authorship of the 

origmal writer, who has thus fulfilled his Rterary art.

Therefore it becomes evident that those who wish still to free Jesus from the 

gospel setting into what they perceive as the historical truth wül always be left 

with a figure who, though always interesting, wH inevitably appear less than 

what he has come to signify in history. Contrary to Macldntosh’s thought, it 

was not tlie greatness of Jesus’ human personality that created the faith 

people have in him. It is not that his life made him credible for resurrection. 

Radier his resurrection created faith that led to a re-orientation about the 

significance of his Hfe.

But Macldntosh is right when he asserts that there must be more than simply 

die moments between birth and death in the life of Jesus to do justice to his 

significance. This is why the stories about Jesus take the form they do. They 

are not the added elements; diey are the essential elements to enable the 

writers to teU the story of die Word made flesh. This is a mythical story, yet it 

is not purely mytii, because it differs by being rooted and grounded in a 

particular human being located in a specific time and space.
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While the liistoriaiis may wish to use the gospels as sources for their work, 

because of the nature of the gospels, they wül be compeUed by the parameters 

of their discipline to remove elements beyond die scope of their research. 

However, the biblical scholar has a different task: for diat work requires an 

understanding that diis story was written in a pre-scientific age and that 

elements of that world-view must be in this story, and as such must be 

recognised and interpreted accordingly. However, if the above discussion 

holds, dien there must not be a rationalising of the material, as Bultmann 

attempted, to make it credible to modern eyes and ears.

The fields of literary and historical criticism have developed since 

Macldntosh’s time. These developments have enabled scholars to redefine 

and better use the concept of myth and also to abandon the historical 

positivism that Macldntosh rejected. They have led to the refutation of the 

stance Bultmann felt was necessary for modernity to comprehend the gospel.

However, this has not led to a settled response by scholars to tlie quest for 

the liistoiical Jesus and the reason for tliis lies in another field of study, 

namely, that the overarcliing meaning of tliis particular liistoric figure lies not 

Ü1 himself, but rather, in tliat he is believed to give Imowledge and 

comprehension about the essential nature and character of God. Therefore, 

to the questions of biblical interpretation and historical criticism must be 

added a further, what does it mean that Jesus is the revelation of God?
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C h a p t e r  6 

REVELATION

Since the previous chapter strongly advocated the use of story as a carrier of 

truth, may the following story be indulged within die context of die formality 

of this thesis.

In the film, Pield of Dreams, the character, Ray Costella, a farmer in Iowa, 

begins to hear a voice. The voice says specific tilings, “If you buüd it, he wül 

come.” But the voice doesn’t give any explanation to meaning of what is said. 

Costella has to figure it out. And eventually he figures out he should build, in 

the middle of his cornfield in Iowa, a baseball field. He also believes die 

person to come will be a former baseball star, ‘Shoeless’Joe Jackson, given a 

second chance to play the game he loved.

As the story progresses, the voice gives additional information, and other 

characters are drawn into this vision. But the true story arc is Costella 

reviewing, with a greater objectivity and insight, the relationship he had with 

his father, also a basebaH player, who imparted his love of the game to liis 

son. By die film’s end, Costella discovers that ‘he (who) wül come’ is not Joe 

Jackson but his own long-dead father. The son finds himself now fuUy 

reconcüed to his father, the last image showing the two men playing baU 

together.
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In this movie a man receives what to him is externally given Imowledge. The 

Imowledge, however, is not foreign to him. It has relevance to Iris past, his 

present and his future. This Imowledge imposes itself upon him, yet must be 

freely accepted before it can be acted upon. This Imowledge will lead both to 

a change in how his past is understood, and the action he wül take to shape 

Iris future. But ultimately this Imowledge wül give him a new perception of, 

and relationship to, someone he already Imew. He wül Imow him more 

tnithfuUy and respond to him more lovingly.

If the film’s subject matter was to be summed up in one word that word 

could be ‘revelation.’

Macldntosh defines the word thus:

“Those creative acts or events or personalities, through the 

instrumentality of which a new type of religious experience, of 

fellowship with God, is initiated and given its specific 

character.”*”̂

What happens iir tire realm of fiction to Ray Costella and his father, according 

to the Clrristian understanding of this general definition, is what happens in 

the realm of Iristory to the Christian (and the Christian comrnunity) and God.

•32 Mackintosh (1928) p88.
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Tlu'ough words (Scripture), that must be interpreted in and through life’s 

experience, events in the past and present are seen with new eyes and 

understanding. This new understanding has tlie ultimate outcome of filling the 

content of a perhaps, already established) relationship with God, witli a more 

profound truthfulness. God, who was thought lenown, now appears in a 

clearer Hght of apprehension, resulting in a deeper response of love, Hi 

obedience and devotion.

But the ultimate example of this process is that tlie word that Hiitiates the 

process is not merely that which is written, or even spoken: “And the Word 

became flesh and Hved among us.” (John 1:14 NRSV)

“In HHn we see, once and for ever, what God would have us 

know concernHig Himself as the Judge and Redeemer of us aU; 

and tlie Hberating and cleansing effect of Christ upon our Hves is 

guarantee to faith that tlie revelation which He embodies is true.

That which in fact does bring us to tlie Father, does persuade us 

to adhere to God, as holy love, is His self-revelation.” ’””

As Macldntosh states elsewhere:

'33 Mackintosh (1928) p88.
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“AU reUgious Imowledge of God, whatever existing, comes by 

revelation; otherwise we should be committed to the incredible 

position that man can Imow God without His wUling to be 

Imown.”’”'*

This is the witness of tlie biblical record, through botli the prophetic and 

apostolic writings. The Bible, states Macldntosh,

“does not encourage us to think of revelation as taldng place by 

the sudden preternatural conveyance of mere information or 

bare doctrinal theorems. It rather bids us conceive of God as 

unveiling His character and purpose through objective events 

and historic personalities, which faith is taught to interpret as 

luminous witli transcendent meaning and predictive of yet 

greater Divine manifestations in the future.”’””

He observes,

“There must be a reason for tliis singular fact that this book (the 

Bible) which aU agree contains tlie purest religious 

truth.. .should be so largely composed of the records of human

'3* Mackintosh (1928) p70.

‘33 Mackintosh (1928) p74.
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life, human experience, human adventures of faith. There is 

such a reason.. .God revealed Himself through history.” '”*’

There are for Macldntosh two stages in revelation. The first is the primary 

stage which can be defined in terms of the three factors that are universally 

available, namely nature, history and the moral conscience. In Paul’s letter to 

die Romans he gives recognition to diese factors as leaving no one able to say 

they did not Imow of God. However he also states tiiat as avenues of 

revelation these diree had failed to bring people into a true Imowledge of God 

or into a satisfactory relationsliip with God. What was requited was the 

second stage of revelation, called remedial, a new and better manifestation of 

God,

“so powerful and tenacious in its effects that sin must give way 

and eventually be driven from the field.”'

This revelation, par excellence, began in God’s choice of Israel to be the 

people of God. Through tiieir history, and specific persons widiin that 

history, the primary revelation available to all is added to by a remedial 

revelation wliich is characterised by being particularised, beginning “at one 

centre and spreading out from that nucleus.”’””

'3<> Mackintosh (1921) p42.

'37 Mackintosh (1928) p76.

'38 Mackintosh (1928) p76.
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Witllin that particular history a major element tliat informed it as revelation is 

the words of the prophets. Tliis diverse group of people were united in a 

profound sense of calling, and then task was

“to decipher the signs of the times, and to translate the meaning 

of events into language intelligible to their contemporaries; for, 

as has been said, ‘revelation is no revelation untU. it takes the 

shape of human tliought.

Macldntosh also states that two other points must be taken into 

consideration. First, that God’s revelation of liimself, though relative, is true. 

Fie is Imowable but remains still unlmown. Secondly, there is an historical 

development in primary revelation in which tlie Divine reality is gradually 

disclosed, as tiiough God were letting our eyes adjust to his light bit by bit. 

This means that a genuine revelation can be granted to a prophet who yet 

may not understand aU God is trying to say to him. It would be thus possible 

for such a prophet to distort or darken and so mislead about features of 

God’s character.

Turning from the biblical wimess to trying to formulate the prmciples that 

would define an event as revelatory, Macldntosh uses the work of Rothe.*'*"

'■35 Mackintosh (1928) p77.

' Richard Rothc (1799-1867) was a German Lutheran theologian.
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The question the latter posed was this, Is revelation essentially outward or 

inward, or both equally? The answer given is it is all of God though it has two 

distinct aspects. The first is the interposition of God in die actual history of 

die world. This, Rothe called Manifestation. On tlie other side is the divine 

enlightenment of prophetic people, enabling them to mterpret the events in 

which God is manifested. This, Rothe called Inspiration. Mackintosh sums up 

as follows:

“Both things together, outward event and insight quickened from 

above, form, as a living unity, revelation.”’'"

While Macldntosh is in broad agreement with this approach he does recognise 

a drawback in confining God’s manifestation to outward events, whedier in 

nature or history. The example he quotes to justify this is Jesus’ experience of 

Sonship as the highest revelation of God’s Fatherhood, yet this experience 

was no outward event.

However, the point is made that outward events, “bare happenings in space 

and time”’'’”, in tliemselves are insufficient to make God Imown to people. 

There must be beside them, vitally connected to them, the divinely given 

insight that such an event has tlie significance of God.

Mackintosh (1928) p82 

'■’2 Mackintosh (1928) p82.

* '3 Mackintosh (1928) p83.



It is this recognition that history without iUutnination contains no divine self­

disclosure drat allows Macldntosh not to be inthnidated by the development 

and deployment of the historical critical method upon the Bible, particularly 

tlie gospels. In fact Macldntosh makes the claim that

“the revelation which calls forth saving faith and imparts to such 

faitli not probability merely, but certainty and triumphant power 

— the person of Jesus Christ, in short — is something that 

historical science cannot touch, much less destroy.”’'’'*

And what the person of Jesus Christ gives us is ‘the perfect revelation of the 

Fatlier’:

“To redeem by authority, by atonement, by the gift o f Hfe — this 

is revelation. The words of Jesus are the voice of God. The tears 

of Jesus are die pity of God. The wratli of Jesus is the 

judgement of God.”’'*”

Mackintosh (1928) p84.

"3 Mackintosh (1912) p340.
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In short, “Cluist is tlie revealer of God.” And from this Macldntosh 

draws the following conclusion: “only He can reveal perfectly who is 

what He reveals.” ’'*”

Macldntosh is certain that the words and deeds of the liistoiical Hfe of Jesus 

conveyed to the minds and hearts of human beings Imowledge of God’s 

essential self, and this is only possible because Jesus was God incarnate.

“ ...H e Hved out the transcendent Hfe wliich constituted His 

personaHty, confronting men as His Divme self, and letting the 

fact of His being teU on tlieir minds as revelation.” *'*̂

Macldntosh summarises then as the five “chief constitutive features’’*'*” of 

revelation, the foUowing:

1) Revelation is personal. Macldntosh understands God as divine Person 

addressing human persons through the Person of Jesus Clirist. The 

major difference between Christianity and other forms of reHgion is 

tliat it is a movement of God towards hunianldnd, ratlier than the 

aspirations of humanity rising to meet God.

2) Revelation in quaHty is moral. By this Macldntosh means that God 

does not impose his bemg before human beings: he does not express

Mackintosh (1912) p341.

'■'2 Mackintosh (1912) p341.

'■'8 Macldntosh (1928) p90ff.
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Ms will in “a body of statutory dogma”*'”* Rather it has to be freely 

accepted and responded to, it appeals to the highest level of 

conscience and for the willing surrender of heart.

3) Revelation is supernatural. Macldntosh appears to use the word 

‘supernatural’ in the sense of God’s freedom rather than describing the 

manner in wliich tlie revelation takes place. There is no necessity at 

work, it is all of grace. Nothing requires God to reveal himself, and 

there is nothing human beings can do to possess it in and of 

themselves. Revelation is supernatural in tliat tliere are particular 

persons or events that weigh heavily with the significance of God.

4) Revelation is historical. Macldntosh means by this that Hire a view seen 

through a lens, where the focus is adjusted and the image becomes 

increasingly sharper, so through human history, has God’s nature and 

purpose become Hicreasing clear. Revelation does not come aH at 

once, but brdlds upon what has already been experienced previously. 

Secondly, it is historic in that its content has not been fixed by human 

speculation but by given events in time, chosen not by human beings 

but by the wHl of God, cuhminating in the Hfe and death of Jesus.

5) Revelation evokes and nourishes faith. Tliis is reaUy the otlier side of 

aU that has thus far been said. Revelation is given to eHcit a response. 

Because of the manner of revelation, through objective events and

’■'5 Mackintosh (1928) p91.
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recorded words, there is a universal aspect to revelation.’”" But 

because that manner also is not one of external imposition, not 

everyone is compelled to see in these things God. Though the 

revelation is externally given, internally it must be so interpreted and 

embodied. This human activity is called faith.

O f course there is a clearly seen danger with this understanding of revelation, 

and it is one Macldntosh anticipates. What is to prevent a person or body 

from declaring their particular dissertation on God as revealed truth? This, in 

fact, has been the problem down the ages. Macldntosh agrees with the insight 

of Luther that “God must be conceived wholly according to Christ.” ’”’ And 

for us the record of his Hfe and tlie faithful expression of that Hfe as revelation 

of God by the Church are botli contained in Scripture. Macldntosh reiterates 

his confidence in that source and appeals to others to share that confidence.

“At each pomt Christ must be our guide. Let Him explain 

Himself; do not obscure or modify His revelation by principles 

gathered elsewhere. Above aH, never dilute His Gospel to the 

prescription of any half-reHgious philosophy,”’”̂

*35 see below for a further development o f  this idea.

*3* Macldntosh (1928) p94.

*32 Mackintosh (1928) p94.
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However, as a further caveat, Macldntosh knmediately dismisses the idea that 

he, thereby, has limited God’s self-revelation exclusively through Christ. He 

wiUingly accepts that God has not so confined the manner of his revelation. 

However, while God can speak to conscience, tlirough nature, it remains an 

axiom for Macldntosh that only in the gospel of Jesus Christ is the claim made 

“Whoever has seen me has seen the Father.” (John 14:9 NRSV)

A Critical Response

According to Leitch, Macldntosh used to introduce his lectures on dogmatics 

by defining it as “the elucidation of the fuU content of Revelation, of the Word 

of God as contained in Scripture.”’””

In effect this demonstrates the limited way in which Macldntosh understood 

the mode of God’s revelation. Though God had revealed liimself in history, it 

appears to be only that liistory which is recorded in Scripture that actually is 

revelatory. And though God reveals himself in personalities, it is only those 

personalities tliat are recorded in Scripture that are revelatory. And though 

God has ultimately and supremely revealed himself in Jesus Christ, it is that 

life as witnessed to in Scripture that is revelatory.

*33 Leitch (1952) p36.
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Macldntosh did not see theolog)? as a creative enterprise but an interpretive 

exercise tliat brings to human understanding tlie fullness of God as he is 

witnessed to in Scripture.

However, as Macldntosh said,

“The first thing declared in Scripture concerning God is that He 

is the Creator...The God of Christian faith is in no sense a 

means to our ends; He is the Lord, whom we and all things 

serve.”’”'*

But if we consider the bibHcal axiom diat humanldnd is made in the image of 

God, then the expectation of creativity as part of our existence would be 

justified. And such creativity in theology is required to bring the bibUcal 

witness concerning God to bear upon the larger sweep of history. If the Word 

of God reveals God’s nature and being, and if God is the Lord over all, then 

by extrapolation theology is able to speak not only to specific events but also 

to bring meaning to all events.

Such work has in fact been done by other theologians including 

Pannenberg.’””

*3* ].dtch (1952) p87, quoting Macldntosh in ExpositoiyTimsX^AU  (1931-32) p203

155 Wolfltart Pannenberg, born 1928, was a Protestant systematic theologian, am ong w hose published 
works was the influential book on Ghristolog)', Jesns-God mid Man, SCM Press I.td, 1968. Subject o f
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In the previous chapter it was demonstrated that the manner in which tlie 

Resurrection was understood witliin history was of vital significance. 

Pannenberg has been described as a theologian whose Christology was neither 

‘from above’ or ‘from below’ (tliough he himself argued strongly for the 

latter)’”” but rather a ‘Christology of the resurrection of Jesus’.’”’

For Pannenberg the event in which God disclosed himself was the resurrection 

of Jesus. As Macldntosh has stated, an historical event, is not necessarily 

revelatory, but must be invested witli the significance of God. In the life of 

Jesus, his every moment can be subjected to historical investigation without 

direct reference to God. But tliat is not possible with the Resurrection. By its 

very nature, the only means of explanation is God, and so it is the place of 

God’s self disclosure.

Pannenberg also held that the resurrection was to be understood 

eschatologically, and as such he could then draw tlie inference that

“the apocalyptic expectation of the ‘resurrection from the dead’ 

is die eschatological fulfihnent of history and dius the final self­

revelation of God diat is anticipated in history. The meaning of

many biogiaphics, a fine summary o f  his life and thought is to be found in the Boston Collaborative 
Eniychpedia ojModern Western Theology (online), written by Peter Heltzel

Pannenberg (1968a) p34ff.

137 Kuschel (1992) p402.
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liistoiy generally has been disclosed in a concrete historical event

* * * *  * » 4 1as It were m anticipation.

Pannenberg’s creative theological tliought then devised seven “dogmatic 

theses on the doctrine of re v e la t io n " O f  tliese the one with most direct 

bearing on our immediate discussion is the tliird:

“(3) In contrast to special divine manifestations, the revelation 

in history is open to anyone who has eyes to see it: it has 

universal character.""^"

His conclusion, from liis doctrine of revelation, was that the resurrection was 

an objective historic event, witnessed by aU who had access to the evidence. 

Now for this to stand up to theological scrutiny Pannenberg had to 

demonstrate the inadequacy of one of the three critical historical principles 

enunciated by Troeltsch.'^’'

* Kuschcl (1992) p403.

McGrath (1986) p i 65 w ho conveniently draws together in summary form the content o f  
Pannenberg’s book, 'Révélation as Histoiy.

McGrath (1986) p i 65.

Ernst Trocltsch (1865-1923), was a German philosopher and historian o f  religion, who applied the 
methods and insights o f  W  Dilthcy’s philosophy o f  histoiy to an analysis o f  the Christian faith, cf. 
Richardson (ed) (1969) p351 for a summary.
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Troeltsch was one of the subjects in Macldntosh’s book. Types of Modern 

Theology, under the heading, “The Theology of Scientific Religious Ideas.” “̂  

Macldntosh names the three principles as cntidsm, relatmty and analogy.

The particular principle under discussion here is that of analogy, wliich 

Mackintosh summarises as follows:

“religious thought in Ins tory has everywhere been at work on 

similar lines, with the result that, as the discerning might have 

predicted, virtually all the important doctrines of Cliristianity 

have a counterpart or m -a-m m  other faiths."^^’'̂

Now Macldntosh, understanding Troeltsch as operating out of the field of the 

history of religions, wants to deny that tlie New Testament writers have 

simply tapped into a universal pool of doctrinal ideas and fashioned them into 

their own particular story, and he chooses to use as his illustration the 

resurrection.

“The fact has still to be accounted for that, to take the example 

of the Resurrection (sic), these hopes of a ‘Divine mortal’ who

'‘‘2 Mackintosh (1937) p lS lff .

**3 Mackintosh (1937) p l97.

Macldntosh (1937) p i99.
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should overcome death became certainties; and this, it may well 

be argued, was due to the irresistible force of fact.” '̂’̂

Macldntosh keeps the resurrection within the sphere of historical investigation 

by his reference to ‘facts’ and reinforces that with the history of the church 

and its tenacity in botli proclaiming and dying for the truth of this belief. 

Though he takes issue with how analogy is interpreted he is comfortable with 

the idea in principle stating

“the perpetual pressure of God’s seeking love upon the human 

spirit, and man’s incurably religious disposition, we need feel no 

difficulty in recognising in these alleged analogies.. .instances of 

the eager questions which from the earliest times man has been 

asldng himself about God.” '̂ ’'’

However while it may have been in relation to other religions that Troeltsch 

formulated the principle. Mackintosh could not anticipate that later 

theologians would use it within Christianity to make acceptance of the 

resurrection as an historical fact, an impossibility. As McGrath puts it:

Mackintosh (1937) p200.

Mackintosh (1937) p200f.
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“Traditional Christian beliefs, particularly the resurrection of 

Jesus, appear to rest upon events without present-day analogies, 

with the result that Christian faith and historical enquiry seem 

doomed to go their separate ways. As one observer pointed out, 

‘widiout the principle of analogy, it seems impossible to 

understand the past; if, however, one employs the principle of 

analogy, it seems impossible to do justice to the alleged 

uniqueness of Christ.”’*'’̂

At this point Pannenberg is credited with providing the definitive response to 

Troeltsch’s principle. In effect he saw that it was a tool that had taken on the 

appearance of a world view. The problem was due to a biased anthropology 

that saw the human viewpoint as the only valid viewpoint within liistory. But 

according to Pannenberg it is God who is the ultimate bearer of history and its 

m e an in g .T h e  negative use of tliis principle was based on the presumption

“that if there are no other events subject to the experience of 

the historian which is analogous to tlie event under 

investigation, there is thereby sufficient reason to believe that 

the alleged ‘event’ did not, in fact, take place in the fitst 

instance.’’̂ '’̂

McGrath (1986) p l70. 

McGrath (1986) p l71.

169 McGrath (1986) p l71.
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And the obvious example of such an event is the resurrection. And so 

Pannenberg’s conclusion is

"If history does not begin in a dogmatic manner widi the 

restricted concept of reality according to which ‘dead men do 

not rise’, it is not clear why history should not fundamentally be 

in a position to speak about the resurrection of Jesus as die best- 

established explanation of events such as die experiences of the 

disciples and the discovery of die empty tomb.’’̂ "̂

While McGrath is happy to acknowledge the work of Pannenberg in this 

regard, in fact, Macldntosh had stated similar conclusions a generation 

previously. In his general criticism of Troeltsch he points out that with regards 

to liistory

‘‘The possibilities have been fixed in advance; the facts are 

compelled to fit die mediod by wliich tiiey are to be treated; ... 

liistorical research as these writers conceive it may without 

offence be characterized as a particular Idnd of game, one rule 

being that wholly unique events, or miracles do not liappen.’’̂ ^̂

™  Pannenberg (1968a) p i07.

Mackintosh (1937) p203.
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Just lilœ Pannenberg, Macldntosh detects the core of the problem;

“The sweeping conclusion, that no special revelation is possible, 

has been secured by turning it into an axiom.””^

Macldntosh also recognises the impossibility of human beings, from theit 

standpoint within history, having the ability to discover from the panorama of 

temporal events the particular ones that give meaning to the whole. Nor does 

humanity possess a “criterion of ultimate value"’̂ '̂  that remains untouched by 

experience that can be brought to bear on judging events and forming 

history’s meaning. And so again Macldntosh reaches the same conclusion as 

Pannenberg,

“What Christian faith declares is that tlie true understanding of 

liistot)^ can be had solely from the point of view supplied by 

God Plimself. The insight of faith is a product neitlier of a priori 

tliought nor of emphical observation; it is the spiritual certainty 

possessed by one whose eyes God has opened to the fact of 

Cluist.’’̂ '̂

‘‘*'2 Mackintosh (1937) p204.

Mackintosh (1937) p204.

Mackintosh (1937) p204.
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Though separated by decades, and with Pannenberg never alluding to having 

read Macldntosh, the similarity of the conclusion reached by these two 

theologians on this issue is remarkable. Pannenberg would summarise it tlius: 

The Christ event is God’s revelation because of the resuiTection of Jesus. This 

act must be understood eschatalogicaUy and is of universal significance. But 

for this to be so understood, the resurrection must be allowed to stand as an 

liistorical event, and aU critical, pliilosophical and theological objections to 

such an understanding can be refiited. Because the Christ event is a self­

revelation of God, there must be identity between what is revealed and who is 

revealing, and so Jesus must belong to tlie essence of God liimself.’’^

But if history is to become revelatory by what means do human beings 

apprehend it as so? If God is the one opening eyes, as Macldntosh states, by 

what means does he do so? The answer is the Ploly Spirit.

Pannenberg (1968a) p i 29.
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Chapter 7

TH E WORK OF THE HOLY SPIRIT

Having read extensively Macldntosh’s works and lecture notes Leitch 

observes in his book on Macldntosh that one significant way in which he 

differentiated himself from tlie tlieologians who were his greatest influences, 

Ritschl and Herrmann, lay in the central place he gave to the Person of the 

Holy Spirit, in understanding how God’s revelation tiirough the liistoric life 

of Jesus was conveyed as such to the Christian believer.

Macldntosh was able to say,

“the Holy Spirit is no one casual factor by tlie side of others, but 

that to wliich every tiling else converges, and apart from wliich 

nothing else -  not even die revelation of Jesus -  could take 

effect”

He writes,

“Study of the question how God effectively commends His love 

to the mind and heart o f man by interior persuasion led the

Lcitch (1952) p i l l .  

Macldntosh (1912) p508.
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Church to its doctrine of the Holy Spirit — an inevitable step. 

And since the Giver of this new life of faith must be as Divine 

as He who revealed it in history, Christian thought rightly 

proceeded to affirm the oneness of essential being that unites 

the Spirit to the Father and the Son.”

In his lecture on “Biblical Concepts of the Spitit”, Mackintosh sees the 

main development in the biblical tradition of the Spirit as essentially 

from a charismatic power in the historical portions of the Old 

Testament, tempered with an ethical quality in the writing of the 

prophets, through to the New Testament’s sign of the in-brealdng of 

the Messianic age as experienced in the life of all true disciples of 

Jesus.

He sees the primary manifestation of the Spirit in the production of 

the confession of Jesus’ Lordship in the life of believers. He also 

credits Paul with malting the identification of the Spirit with the risen 

and exalted Christ, and in another lecture, “The Spirit in Faith and 

Experience”, draws out the implications of this.

Mackintosh (1928) p210n.
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In trying to speak of a doctrine of the Holy Spirit, Mackintosh would 

start from this identification. Nothing less than the whole Hfe of Jesus 

win show what the Spirit means. It must include sonship, fellowship 

witli the Father, righteous zeal and compassionate love for the sinful.

This is the Spirit that Christ bestows.

But for die modern believer it is only through die Bible diat God’s saving will 

is made Imown in an audientic and fundamental fashion. Thus when 

Macldntosh says diat:

“It is only in and through die Bible that God’s Word of 

judgment and mercy reaches u s .. .Thus the tie between the 

Word of God and die Bible is an absolutely vital tie; His Word 

is recorded and conveyed in the Bible and the Bible alone.” '""

This conviction rests on the interior work of the Holy Spirit Huminating the 

recorded words and events, bringing to life the pervading personality of Jesus, 

and thus revealing the Father.

But the primary role of the Spirit is not merely to breathe die Hfe of God into 

ancient texts but to create and sustain die relationship between the exalted

™ Mackintosh ‘Means o f  G race (1) 'the Word’ (Summar}' sheet o f  a lecture). 

f.eitch (1952) plQ6.
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Christ and his followers. Turning again to the Scriptures for his description, 

he speaks of Christ, the Giver of the Spirit.

Mackintosh considers that in his time the significance of the Holy Spirit was 

downplayed. There were those who regarded faith as acceptance of credal 

beliefs. Others marginalised the Holy Spirit by trying to paint a convincing 

full-realised picture of the first century Jesus.

“In neither case is fellowship with the present Lord made central.” '"̂

“It is only as the Spirit — one with Christ Himself — comes to 

perpetuate the spiritual presence of the Lord.. .that we are quite 

liberated from the impersonal and external, whether it be lifeless 

doctrine or the historically verified events of an ever-receding 

past. Only through the Spirit have we contact with the living 

Christ.”'""

Mackintosh turns to the Gospel of John finding there evidence not of tlie 

Spirit as a substitute or compensation for an absent Christ but rather the 

“liigher mode in which Christ Himself is present.”'"'' Macldntosh is equally

’f*' Mackintosh (1912) p373.

'̂ 2 Mackintosh (1912) p373.

Mackintosh (1912) p373.

Mackintosh (1912) p374.
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comfortable spealdng of the Spirit of Christ or Christ as Spirit.'"" He notes 

how the phrases “I will come to you” and “when the Comforter is come” are 

used interchangeably, and that this identification is necessary not to give rise 

to the charge of tritlieism, or to go beyond the apostolic witness by suggesting 

a separate and advanced revelation by the Spirit alone. Quoting Scott he 

writes;

“the office of the Spirit consists in declaring the mind of Jesus 

and perpetuating the work He had accomplished in His eartlily 

life.”'""

He himself writes,

“The glorified Saviour is identical with the Jesus who sojourned 

on earth, and the work resumed under larger conditions, with an 

access of Divine power, is but the continuation of His earthly 

task in the light of which it must be interpreted.” '"̂

It is clear to Macldntosh tliat only after the death and resurrection was it 

appropriate for the Spirit to be given, for only then was the fuU extent of the

Mackintosh (1912) p376.

186 Mackintosh (1912) p374, E E Scott was Professor o f  Biblical 'I'heolog)', Union Theological Seminary, 
N ew  York, w ho wrote ‘The Fourth Gospel: Its Pmpose and Theohg^\ published by T  & T  Clark, 
Edinburgh (1906), the book from which Mackintosh here quotes.

Mackintosh (1912) p374.
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gospel and revelation of God completed. But tlie error now is to consider the 

Spirit in isolation from the Christ who preceded liim in earthly existence. 

Rather

“The coming of the Spirit is equivalent to the return of Christ as 

an unseen and abiding presence.”'""

In another book Macldntosh also makes it clear tliat, for him, tlie Spitit is also 

that which institutes the church as a society of people rather than a collection 

of individuals, and is the inspiration for the church’s missionary activity in the 

world.'""

A Critical Response

Whde Leitch may consider that Macldntosh has given tlie Lloly Spirit a central 

place in his theology, the fact remains that, from the content of his various 

books, die Holy Spirit is not given a great deal of space.

However what he does say about tlie Spirit is central to his Christology. 

Firstly, tlie Spirit is tlie one who opens the eyes allowing one to see the self­

revelation of God in the historical Hfe of Jesus, and in the written record of

Mackintosh (1912) p374.

Mackintosh (1921) p98ff.
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those events in the Bible. Secondly, the Spirit is what enables the Christian to 

experience in the present the reality of the risen, exalted Christ.

But what Macldntosh does not do is comment upon the role o f the Spirit in 

malting the connection between tlie sphere of history and tliat of revelation. 

Macldntosh can state

“Revelation, in its perfect form, is mediated through One Who 

(sic) belongs to history, to tlie self-same sphere of reality in 

which we ourselves Uve.. .Christianity has in its veins the life­

blood of fact.”

But how are these two connected? One is a transcendent doctrine, wliile the 

other is an immanent one. It is ironic tliat what is required is sometliing that 

can tie two contradictory elements together, for Macldntosh took issue with 

this very thing in his criticism of the Chalcedon Definition.

Chalcedon was a council convened to settle the vexed question of the relation 

between the divine and human natures in Christ. As defined by the 

Westminster Confession this is stated as

Mackintosh (1921) p46f.
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“Two whole, perfect, and distinct natures, the Godhead and the 

manhood, were inseparably joined together in one person, 

widiout conversion, composition, or confusion.” '"'

The purpose was to try and express how two contradictory, yet necessary, 

tilings relating to the trutii about Jesus Clirist could be considered together. 

Mackintosh’s objections to this Definition were twofold.

Firstly Macldntosh argued that it put into tlie Hfe of Clirist an incredible and 

thoroughgoing duaHsm. He rejected the view tliat Christ did one thing as 

God, and another as man.

“It hypostatises falsely two aspects of a single concrete Hfe -  

aspects which are so indubitably real that apart from either the 

whole fact would be quite other than it is, yet not in themselves 

distinctly functioning substantiaHties which may be logically 

estimated or adjusted to each other, or combined in unspiritual 

modes.” '""

Secondly, Mackintosh was concerned tliat the term ‘nature’ was being defined 

falsely, because it was being used as though real apart from personaHty.'"'' It

Mackintosh (1912) p293.

Mackintosh (1912) p294.

Mackintosh (1912) p295.

Macldntosh (1912) p296.
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was only this ill-defined terminology tliat allowed tlie Definition to be made, 

but its shortcomings were quickly realised in an impersonal humanity tied to 

tlie Second Person of the Trinity. Macldntosh puts the problem thus,

“If (the doctrine of two natures) takes Jesus’ manhood seriously, 

as the New Testament does by instinct, it makes shipwreck on 

the notion of a double Self. If, on the other hand, it insists on 

tlie unity of the person, the unavoidable result is to abridge the 

integrity of the manhood and present a Figure whom it is 

difficult to identify widi the Jesus of the Synoptic Gospels.” '""

Macldntosh understood that the question of how Jesus could be both God 

and man required an answer and because he took exception to the traditional 

formulation he gave Iiis own, that of kenosis.'"''

Macldntosh takes the view that the present situation of Christ is that he is 

divine, and that his divinity is eternal. But the life of Jesus was “unequivocally 

human”.

Mackintosh (1912) p297.

Mackintosh (1912) ]i463ff.
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“The life Divine in Him found expression through human 

faculty, witli a self-consciousness and activity mediated by his 

human milimT

This was achieved by God’s self-emptying, tliough Macldntosh does not 

speculate as to the mechanism that made this possible. He also Imows there 

are critics of the theory, including Ritschl, who said that for the Kenotist, 

Christ in Iris earthly existence has no Godhead.'""

Mackintosh responds by quoting Brieiiey, who said,

“Chemistry does not show any more of Him tlian there is in 

chemistry; the revelation wiH be all shut up witliin its laws and 

limitations. May we not expect that in histoiy, on the plane of 

human affairs, the same law wdl obtain? If God wHl not put 

more of Himself into chemistry than chemistry wdl hold, may 

we expect that He wdl not put more of Hdmself into humanity 

tlian humanity wdl hold. And thus the self-limitation, the self­

emptying of deity which we are told is an impossible 

conception, becomes the first condition of any revelation at 

ad.” '""

Macldntosh (1912) p470.

Macldntosh (1912) p485.

Macldntosh (1912) p486.
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While some tlieologians maintain the usefulness of the Kenosis Theory^"" it is 

ii-onic tliat many of its criticisms have been documented by one of 

Macldntosh’s own pupils, D M Badlie/'" This digression was intended to 

demonstrate that Macldntosh recognised the problem of trying to reconcile 

divine and human spheres and had also tried to provide a scheme to do so, 

even if it was not strongly held by others.

But in relation to the even bigger question, namely, how can the eternal be 

revealed in the temporal, how does history relate to revelation, Macldntosh 

gives no response. He only aclmowledges that this problematic question is a 

mystery.

“There is for example the relation of an eternal God to events o f time. No 

mystery could be deeper than tlie fact -  accepted by all types of Christianity -  

tliat die Eternal has revealed Himself notably in a human being who lived at 

tlie beginning of the Cliristian era..

Perhaps die response lies in die doctrine of the Holy Spirit. Some years ago 

Tom Small wrote a book entided The Forgotten Father, but in Christology the 

problem is usually the forgotten Spirit!

Interestingly, the use o f  the Kenosis I hcory has been used more recently in relation to Creation than 
with Christology, as a means o f  bringing theology and science closer together., as seen in the work o f  
physicist and priest John Polkinghorne (ed) The Works o j Love: Creation as Kenosis, William B. 
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2001. (l^aper)

201 Baillie (1947) p94ff.
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When the gospel records the question that Jesus put to his disciples, “But who 

do you say I am?” The answer given by Peter, “You are the Messiah, the Son 

of the livmg God.” (Matthew 16:15f NRSV) is not attributed by Jesus to his 

powers of human deduction, nor his rare intuition, but to a revelation from 

God. Peter has witnessed die same events as the crowds and Pharisees, so 

obviously if the events in themselves revealed the truth about Jesus everyone 

would have come to the same opinion. The events don’t do this. Rather a 

decision is reached internally. It is based on the external events of course, but 

also on a given insight into those events hidden from other eyes.

If it is God who is opening the eyes dien it has to be by die Spirit, which is 

always die designated form of God worldng from widiin the human existence. 

It would appear diat the Spirit of God enables a paradox to exist, which 

human reason would try to resolve.

I have sympathy with Mackintosh’s assessment of the different ways the New 

Testament and tradition handle the personhood of Christ. The problem of 

trying to unite the human and divine into a single entity that makes sense of all 

die data remains problematic. But diat is because it is seeldng to bring 

transcendence and immanence, eternity and time, deity and creature, into a 

consistent whole. Rather than seek the solution ia theories of philosophy or

2® Mackintosh (1912) p471.
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personality, should the paradox not simply be accepted and its resolution 

found in the Person (the single Person) of the Spitit?

Is not tlie Spitit the one who comes forth from God, bringing order to the 

chaos of creation, and inspitation to blind eyes and deaf ears? Does the Spitit 

not speak to spitit?

Loolting back over the various sections of this thesis and the arguments 

discussed in each we find tliat tlie common element that can liberate each one 

from a theological quagmire is die Spirit. Macldntosh has made his case for 

die Spirit’s work in breathing God into the human words of die Bible, and of 

breathing God into die human activity of Jesus. However he does not give a 

comprehensive view of how Pneumatology relates to Christology, as to why 

such should be the case.

Looldng to another dieologian, such as Zizioulas,^"" we find that his fitst 

question is to ask, "Is Christology prior to Pneumatology or die other way 

round?” His answer is that as long as die unity between them remains 

unbroken die question can remain a "theologoumenon” "̂'' But this answer 

indicates diat die Spirit cannot be seen as simply the divine device for relating

203 Zizioiilas (1985) p l23ff. A Greek Orthodox theologian whose book tackles a number o f  related 
issues including the relationship between Christ, the Spirit and the Church.

2'" Zizioulas (1985) p l29 .
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humanity to the Godhead, rather this is the outwoiidng of the place the Spitit 

already holds in the Incarnation and the life, deatli and resurrection of Christ.

Zizioulas rerninds us that only the Son became incarnate; ‘‘becomes liistory’̂ "" 

and thus die work of the Spiuit is of a different order (diis does not mean the 

Spirit cannot be involved in history, only that the Spirit does not become 

history). In fact Zizioulas suggests the Spirit’s work is the opposite: to liberate 

die Son and liis work from liistory. The Son dies on the cross, thus 

succumbing to the bondage of historical existence, but the Spirit raises him 

from the dead.

“The Spirit is the beyond history, and when he acts in history he 

does so in order to bring into liistory the last days, die eschaton.

Hence the first particularity of Pneumatology is its 

eschatological character.” "̂̂

The second aspect of die Spirit’s work is to enable Christ to exist as a 

‘corporate personality’. Christ is not just an individual, not ‘one’ but ‘many’.̂ "̂

20‘> Zizioulas (1985) p i 30, 

2“  Zizioulas (1985) p i 30. 

202 Zizioulas (1985) p l30.
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“Pneumatology contributes to Christology this dimension of 

communion. And it is because of the fimction of Pneumatology 

that it is possible to speak of Christ as having a ‘body,’ i.e. to 

speak of ecclesiology, of tlie Church, as tlie Body of Christ.” "̂"

When Macldntosh defines the role of the Spirit, it is not in terms of 

eschatology, but of missiology.

“When we open the New Testament we perceive that people 

living the Spirit-fiUed life felt an irrepressible desire to impart 

that which they had received; tlie Spirit revealed to them the 

world’s absolute need of the Gospel and enabled them to meet 

that need..

He does, however, give the Spirit liis place as die giver of communion.

“The Spirit, in short, is the Spirit of One who did not merely 

touch and change individual lives, but rather established a 

Kingdom. His eye was bent upon a community ruled in aU its 

parts by love and righteousness.” '̂"

2™ Zizioulas (1985) p l3 t .

2™ Macldntosh (1921) p98.

21 « Macldntosh (1921) p i 00.
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However, the mission of the Church was based upon its eschatologicafi" 

understanding of what God had done in Christ. The Church was living in the 

last days and this gave her message its note of urgency. Macldntosh’s tlieology 

is rooted in soteriology and based on the forgiveness of sins. '̂^ This 

concentrates upon the saving of a person from his past, by means of a past 

historical event i.e. the death of Jesus. The apprehension of diis act of 

redemption leads through baptism to the person being initiated into the 

Church, by nature a tradition-guarding institution. Such a soteriological 

position thus emphasises the restoration of a fallen humanity with a present 

experience of unbroken communion with God. The result for Pneumatology 

is tliat the Spirit brings the fruits o f a renewed past into the present.

However a truer sense of tlie biblical picture of the Spirit in that he is a 

foretaste of the futuri^^ brought into the present. In Macldntosh can be found

It would be wrong, however, to give the impression that eschatology did not figure within the 

theology o f  Mackintosh. First, he lectured upon the subject. But he did so in that fashion o f  Tast 

I'hings’. As the title o f  his book on the subject, hnmrtality and the Future, suggests, he taught about the 

condition o f  the soul after death, the Second Coming, the Last Judgement and the final state o f  all. In 

other words his eschatology was entirely future orientated, rather than based upon a Spirit-filled 

experience o f  the present Tins may have been in the process o f  changing as the influence o f  Barth 

took hold. In his extensive rewriting o f  his lectures with a renewed emphasis upon eschatology there 

may have been a greater emphasis upon what is being described here.

212 Mackintosh wrote his other major work on The Cbiistiau Experience of the Fo);giveims of Sitts.

2>3 Ephesians 1:13-14
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die Reformed emphasis upon ‘being saved from’, but what this leads to is the 

neglect of the ‘being saved for.’

The oft-stated phrase is ‘we are in the world, but not of die world.’ The 

institution of an eschatologicaUy-orientated community, set in the midst of the 

world, as yeast, or salt, or Hght, witnessing by their distinctive lives to the 

world’s ultimate consummation, is what Christians are ‘being saved for.’

Bringing a foretaste of the eschatological future into the present is an essential 

role of the Spirit along widi engendering communion. Therefore 

Pneumatology must be held in tandem with Christology and allowed to have a 

greater influence in forming the doctrine for the person and work of Christ.

Lilre Leitch, Redman also credits Macldntosh widi a distinctive theological 

emphasis on the Holy Spitit diat was missing from the work of say Herrmann 

or Kahler. Macldntosh saw die Spirit as diat which made the historical basis of 

salvation dirough Jesus Christ contemporary and immediate.^'''

But while diis was a commendable advance on diose theologians who failed to 

make that connection, it still falls short as an adequate doctrinal understanding 

of the Spirit that simply needs a means to bridge the historic past and the 

present. The lack of firm relationship between eschatology and Pneumatology

2'“' Redman (1997) p64.
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in Macldntosh’s Christology is a reason why he was not able to farther a 

solution to the relationship between history and revelation.

120



Chapter 8 

CONCLUSIONS

What has been learned from tliis study, and in particular, how does what has 

been learned affect me as a rriinister of the Gospel?

I begin by recalling tliat before my calling into the ixiinistry there was my 

calling to be a Christian. The heart of Mackintosh’s theology is based upon the 

premise that Christianity offers a person a relationship with God, the creator 

of the universe, the Alpha and Omega. The book tliat influenced him and 

which he recommended to his students^’V as Herrmann’s Communion with God. 

The preacher’s task is surely still to proclaim what God has done in Christ to 

make such communion with God possible and sustainable.

The preacher has two things to bring to tliat task; 1) his own personal 

experience of that relationship, and 2) the witness to that which is its source as 

recorded in the pages of scripture. And what is primary is the personal 

experience.

Tliis is what comes through time and again in Macldntosh’s theology. It is not 

speculative, rationalistic or philosophical, but rather, it expresses and unfolds

215 Mackintosh (2000) p84.
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what has been Imown inwardly. Though it has not been the subject of the 

chapters in this thesis, there has to be an aclmowledgement of the stress 

Macldntosh laid upon soteriology. As Torrance put it, he was a theologian of 

the Cross. The atonement for sin and the sacrifice of Jesus, that allowed God 

to exhibit both judgement of divine holiness and love, are at the heart of 

Christianity.

“The rendering of atonement is to be understood, then, in terms 

of the inward experience of the incarnate Son in a profound 

union witli sinners in the actualities of their alienated existence 

and fearful perdition — ‘My God, my God, why hast thou 

forsaken me?’ — whereby he took completely upon himself 

shame and responsibility for tiieit sin and guilt in acceptance of 

the righteous judgeiment of tire Father, but aU in unbroken 

union with the Father and in perfect identity in wH and mind in 

his condemnation of sm.” '̂̂

There is something refreshing, in this day and age, about reading a tlieologian 

whose work does not come across as merely an acadeiuic exercise but actually 

sounds as though the autlror has personal involvement itr the things of which 

he writes. Macldntosh is a man arguing for what he, first and foremost, 

believes with aU Iris heart, Iris soul, his strengdr as well as his mind.

Mackintosh (2000) p85.
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Can tlieology be done by men and women who don’t believe it? Surely, 

academic acumen and intellectual rigour isn’t enough. Therefore die study of 

Macldntosh has reasserted that “For I received from the Lord what I also 

handed on to you.” (1 Corinthians 11:23 NRSV) is a vital truth for the 

preacher.

In considering the second element, namely the study of the Bible, the reading 

of Macldntosh has instilled a fresh confidence in treating the Bible as a book 

at face value. The issue of finding die historic Jesus behind the sources, and 

die writer’s agendas and editing, which has been of such importance to 

coundess biblical scholars, remains less important, first to theologians but no 

less to preachers.

Macldntosh expresses the sense of a recognisable personality coming from the 

gospels’ pages, one that strdces a chord with the sympadietic reader. In using 

the array of liistorical critical tools at their disposal, scholars, in search for 

what really lies behind the book, ignore, and must ignore, that which has had 

the greatest influence on the writing of die gospels. Namely, the gospel writers 

have an experience o f Christian community and dieir own faith in the living 

Christ, both of which has been given to them by die indwelling power of the 

Floly Spirit. Spirit speaks to spirit, and in reading the gospels, the reader has 

received back die sonic echo sent by die Spirit.
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However we cannot dismiss tlie life of Jesus as having no relevance to the 

Christian experience, as those not enamoured witli the Quest might wish to 

advocate. While all can accept that tire gospel writers place their emphasis 

upon die death of Jesus, a person is not Imown simply by a death. Death 

comes at the end of a Hfe, and God has made himself Imown through an 

historical personality, and in the stories these writers remembered, in the 

words they memorised, in the details and in dieir scripmral assertions. The 

story of Jesus is of a life that ends in death. It is not only the record of a death.

His hfe is not recorded for historic purposes but for present purposes. Lhing 

in communion with God forms a personal and communal relationship. The 

Christian and the Church are the work of the Sphit, who creates the unto 

mjstka and the Body of Christ. Spitit speaks to spirit and the sonic echo of 

scripture takes form in the person and community to a definite shape.

At a time when bibhcal authority and hermeneutics are threatening the Church 

with disunity, it is also good to be reminded that the Bible’s place of supreme 

eminence does not require it to be turned into an idol. Mackintosh 

understands that theology cannot be reduced to tire simple quoting of 

scripture, but must include ‘the elucidation of the full contents of revelation.’ 

As such it requires that the whole spectrum of doctrine must be upheld. In his 

critique of the historical survey and of other theologians’ ideas, Macldntosh
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must be commended for his ability to identify where stresses and omission 

have led to an incomplete theology, or where human ideas have been given 

ascendancy over the biblical wimess.

Had he lived today Macldntosh, I believe, would have had sympatliy with the 

modern concept of narrative theology. This school of thought takes as its 

starting point the obvious; that much of scripture, and definitely the gospels, 

are in the form of story. Rather than dissect that story to find its constituent 

contents, or look for the story behind the story, or try and get into the mind of 

the writer, narrative theology accepts tire gospel as a story, told using the 

idioms o f story, and considers what the story says. Through such an approach 

the conclusion reached is that the writers were engaged in trying to bring to 

hfe a person, and by what they include and omit, to state who they beheved 

him to be and what he has done, as that person, for them. A recent television 

series on the miracles of Jesus, screened by the BBC accepted tliis approach 

and, therefore, gave one of the most positive and attractive portraits of Jesus 

ever seen in the media.

Macldntosh’s emphasis on the gospels as vehicles for conveying the 

personahty of Jesus would be in tune with this approach to hermeneutics, as is 

his overall confidence in the gospels, in distinction to the attitude of profound 

negativity and scepticism in his own time by most schools of thought.
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But what then of the historical Jesus? In the Jolin Ford film, The Man Who Shot 

Uherly Valance, there is this exchange of dialogue: “You're not going to use the 

story, Mr. Scott?” “This is tlie west, sir. When the legend becomes fact, print 

the legend.”

If the life of Jesus had been committed to video-tape, and then simply 

watched, would the significance and meaning of that life had been revealed? 

The answer is surely no. The gospels record events in the life of Jesus. These 

events are told with direct and oblique allusion to the Old Testament. The 

stories that are remembered and recorded in the gospels are those conceived 

as signs of fulfilment and epiphany. They are told retrospectively from the 

perspective of witnessed resurrection, and are contemporised to speak into the 

context and circumstances of tlie writer’s community. No objective bystander 

put pen to parchment, for all were writing from the position of subjective 

belief and conviction.

This multi-layering is not tlien to be identified, isolated, and removed to 

produce the bare facts of liistory and subsequently the actual truth of the 

event. Radier it is to be accepted tiiat this very multi-layering is what reveals 

the truth. The ‘legend’ has become the fact. So print die ‘legend’.

We have not been given a historical Jesus but a bibhcal Jesus anchored in time 

and space because he was an liistorical entity, radier than die figment of the
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imaginations of fanciful storytellers. Those who would find parallels to 

elements of this story in the myths of other religions and cultures, and 

conclude from this literary dependency, miss the point that such parallels still 

happen to this day. In many art forms people have witnessed an allusion or 

even a more direct comparison to the Christ event. Often these are indeed the 

case, but sometimes tlie author will deny any such thing. So how is an allusion 

to the story so recognisable? Tlie New Testament writers were correct when 

they stated that all tilings were made by him and for him. Christ is in the fabric 

of the world, and as previously indicated C S Lewis wrote that once in time 

God made Clirist’s universal mytli happen — at a particular date in a particular 

place followed by definable historical consequences.^^’

But why was this step necessary? The Incarnation would appear to have botli 

an epistemological and soteriological significance, rather than simply the latter 

as Mackintosh is keen to contend. The speculative question, ‘if tliere had been 

no fall, would Christ stUl have come’, requites to be answered affirmatively. It 

was not only the negative aspects of human existence that needed to be 

addressed, rather tlie universal longing for God. This longing, exemplified in 

all forms of religion and appearing to be of human origin, had to be revealed 

as tlie creature’s response to a primordial divine aspiration to be Imown as we 

are Imown.

Lewis (1971) p36.
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While we are capable of maldng sense of the sensual environment that is the 

universe (though many questions even relating to the sphere of science remain 

and their answers are presently beyond our reach) how could humanity make 

sense of God? Though characterised as Spirit, the Incarnation gives rise to the 

possibility of relating God through the more understandable category of 

‘person’.

It is significant that in the historical process of formulating the doctrine of the 

Trinity, terms tiiat had been adequate for describing tire human person had to 

be fundamentally reformulated to be adequate for describing tiie divine 

person. As is well documented the Cappodocian Fatiiers were able to finally 

resolve how to relate the unity of God to the revelation of Father, Son and 

Holy Sphit by brealdng the synonym that existed between ‘hypostasis’ and 

‘ousia’ and in vesting the former with an ontological content it previously 

lacked. But such innovations were felt necessary to remain faithful to the 

biblical witness of the Incarnation, of tire Word becoming Flesh, of the divine 

enterhig Iristoiy.

History is the field of human meaning, through the personalities and events 

that have shaped nations, societies, and all areas of human endeavour and 

achievement. Those who would advocate tire primacy of the Christ of faith 

believe that to loose Christ from historical constraints will give the event 

greater universal significance, freeiirg it from its pre-scientific, pre-rationaHstic
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prison. What becomes imperative is the message; what is proclaimed. The 

teaching is distilled into ideas, ideas that can be the ground of a structure for 

moral and ethical living. But is Calvinism the same as the theological thinking 

of John Calvin? Is Marxism the same as the economic philosophy of Karl 

Marx? Is Thatcherism the same as die political agenda of Margaret Thatcher?

History teaches that once the ideas are free from the initiators of them, even 

in theit own life-time, they are moulded into something different. Wasn’t this a 

major reason Macldntosh eventually came to be so critical of Ritschl? Through 

his reading of those who were of the Ritschhan School he saw more clearly 

the pitfall associated with the original ideas by the way tliey had been altered 

and changed by the master’s pupüs.

This is why tlie unique heart of Christianity, as opposed to any school of 

drought witiiin it, rests on the trudi of die resurrection. The need to free 

Christianity from its historical roots is unnecessary because the originator is 

still presendy sovereign over its development, as the Head of the Body. There 

is no Christ and Chiist-ism because while die Church has undergone continual 

historical development over two thousand millennium it has remained, 

through its ontological relationship, intimately connected to Jesus of Nazareth, 

whose significance rests as much on who he is, as what he taught.
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The removal of the resurrection is gauged by historians as necessary because, 

by their principles, it must be viewed as ‘unhistoricaf and beyond their field of 

enquiry. However theologians are not bound by the same constraints and 

indeed it is paramount that they keep the Church anchored to the biblical 

Jesus as a particular historical entity. His Hfe events, understood correctly only 

from tiris perspective, are the only means to create the very kerygma that is so 

foundational to the Church’s existence.

The historical question that is legitimate for all interested historians is “How 

did the Church come into existence?” Though social, cultural and reHgious 

reasons can be postulated for its consequent expansion, development and 

influence, the moment of its coming into existence comes down to mystery 

from a purely historical point of view. As with science, reaclring the 

infinitesimal point just prior to die fact of die birdi of the universe, the very 

point can’t be accounted for, but that we are here cannot now be denied.

The disciples’ testimony to an event they witnessed and called the resurrection 

of Jesus is that point for the Church. It explains everything that happened 

thereafter. Their knowledge diat this was not an event that happened to them, 

but to Jesus, diat he convinced them of its truth, that diey then acted as they 

did because of it, places the resurrection in die domain of liistory rather than 

that of mere subjective faith. Therefore the quest for the historical Jesus is 

always to be compromised where bibHcal scholars and dieologians try to put
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on the historians’ clothes and work only with their tools to make that 

discovery. To make sense of Jesus between his birth and death by such 

methods, and then to assume tliat this meaning of his Hfe will have the same 

significance for the deepest spiritual longings of humanity is a huge 

assumption and it is inevitably proved inadequate. However the true effect is 

to open a door to a gross subjectivism wherein the prejudices and 

presumptions of scholars are aUowed to prevail in producing an authentic 

portrait o f Jesus that, as Schweitzer pointed out so long ago now, has more in 

keeping with the author of the work than Jesus of Nazareth.

The Quest for the historical Jesus has always been based upon some form of 

paradigm that underpinned the endeavour. OriginaUy it was the 

Enlightenment beHef in the natural and the rational tliat informed the new 

science of historical research, and removed from the picture o f Jesus aU that 

could not be explained by its methods. The second wave of the Quest using 

the tools of Hterary criticism sought to discover the degree of creative 

influence the Church brought to the formation of the gospels. These are the 

sole repositories of our Imowledge of Jesus, and due to the prevaiHng 

scepticism stiU present from previous generations, what was considered 

unique and attributable to Jesus was judged to be extremely small. This led 

again to a vacuum that had to be fiUed by the speculations of those 

undertaldng the Quest. The most recent wave of the Quest has moved away 

from interrogating directly tlie sources and instead buHds up a more
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substantial picture of what the world in wliich Jesus had to Hve and move was 

really lilœ and reads the gospels in the light of this research. However this has 

led to a continued scepticism about the gospels and an unshakeable 

confidence in the veracity of other secondary sources along with the 

willingness to build entire world views on the flimsiest of evidence. The result 

is a mosaic of pictures of Jesus.

After more than 100 years all of these quests have failed to produce a picture 

of Jesus that has commanded more tlran minority interest, wliile the biblical 

Jesus remains the subject of the faith of millions of ordinary people. Surely it 

is time to remove the need for an underlying paradigm and return to the same 

confidence in the sources that Macldntosh exhibited; a confidence that in 

recent times more scholars are coming to share.

This is not to undermine the work of scholarship, but to understand its place 

in the scheme of things. It is always going to be helpful to have those who 

dedicate their lives’ work to enhancing the Church’s Imowledge of its sacred 

writings. The more that is discovered about tlie life and times of Jesus the 

more light will be thrown upon particular passages in a constructive way. 

Macldntosh understood this relationship and so was able to discern its 

usefulness without requiring to be threatened by its results. That was because 

he could see that what has to be accepted is that die gospels are liistorical 

documents used not to record history but revelation.
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So the preacher of the gospel understands that Ms task is to use the narrative 

story not to take people back to tlie time of Jesus but as the material, rooted in 

its particularity of time and place, in wMch God wiU become Icnown as we are 

Imown. Here is the primary purpose of die kerygma: as from the first sermon 

of Peter undl today, it is to state diat God was in Christ reconciling the world 

to God’s self.

In today’s climate of religious fundamentalism and its impact upon a secular 

world in terms of moral absolutism and terrorism, there is discomfort when 

speaking of revelation. Perhaps tMs is die reason why few do speak of it now 

as the primary way in wMch Cliristianity is understood. In a multi-faith culture 

it raises questions of exclusivity and primacy that sound arrogant in a time 

where all things are regarded as relative or simply die same. Perhaps that’s why 

such energy is dissipated in finding a Jesus who is Just one of us’, and no 

more.

But the concept of revelation cannot be jettisoned for convenience’s sake. It 

alone ensures Christianity is not a religion, i.e. a system of rites and practices 

and sacred rituals through wMch human beings seek to appropriate die divine. 

Rather it is a movement of grace where the divine reaches out to and 

establishes an ontological communion with that wMch has been created. 

Macldntosh used the concept of kenosis to try and give intellectual content to
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how the infinite God became finite human in the person of Jesus, in 

distinction to the credal formulation of Chalcedon. While there were those 

critical of its usage in such a precise manner, it is a term that seems 

appropriate to describe whatever self-emptying had to transpire to allow the 

human mind and heart to be confronted by the reality of the divine in a 

comprehensible and life-affirming way. That anything can be classed as 

revelation rather than the outworldng of human speculative reason is 

miraculous unless we have an image of God as simply some bigger, wiser, but 

invisible, version of ourselves. Here again we find that Macldntosh in his 

writings recognises this truth and considered himself privileged to handle such 

holy things with the purpose of keeping that revelation comprehensible in 

each new generation.

But what exactly was the revelation that we have been given? There are those, 

from Marcion onwards, who would see in tlie gospel a vision o f God distinct 

and superior to what had previously been Imown by people of faith. The 

former is then understood to be false and so must be rejected, replaced by the 

truth. But Jesus did not come to reveal a new God but to confirm that the 

known God was being true to who God was and what God had previously 

promised.

Yet despite that, a new experience of God, consisting in what God was in 

essence, was included in the event of Jesus. Was it accidental? As was stated
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above, no, the epistemological dimension of the Incarnation was a piimaiy 

purpose of the event. Yet it was not primary in execution. Rather the 

soteriological aspect, based on previous Imowledge of God, was to the fore. 

However, the method of God in achieving this aim was not recognised 

immediately due to the person chosen, and the means used. The historic life 

of Jesus as it unfolded was not accepted or understood as revelatory even on a 

soteriological level.

How this became revelation was by the means of an event that stands unique 

in the annals of history; the resurrection, in history, of Jesus. This is the actual 

revelation. Everything else is a re-evaluation based upon it. This is recognised, 

perhaps most clearly, in the New Testament in the Hfe of Paul. His 

understandmg of his reHgious heritage and God’s fulfilment o f it, of God’s 

future intentions and how this had been accompHshed, aU come from a 

revelation of the risen Jesus, recognised by Paul as such.

This leads to the radical re-evaluation that wHl aUow a strict monotheistic Jew 

to place a crucified contemporary in the same sphere of existence as God. It 

win allow him to abandon Torah-observance as the foundation of his 

relationship witli God and to Hve by unmerited grace instead. It allows him to 

reinterpret the scriptures and to find in them confirmation of his own caU to 

be an apostle to the Gentiles. AU of this is the consequence of tlie primary 

revelation, the resurrection; an event beyond the reason of man to accompHsh.
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The resurrection, as we have seen, is the heart of Christianity. It is the 

revelation. Out of it arises the belief in a Trinitarian God, the Incarnation, the 

atonement, the church, the kerygma, the worldwide mission as the 

fundamentals of tliis faith.

The revelation of a resurrected Jesus is what makes Christianity distinctive in 

the market place of world religions, and allows any inter-faith dialogue to be 

conducted with honesty. Christians cannot take credit for it, nor deny it. It is 

there, under-gitding everything believed about God and life, both here and 

hereafter. And it, rather than scriptures, sacraments or worship practise, 

should be the core factor in determiiiing doctrinal, moral and even ethical 

positions.

Whether anyone would pass by Pannenberg to find Mackintosh is 

questionable, but it is manifestly true that both of these theologians have done 

the Church a service by maintaining theit loyalty to the concept of revelation. 

Macldntosh stood firm in a time when the Church’s confidence in revelation 

was about to wane as she moved through the fraught times of the Second 

World War and beyond to the frightening uncertainties of the present day. 

Pannenberg realised the consequences for tlieology of allowing revelation to 

retreat in embarrassment to the margins and encouraged it to be brought again 

to the centre of theology.
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The preacher o f the gospel has been given the hermeneutic tool for biblical 

interpretation: the resurrection o f Jesus.

Rather than seeldng to strip the gospels to find a naturalistic historical core, 

die narrative has to be held intact and be guided by what prompted the 

remembrance o f these particular events in this precise form. Rather than 

jettisoning the historical particularity to gleam a timeless teaching, die story 

must be told because tt was this particular individual who was raised from the 

dead. Only when the narrative is respected for what it is, a witness to the 

resurrection, can the kerygma be maintained as good news about God.

Now this presupposes that diose who come to the story see it for what it is. 

And this is patendy not necessarily the case. Consequendy the objective nature 

of the revelation i.e. something that God has done, is only appropriated in a 

profoundly subjective manner. Not everyone wimessed die resurrection as 

resurrection as is made clear through that enigmatic verse at the end of 

Matthew’s Gospel: “And when they saw him they worshipped him; but some 

doubted.” (Matthew 28:17 NRSV)

How could doubt be possible if the risen Christ was objectively visible to the 

senses? Could it be that he was not thus visible? Returning to Paul we are 

reminded how he always stated that he stood on an equal footing with the 

original Twelve because he too had seen the risen Jesus. In Acts that
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encounter is related three times as the conversion on the road to Damascus. 

Within these stories there are variations of detail as to who sees and hears 

what. However, in the letters it is clear that Paul never describes what in fact 

happens, other than to say that Jesus appeared to him. Consequently we wdi 

never be able to define exactly Paul’s experience of the risen Jesus. It seems 

clear that whatever this ‘appearing’ consisted of it probably involved other 

than the testimony of die senses. The subjective element, however, has an 

objective reality behind it, namely, the Holy Spirit.

What makes a person a Christian? The answer the New Testament presents is 

possession of the Holy Spirit. From conception, baptism, signs and heaHngs 

and the moment of death, the gospels place the life of Jesus within a 

framework o f Pneumatology. And in Acts the inception of the Church, as the 

Church, is the coming o f the Holy Spirit. The mission of the Church witnesses 

the Holy Spirit’s presence as defining membership. In the letters of Paul only 

those who have the Spirit belong to God.

Despite a Trinitarian dreology that states the Persons are equal, diere has been 

a sad neglect of Pneumatology in Western Christianity, and in the Reformed 

tradition particularly. For the Reformed Christian coming to faith by hearing 

the gospel and through personal conviction, encouraged in personal prayer 

and corporate worship focused upon God the Father, and united through 

sacrament and community to Jesus, the Holy Spitit can appear to come on the
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scene as an afterthought. His role has been minimised to unwelcome 

charismatic gifts (outside the charismatic movement) and moral education.

But in the light of all that has so far been said, what should be designated as 

the role of the Holy Spirit? History is the sphere of human activity. The Holy 

Spitit is the expression of God’s activity within that sphere. The life of Jesus 

by being instituted by the Spitit becomes a unity of human experience and 

divine intention. The person of Jesus is fuUy engaged in human activities, 

thoughts, aspirations, feelings, emotions, is affected by the interaction of other 

persons upon him, and has the same capacity for communion with God. But 

due to the Holy Spirit all of this has also become the outworking of divine wdi 

and purpose without confusion, without change, without division, without 

separation.^’̂

But this work is not completely revealed until the resurrection of Jesus takes 

place. While the resurrection is not a historical event in the life of Jesus, in that 

it removes him from the constraints of time and space, nevertheless the 

Spirit’s work is now to work within those to whom the imowledge and 

confirmation of tliis event shall be given. With this work comes the paradigm 

shift that allows the Spirit’s activity within the historic life of Jesus to be 

recognised and understood. This in turn brings into existence a community 

created by aU who have received tlie same outpouring of the Holy Spirit

2'® as stated in the Chalcedonian Definition
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These experiences of the Risen Christ and the reflections upon the life and 

deatli of Jesus, and the re-evaluation of scripture that follows, gives rise to the 

content of the kerygma. What is preached is not a biography of a recently 

departed man, but the triumph of God whose participation in human history 

is proclaimed in the remembered and witnessed events and words of Jesus, 

now told by those enabled to recognise theit divine significance. And when 

this kerygma is preached it is used again by the Holy Spirit as the means to 

bring into existence responding faith in the listener.

Not tliat this all happened in a completed form all at once. History remains 

the medium for human activity, and the Church existing in time and space 

experiences aU this in stages, the speed of comprehension now shaped by aU 

the human factors that respond or resist. Now the historian can bring liis 

evidence of events and circumstances, of personalities and social, economic 

and political conditions that dictate the passage of the Church’s progression 

and development.

But as that happens what God has done in Jesus remains intact, and exerts its 

own influence upon that same progression and development. This continues 

to be the work of the Holy Spirit. The Sphit locks the Church into tliat 

particular moment in time in the past which is the historic Hfe of Jesus, yet 

also the same Sphit, through the resurrection of Jesus, locks the Church onto
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that future moment which is the eschaton. We live in the present moment best 

when we do not attempt to break either lock. The history of the Church 

shows the evidence of when that has happened and what was done to restore 

the right order.

The preacher of the gospel has the task of maintaining fidelity to the original 

revelation, but of allowing the Holy Spirit to continue plumbing its depth as 

history unfolds and new chapters of human development open, and to keep 

before the Church its present state of tension between past and future, history 

and eternity.

Leitch said of Macldntosh

“At the beginning he stood within tlie nineteenth century -  near 

its outermost border, no doubt, yet within it. For his mode of 

thought was deeply coloured by it, and his terms of expression 

(whatever his dissatisfaction with them) were its terms. But by the 

end he had reached a point where the view was very different, and 

where he found liimself standing side by side with Barth.” '̂̂

There is a sense that even the end of Macldntosh’s journey looks dated 

from the modern perspective with the dialectic theology eclipsed by so

219 Leitch (1952) p204.
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many other forms of theological expression. But what makes 

Macldntosh still have relevance and vibrancy for the reader today is that 

he was always engaging with the fundamental core of Christianity.

In his conclusion to his book, Redman states,

“Theologians are not in the business of preserving and conserving 

a heritage, nor in the wider academic pursuit of Imowledge. It is to 

instruct the Church so that it may understand its message and its 

implications as fully as possible and communicate that message 

clearly to those within and without.

It is clear that Macldntosh saw all that he taught and wrote in this light and I 

wish to aclmowledge the benefit I have gained from an exposure to his work 

and reflecting upon the issues that are at tlie heart of what I do week in, week 

out as a preacher of the gospel.

Redman’s estimation of the man he studies in greater breadth and depth for his 

doctorate than I have been able for this dissertation was as follows;

“His significance for theology today is not to be found in the 

predictions that came true; or in the trendsetting formulations he 

left behind, but rather in the way he fixed his theological attention

220 Redman (1997) p257.
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on Jesus Christ and with remarkable consistency was able to spell 

out the implications of the gospel for the church’s 

proclamation.”^̂^

I can only heartily concur and conclude with the hope tliat many others 

will, like myself, stumble upon the writings of Macldntosh and discover 

that tliey can bring a renewed confidence in the gospel.

221 Redman (1997) p258.
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