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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS, BACKGROUND At!Q METHOD 

"We preach Christ cPuci£1ed, a stumbling-block to 

Jews and foll~ t o Gent ilea n ( l). In so vn-i ting, st, Paul 

stated in its briefest for.m the scandal ot the Christian 

faith. To human reason it is nonsense to suppose that a 

man who grew up and lived like other men, and who ultimately 

died on a erose, could at the same time be the Son of God, 

equal to God, et ernal like God, and Creator of the world with 

Him. 

Contrary to the painfUlly-evolved and carefUlly 

fo~ulated conclusion reached by philosophers, that God is 

one, and diametrically opposed to the monotheistic divine 

revelation given to Israel, the belief that Jesus was Son of 

God and equal to His Father seemed; when it was first postu­

lated, to impl y some kind o~ flaw in the indivisibility of 

God. Men were being asked to believe that they could see 

God incarnate, that is, 1n a being of flesh and blood. Yet 

all our f'ai th hovers around this p.reoiae point. -· 

In Karl Barth' s analogy, Jesus Chriet is the sheeF 

pet-pendioula.r from on high, doscending direetly to touoh our 

world as a tangent at a single. point. In Him two planes 

intersect, one of which is known, the other unknown. The 

known :plane is God' e creation, fallen out of hannony and 

union wit h Him. The unknown plane, now gradually revealing 

itself, is the realm or the Father, the world of grace for 

sinners. But, as Barth remarks, "the line of interseotion 

is not self- evident". Jesus of Nazareth ia the point on 

that line at Whioh the relation between God and ua becomes 

observable and observed. This single point is moat definite 

(l) I Corinthians 1:23 (R. s.v.) . 



- 2 -

and unique. .,ThG yoars A.D. 1- 30 are the era of revelation 

and. disclosure''• (1) Then it wee that the coming of the 

Word happened once and for all. But what could.have promp­

ted belief in such apparent folly, and what sort of power did 

Jesus possess over His followers to impel them to proclatm 

this ttetumbling-block" to the world? ( 2) 

The stage on which t~e divine drama was enaoted wae 

the Jewish world. The One God impressed Himself upon tho 

faith of the Jews predominantly as a revealed moral religious 

value. His Name was "Yahweh", "the One who is" J and any 

claim to ''the Name" or any presumption to divine dignity, was 

a blasphemy punishable only by death. It was in such sur-

roundings that a Man appeared who very gradually made a ela1m 

to be God. Around Him were grouped certain individuals who 

remained united after His De~th and Resurrection, willing to 

sacrifice their lives for their new faith. What brought 

this about? How did those disciDles bring themselves to be­

lieve in the mystery? How did they express it? How did 

they preserve their native Hebrew monotheiam and at the same 

time declare the Godhood of their Lord? These and related 

~eations are of crucial contemporary importance, and will 

for.m part of our discussion in this thesis. 

We are able from the New Testament \\Ti tinge to per­

ceive an outline ot the development of tho disciples' faith. 

Sueh majesty and power were apparent in the Man from Nazareth 

that the d1ec1Dles could not but be strikingly aware or mov­

ing in the presence o-r a 11 ving mystery. Jesus taught them 

slowly. The complete revelation of His true nature wae kept 

for much later, held in abeyance until He had undergone the 

agony of Golgotha and had beon raised from the dead. Only 

then were their eyes· opened to their Master' s exaltation and 
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glory. The coming of the Holy Spirit brought to their re­

membrance all that they had been taught. They reflected 

with fresh understanding upon the words they had heard and 

the miracles they had eeen. The Law and the Prophets be­

came lucid and began to abound in rich presentiments. A 

radical challenge now presented itself to them, and a oo~ 

plete upheaval of their deeply-ingrained religious attitude 

sta~ted to take placo. They admitted openly that God had a 

Son who was thie same Jesus, and that the Jesus t hoy had 

known as a man was God Himself "from whom are all things". (l) 

Few acta of faith have been more momentous than theirs. 

It is not possible for any concept to be clearly 

known until a medium has been found through which it can be 

discussed. Thus 1 t was that the f'ai th rece1 ved by the 

apostles as a living seed had or necessity to f'ind a vocab­

ulary so that it could be made explicit and be nurtured. The 

only conae1 vable terminology was one which arose from the 

disciples • normal. turn of mind and from the w&ys of expression 

and thought to wbich they were accustomed. This was so of 

all early attempted statements of the Person of our Lord, from 

the days of the apostles to the Council of Chalcedon in A.D. 

451, and beyond. The apostles expressed the astounding new­

found fact in terms borrowed from the Law, the Prophets, and 

the Wisdom literature. This content• although fulfilling the 

inrnediate need, was later to prove inadequate as the small 

Church grew and began to embrace peoples from different back­

groundS and cultures. 

This thesis begins with a review of the classical 

statements regarding the doctrine of the Person of our Lord, 

His perfect Godhood and His perfect manhood, as they are fo~ 

mulated in the great eowaenical creeds of Nioea and Chalcedon. 

(1) I Corinthians 8:6 (R. s.v. ). 
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The ensuing discussion will bear particular reference to the 

linguistic, philosophical and psychological terminology in 

which the doctrine has come to be couched. Ohristology pro­

gressed from the impact made upon the disciples by a distin­

guished Rabbi, and from the recognition of divine ~story 

living in the1!' veey midst, to their acceptance or the Lord 

as risen tram the dead, as existing before all creation, ae 

son ot God., and as God Himself. God's method of instructing 

Hie children was euoh as to lead them from the mere hint of a 

mystery to the clear statement or f aith in Jesus, the Son of 

God. 

'1he phrase "Son of God" means the ontolog;toal son­

ship or someone possessing the divine nature because of hie 

eternal generation from the Father. The doctrine had a long 

and turbulent history before 1 t arrived at this stage of pre­

cision, howeve~, during which process of evolution the non­

ship to which it makes reference waa understood in the looser 

sense of a sonahip in the moral- not metaphysical, order of 

rea.li ty. The title "Son of God .. was applied in such pas­

sages as Job 1:6; 2:1; 38:7 and Psalm 29;1 to the angels, but 

this cannot mean a share in God' e nature, as that would have 

been thoroughly distasteful to Jewish monotheism. The phrase 

here pointed rather to an intimacy of a special kind betwean 

the heavenly beings and the God whose "court" they constitute. 

Elaewhere the ph~ase is applied to men, as where Yahweh c alled 

Israel His "first-born son". (l) Apparently this is a matter 

of adoptive o~ moral sonship, the effect of the loving ohoice 

by which God singled out Ilia people. The choice waa. more­

over, one which the Hebrews were called upon to honour by be­

having as sons of God. 

What is tho difference in connotation when the title 

(1) Exodus 4:22. 
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"Son of' God" is applied to our Lord'/ This will comprise a 

major secti.on of our discussion in ahapter two. The title 

itself does not suggest the source of the peo~lia:r intimacy 

between the Son and God. It could well be a :relationship 

or knowledge, of loving obedience. ot service, or of nature. 

We should be carefUl to take account here of this literary 

tradi t1on in the Bible .if we are to ap,Pre.o1ate the t enn "Son 

of God" whe.n it occurs in the Gospel. · Certain scholars · 

would look for the key of its meaning 1n other Eastern relig­

ions or in Greco-Roman culture; but they do this at the risk 

of eacrificing the authority of the Gospel tra.d.i tion, taking 

it as the creation of the Hellenistic Christian communities. 

OUr Lord revealed a relationehip between His Father 

and Uimselt so extraord.inat'y and unique as to have the effect 

of placing Him on the same divine level aa the Father. Here­

in lies the impact of those sayings wherein He asserted that 

He was not only "a son•' but 11the Son". In comparing Himself 

to the Son of Man in the book of Daniel, He gave the title 

"Son of God" a new, transcendental, and non-metaphorical mean­

ing which the atriot monotheism of the J$ws found intolerable. 

st. Paul certainly believed in the pre-existence of 

Christ as Son of God and as God. In his zeal to assert 

Christ's complete superiority over all the orders of heaven, 

Paul brings h~self to state specifically our Lord' s trans­

cendent origin. Christ• he saya1 transcends the created 

order, fo'l! that order waa His own creation: "He exists before 

all things". (l) This 1s a sentence which implies a temporal, 

but an even more important ontological priority. The entire 

world was of the created order, but Christ was no ttoreature"; 

He was '~egotten before every creature". In Colossians, 

Paul repeatedly asserts that everything was created through 

(l) Colossians 1:17. 
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Chriett hence he cannot possibly be saying that Christ is the 

first or creatures. 
/ / 

The genitive, 1Tocr05 x-rtcr€l.u 5• must in 

this phrase be a genitive of comparison, governed implicitly 

by the word -rrrw-ro5 (first) in ~wTbKo 5 (firstborn), and 

this word "first" muet then have a temporal sense, namely, 

"before". Thus Christ is the uncreated Son through whom all 

creation came to be. Clearly then. this Son, begotten of 

God befora all ages, can be none other than God Himself. 

Paul asoerts this With force in the hymn in Philippians . 

Christ was ttof divine condition"; (l) or, to use a phrase even 

closer to the Greek• He was "in the form of God": yet He emp­

tied Himselr, taking the :f'or.m of a slave, becoming like men, 

humbly refusing to cling to or depend upon that "equal! ty with 

God'• which was His nature and His right, and which could never 

be dis~arded. 

It is convenient to quote hore in sunmary some words 

of M. Cer:raux: (2) "Outside His humanity Christ has no other 

state of being than a divine state of being. He has His be-

ing in God; this means that Ho has a state or being like God, 

equal to God; conscquontly, He has a striet right, a natural 

right to the privileges of God - majesty1 glory, pOwer over 

the un1 ve~se". His humility, says Cerfaux, eons1atn 1n the 

fact that He ~efUsed to make manifest these divine attributes 

other than by the w~ of submission and obedience. 

We have stavted above to outline the biblical basis 

from which it is imperative that any Christological discussion 

must begin. The wri tel's of the New Testament bear w1 tness 

both to our Lo~d's human life and to His divine authority. 

The authors of the Synoptic Gospels imply the conviction of st. 

Paul regarding the divine authority of Christ. St. Mark ' s 

(1
2

) Ph1l1pu1ans 2s6. 
( ) M. Certaux= ~e ~r1at f~ le theolgs~a st s, Pau1, P• 291 

(in Gelin: SoB ~d Savf0U:). 
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Gospel, for example, indicates that "the whole ministry of 

Jesus 1s .the advent precisely of those things which were 

·s·ighed for in the Messianic hope". (l) And what holds true 

ot the Gospel of Mark applies also to the Gospels of Matthew 

and LUke. But this high Christology is obviously alrea¢1 in 

their sources. the individual stories which may well have cir­

eulated separately. 

The Fourth Gospel in particular brings our Lord's 

humanitT and divinity into ~arp relief• and together with the 

writinge of st. Paul and the Epistle to the Hebrews, it de­

picts Jesus as God in His self-revelation. st. John's Goa­

pe.l presents what is probQbly the moat exnl ted picture of 

Jesus the Christ to be found anywhere 1n the New Testamont. 

It is therefore to a brief consideration of the Christologv 

of the Fourth Gospel that we now turn as we conclude this in­

troductory examination ot the biblical foundation to our sub-

3eot. 

st. John employe the Father-son terminology with 

far greater f~equency than the Synoptiste, whose usage he de­

velops. His Gospel shows unmistakably that Father and Son 

possess the oneness of mutual indwelling and mutual presence. 

Vision ot one unavoidably entails vision of both. To see 

Jesus is to see His Father. (2) They are both the object of 

a single act or faith ; "He who believes in me believes not 

in me but in him who sent me ••• the Father and I are one». 

(3) F. Godet h.ae remarked (4) that the "wen in this phrase 

is in 1 tself an unprecedented elaim whioh is matched by an 

astounding p~mise: "It a man loves me •• , my Father will 

love himt and we will aome to him and make> our home with 

119. 

e saint Jean, ad. loc. 
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him". (l) Many etto~ts have been made to explain away these 

phrases as formularies ~awn from Greek mystical thought, and 

to rega~ them as declarations made by our Lord about His 

mission. But the message and the work of the Son are in­

separable trom His being. The message of Jesus lay primarily 

in the revelation of what He waa, the Son of God• and in the 

manifeetation ot "the glory as of the only Son fl'Om the 

Fathet-"• (2) 

Jolut' s Gospel did not, of' oour$t'h de:t'1lle our Lord • s 

nature any more than did the other Vlritings of the New Test-

ament. The title "Son of God'', w1 th 1 ts ooncom1 tant pri v-

1leges, seems to refer globally to the man Jesus, without any 

sharp distinction of natures 1n Him. The bond of transcen-

dent unity between the Father and Jesus is de·ao:ribed, rather 

than defined, 1n terms ot a relatiOn$bip of mutual knowledge 

and love. It would be entirely arb1 trary to deny this des-

cr1ption the fo~e of a true revelation about Hie being. To 

speak of "the Word" aa applied to our Lol'd is not purely tu.no­

tional, telling us nothing about the divine personality ot 

Him who beal's 1 t , foP this \VOUld lead to a false distinction 

between our Lord's mission and H1e being. M.E. Boismard (3) 

ably states the climax to which st. John's Gospel rieest 

Christ • s work, he says, "is to reveal God to men, but this is 

itself founded upon the very nature of Christ; before all 

revelation He was already in a certain sense the Word ot Godu. 

The Gospel of John is faithfUl to the earliest 

Christian tradition, and therefore oannot be called a new 

creation. But John' s work certainly does represent a most 

advanced stage ot reflection upon all the mate~ial it has in 

John 14~23. 
John lal4. 
M.E, Boismard: St. John' s Prglosae, p. 94. 
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common with his predecessors. This is proved by the raot 

that the Gospel contains elements of a very primitive Chris­

tology. Alongside the most sublime declarations concerning 

our Lord's Nature, John uses titles of eompa~atively great 

humility; these too bear the imprint of reality. Jesus is, 

fort example, not only the d1 vino V/ord• but aleo "the chosen 

of God'', "the Messiah", ''the prophet". Finally, Jesus was 

••the Lord and Master". SUch titles ahQw up as a miarepre­

sentat~on aueh statements as that made by A. Lo1sy (l) who 

says ot John's Goepel1 tt'l'he author knows only a 11 turgical 

Christ, objeet of Christian worship.n 

From the V$ttY beginning,, then, all New Testament 

Chl'istolo83f ahows tlla aspects both or the Person and the Work 

o:r Jesus. It is from Hie nature that He is known in His 

work. Th., early Christians achieved their perception through 

the life of Jesua, through the pres•noe of the Kyrios , and 

through reflection. These we~e the aourcea of early Christian 

Ohristologiaal conviction, and for the modern man too the~e are 

and cnn be no others. 

The various types of Jewish and Hellenistic specula­

tions and myths which influenced the expression and the pro­

gress of the early Church's Christology were all subordinated 

to a ChPistologioal fr.amework which derived 1 ta character from 

a Heilagesohicht~. This structure oentres from the very 

start in histor:~. The Oh~istology ot the early Church is 

based upon the words and deeds. the self-ooneoiousness and vo­

cation, the passion and death ot the histol'ic·al Jesus; although 

it was only 1n the light of the Easter experie~ce and of the 

power of the Spirit in the Church that the New Testament 

understanding of the Person and Work o:r Jesus was finally :for­

mulated. 

(1) A. Loisy: Le gua;trieme Evang1le. p. 56_. 
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We are now ready to proceed, in chapter one, to an 

objective examination of the great Counails or Nicea and 

Chaloedon, and in the second chapter to a critical analysis 

of the Nioene and Chaloedonian phraseology concerning the Per-

son ot Christ. Chapter three will show the in~luence on 

twentieth- century Ohristologieal thought of certain recent 

philosophieal and psychological trends which are playing an 
A increasingly important role in contemporary doctrinal refor-

mulationa of our Lord•s Person. In the fo~rth chapter I 

shall state some considerations which seem to me to be of 

profound significance for a modern restatement of Chriatology; 

and chapter five will contain discussion, on the foregoing 

basis. ot selected Chriatolog1col hy.mna to be found in the Re­

vised Church Hymnary of the Church or Scotland. 
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ClW(TER 0~ 

!igea and Chaloe~on.~ a §~2~ 

The Cow1ail of Nioea (A.D. 325) heralded the recon­

ciliation between Church and Empire which took plaoe under 

Constantine I. 

Nioea attempted to articulate in theological terms 

a faith which had been held from the beginning, and in eo dO• 

ing laid bare the problem ia~erent in all Ohrietologiaal de­

ba tea , namely: 

What is the relation of the divine and the human 1n Christ~ 

Giving rise to this basio problem was the widely-held belief 

that the Word shares the same divine nature with the Father. 

The _primary- 1ssuo before the Council was not, however. the 

unity of the Godhead, but the co- eternity of the Son \nth the 

FatheX'. 

During the preceding centuries it had been the gen­

eral Christian belief that Jesus Christ waa divine as well as 

human. The New Testament writers had eonaidered Christ ae 

pre- existent, and had attributed to Htm a two- fold order of 

being, ''aeco:rding to the flesh" ( Kcx.T~ r~-C;:l:<.oc ) • that ist as man, 

and "according to the spirit" ( K<XT~ rtv~:: G;U~), that is, as God. 

The Creed explicitly states that the Son is begotten, not made. 

Nei the%" is He made from nothing, as is a creature; nor 1s He 

liable to development or moral change; and the Father did not 

precede the Son as in a time series. The Son, as begotten, 

is "out of the Father ' a substance" and is "of the same sub-

stance as the Fathertt. The second -o.:r these phrases owed 1 ts 

inclusion to Constantine ' s express wishJ but both caused a 

good deal of embarrassment to the Origenistie majority at the 

Council. 

Moat of the bishops present came from Syria and 

Asia Minor. They found in Eusebius of Caesarea (A.D. 260- 340) 

a trusty leader and spokesman. Although Eusebius came to the 
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Council with a somewhat equivocal character, his teaching may 

justly be taken as representative of the prevailing doctrine 

of the Person of Christ and of the Trinity. 

But from whence did Nicea derive its Christologicnl 

ter.minology? What was the history of Christological dogma 

which lay behind the Council? Of necesoity we must £irst 

turn to a brief discussion of this development. 

With Origen (A.D. c. 130-c. 200) belief in Christ 

is placed in a coamio setting. The influence of Origen was 

felt strongly until the time of Nicea, and for that reason it 

is uaperative to undertake a detailed account of his Christ­

ology. His teaching appears to be of even g~eater moment 

when it is remembered that the significant Christological 

contoversy in which Eusebius was involved at Nicea flared up 

in the context of Alexandrian theology, still dominated by 

Or1gen more than fifty years after his death. Moreover, the 

sy.mbol fo~lated by Eusebius for use in his own church and 

presented by him at the Council was that upon which the Nioene 

Creed finally came to be based. 

In the first book of De Principii§ Origen begins 

from the words of Proverbs 8 : 22ft on the Wisdom of God, 

which he then equates with the Second Person of the Trinity. 

The Wisdom of God ia not an impersonal attribute of God, but 

exists hypostatiaally. God could never have existed without 

His Wisdom. Hence it was ridiculous to suppose that there 

was a point at which the Wisdom, or Son, came into existence. 

Origen thus approaches his conception of the Son as eternally 

begotten of the Father, and yet as haVing independent being, 

"different from and interior to the Father", (l) to the extent 

(l) ;ge Orat. xv.l. Q ... q-(.:x and 1 ts synonym 5"6·7TxF-1 5 are here 

taken by Origen in Aristotle's f1rst sense of "concreto, 

individual being". 
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of being a "second C-od". (1) 

Despite this strong subordination of Son to Fnther, 

the Son, as begotten, is of the same essence a3 the Father. 

c / Origen was willing to uee the word ~/·.w o un o ;· , as a 

large numbel:' of' his disciples were not, in Aristotle 's second 

sense of a generic. existence which was capable o~ being shared 

by many. It is plain tha t Christian categories are here be-

ing used. to clothe what is essentially the Neo-platonio con­

ception of a ~~~T£fc) GE0 whose fUnction was to bridge the gap 

between God and creation. "It reoains t:or us", writes Origen, 

"to seek a mediator between God and creation''• ( 2) To pose 

the problem in this fonm presupposes that the solution will be 

di theistic. Origen•s fai l ure to achieve a conception of Cod 

which vms in the long ~ wholly acceptable lay in his insis­

tence on the objective existence of the divine Persons, while 

he placed ••their :point of unity only at one end of a line of 

transm1sa1on". (3) So it was that tta debased and misunder-

stood Or1gen1em of a strongly binita~ian eha~aoter beaame for 

nea~ly a century the orthodoxy of Greek Christianity". (4) 

(1) 'J..,n Contra eels~, v.39, Origen calls the Son o:f God a 

"second God" ( S-= ,jTe:-/JGoJ 8~fs ) • ao Justin did; and else-
' 

where, Commentary on John, Book x, chapter XXXVII (21), 

distinguishes tdm numeri cally (T0 ~?~e~~) from the Father, 

and insists that while He is of the same substance (cf;,(~) 

c / as the :l?ather, He is another than He 1;11o :<-!: t ,\£v,...., (by being 
I L 

b b ) ' c / su ject or au ordinate to Him nnd K•<T)'.. u·orc ·::-·r.:.x: TL'" (by 

virtue of Iii a Person). 

(2} De Prine., 11 . 6 -1 ; o, Cels. 111.34 

(3) Prestige: Fathers gnd Heretics, P• 86f, 

(4) Green in Rawlinson: ~ssa~s on the TrinitY anq the Inca~ 

nation, p . 25 2. 
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Some have seen in Origen's teaching ono of the 

sources or Arianism; and we find Origenism of a sort also in 

the early Athanasius and his bishop Alexander, and in the 

ndddle party or Eueebiua of Caeaarea. Origen'a influence 

extended in three directions which it is important ror us to 

consider. Each played a distinot r~le at :Nioea. 

Firat, Arianism was an extreme left- wing develop­

ment o.f' Origenism• (1) and was tranami t ·ted through the 

rationalising teaoher Lucian of Ant1oah. (2) The theology 

developed tho subordination of the Oon to the point at which 

His divinity wua denied. Arius explicitly rejected an v3r(~ 

common to Father and Son not simply in the sense of concrete 

existence, but in Origen'a sense of denying a common generic 

natura. The Son, Arius held, was not begotten of the sub-

stance of the Father, but was oroat ed ex nihilo, and was thus 

a creature, however superio~ He might be to all other existing 

creatures. Furthermore, the Son's existence was not consid-

ered necessary to the fUll conception of Godhead, for He was 

begotten as an act of rdll by the Father. Yet this could not 

be described as an act in time, because that would compromise 

the extra-temporal isolation and pure spirituality of the 

Father. And so Ariua found himself unable to say "there was 

a time when the Son was not", but only "there was when the Son 

wa.s not". Th h ~ -,. C/ ::3 ;, 1 4IJt t d t e p r ase YJV oro•E oTt ouK r::v n ... ac oee no con-

tain or imply the word It follows that in such 

a system only the Fathor can properly be deeignated "God". 

(1) Loot'ss ~itfagen, p. 23h (quoted in l•allace- Hadrill: 

Eusebius ot' Caesarea, p. 125.) 

(2) It is possible tha t Arius was furthett "left than the 
/ 

Lucian school. cr. G. Bardy1 Recherches sur Lucien 

d' Antioche et son ecole (quoted in Wallace- Hadrills Qn. 

c1~., p . 125.) 

(3) Athanasius: Contra. Ar• 1.14 Of~ Gwatkin: Studies of 

Arianism, P• 24, cited by tl tevansont §tydi~a, P• 76. 
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This attempt to defend the conception of divine purity by 

emptying 1 t of all T:ttin1 tarian assoe1at1ona was an exaggera-

tion of one aspect of Origen' s thoueht. The emphatic 

statement in tho Nicene Oreed that the Son "was made !'leah, 

becoming mann, was later interpreted by suoh men as Theodore 

of Mopsuestia (1) as a device to rebut the Arian notion that 

our Lord possessed a dofeotive humanity. 

however, that Theodore missed the point. 

It would appear, 

The basic purpose 

of the Ariane eeeme to have been to stress the reality of our 

Lord's Incarnation against Dooetiam and Gnosticism. 

Secondly, the right wing of fourth-century Origen-

ism ia represented by Alexander of Antioch. The Son is 

still the intermediatotty deus ~~ maohina of O:rigen and 1a a 

separate ~rrl::~T.>.a-t~ from the Father. 
./ 

"In regard to Hie c ~ .:;<o<." 

however, "He is like the Father", (2) and may not be spoken 

of as a creature insofar as eternity may be posited of Htm. 

This was roughly the position fl:tom which Athanasius began, 

and which underlay his early De Inqama·tione. 

A third line of descent trom Or1gen is to be traced 

through Dionys1us of Alexandria, who was probablF the ehief 

Alexandrian influence on Eusebius of Caesarea. Our eoant 

evidence suggests that it wus the insistence of Dionysiua on 

the three distinct oC -;- (o:,L within the Trinity which brought 

him into sha~p conflict wlth Dionysiua of Rome. laying him 

open to the cha~ge of tritheism. The Sabellian connotations 

ot ~~oJ~rr~ made this word distestefUl to him because it could 

indicate that the Persons of the Trinity were little more than 

disguises assumed by God at var1ol.l6 times. Dionysius refUsed 

to use tho term g/.,~."~~..~ .n o5 on the ground that it was unscrip­

turnl. As a stream is to its souree, he s ays, so is the Son 

(l) Hom, aa~. 51 17. 

( 2) EJl· i,12. 
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to the Father, and yet He was not eternally begotten in the 

Origeniet sense. This is the view to which Eusebius' theol-

ogy most olosely approximates. 

The doctrinal system of Eusebius has been described 

by Dorner aa '•chameleon-hued", a mirror of the utll'esolved 

problems of the contemporary Church. He was avidly anti-

Arian on the main points of discuss ion at Nicea. Eusebius 

never lost eight of the Father' s transcendent purity, and he 
. 

describes H:lm as ttthe supreme God,. The divine Person who 

addressed the patriarchs, however, was the Son not t he Father. 

This attitude prevails throughout the work of Eusebius andre­

flects the Platonic emphasis of any writer standing in the 

Alexandrian tradition. Inter-mediate between God and the 

world is the /\ t;} -..:, whO takes so marked a place of subordi-
~J ;, 

nation to the Father as to give substance to Marcellus' aocu-

aations of ditheiam. (l) Eusebius ~rubsequently tried hard to 

raise the ,l\6l;os to a place resembling that held by t he Son in 

the Nicene Definition; but he was not altogether successful. 

Like Origen, Eusebiua distinguishes the :;I / 
OU ~l..:X ot 

the Son from that of the Father, in that they are separate 

individual eXistences. But unlike Origen and following 
..:. / 

Dionysiua of Alexandria, he does not use the word o;;.o o v:r- Lr:> 5 , 

as it postulates too great a r el ationship bet ween Persons. 

Euaeb1us rejects outright the Arinn tenm KT0€tv and i nsists 

instead that the Son 1a \·· Ev'tnTt.· . The !\ :j v o ( , he said, 
0 I • b ' 

/ 
wao not a J<T ~~-ucx like the other oroatures, and there was 

never· a time when He was not, although he speaks of the Father 

as pre• existent before the Son, and the Son as a second cause 

and second existence. (2) Eusebius regards t he Son as "sub-

sisting through Him (that is, the Father) , being in truth 

His son, God from God, l i ght from light• and life from life• 

(1) Eusebius: c. Marg. 1.4. 

( 2) De Egcl, Theolo 1,8. 



------------

- 17 -

begotten (x,Evvry-.55) or the Father according to His purposes ••• , 

not subsisting in the same way as the other creatures, nor 

living a life comparable to theirs who were created by Him, 

but alone begotten of the Father Himselt". (1) This 1e dis-

tinctively Nicene. He was as concerned as were the Monists 

to make provision tor the unity of the Godhead: but whereas 

they started from the Unity and refused to let it be 1mpa1red 

by the plurality of Persona• so Eueebius, as a pluralist, be­

gan from the point of clear differentiation of Persons and 

conceived the Unity as one of derivation or as an identity of 

Will, Eusebius did not follow the Arian use of the prepo-

ai tion ~r.-6 (by), but merely usee ~ K (from} in order to make 

clear that th$ Son was not merely created by the Father, but 

was begotten from Him. 

\That then is the relationship of Son to Father? 
c / Nicea forced Eusebius to accept the term o t..te')..:: ~ -::-u_,~ , although 

/ . 

he had never employed it in his own workt he would make use ot 

no term nearer than the Pauline word uirnageu. Mru-cellus, 

however, later took Euaebiua to task by pointing out that the 

image of' God is one thing, God Himself another. If' God be 

the 1nfin1 te, transcendent, unutterable, how can He have an 

1maga9 The emperoi-' s image 1e not in fact the emperor, and 

the analogy- renders the Son wholly different from t:he Father 
(.:. / 

in respect of oG:::r(D<.. In rejecting ·~roov 7'") 5 because of' its 

Sabellian overtones, Eusebius was forsaking Origen to follow 

D1onya1us of Alexandria. He again follows Dionysius and for-

sakes Origen on the question of the mode of the begetting of 

the son. Origen had said that the eternal generation of the 

/\~6'o5 was a prooasa, but Eusebiua auw 1 t as an act of' the 

Father's will: it was to him an event rather than a process. 

(1) !bid, 
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Eusebius was again to echo Nicea 1n writing later that the 

Son was "begotten ot the Father before all ages'•• (1) But 

we might ask how he c~uld conceive of a single act of will 

which oecu:x-red apart from time. 

At Nicea~ therefore, Arianism was confronted not 

merely by another form of Orige.nism, but by sornething far 

stronger and more primitive. What Arius met at Nicea was 

the combined forces of the theological traditions of Asia 

Minor and the West. In Asia Minor the tradition went back 

through Paul or Samosata, Irenaeua, nnd Ignatius, in the West 

through Hippolytua. Novatian. and Tertullian. 'l'h1a line of 

teaching held as its basis the conception of the Trinity as 

being ~us substantia~ ~JAo~c~Loj, whose Persons comprised 

the Trinity from eternity, the son eternally present in the 

Father and the S~irit eternally present in the Son. Alex-
c / an<ll'ian minds, schooled in the three U'iTorJ' T tXcr'ELJ of Origen• 

looked upon this as tantamount to an identification or Per-

sons. Paul of Samoaata had besn condemned in 286 fo~ assert-
::> / 1ng that the Son had no independent ouTLo<. apart f'rom tho Father, 

nor the Spirit apart from the Son, and he used the term 
c / 
opoou~~c~ to describe the relat ionship. 

I / 

It was this oonoep-

t1on, held in part by the East and in tot2 by the West , Which 

defeated ~ius at Nioea when it was expounded by the Wester.n 

Hoaius of Cordova. 

The writings of other second- century Apologists In­

dicate that the assimilation of the notion o:r the d1 vine /\ t to 5 
w1 th the religious ideal of Sonship, as shown f"orth in the 

Person of the incarnate Christ, had came to be of prime ~ 

portance for Christian thought. 
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For Irenaeua, "the Fathet- is the inVisible o-r the 

Son, as the Son is the invisible oT the Fathern. "God makes 

all things by meaeuN and order: the 1nf'1ni te Father God re­

veals Hia Pleasure in the Son. for the Son is the Measure or 
the Father" • Shortly after Irenaeus ' death, however, Mon-

arehian.tsm began to seep into Rome. The basic idea on which 

this theology rested _waa the sole deity of the one and only 

God the Father. To sperut. of "one God" meant not only the 

exclusion of polytheism, but the absolute unity of the divine 

nature. In the light of this conception~ the !!onarchians 

required a clear statement of what was meant by the assert­

ions: (1.) Jesus is God; (11) Jesus is the Son of God. 

The Adoptionists believed that Jesus began life with 

an entirely human personal! ty. The divine /\6 {jo 5 wae the 

diVine actiVity in relation to the man Jesus, who thus became 

Son of God by "adoption". 

According to the Adopt1on1st Monarchians, whose 

chief exponent had been Paul of Sarnosata, the divine /\6(fo 5 

was a r a tional and spiritual energy, issuing from God and act­

ing on the human Jesus from the beginning of His personal 

existence with increasing power, raising Him to be Christ and 

Son of God and Saviour of the v10rld. 

?d0dal1at Monarohianism had lasting effects. Prob-

ably 1 ts most prominent advocate had been Sabellius, the cardi­

nal pl'inciple of \"/hose Christology was that during Hia earthly 

life Jesus was the direct embodiment of God. But his doctrine 

went further. He believed that the thl'ee manifestations o~ 

Deity were in some way subject to succession in time. Hence 

the absolute "unity" of God admitted d1 vers1 ty of action in 

relation to finite or created beings. but 1t excluded any dif­

ference, w1 thin th~ divine nature, of the kind which the 

Church later called "personal tt. 
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In the pre-Nieene era the West was quicker in for-

rnulating a mature Chriatology than the East. H1ppolytus, 

like his teacher Irenaeue, took as hie model the Johannine 

"Word made fleshn. The /\6~o 5 "became man ~eallz, not in ap­

pearance or in a manne~ of speaking. tt ( 1) Hippolytus had a 

:f'irmer grasp than moat of h1s predaceaeors of the dUality of: 

natures in our Lord ae attested by the ditrerenae of mani­

festation and operation. Furthermore. he has an interesting 

text (2) in Which he states: ~either the A6ros without flesh 

and by 1I1msel:f was Son in the rtlll sense. • .nor could the 

flesh exist ('Gro :::-T~Y-"~ ) by itself apa:rt from the /\6 >/o<" , 
0 / 

polytus is here stressing hies view that the Sonah1p, properly 

speaking, dated from the Incarnation, and he adds that the 

/\6~o) was the Creator of His own flesh. 

of the f"ate:tul tam ~j;ro ~·;vl¥..t (cognat1ve 

But the introduction 

Chriatological discuss ion merits notice as does also the im­

plied suggestion that the Person of the Word is the basis of 

the God- Man. 

Ter~ullian used the te~ §UbstantiQ to refer to a 

mode of concrete existence. He there~ore affirmed, as be-

tween the Father and the Son, the distinctions of their Per-

sons in the unity of their substance, By this he was en-

deavouring to formulate a conception or unity which would 

avoid the extremes ei thet- of absolute identity or no real 

unity at all. 

Clement of Alexandria concluded that Christ, the 

divine /\.; c;o~ , was in the world be:fo.re He appeared in the 

(l) c, Noet, 4i 17. 

(2) ¥. Noet1 18. 
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human person of Jesus. (1) 

The Chr1stological ection of Eueebius' creed 

states: 

"And we believe in ne Lord Jesus Christ, the 1\ b to 5 
of God, God from God, Light f om Light, Life from Life, Son 

only-begotten. first-born of very creature, before all ages 

begotten from the Father, by hom also all things were made, 

who for our salvation was mad flesh and lived as a citizen 

among menn. 

The Ariana would ha e accepted this formula, knowing 

that they could have pu·t own interpretation on 1 ts terms. 

But the A thanasiua-group ted on drawing Ul? a new creed 

containing terms which would ategorically exclude Arianism. 

When the creed Of N cea was compiled. :from that of 

Eusebius, the following phras s were eliminated: 

This represented what the Council felt to be the 

confused and nebulous Euaebian Christology. Instead of this 

it was considered better to stress the sonship of our Lord. 

2 / / / d ' / "' :],/ :> " • TI.O£c.>TOTOKOV 1T.7-TIJ( KTi.rtl>\( en ITf'O Tf:A,f\v.>V Tw,t O:..ltv'/f.rJv' Cl.( Te>v I , , ,; . 
/ / 

lT:?\T/c> XE.(JE:'.tv~;u-E v ov. It was possible to interpret these 

phrases along Arian lines. 

This phrase was correctly 

thought to be too vaguet and does not express ex~licitly the 

true manhood of Jesus. 

\ 1. Tov 

There was modification of several phrases: 

" Tu u 

(1) Tertull1an1 Exhortation to the Greeks (Preface). 
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2 // ;:J ' ( • "OE.VVYJOC:.'/To<: el<. To'U rr.:A ·~· ,o)· .;v-o ·vc-tEv'IA instead Of 

and later in the Creed IJ ~ ;~,/ j<i. OVC vE:v7r ) . 
/ t> ' 

Only three phrases proved to be completely new addi-

tiona: 

/ 
l. TOU7"eC:ii"V 

~ / ~ ' 
u ii r,·· i :>. ~: T 0 ,; II iA Tl ) 0 5 • 

2 • (, ~ y v fl 9 E '/ T :).". e/ 
,.. C• L 11 "'- \1 T 0:.. .. 

It is cletll' that to Eusebius the son did indeed de­

rive His being from the Father as the image does trom ita ob­

ject; but the orthodox bishops at Nicea would have pushed the 

analogy much further than this. What the Council proposed 

was, in fact, not a creed founded UIJOn .Eusebian theology plus 
,_- / 

o;;-oo ... ·.r(o), but a theology which to EUsebius was entirely 

foreign and very distastefUl . Eusebius had. only the verbal 

assurance of the Council that ~v..r_l~;.., ;;·t ·.)5 was not to be forced 

to a Sabellian extreme; and it was what seemed to him the 

~ealisation of this fear which provoked his violent opposition 

to Marcellus a decade after Nicea. The f'e.e t that so many 

wavered be~veen Sabellianism and Subordinationiem had made 1t 

imperative even before the council that fuller and precise 

definitions should be formulated, It ia Martin Werner• e con-

tention that every significant theologian in the ~re-Nicene 

period had actual2y presented a Subord1nation1st Chrietology. (1) 

The position adopted at the council by Athanasius of 

Alexandria and the Nicene party which he led, is of great 

(1) M. Warners The Formation of Christi§P Dogma, p. 234. 
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Christological moment. Arius and his followers treated the 

two orders of existence, the merely created and the absolutely 

uncreated, as together exhaustive of all being. This; said 

Athanasius, wae to miss the essence of Christ1ani ty. The 

introduction or the idea and ideal of Sonahip to God is the 

f'irst principle of the Christian religion, historically 

realised only in the Inaarnation. Against both moderate and 

extrame Ariana, Athanasius insisted that Father, Son, and 

Spirit possess one and the same na-ture. (1) In reference to 

the words "I and my Father are one", {2) Athanasius affirms 

that they are one, not as one Being twice named, as if the 

same Being were at one t~e Father and at another time Son 

( as according to Sabellius). "They are One, because theil' 

nature is One; and they a!'*e two, because t.tte Father is Father 

and the Son is Son, not as a Being external to the Father, but 

as sharing His characteristic nature". (3) In the Fo~th Or­

ation Against the Ariaps he says: "The Son 1s one w1 th the 

Father beeause He is from the Father: the inseparable union 

consists not in two things being the same, as this is that, 

but through the Son being in the Father and the Father in the 

Son". Athanaaiua eVidently believed that this affirmation, 

rightly understood, excluded Sabellianism in stating, not that 

"I sm the Father,., but that "I am the Son of God"; and that 1 t 

excluded Arianism in saying that "I and the Father are one". 

(4) 

It is clear that Athanasius was concerned to avoid 

either o-r two opposite extremes: on one side, that there is no 

difference between God and Christ: the Incarnation was God em-

(1) Athanasius: De Sxpodis , 

(2) John 10:30. 

(3) Athanasius: Third Oration Against the Afiane, XIII. 1v. 

(4) The reference here is apparently to the words which follow 

John 10:30 as compared with John 10: 36. 
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bodied; and on the other side, that between God and Christ 

there is all the difference between the absolutely uncreate 

and the "creature"o 

Athanasius was aware that even the idea of "sonship" 

in reference to Deity is an ideal symbol. He argued that in 

human experience the ideas which find rational expression 

themselves become more clear and distinct. 

itual beings increase only by self-giving. 

All finite spir­

Since Deity is 

not· t he finite but the perfect and complete, in Deity there is 

the eternal completion of the Being of the Father in the Son. 

The Cappadocian Fathers were largely responsible for 

making the Nicene terminology acceptable and for paving the way 

for Chalcedonian Christology. With their work the main lines 

of classical Christian theology were laid down. It is es-

pecially in the letters of Gregory Nazianzen t hat the ter.ms 

for l a ter Christological discussion were set forth. "What 

was not assumed (by Christ)," he stresses, "was not redeemed". 

Few of the Nicene Fathers had any difficulty in the idea of 

God the Word appearing on earth and taking to Himself a human 

body. Their problem was r a ther in seeing how the divine man-

ifestation, in which manhood was added to Godhood, could have 

occurred in a complete human nature. In this connection, the 

term 0coT6Ko~ is first formally used with a reverse emphasis 
.l 

from that which it carried later. To say that Mary bore the 

incarnate God is a w~ of saying that Christ was really divine. 

It is also a way of saying that God, in becoming man, really 

submitted to the experience of birth. This appears to be 

Gregory's purpose in using in dogmatic statement a phrase 

which probably already had devotional associations. 

The Cappadocians employed the formula /t...l -~ ' r< 0( TO:.. 

c / 
Ulf r) tT T :X (f ~ L) which made it possible, as it had not been 

before, to stress equally both the oneness of' nature and the 
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distinction of Persons in the Trinity. The words 
c / 
vrro<rT~tr LJ had hitherto been used as synonyms. They were . 

used in the Nicene Creed~ and Athanasius drew no distinction 

between them. The Cappadoc1ans, however, following usage 

current among the later Platonists, distinguished them sharply, 
;:, / 

taking ouut oc to indicate the car.rmon nature or substance shared 

· by Father and Son, and ~ortuT:~<- :n ; the 1nd1 vidual. (1) 

Athanae1us had said that Father, Son, and Spirit are the same 

Being living in a three-fold form, or in three relationships, 

as a man may be simultaneously a rather, a son, and a brother. 

The Cappadoeians a1~1r.med, on the contrary, that Father, son, 
and Spirit are three like or equal Beings sharing in a comnon 

nature, as different individuals share in the oon:rnon nat~ of 

man. 

The ob~ective of the theology ot Nicea was more 

limited than is eomnonly supposed. There was never any di-

rect discussion, for example, on the problem or the divin.e 

unity, which was closely related. to the Son's full divinity 

and equality With the Father. The West displayed more eon-

cern than mos t for the unity of' the Godhead, and they must 

gladly have reoei ved g ,tA.ot.,)(:rt o ~ as an apt translation of the 
I -' 

formula unius substantiae which Tertullian and Novatian had 

bequea thed to them. Different groups read various theologies 

into the Nieene Definition and its key-word: but Constantine 

was willing to grant them peaoe while they agreed to his Creed 

and tolerated each other. 

Towards the end of' the fifth century the l'licene 

Creed began to supplant all looal creede 1n the Bast, and 1 t 

was introduced into the Eucharistic 11 turgy. The ilestem 

(1) Basil: Epistle 38:3 to hie brother Gregory or Nyssa. Also 

Epistle 210:4; and G~gory of Nyssa: On Not !hree God§, 
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Church, however, retained the old Roman Creed (expanded in 

our tLrne to for.m the Apostles' Creed) for ita original pur-

pose as a baptismal confession. But both East and West 

witnessed the passing of many centuries before the "Nicene" 

Creed everywhere found its place 1n the eentral aot of Christ­

ian worship. 

The Council of Chalcedon (A. D. 451) is often spoken 

of as the triumph of Western, and with it of the Antiochene, 

Christology-. Without the strong support of Rome the Anti-

ochene formula "two naturean would never have gained such a 

significant position. 

Dominant in Alexandrian theology was the theme of 

"One Christ and He Divine". Antiochene theology stressed 

the pe~anence and the reality of our Lord' s complete manhood. 

These truths are both p~served in the Chalcedonian Definition. 

Eutyches would have sacrificed the completeness to the per­

manence' Nestorius would have dona the reverse. The Defi­

nition eacr1t1ces neither but retains both. This antagoni~ 

between the Alexandrian and Antioohene schools on Christology, 

of course, reflects the duality of the New Testa~ment writers, 

and in particular of the Gospel portrait of our Lord. The 

••two na.tut-e•• theo.I'y was an invention of the philosophical 

theologians, but it was intended to safeguard the clear wit­

ness of the New Testament. 

The imperial interest in Chalcedon centred mainly 

aro~~d the est~blishment or a single faith throughout the Em­

pire. Most of the bishops present objected on principle to 

the compilation of another Creed. They deemed it sufficient 

to hold to the faith expressed at Nicea and to recognise the 

binding powers of Cyril's Dogmatic Letters and Leo's Tome. 

The imperial commissioners, however, made their intention 

quite clear. It was their duty to draw up a for.mulary which 
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everyone could be induced to sign. These commdasioners had 

to exert an inordinate amount of pressure before harmony was 

reached. 

The Council strongly opposed thoae who imagined 

that there was a duality of Sons or that the Godhood of the 

Only- begotten in c~~nble of suffering. It set itself again&t 

any who preswne -4. · eon:fueion or mixture of the two natures of 

our Lord. Moreov~r, the Council condemned those who held 

that the for.m of a servant which was assumed from sinful men 

is of a heavenly origin, or is of any essence other than our 

O\vn; and it anathematised those who, like Dioacorus, asserted 

two natures of Christ before the Incarnation and only one 

after it. our Lo~d' s perfect obedience involves a sharing 

of our very nature and His unique. sacrifice in making ex­

piation for us. This ·ia precisely what Chalcedon asserted 

against any suggestion that Uis human nature was on a higher 

ontological plane than ours. The Chalcedonian Fathers would 

neither have a Christ who is perfect man united to God, no~ 

a Christ whose human nature is not as ours; except for dis­

obedience and sin. 

In his Tome Pope Loo expounded the doctrine of two -
natures in one Person as follows: 

"The essential qualities of the two Natures contin­

ued and co- existed in one Person. .. And to make good what 

was needed owing to our condition, an inviolable Nature was 

united to a nature capable of suffering: so that, as was need­

ed for our salvation, there was one rund the same Mediator be­

tween God and man, the Man Jesus Christ, who was capable of 

death in the one nature and incapable of it in the other •• , 

Thus, in the complete and perfect nature of real manhood, the 

very God \vas bom, complete in His own (nature and attributes) 

and complete in oura ••• in order that the unchanging God•e• 
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might perfect His original design of mercy towards us by a 

more wonderful mystery (the Incarnation, sacramE}n'liO occul­

tiOJ:e)". 

Two things must be noted about this statement. 

Firat, there were three passages 1n the Tpms (c.3: 

ut,.,et mort posset ex uno ek mor! non ~oseo1 ex alte£2; o.4: 

iS1t en!m utraque fonma ••A# and o, 4: auBffi!is.,,una persona 

i1t, aliud tgmon eat unge •• ,oontsmelia, ~*iud unde, •• 8lor1a 

~) which aroused the hostilities of the Illyrian and Pale-

stinian delegations. Special explanations were required of 

the Roman legates anu Cyril to convince them that the Pope 

was not dividing Christ aa Nestorius had done, but was merely 

emphasising and drawing out the practical implications of the 

distinction of natures, 

Secondly• it appears evident that the rirst draft 

of the formal confession, which had been produced at the Pifth 

Session, laoked the extracts from Leo's Iome wluch stand in 

the final version. It also aeema to have rend Hfrom two 

natureatt (~K 6G::- ,pC:~€/..L)v} instead of nUl two nntureatt ( ~v ~/ 
ClllO 

<P~<recrtv). (1)' This follows the pattern of' Flavian•a con­

fession of faith at the Standing Synod of Constantinople; but 

it does not lucidly affirm the subsistence of two ~tures 

after the union. In the light of Eutyohea• position1 it was 

tantrunount to a denial of it, 

Chalcedon' a peculiar theology is made explioi t in 

the equal recognition which it gives to unity and dual~ty in 

(l) The Gx-eek text reads ~K &Co q,{.:rEwv; the Latin in duabu£! 

naturis. The second is without doubt correct; the Greek 

text having been altered by some scribe to bring it into 

line with Cyril's teaching. 
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our Lord. In addition to the f'ormula "one r'/o~w-;rov and one 
c / 
u1Tocr-To<'J t)"• which came direct :from the prof'ession of Flavian, 

there is an untiring repetition of' the words 11the same", 

coupled with a dogmatic assertion that, despite the t wo na­

tures, Christ remains "without division, without separation". 

It becomes clear from this that the divine Word is treated as 

the distinctive subject of the Incarnate, which is given f'ur­

ther force by the sanction granted to the controversial title 

Herein lies the fundamental truth at which An-

tiochene theology has arrived. But the Antiochene Chris t-

ology was victorious at Chalcedon only after it had absorbed 

the basie truths contained in the Alexandrian f'ormulation~ 

and had itself been modified by t hem. 

It became plain, on the other hand, that this truth 

could not be allowed to stand on its own merito The Anti-

oehene theological intuition was most stable at the point 

where it explicitly affir.med the re&lity of Christ's human 

life. Without a corresponding acknowledgement of this fact 

in t he Definition, thererore, the gate would be flung wide 

open to many dangerous for.ms or Monophys~tism. Hence, side 

by side vdth the unity, the Defini tion express es the fact that 

the Word, as incarnate, exists "in two natures ... Each of 

these natures is complete, and each retains its own char­

acteristic operation and properties, quite unimpaired by the 

union. 

press the oneness of the Person. 4 ticr·t. 5 is reserved expressly 

for the natures, and the phrase "natural union" is rejected 

because of its Monophysite i mplications. 

Loyalty to the Council or Chalcedon in the West was 

countered by a long-lasting and hostile reaction in the East. 

The Council had failed to bring about a permanent settlement. 

All that had been done was to set forth the problem in its 

right terms. 
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It is hardly correct to believe,. as do some to-day, 

that our Lord's Person was constituted by the Word, for this 

seems to suggest an agreement with the .enhypostatio Christ• 

ology which is a distortion of Chalcedon's intention. This 

aberration orune about th~ough the use of a later theol"y, 

namely, the enqypo§taa1a or Leontius of Byzantium• who prop­

agated the idea of a human nature which in itself is imper­

sonal and had 1 ts peraona11 ty only in the divine 1\ ,j X o 5 • 

Alan Richardson re~ka that Chalcedon enunciated a 

"principle" rather than a "theory", and that it therefore 

permitted nthe formulation of theories provided that the prin­

ciple is safeguarded in themtt. (1) And Dr w. T~l:fer (2) says 

that it was the tt.Antiochene" school alone which protested 

against ttanhypostat1c manhood", and it was Theodore of Mop­

suestia who clear~y perceived that unless "the Man'1 in Christ 

was to such an extent human as to eX,perience the temptation 

to pride, the soteriologioal canon remained unsatisfied. It 

was for this reason that Chalcedon failed to prevent a modified 

Apollinarianism from evolving into the recognised orthodoxy of 

the Middle Ages. "It is", submits Dr Telfer, "just because 

this problem (of the human ego) i a for us inevitable that Chal­

cedon has had so many cr1 ties". 

As we review our exrunination of the Council of Chal­

cedon, a nwnber of truths baeome apparent. First, the Coun­

cil and its problems were overshadowed by the fear of Apol­

l1nar1anism. Just as the West feared Arianism, so the East 

lived in dread of Apol11narianism. Secondly, the trepi­

dation oauaed by Apollinarianiam led to Eutychianism and 

(1) A. Richardson# O~eeds in the Makins, PP• 84- 85. 

(2) Journal of Theological St~gie§ (April, 1954) pp. 11o-111. 
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Nestoriani~. Both heresies were the result of the same 

difficulty Which Apoll1nar1a had attempte-d to solve, namely: 

How is it possible for two complete natures to be united 1~ 

one Person? Eutychianism eliminates the difficulty by rid­

ding itself of one of the natures and by securing the unity 

ot the Person. Neetorianism states that there are two Per­

sons as the result of the union. 

Nevertheless, the Ohalcedonian Definition was at 

last the Church•s verdict on both extremes of Christologioal 

opinion. It repudiated the Apollinarian and Eutych1an mix-

ture and confusion, together with Neatorian division, and in 

a tew worda it presented positively the relation betwoen the 

two natu:tes in the one Person, It did not attempt to Ji!Z:: 

nlain how the divine and the human are united. It rather 

a:f"t'irmed that there ia one Lord Jesus Chl*ist. one n:/lo <r ~Tiov, 

c / t . one u i T o·J·--·::;( 'nS ,in two na u:res. The same Pex-son 1s really 

God and. really man, but how this ia so is beyond all huma.n 

explanation. 

Dogmatic atatament aan f ail in two possible ways. 

It can fail both in ita substance and in its conceptual for.m. 

An example ot the first failure is the hal~-monophysitic 

changes in the Ohalcedonian Creed since the mid-sixth century. 

In this instance it was not the use of Greek philosophical 

concepts which caused a distortion of the original message; it 

was the influence on the councils of a very powerfUl stream of 

magio superstitious piety. An example of the inadequacy of 

the conceptual ror.m is the formula of Chaloedon 1tselt. B~ 

intent and design it was true to the genuine meaning of the 

Chris tian message. ''It s aved Christi ani tyu. says Tillioh, 

"from a complete elimination o:r Je sus as the Christ. in so tar 

as the participation of the New Being in the sta.te of estrange-
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ment 1a concerned". (1) But this it did- and it could not 

have done otherwise in the conceptual frame employed -

through an accumulation of powerful paradoxa. The formula 

failed t~ give a constructive inte~retation1 although this 

was precisely the reason fOI' the ori girw..l introduction or the 

philosophical concepts. 

Eaoh of the Definitions we have discussed has a 

certain air of paradox about it. The assertion of a etmple 

answer to all questions is one or the best indications or a 

heresy. and or this truth Chaleedon is an outstanding instance. 

The Chalcedonian Decree states the apparently opposing truths 

of Chrieti&n faith in Christ and affi~s their harmony without 

attempting to show what~ ot harmony it is. It marks the 

beginning rather than the end of sound speculation on the sub­

ject. while indicating (as Nicea did on the broader question} 

the linea w1th1n which Christian speculation should proceed. 

"The formula did exactly what an authoritative formula ought 

to dot 1 t stated the f act" • ( 2) 

It is easy to see that the Christology of the Anti­

oehenea admirably met the ethical motive that dominated them: 

but it was entirely unsatisfactory to those who accepted the 

r ealistic theory of redemption• for it failed to provide for 

the deifica tion of human nature requirod by that theory. It 

proved offensive to many because the dual personality which it 

asserted seemed little less than a monstrosity. The Antioch­

ene theologians were widely distrusted not alone on aooount of 

their Chriatology. but 1n general because they represented the 

(l) P. Tillich: §l§tematio Theolo~• Vol II, P• 163. 

(2) w. Temple: Christ the Trutg, P• 159n. 
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~ationalistio and scientific tendency of the age as distin-

guished from thG conservative and mystical trends of the 

Alexandrian school. That the Ohalaedonian Definition pro-

served the humanity of Jesus was its great merit; but in so 

doing it 'failed to express the spirit of the Alexandrians 

which waa becoming more and more predominant in the East. 

The juncture of traditions at Nicea end Chalcedon 

revealed potentialities which did not exist in any singl e 

form taken in isolation. If the substance of the resultant 

solutions deriYed chiefly from the East, the balanced shape 

1n which the problem was presented was the primary contri­

bution., notably at Chalcedon, of the W~st. 
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CHAPTER 'IViO 

An Anallsis of Christological Language 

Karl Barth believes that rreedom from philosophical 

}Jreauppositions is merely a relative matter, since "everyone 

has some sort o:f' philosophytt. ( 1) It 1s1 however, essential 

:for the theologian to recognise that his philosophical pre­

suppositions are only tentative hypotheses, having no in-

dependent interest in themselves. For the theologian, 

philosophies a~e to be judged according to the help they ren­

der in understanding the word or God in Scripture; and be­

cause of this there is no exclusive reason for preferring one 

philosophy to another. Barth su.ms up his position in an 

aphorism upon Vlhich 1 t is well worth our while to ref'lect: 

"If' we do not commit ourselves unreservedly and finally to 

any specific philosophy, we will not need totally or finally 

to f'ear any philosophy". ( 2) There is a clear distinction 

between religion and a philosophy o:f religion. The one is 

an experience, the other an interpretation: the second never 

completel y covers the first, for a description is never an 

explanation. In this sense, the doctrine of' the Person of 

Christ exposes the bankruptcy of human reasoning and express-

ion. 

The Greeks found the Kerygma almost meaningless. 

Was 1 t poss1 ble that there could be one to whom the words 

ttGodn and "man'' were simultaneously applicable-? The Jews 

found it impossible to predicate "crucifixion" of' the Messiah. 

To the Gentile philosopher the suggestion of a divine sufferer 

appeared completely absurd. end a contradiction in terms. The 

Docetists and the Ebionites were the first to pass judgement 

on the Christian faith in the world of philosophy. Christian-

ity was thus obliged to discuss the logical structure of the 

Kerygmat and the consequent analytical and didactic mode of' 

preaching was the start of Christian doctrine. The Def'ini-

(1) Karl Borth: Church Dogmatics, I, 2, S21, 2, p. 728. 
( 2) OR• cit~~~· 735. 
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tion of Chalcedon wes thus the herald or relief to meny 

troubled. minds. It enabled the belier which hitherto had 

seemed nonsense to be stated as a reasonable tenet in the 

philosophical language of the time. 

lt had become i mperative that some interpretative 

rule or rules should lJe brought alongside the medley of' 

Christloo phrases so as to bring about t heir logical co-ordi-

nation. The model of· aonship and the metaphysical concept 

of" the /\~ro5 were amongst the mcst f'Sffious or these inter­

pretative ideas, ana on some occasions both the model and the 

idea '."Ould be employed by the sarne theologian, as was done by 

Origen .. 

The Nicene Fathern hau insisted upon the Homoousion 

as the true interpretation of the Perce~ of Chrint. In so 

doing, however, men like Anthanasius virtually relinquished 

the element of' "subordination" and so left the problem un-

solved from another point of view. If' we deny d.if':Cerences 

o:r nature, ao Chalcedonian Christology dio. in ita op:posi ticn 

to Arianism, and assert cur Lord's perfect Goohood and man­

hood, v1e succeed in solving the problem of' perf'ect medintion 

only by raising D. f'urther probleir., namely 1 the precise sense 

in which we can talk of' the deity of our Lord. This leads 

us unavoidably to the doctrine or the Trinity as well as to a 

Christological problem. 

\(e nre .forced to con.fess that both give rise to 

n.Lt'~steryn, and we have, it appears, to postulate one mystery 

1n order to elucidate another. Wicksteed llas remarked that 

whereas in Ghristology the Church made an effort to find the 

unity in the ''Person" and the distinctions in the "Natures", 

when we pass to the problem of the Trinity, the distinctions 

are looked for in the ttpersons", whila·t the unity is found in 

t~1e t•tr o.ture", "One 'Person' in two Natures"; "three ' Persons' 

in One God". ( 1) 

(1) V!icksteed: The 'Reactions Between Dosma apg. Philosophy. 
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During the nineteenth century, various attempts 

were mnde by certain theologians, orthodox and liberal alike, 

to explain how God can become man. The orthodox theologians 

tried to do it by assuming that there is a higher human 

nature capable o~ union with the divine as our own human 

nature 1s not. They have attributed such a human nature to 

Christ, who then bestows it upon His :people. 'J!he li be!'al 

t heologians attempted to explain how God became man by ass~ 

lng t hat human nature at its best is divine. They have 

argued trom this that our Lord had one nature, perfectly 

human and therefore divine. 

H.'M. Relton stresses the divergence between the 

Gospel presentation of our Lord's Person and any intellectual 

examination of it. Instead of the simplicity of life, we 

find the COmPlexity of seeming antinomies and incompatibil-

ities. (1) Such a'berraticns have been, one might think, 

unnecessarily multiplied. Being Very Man of the substance 

of the Virgin Mary, it is said, our Lord must needs grow in 

stature and wisdom and 1n favour with God and man. Being 

Very God o~ Very God, begotten, not made, how can He then 

pray for a d.1 vine graee of which He is Himself' the Source 1 or 

plead in an ogony for the execution of a divine will not His 

own and yet His very possession? The unity of Person in One 

who pos&esses two natures, two wills, and two souls seems to · 

be the very peak of abnormality. From the intellectual 

standpoint, however, the Christolcg1oal problem is of neces-

sity a metaphysical problem. The Church claims fOr Christ 

that He is the clue to the nature of ultimate Reality: end 

this is a claim in the realm or philosophy. F. H. B:radley 

says: "Metaphysics is the finding of bad reasons f'OJ;\ what we 

believe upon instinct, but to find t hese reasons is no less 

than instinct". ( 2) Bradley is here issuing a warning 

(1) H.~. Relton: Some Postulat~ of a Christian Philosophl, 
p. 225. 

(2) Quoted by Lord Haldane in The Reign of Relativit~, p, 417. 
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against lpedantry and against the undue exaltation of the 

abstract mind. \':hen the human reason falters before the 

m.yster1mn tremendum, the "inner logic" of :faith may carry us 
I 

f'arther 1. This appeal to faith, far from being the abandon-

ment of metaphysics, is rather an appeal to a "lo.z-ger reason" 
I 

than t merely logical. 

The traditional Chalcedonian formula which speaks 

of our jLo:rd being "two Natures in one l"erson,. is seldom today 
I 

regarded as a suitable starting-point for thought, and is it-
1 self t~e centre of controversy. Various other starting-

points /have been suggested • • The most obvious has seemed to 

be the iGospels. These, however, are records written after 

the Rerurrection by man who, simply because of their faith in 

the Re,surrection, believed in the divinity o:r their Lord, and 

becau~e of that belief' deeply treasured their memories of 

11 the days of His fleshn, during which period His nGodness" 
I 

had, ccording to Dr. Henry Scott Helland, been so completely 

veile that even they had not been able to apprehend it. 

If we were resolved to approach Christology from 

the side of' its historical origin• theref'0re, we should find 

ourse~ves beeinning rather 

Churdh than with the story 

with the worshii- o'f the primitive 

of Jesus of.' Nazareth, and with the 

Epis~les and Acts rather tllon with the Gospels. 

1 
Another and whclly different starting-point i 'or 

Chri tological discussion is that or the philosophical and 

psycrologieal presuppositions with which we approach the 

que, tion. The Chriatological problem here assurr~s the form 

of' ~sking ''hat we exactly mean by the Inearnntion, by "the 

unidn of two natures in one Personn. This in turn gives 

ris / to deeper questions: Y.'hat do we mean by God end what by 

manj Whst is our conception o:r creation? Is 1 t meaningful 

to lpeak of Goill1end and manhood as unitine to form a single, 

and personal being? 

The term ttincarnation" atten.:pts to express the 



- 38-

paradox that He who transcends the universe appears in it and 

under its conditions. But ita connotation leads to idees 

which seem hardly distinguishable from pagan transmutation 

myt hs. If the meaning of ~~~vETo in John 1:14 ( g l \ b 6o5 

cr'l~ ~6§v<::T.;)) is pressed, we find ourselves in the midst of 

a myt hology of metamorphosis. It is natural, then, that the 

question shoul d arise : How can something which becomes some­

thing else remain simultaneously what it is? Or did the /\b0o5 

cease to be when Jesus of Nazareth was born? Here it would 

appenr that reason is replaced by absurdity, and faith is 

called t he acceptance of absurdities. But the incarnation 

oi' the /\&~o5 is not metamorphosis: 1 t is His total msn1-

testation in a personal life. Such manifestation involves 

dangers, risks, tensions, and, as Tillich says, ttdetermi-

nation by freedom as well as by destiny". (1) Protestantism 

demands such a Christology of participation by the Christ in 

sinful existence, including , at the same time, 1 ts conquest. 

The Christological paradox and the paradox of the juatif iea-

ticn of the sinner are identical. "It is the paradox of God 

accepting a world which rejects Him" . (2) 

In the realm or Christological theory it is imper-

ative that history and philosophy should meet. The Christo-

logical thinker may, however, embark on his queat from ,either 

shore. Although the Gospels be not the starting-point of 

Christological theory, they are its touchstone. we are al-

WaYS to be pre~nred to t est ouroolves by asking whether we 

can recognise the Christ of our thought in the Christ of 

history. 

Are the t echnical terms used at Nicea and Chalcedon 

to be regarded as final and terminative? Modern attempts to 

replace what are thought to be out-dated concepts wi th con­

temporary scientific terms to describe our Lord's human nature 

(1) P. Tillich: Systematic The9lOSYa Vol. II, p. 172. 
(2) Ibid. 
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are pregnant with the danger of' tending towards an Adoption­

ism or a Mono:physi t:lsm of the ~'utychian kind. At :present it 

seerr.s imposoible to go beyond the conclusion reached at 

Chalcedon: vere Deus, vere homo. 

Nevertheless, the :recent contributions made to 

theological discourse by linguistic philosophy in particula:r 

have proved of great value in blowing away many of the cob­

webs which have clung persistently to a large number of 

traditional theological conceptn and phrases. we maY now 

engage, thererore, upon a brief examination of a selection of 

key~words and leading thoughts in the Christological sections 

of the Nicene and Chalcedonian Creeds, scrutinising them f'rcm 

the viewpoint of linguistic philosophy. 

It may be remarked, by ~ay of introfuction, that a 

concept is today corrmonly held to be meaningless if it is not 

or cannot be verified by the senses. Concepts such as 

ttcause", "essence" ond ttaubotance" are said to be without 

moaning because we do not experience anything which answers 

to these descriptions. Yet these wcrds £!& have a sonse; 

they do convey something to us although it is empirically 1m--
possible to point to samples. The veri~ieation argurrrent 

must therefore be reformulated. A word is meaningless if' it 

is los1call;2' imposa1b1e to point to "models" of the sort of 

thing which the expression ostensibly signifies. If 

"substancett, for exa.mplo, is de.fined as u that which unde:rlies 

all the objects of' experience", it follows log ically that the 

rr.etaphysician cannot point out a. sample of 11 substance". Any-

thing to which he draws our attention would automatically be 

a particular object of experience, not something which under­

lies such objects. A word like "substance" can be dropped 

only if there is a sui table substitute at hand. ( 1) 

(1) Cf. P . Tillich: Systematic Theology, Vol. lg p . 128. 



- 40 -

It metaphysics insists that it is superior to the 

merely experiential, that it is transcendent, then it is 

logically impossible to produce a san·.ple. we can never 

assert tttbia is a transcendental being" as something we knew 

to be true because that would imply t hat we could hav~ 

direct e~erience o~ the transcendental. But to say that 

one was immediately acquainted with a transcendental being 

would be self-contradictory. (l) It must bo shown, however, 

the.t it is in fact logically impcssible to produce appropriate 

samples; for instance, that the workings of the eye cannot 

serve as a sample of the creative work of a divine being, or 

that mystical phenomena cannot be samples of "co~~union with 

the Absolutett. 

The verii'ication argument stresses t hat certain ex­

pressions, f amiliar though t hey ~~Y be in everyday language, 

cannot. when employed in other specific ways , nerve as the 

key-expressions in sentences which are used to explain, pre-

diet or describe . Philosopher~ belonging to this sohocl 

would say that to predicate anything of God does not imply 

anything , does not explain anything, predicts nothing and 

therefore does not describe. 

Even the views of a logical positivist cf A.J. 

Ayer's standing have changed with regard to the verifiability 

of metaphysical assertions. Ayer now supposes that the 

verifiability principle simply acts as a way of drawing a line 

of demarcation between the scientific and the non-scientific. 

"The most that has been proved", he says, "is that metaphysi­

cal statements do not f'al~ into the same category as the laws 

of logic, or as scienti~ic hypotheses, or as historical narra-

(1) In a weak moment even John Baillie seems to suggest that 
our experience of God ie not altogether different from 
our experience of other people, and that He is exper­
ienced in the ordinary way. Baillie gives a stipulative 
though very misleading definition o:r "sense experience" : 
The Sense of the Presence of God, chapter Ill, &14. 
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tives, or judgements of perception, or any other commonsense 

descriptions of the 'natural' world. Surely it does not 

follow that they are neither true nor false, still less that 

they ar>e nonsensical". (1) 

Origen, who was trained. in the philosophies of' the 

day, saw that "Son" and "Father" are connected by logical 

necessity. He assumed. that the phrase "eternal generation 

of' the Son" would express this logically necessary connection, 

although the phrase is misleading in the rnateri al sense. To 

Origen, the picture o:r sonship, when qualif'ied by the phrase 

"eternal genera.tionut was ablEl to avoid any charge o:r su.b-

ordination ism. The doctrine is thus a logical safeguard and, 

as I. T. R9lllsey insists, is not a "super-scientific assertion"~ (2) 

Ramsey says suggestively that Heternal generation of the son" 

is in principle a u qualified model". ( 3) In other wo:rds, 

11 Son' s generationtt simply off'ers a model si tua.tion which com-

~uni cates the relationship inhering between a father and his 

son. The qualif'ie~ "eternal., then develope or elaborates 

this situation; so that we speak of closer and more intimate 

kinship; ttuntil there is evoked a worshipful situation of dis­

closure, in relation to which the two terrr:s ' God' and ' Son• 

find their usageu. (4) It would now be claimed that such a 

ttrevelaticn-situationtt, as I should oa.ll it, is basically 

identical with and duplicates the type of' "worshipful revela­

tion" which presented itself to those in the presence of 

Jesus of Nazareth in the days of His f'lesh. The ph:vase 

"eternal generation" thua becomes a means of specifying the 

extremely complex lOgical make-up of' a certain symbol, 

namely, "the Son". 

Arius was one of the first to state openly what 

--------------------------------------·----------·---------
(l) A.J. ,Ayexa: Logical ~9s.itivism, PP • 1.5, 16. 
( 2) I. T. Ramsey: Religi_9us Language, y . 158. 

(3) 9.P· ci~., P• 158. 
(4) O;p,. ci.~., p. 158. 
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seemed to him the logical i~ropriety of the doctrine of the 

eternal generation o~ the Son. It appeared obvious to him 

that in order to use the word "sonrr meaningf'ully, a certain 

though minimal degree of subordination was unavoidable. 

There must thuB have been at least "once when He we.s not". 

Arius !'ailed to recognise, however, that the vrords "son" and 

tt::rather", as uaed in this particular context, only provided 

models , symbols, or types. The orthodox, on their side, 

were equally unclear as to what they were doing in qualify-

ing such models. The orthodox Fathers claimed at Nicea, 

for example, that the ~on is " o:f one substance with the 

Father•• . The word "substance" here is a trndi tiona1 meta-

physical category. It is what ms.y be termed a "classical 

qualifier", whose aim is to point to something or other which, 

it claims, unites certain empirical criteria, but about which 

these criteria themselves ao not tell the entire truth, al-

though they present u signi~icant part o~ it. "Substencett 

is a word which eomen alongside other readily-understandable 

words, such as " son11 and n:rathern, to indicate what unites 

them in spite of' their diversity. It was t herefore used at 

Nicea as an appropriate qualification of the father-son 

picture uhen the purpose was to stress the inadeca.uacy of' the 

picture insoi'ar as 1 t i mplies separable terms. 

nof' one substance" thus becorr.es a blood-brother of' 

"eternal gener•ationtt. Doth IJhrases are intended to maintain 

a logically necessary connection between "Godu and nJesus" 

despite the use of the father-son symbol. Once more 

Homoousion orthodoxy was qualifY-ing the father-son r e l ation­

ship in such a fashion that it became adequate currency for 

the relation between God and. cTesus of' :t-Tazareth. Such quali­

fication required words and phrases the logical behaviour of 

which was the same as that of' "eternal generation" and "sub­

stance" . 

It appears from the abcve that it i s essential first 



----------~--~~--------------------=------- -------------------------
- 43 .. 

to recognise the logical complexity of Christian claims before 

being entitled to argue about their truth or ~alsity or their 

inappropriateness to present-day Christologic~l diccuss ion. 

Orthodoxy insisted at Nicee that t t \?Qs using the word u sontt 

with fitting impropriety. "Son", it was asserted, oould. 'be 

used of Jesus if 1t were qualified. In this we,y, tt.Q!m of 
/ God" becomes a precis of uson of one substance with God", or 

"Son eternally generated from God" . - In a similar fashion. 

the orthodox term ~o,,oi{€'.t~~ expresses tho exclusive and 

unique claim which Christians wish to mn.ke f"or Jesuo Christ 

if' ;v-ovo!JEV~S is a logical improvriety, that is, if ttonly11 is 

logic ally related to such phrases as ''of' one subote.nce" and 

"eternally generated". The uniqueness which Christi~ls have 

always desired to claim for Jeaue therefore does not dis­

appear even if He did have brothers or sisters, t hat is, if 

He was not 1n a straighti'prv~nr§. sense an ttonly child.". 

MovoxEvry5 began to be translated by the Latin 

unious and unigenitua, which render the English alternatives 

"Only Sontt and "Only- begotten sonn. Christians speaking of 

an nonly-begotten Son" would probably reoall that they had 

also spoken or an "eternally begotten Son", and the risk of 

11 teralism regarding "only son" would thus be avoided. Vlhen 

they proceed to call Jesus God•s "only Son", they would be 

unlikely to think of' Jesus as an tt only child", but would think 

of Iiim rather as an "only-begotten Son", v;hich rti ght then be 

equally translated "etet•nally generated Sonn. In these 

phrases it must be noticed that the words "only" and tteter-

nallytt would be of the same lcgioal type. Then, olthough we 

might write in an abbreviated. way of Jeeus as "Ocd' s Only 

son", we ,,.,oul d not suppose t hat the phrase nonly Sontt, 'be­

cause sim].Jle in grammar, is necessarily also simple in logi-

cal behaviour. "Eternally begotten Son", "Eternally gene-

rated Son'', "Only begotten 3on", "Only Sonu, and "Only Son of 

God.u arc all of intense complexity: yet in each ins tance the 

same s;ymbol has been given various qualif'ications , none of 
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which are straightforward. 

Similarly, !\~d'o5 was used by the early Church as a 

metaphysical idea to consolidate and systematise the hybrid 

conglomeration of phrases employed in early preaching. What 

people longed to be able to do was to speak philosophically 

of both difference and similarity between God and Jesus. 

Tha great merit of the term A6yo5 was that it enabled them 

to do this. 

~vo distinct phrases were used to eXpress the double 

standpoint of !\60o5. Therae was an ~'t~t.~8r::Toj, or immanent 

1\6 tv)' in which speaker and word were intimately connected; 

and t here was a -rr;Jot.p'/'4''l<·Ss• where speaker and word were quite 

dis tine t and separate. To guard age. ins t the danger of the 

second aspect of /\£j") leading its adherents into as un­

satisfactory a subordinationism as did sonship, it became 

necessary to ma.ke use of qualifying phrases such as "in­

separable union" end "co-eternity", and within this same logi­

cal framework comes the traditional phrases "eternal pro­

cession'' as used of the /\{-go'S. Here once rr:.ore there is what 

logical empiricists like Ramsey would call a. ttqua.li:f'ied model". 

What is being asserted on this occasion is that the "going­

forth" which qUite plainly characterises words as they are 

uttered, must, when this symbol is used of the relation of 

Jesus to God, be so qualified (as it is by "eternal" ) a.a to 

make 1 t equally clear that in this instance , "going-f'crth" 

does not indicate any kind of' separation or subordination. 

On this basis, "eternal" will qualify ''process1on11 in much the 

same way as "continuous" is able to qualify specific mathe­

matical functions. 

To speak of neternaf procession" does not deny the 

terms of the sequence. It does not deny that the ;\; C.J) is 

now here and now there. Ramsey nctes t hat "eternal", how-

ever, "tells such a. story about the pos1tion1ngs that there ira 

evoked a disclosure situation, when there dawns on us also a 
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'sense of unity', a 'kinship', a 'togetherness'~ everything 

indeed what we n:ean by the /\~0o; as i mmanent u. (1) Thus 

the two aspects or l .txo< are bound together. The "eternal 
,] "' 

procession c£ the /\/,to 5" expresses in a completely different 

logical mode what otherwise can be expressed as the "eternal 

generation of the Son". This makes it evident t hat when 

theologians have put forward both the symbol of "sonship" and 

the idea of the l\~to5 in order to comprehend the relation­

ship of God and Jesus, two quite different logical languages 

hove been involved. 

The language of the general corpus of Christian 

doctrine teems With improprieties and lOgical oddities Of 

this sort. What Ramsey woul d call "logical qualifiers" are 

not further descriptions, but are words which qualify models 

"so as to do justice to what is ' disclosed' in worship" . (2) 

Unnecessary confusion has been caused. in Christian doctrines 

by supposing that such qualifiere are in scree way descriptive, 

and by a needless refusal to attribute to qunlifiers their 

correct logical status. 

Re~erence to !lestorianism and Cyril will fUrnish us 

with some e~~les, In its early days , the Nestorian con-

troversy was concentrated largely upon t he phrase Gt:0T~Kf.>~. , 

popularly translated "Mother ot.' God". Insorar as Anastasius 

and the Nestorians were stressin~ the fact t hat the phrase is 

logically odd, they rendered a usetul service. lilveryone 

knows what ttmother of' Jack" means; but ttMother of God", al­

though o:f similar grarr.matical formation ~ cannot possess any-

thing resembling the same logical structure. The worst 

critiC iSm Which COUld be made Of' e €oT0 K 0' from 8 philOS0-
.1 

phicel point of' view is to be found in the fact t hat ortho­

doxy utterly failed to r e cognise the logical impropriety of 

the phrase. Had the orthodox been able to defend Ge,.)T cj\<c5 

(1) Cp , cit., p . 163. 
(2) O;E •. . ci,:t., ll • 164. 
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as a qualified symbol ~lhich is justified in worship, they 

could have made an ample defence of their position. Simi-

larly, it is unfortunate for the Nestorians that they fought 

f'or the removal of the logical impropriety of" e~oTcSKo<. It", 
I 

after the elimination of its oddity, 0€oiSKo( is given a 
" 

p~ely logic~ translation, it can never mean more than that 

Mary was "the bearer of one who was to become God", for by 

definition t he unbegotten God, in the completeness of His 

being, cannot be "born" of a human mother. This is what t he 

Nestorians assumed the phrase to signify when they laid em­

phasis on our Lord's humanity. 

Cyril began to speak against this of "hypostatic 

unity" between God and Jesus: but t he value of orthddoxy' a 

claim for "hypostatic" unity must, as Ramsey indicates, 

nalwaya be proportionate to its refusal to model it" . (1) 

In his ''Second", or "dogmatic" Letter or A.D. 430, Cyril 

speaks properly of' hypostatic unity as "indescribable and 

inconcei va'ble". "The Godhead and the manhood", he con-

tinues, "by means of' their inexpressible and mysterious con­

currence to form a union, have produced for us tl1e one Lord 

and Son Jesus Christ". This is disconcertingly misleading. 

Cast in the material mode 1 t appears to be an equation 1n a 

kind of "psychological chemistry", that is "Godhead+manhood::: 

Jesus Christ". Cyril is, however, saying something far more 

complex: 

1. For early Christians, our Lord was the object and occasion 

of' God's self-revelation (what some vrould call ndisclosuren 

situations) f'or which the word "God" would normally have been 

adequate . Yet a great deal could be said of our Lord which 

was entirely empirical, for example, t hat He w·ept and that He 

was tired. Two logically different languages seem here to 

be competing as descriptions or the object of revelation. 

How can these two l anguages be reconciled, especially since 
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in the Christian revelation only one object is revealed? 

2. Thus t here arises the notion of "hypostatic" unity, Vlhich 

may be interpreted from a linguistic and from a u:re.ctunl" 

point of vier. 

!!• Lingt!.isticalll, the doctrine of' "hypostatic u.nityn claims 

that tc treat properly the sort .of' oisclosure-si tuation 

which is the foundation of Christian revelation, human lang­

uage and langunge about God have both to be q_uali:fied 

••hypostatically". ../hen this ho.s been done, ~ languages 

can then justifiably be used by Christianso The doctrine of 

coromunicatio idion.atum thus becorres the logical claim that 

two languages of' different logical status can be applied to 

t he one object of' the Christian revelation when once they 
.. / 

haVe been SUitably qualified! VITO ·.JT.> (1"" ' \ iS pUt fOrWard aS 8. 
I 

word which is of' sufficient logical uniqueness to bind these 

two languages together and to provide a consistent language-

system t'or the Christian disclosure. The doc trine of' 

communicatio idi~natum and the terlli c:.. / 
ur.o --:;-··r·)'_:j " · ' in other words, 

.I 

may both be regarded as an early attempt to deal with what in 

the present day would be called the prcblem of complementary 

languages Md their unity. This problem has been raioed 

particularly by recent developments in scientific method. 
c / 1 t is worth-while to stress that t; IT•.J :oT:>:- :; ··:. would 

be successful in untf'ying two dif ferent types of' language if' 

it is of a sufficiently unique or unusual nature never to be 

given except by reference to a Christian revelation-situation. 

If it io in effect to be the logical bond which Christian 

doctrine intends it to be, it is logically quite impossible 

to produce a mcdel for it. 

\ Je need also to be especially careful of' the logi­

cal peculiorities o:r the statcn:ent that nthere is one Person 

( ~ rrt ,, x '~ ~ ,,. ) and there arc two naturestt. \~hat wo mean by 

'"one rerson" can be .suMif'ieg, but it can never be described 

or modelled. It can be given only in reference tc a 

Christian r evelation-situation. The only language which 
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suits such a situation is either the language of human nature 

once it has been adequately qualified to becQme Christological 

language; or language about God when this has been properly 

qualified to become Trinitarian language. 

When we assert that "there is one :Person and there 

are two naturesu, therefore, we are always to recognise that 

the "is" of' this statement has an entirely diff'erent logical 

functioning from the "are". The "is" must have logical 
c / value identical to u-rro <r TJI. :n5• The "are" has two logical 

values, one relating to assertions concerning "human nature", 

and the other to assertions about "God". 

h In order to know what "hypostatic unity" is in :ract, there 

must be presented a Christian revelation-situation having 

Jesus Christ as its object and occasion. This woul d have to 

be a situation in which Tie wish to discuss the object as 

n.resus Christ" and yet also as "O.od". This is the exclusive 

sine gua non f'or knowing what "hypostatic uni tytt means. 

Such a Christian revelation-situation can never be described, 

nor can its occurrence be guaranteed by any sort of' f'ormula. 

I an Ramsey would say that 1 t can only be "evoked'" • ( 1) 

Should we wish to "evoke" 1 t, \'/e may em.Ploy various models 

with a greater or less likelihood of success; and i f' we look 

to the history of Christian doctrine we may be enlightened as 

to which models would probably be the more helpfUl. 

The model of conjunction (a-uv~q~ £ tcx), f'or example, 

is of' little value in producing the type of' "unitary object" 

for which the phrase tth.ypostatic unity" is apt. The con-

junction, f'or instance~ may be suggestive of no greater unity 

than that of cup and saucer. It was most likely the possi-

bility that "conjunction" might g ive rise to such a crude 

model as this which induced Theodore of Mopsuestia to advo­

cate "union" (~v ;.,_n:.\ ) instead of "conjunction", and to 
I 

offer as his model for such "union, the example of husband 

and wife in marriage. Yet even this example is unable to 

(1) Op. cit., P• 167. 
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assure us ·of the type of unitary object which the Christian 

perceives at the very heart of his revelation-situation. As 

a symbol of even greater unity than that of husband and wife 

in marriage, we may oft:er such a picture as that of a fast-

moving motor-cyclist. A model of this sort would be fairest 

at least to the Nestorians. If this model is still felt to 

be unfair to the "unitary object'', we may next postulate the 

figure of a mermaid. At this stage, however, our particular 

symbol-game is over; for while we have succeeded in pro­

ducing a symbol which supersedes all its predecessors in 

signifying unity, it is highly probable that it will lead us 

either to mix the "natures" (woman and fish), or to have only 

one rr,ooo-~-rrov (mermaid-like appearance) left. 
I 

We shallt in 

other words, be hovering on the brink of Eutychianism or 

Nestorianism. It becorr.es plain from what we have said that 

ell symbols tend sooner or later to lose their adequacy. No 

symbol, for example, will ever ndescr1be" or ttexpla1nn t hat 

\Vhich its use betokens, or that with wh.iah uhypostatic uni tyn 

was originally intended to deal. 

Heretics and orthodox alike in the early Church 

took delight in forcing each o~ the many symbols at their 

disposal into rendering the maximum possible service. The 

orthodoxy of one era often came so near to being the heresy 

of t he next chiefly because any symbol, pressed to such 

limits, could not but crack under the strain and subsequently 

prove inadequate. Orthodoxy began ultimately to support 
c. ; such terms as , urroo-To<. o-t.y • which by 1 ts very nature resisted 

all efforts at modelling. A word like this would, however, 

be sure to preserve the necessary element of mystery. Theo-

logy spends every philosophical model; it must necessarily 

in this sense manifest a "Chalcedonian bankruptcy". "Like 

many other people's banking accounts at the present time", 

says Ian Ramsay, ttit will only show an active healthy con-
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dition when its store of empirical models is overdrawn. For 

it has invisible assets ~ mystery- of which the models take 

no account". ( 1) 

It is not in the nature of Christian doctrine to 

give a verbal description of God, and it is solely upon the 

basis of an epistemology radically different from that which 

lay behind traditional views of metaphysics that Christian 

doctrine can be validated. 

The philosophical difficulties which we have en­

countered in our exa~m1nat1on of a very limited area of 

Christological phraseology are typical of all theological 

discourse. In many instances, as we all know, the barriers 

between philosophy and theology seem pr1mt facie to be in-

superable. \ hat then is the theological value of the above 

discussion~ The purpose of the above discussion has been to 

give indicetione as to how traditional Christian phrases 

might otherwise be elucidated and justified. If they are 

grounded in situations which f'ocue directly on the revele.tion 

made in Jesus of' Nazareth and are partially elusive or 

mysterious, only then shall traditional Christian terminology 

be given a logical complexity fitting to its theme. By an 

empirical approach to philosophical theology we are able to 

see what logical place the age-old phrases of Christian 

doctrine must have in order to be significant in the present 

day. It is impossible that a sufficient account of their 

logical structure can be presented in an ordinary view of 

"facta•t accompanied by the notion t hat language provides a 

type of verbal portrait which is in precise correspondence 

with that about which it speaks. It is plaint then, that 

doctrine merely .,tences a mystery", as Augustine eJtpressed 

1 t. "We speak (doctrinally) in order that VIe may not be re­

duced to silence". Logical mapping is an essential pre­

requisite of doctrinal discussion and Christian controversy. 

There is, as Professor L.A. Reid has mentioned in 

(1) o~. cit., pp. 170-171. 
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his Rediscovery of' Belief (p. 176), a paradoxical truth that 

"the closer and more intimate (man's) relation to God, the 

sharper he realises the distinction between himself' snd God 

to be". Here is plainly part of the truth which Chalced.on 

ventured to assert in the dogmatic emphasis it laid upon the 

"distinction" between the natures of Godhood and manhood in 

our Lord. The fault, as Norman Pittenger sees it, is that 

the Ohalcedonian i nsistence is VJidely associated w1 th a ~ 

or personal union which did not bear for the Fathers the -
connotation which it is now taken to mean by conte~orary 

orthodoxy. 

The phrases "of' one substance with the Father" and 

"tvrc natures and one rerson" have led in the prese..r1t day to 

the problem of the kno\iledge of the incarnate Christ which is 

at the centre of contemporary discusc~ion. now are we to 

think of one person with two conscicusnesses, with divine 

omniscience and human limitation of knowledge blended in per-

feet unity? Is it possible for orthodox believers in the 

divinity of our Lord to allor1 any interpretation of the Gos­

pels which may imply ignorance on the part of our Lord? 

Are \'16 to believe, with Rit.schl, that the meta­

physics of' the Chalcedonlan doctrine of' "substance" and 

ttnaturec" is an alien intrusion into Christian thought; or 

with Harnacl{ that the general use of Greelt concepts by the 

early Church, and especially the reetaphysics concerning our 

Lord's divine "natureu, culminating in the Definition of 

Chalcedon, was the unfortunate result of the intellectual-

istic Hellenisation of.' the sim~le Galilean Gospel? v:ith 

this as his :foundation, Harnack would go on to say that the 

earliest "Uhristianity" was est>entially a theology devoid of 

a Christology; thus we arrive at the classic Liberal Prote­

stant distinction between the pure ttreligion of' Jesus" and 

the "religion about Jesus" with rrhich St. Paul and the 
/~ 

In this uh-:·"- -:~ ''\· :.··-· ~ ·.: ·. 1.,r Hellenisers are thought to have beclouded it. 
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fortunate development we see the final and logical eff'ect of 

the presuppositions o:f &chleiermacher and his Ciescenclents. 

Harnack, it is said, ttre.mained lUlldamentally Ri tschlian to 

the 1aBt11 • ( 1) 

It is, however, not the purport of' this thesis to 

trace the precess of evolution in Christological thought by 

examining in detail its particular phases. Suffice 1t to 

conclude this chapter by saying that, as the early Chu~ch 

held tenaciously to faith in her divine Lord, upholding her 

belief in the historic memories of' His Fassion, and arrived 

untimately at Chaleedon; so we today have good reason tc 

rest assured that if' we are both f'ai thful to 0 1.11' belief' in 

His diviP-ity and acce1t the evidence of' t he Gospels concern­

ing the history of Pis Incarnation, we too shall eventually 

reach a satisfactory formulation of our belief'. The ffiain 

outlines have already been ~orked out for us. Should we 

come to a gap, we knOl"/ why it ie a gap, and we know that in 

time it is sure to be bridged. We need patience; and 

faith is the mother of' patience. 

The peculiar and unique u.sc of' language which we 

have examined above need not be permitted to prcve f'atal to 

the validity or Christioo tenets. All it need mean is that 

the riclmess o:t' content in the Christian conceptions made 1 t 

difficult, if' not impossible, to eXpress such content within 

the categories of finite human thought. 

(1) J.M . Creed1 The Divinity of' Jesus Christ, p . 101. 
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QHAPTER THREE 

Ss:lected IDcSBles gf the Int'luence on Cbris;\qlogioal; 
ThoJlBht of Recent Ph1losgah1ca1 and Pszeho;.t;ogical Tren'!§; 

Martin Werne:r, or the *'Bern!' school~ stated in 1935 

that the dogmatic Christology of the primitive Church, which 

culminated at Chaloedon, was an effot-t to compensate, by 

means of mythological invention, for the disappointment of' 

the early Christian community' s parousia expectations. Wer­

ner maintains that a ttcwist- oonceptn • S3'1Jlbol1s1ng runongst 

otheP things a reverence for life, should therefore now be 

substituted fo~ the mytholo~ of the Chalcedonian Definition. 

(1} Karl Barth was one of those who similarly shifted the 

~oundation of the theological outlook. He emphasised the 

raat that Christian faith is not based on the fickle sands of 

the attempted reconstructions of the Jesus of history, but 

upon the in-breaking of the divine revelation, God' s Word in 

Jesus Christ, attested by the lloly SpiPi t in the heart of the 

believer. In his early days Barth rejoiced that the quest 

of the historical Jesus had ended in confusion, disillusion­

ment, and scepticism, since ~~ristiana had thereby been 

driven back to the recognition that fai th has no foundation 

other than the Word of God revealed primarily in Jesus Christ 

and secondarily in the Holy Se~ipturcs; and the Holy Spirit 

bears witness to both. ( 2) Whether, in the light of sue-

ceeding developments, Ba~th ' s rejoicing was or was not justi­

fied is ent1re1y a different matter. 

Her-e, in the views of Werner and Barth, we have 

basically the two opposing outlooks which st111 prevail to-

(1) M. Werner: The For.makion of Ch£1ot1an Dogma. 

(2) Karl Barth: Qxsammelt§ Vortrage, III, 1957. Theologi§Sha 

Fragen und .Antworten, •Ein Brl;.ef!echse;J. np. t Adolf von 

Harnack' , 7- 31. 
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day. On the one hand, restatements of Christology have 

been attempted by means of cr1t1eiaing classical and tradi­

tional formulations of our Lord's Person; and on the other 

hand it has been held that the only truth regarding the Per­

son of Christ can come from :faith in the witness of Holy 

Scripture. Neither of the two attempts, in all their vari­

eties, is entirely satisfactory. The t1:rst appears to ig­

nore the Gospel records while the second seems to disregard 

the need to examine and possibly to reformulate the defi­

nitions in which the Church neeeosarily had to couch her 

Christologieal doctrine. 

Recent philosophical and psychological trends have 

had a profound influence upon ChPistological statement since 

the beginning of the twentieth century. It will be the 

tunotion of this chapter to discuss some of these tendencies 

and their effects. 

The Ch~istologieal prob1em has been propounded fop 

us in contemporary terms by H.R. Mackintosh. He submits 

that for modem thought tho main defect in strictly tradition­

al Christology has been the insistence. not accidentally, but 

on principle. on the doctrine of the two natttres. This doe­

trine, he claims. fails to satisfY the majority of evangelical 

theologians. 

First, he says. the doctrine of the two natures, in 

ita traditional :form at least, introduces into the li:fe of 

Christ a thorough-going dualism. Instead of that complete 

unity ~ich one feels in every repPesentation of Him, He now 

seems to be divided against Himself. "The whole is bisected 

sharply by the fissure of distinction". (l) If the doc trine 

(1) H.R. Mackintosh: ~e PePson ot Jesus Cl}rjst, P• 294. 
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is taken seriously, 1t confronts us with two abstractions 

instead of one reality. 

Secondly, there is a problem concerned with the 

Person in which the two natures are stated to be "insep­

arably joined together". The ancient dogma assumes that, 

in bath God and man, there exiats a complex whole of attri­

butes snd qualities. which can be unde~stood and spoken of 

as a "nature" having some real being apart f'rom the basic 

focal and unifying Ego, whereas it is manifestly only within 

personal experience that all the VaPied factors or human life, 

emotional, intellectual, moral, and social, have any reality 

at all. 

This dilemma of a duplex personality and an imper-. 

sonal manhood has usually proved fatal to the doctrine or the 

two natures. If 1 t takes ou!" Lord' s manhood seriously, as 

the New Testament does by instinct, it annihilates the notion 

of the double self. But if it insists on the unity of the 

Person,_ the unavoidable result is to curtail the integr-ity of 

the manhood and postulate a Figure whom 1 t ia ditticul t to re­

concile with the Jesus ot the Synoptic Gospels. 

Such are the eri ticisms lodged by Maclcintosh against 

the tetminology of the Chal.cedonian Definition. If' we ask 

about the way in which oontempozwary thought is able to come to 

terms w1 th the problem under bettor conditions than were the 

lot of those responsible for the ancient Chriatolo~ we shall, 

I think, :find a preliminary answeF in the following consider­

ations: 

1. It is a well- worn criticism which asserts that the ancient 

theologians were held back in their e.nterprises by a defect1 ve 

and inadequate idea ot "personal! tyu. It is a claim of modern 

research to have given to the word "personalityn a much richer 

content than 1 t ever had for the Fathers wboae task it was to 
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attempt to interpret tho one unique Personality which has 

ever appeared in the world' s hiatory. Present- day psychol-

ogy i s having a powerful effect on Christological restatement, 

and "peraonv~1 ty'' is put forward as the supreme and ultimate 

fact. the ideal centre or consciousness. 

2. The scientific llYPOthesie of evolution has of la to bee 

applied not only to the mate:rial universe, but also to the 

realms of the moFal, spiritual. and metap!Waical. It has 

therefore to be reckoned with as a factor in the re-assert1on 

o:r the Creeds, and not least 1n a. modern statement of Christ­

o~ogy. 

w.n. J.teLaren, for exanq>le, posits four .f'aetors as 

being in his opinion the most significant in the process of 

re-moulding the Creed: 

(a) The doctrir~ of the universal Fath$rhood of God; 

(b) T.be doctrine of evolution; 

(c} The spirit of collectivism; 

(d) The sp1r1 t o-r lus tori cal ori 'tic ism. 

Tb.e moat revolutionary of these is without doubt the second. 

{1) 

3. The modern trend in philosophy and theology has brought 

into sharp relief the doctrine or the 1mmanenoe and trans­

cendence or God. One of the great need$ or theology to - da;v 

1s a. comprehensive survey- of the entire problem of the being 

ot God in tha light of the changed out~ook .suggested by- (1) 

the philosophy of' the Absolu·te and ( 11) the philosophy or 
change. BePgaon postulated Change as the Absolute principle, 

and it would now seem that the old theological concoption of 

the changelessness or God will have ·to be re-thought and re­

stated in such a way as to conserve this .new truth to which 

philosophy appears to be leading. 

(1) See Vi oD. McLaren: OUr Growing Creeg. 
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We tum first, then, to eortain impo~tant nhilo-

ap~hicA! considerations. 

Por eaeh of' the so-called "process- philosophers" 

the concept or change OP "becomingu, and especially the epi­

genetic change which has been demonstrated by the study or 
evolution, is regarded as a baeie ingredient in ~he metaphys­

ical enterprise. This 1e a philosophy of dyna.mism, life end 

movement. But insistence on the fact of' 11becom1ngtt as meta­

physically eentl?al does not mean that the concept of being ia 

ignored. On the cont~ary. it suggests a necessary re- think­

ing of this concept in the light or the knowledge we now poa-

seas. 

The ccyns.mic philosoph.v of change has led in turn to a 

re-interpretation of the meaning of t•pert'ection". To be per­

feet 1e not only to be oneself in all the intesri ty of self­

hood; to be pet-f'ect is also, and veey much more s1gnif1cently, 

to be oneself in the fUllest and richest kind of ~elnt1onsh1p 

with everything else, operating in it, penetrating it, seeur1ng 

1 ts tree response -tor the accomplishment of the highest ends. 

~is philosophy clearly ~plies a living and vital process, and 

leads us on to see the world as the objeot of the divine love 

and compassion as 1 t is also the field for the accomplishment 

of the divine purpose. 

Purther.more, since God is so completely related to 

all things• by being "inn them. He knows and participat es in 

their various states and stages. This He dOes not by "losing 

Himself'" metaphysically in them, but because of that deep re­

lationship with them which is supremely Hia. (1) 

(l) Hartshorne and Reese: lfb~losophef§ Speak of Gog, PP• 1-15. 
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Another penetPating philosophical insight lies in 

the "emergent- evolutionary" interpretation o:f the woPl.d- order. 

This suggests that each higbe~ level "omerges" with a genuine 

element of novelty about it. Life., for instance, is not 

merely a re-arrangement of the elements comprising it, but has 

an orgarQ.c character o~ 1 ts own. It possesses qualities of 

organisation, adjustment and reproduction Which are distinct­

ively <Uf:ferent from its eonsti tuents: hence 1 t is emergent. 

SO 1 t is w1 th the other levels in the order of creation. 

Thus the novelty and :fz-eshneas of the "new"' is protected f'rom 

mere reduction to the status of' the ttold•' simply re- arranged 

1n a dit:rerent way. 

A supreme instance of emergence appears when ue 

ztee.ch tha highest level, of manta lif'e and the highest level 

known to us 1n the wor-ld, namely._ man' s eapaoity fo~ moral 

judgetne-nt,. for the discernment of values., i'or the appreciation 

of beauty. ~or the powe~ to give himself in love, and above 

all ~or a consciousness of a transcendent Reality whom he may 

wo:r-ship. 

What is required by this philosopbl" is the grounding 

of the whole proces§ in a Reality more basically real than the 

process itself. If it is true that there is a n!sys such as 

Dr Lloyd- Morgan posited, that nisus must be the manifestat ion 

ot a ttaupra- naturaln Reality (in the sense of a Reality not 

confined to or exhausted in the ttna.tural" order). who is the 

final explanation of the process , from whom it derives, whose 

purpose it actualises. and upon whom it "depends., for its 

continuance in every moment of ita existence. 

The truth is that God 1s at work in the whole order 

of' creation, in history and in nature, aJ. though in different 

ways and w1 th what we may call various "oub-pu~ses" in view. 

Our Lord is therefore not an intruder into the creation. but 
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is integrally related to and expressive of the entire God­

world and Ood- man complex, even whil.e He is also genuinely 

new and the Saviour from sin. 

B.H. Streeter was one of the first to recognise 

the apologetic possibilities of this new approach. Reality, 

or God, he maintains, though in itself' transcending our com­

prehension, has 1 ts most adequate analogue or symbol in the 

ideal of human life. Consequently, the ideal man would be 

the man whose life most tully manifested creatiYe love. 

Streeter claims that Jesus Christ was such a Man. Hence the 

Church sees in Him the Image and revelation of God; and "if' 

life instinct with love is th~ dYnamic essence of reality, 

then to describe Him we shall .find no words more true than 

•son of God' u. (l) 

The philosophical concepts of emergence, organism, 

and process are promdnent also in the realist metaphysical 

theology of L . B. Thornton. He finds particular interest in 

the parallel between the ideas of "creation,. and "incarnation". 

Irenaeus 1nte~prete this line of thought in terms of "recapi t­

ulationn: the divine 1\6 '5cf1 who at the beginning was the 

creative agent, becomes incarnate to restore the sum of His 

work in a new creation. Thornton maintains that man is a 

type of microcosm who includes in himself all the levels of 

the universal process but who sums them up in the new unity of 

hie spiritual being. But man is not the end of the process. 

"As the series is taken up into the human organism, so in 

Christ the human organism is taken up on to the level of 

deity". (2) Thus from mon we go on to God. The "deification" 

(1) B. H. Streeter: Reali t:t, P• 215 

(2) L. s. Thornton: The Incarnate Lor,~. p. 255. 
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or man is again a common patristic conception~ to which 

Athannsius gives expression in his famous statement about 

Ch:rist~ "He was made man that we might be made Godu. (1) 

Thornton submits that "Christ sanctified and deified all hu­

man nature", (2) and he perceives the emergence of a new 

kind of society in the "Body of' Christu. 

Thornton thus places the Incarnation at the heart 
. 

of the universal process: but he does not regard Christ as a 

product of the process. God is not only the end to which 

the process moves~ but also its beginning. There is a 

transcendent order over against the created order. and it is 

to the transcendent order that Christ belongs in His ereati ve 

end t-edemptive work. ~3ut this reformulation of the doctrine 

of Christ in terms of organismic philosophy falls short of' 

categorical adequacy. 

Like Thornton, Pierre Ta1lhard de Chardin thinks of 

Christ as the Centre o~ the evolutionary process. Christ is, 

as it were, the reflection into the heart of the process of 

the omega- point which stands at its end. Christ assures us 

of 1 ts reality by making it actual in our midst; and in the 

Christian society or self- transcending love the end is al­

ready being realised. (3) 

So far we have disoussed the conception of Deity as 

perfect Being in inf1ni tely- varied relationships. This is 

the view suggested by Pxaot'essor Hartshorne. And we have seen 

the back~ound of this philosophical approach in the metaphysic 

(1) Athanasius: De Incgrnationt, 54, 3. 

(2) L.s. Thornton: Revelation OOd the Modern Wor,ld, P• 129 

(3) Cf. P. Tei1hard de Chardin: The Phenomenon of Man. p . 71. 
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of "emergent evolution", or "organism11

, and "process". 

There are two other philosophical d.evelo,rments 

which it is worth while to discuss. One is the existent­

ialist understanding of man' & experience, especially as this 

bears on life as essentially- "encounter" or "meeting'•, with 

the demand it makes f'or "decision"• The other is the phil­

osophy of history suggested by R.G. Collingwood and some other 

writers. This is a philosophy in which the events that have 

oceurx-ed in the past are soen as 11 ving and Vi tel factors in 

the contemporary experience of those who live 1n the ~unity 

in which such events are *'remornberedu. 

First, the particular emphasis in the existentia1-

iat movement 1s the practical ineistence on udeeision" or 

"engagement". Its corollary is to be found in the stress on 

personal participation, ilmlediate expe:t"ience, or "meetingn. 

It is not sufficient to state that in the Christian faith 

authentic existence is believed to be manifested in the Man 

from Nazareth and that it is presented in Him as what Kie:rke­

gaard called "the Pattern" for our "1m1 tation". Much more 

important than this is the insistence that no understanding of 

the meaning of human existence can be reached in a cold ob­

jective way. Any metaphysic is in tact a vision or Reality 

and of "my place" in respect to that Real.1ty; and I oan hold 

to 1 t only as I give it a decisive and effectual place at the 

centre of ~ concrete living. I H.ruSt decide: I must be c~ 

mi tted or engaged. Thus, if Jesus Christ is what Christian 

faith declares Htm to be, namely, the clue to the signi~i­

cance of life~ divine and human, He can never be One who is 

looked at from a distance. He nrust become tor me one who 

makes demands upon me. to whom I respond, whose human life is 

made uthe Patternn :for me b:y my own cl}oiee. He 1s what man 

is. the existential embodiment of the essential mnnhood Which 

rightly belongs to each or us. For tb.e Christian theist 
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this is to say that in Hi m the divine Image is embodied in 

concrete and actual humanity and in historical existence, 

This existential emphaais needs to be supplemented 

for the Christi3ll ·by an awareness of the comnu.nity. As it 

stands, it is ra:fl too individualistic. We come to .fa.i th in 

Christ through the fact o:r Christ; and that taet is conveyed 

to us by means of the communal li!"e in faith which we share 

as members of the Body of Christ which is the Church. The 

individual believe~ then, in making his decision, is in 

reality making his decision for Christ in His Church. 

Secondly, it is submitted. by some recent f'o.m1s of 

the philosophY o'£ histor:y that ou:r Lord is not cut off from 

the whole movement of God in and to His world• as 1.f He were 

a visitor ~rom an entirely different sphere. On the other 

hand, He is genuinely "new"' in that this event, in this olacp. 

associated with thi§ particula~ Person in all Hie particularitY. 

and with the§e concrete results in ments lives, has never hap­

pened be.fore (for no event, person or result anywhere has ever 

tthappened before") and it will nevex) happen again fop the same 

reason, Jesus Christ is both universal and unique: He 1a 

universal in that He: embodies that which God is evel'ywhere 

purposing and in some way achieving in the attairs of men. 

He is unique. because it is f!e , Jesus Christ, who decisively 

embodies this purpose snd action, In the eonorete end indis­

putable results or His appearing He has made a real and unmis­

takable dif.ferenee in the 11 vee of men and in their understand­

ing of God and of the woztld. 

OUr Lord can thus legitimately, even though not de­

monstrably, be seen as the decisive expression of the Eternal 

Reality in human nature, geita§ s~ @pecie humanitati§. In 

Christian faith He has often been called the "God- Man" as 

distinct from other men in whom God dwells. But Jesus is 

divine in that He aetualiaes in human nature that transcenden-
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tal divine· principle whioh is at the root of every man's be-

ing. If 1n the whole cosmic oroer the work of the l\66'o5 ia 

prevenient on every level to whatever response may be g1 ven, 

we ohall say that Christ is not man-became- God but God-be-

come- man; not man-God~ but God-man. Hczae Christian expeF-

ience is both datum and proof. Claas1ea1ly, that experience 

has alwa;vs been a new life vf1 th God., who ttreaches down" to 

man in Christ. 

This is paradox: and it is by means of tllis paradox, 

well vouehed-:f'oi' in Christian experience, that D.M. Baillie 

raa.kes his contribution to Cllri.stologi~al discourse. Ria 

view is designed to hold t he balance between theories which 

either stress the humanity o:f' our Lord at the expense of His 

divinity~ or Hi a d1 vini ty- at the expense of His humanity. 

Baillie appeals to the paradox of grace. the existential ex­

perience of action which is truly f"ree and personal. yet 

action which the. Christian ascribes to God. For the Chris­

tian the wo:rd "God"' i s said actually to mean "the one who at 

the same time makes absolute demands upon us and ofrers freely 

to .s1!! us all that he demands"'. (1) This paradox of grace, 

1 tself mediated by Christ, refleete, albeit in fragmentary 

f'orm, the pe:r.fect union o:r God and man in the Incarnation, and 

may, suggests Baillie. be ou!' best elue f'or understanding the 

Person of Christ in a way whioh acknowledges both His :full 

divinity and troe human! ty. 

There has been much c~itieism of D. M. Baillie ' s 

Christology. J . H. Hick (2) argues that. while on such a view 

(l) D. M. Baillie: gQd Was In Christ~ P• 121. 

(2) ~e OhristolOgY Of'
1
D.M. B~!llie (Ssgttish JOUrnal Rt 

Theoloaz, 1958, PP• 1- 12). 
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as Baillie's God was indeed in Christ "in a far higher degree" 

than in other men and ttto a fa~ greater extent 11 ; on the other 

hand the Nieene and Chalcedonian ~osition ia that God was in 

Christ in a unique sense whic....'h. is not approximated or paral• 

leled in a!\,.y othe~ human life. Hick now conf'ronts Baillie 

w1 th a dilemma. On the one hand!' the paradox o-r graee might 

be vi awed as a vehicle of predestination. by whieh God deter­

~nes man' s choices while such choices remain~ fr~n a human 

standpoint, fpee and responsible action. On the other hand, 

if all predestinarianism is avoided, Baillie's line o~ argu-

m~nt would lnnd him in some rorm of Adoptionism. John Bail-

lie Y.'eplies to this charge that he thinks his brother wpUlfl 

bave subscribed to a predestina~ian View. (1) The only pre-

venienoa entailed is that God offers His grace to man prior 

to man' s being able to use 1 t . Only by God' s graoe are rre 

enabled to respond existentially to His gift of salvat ion. 

Faith is the Christian name i'o19 that response; and herein 

lies the true paradox. 

We may begin our survey of recent w:ghological. 

trends by noting the very significant part which the uncon­

scious has come to play 1n the realm ot modern psychology. 

By doing so it has in turn raised a va~iety of philosophical 

questions: How can we understand the existence o£ the mind, 

of psychical events, which are not presented to oonscious­

ness? The unconscious is thus seen to be the correlative of 

the eelf- eonscious. Consciousness seems to be the minuto 

aspect of a much larger \?hole which has been illuminated by 

(1) J .· Baillie: §ome Cgmonts 2!1. Professor Hickts Arttcle gn 

"The Christolog.v of n.u. Bailli e" {scottish Journal ot 

Theoloi[, 1958, P• 269). 
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the unconscious. For Freud, the unconscious has a definite 

and exclusive individual reference. Its content is the re­

pressed material of the individual life. Jung believed 

that the scope of the unconscious is much wider. Not only 

is there an individual, but a racial unconscious which inter­

penetrates the individual unconscious. 

Recognition of the fact of the unconscious raises 

two basic questions with regard to the Person of Christ. The 

first concerns the Libido which is, acaordins to psycho-an­

alytical theory, the "sub-terranean stream" carrying man for­

ward through life. In general ter.ms, the Libido is $exual, 

and from it is derived the motive force of the personality. 

Assuming the validity of the doctrine of the Libido, are we 
then to deny its existence in the Person of Christ? Sch­

leier.maoher perhaps carne closer than anyone else to an answer. 

He contended that the sensuous material presented to our Lord 

through His physical nature was, at every stage of His de­

velopment, controlled and subordinated by His "God- conscious­

ness". (1) What Sohleiermacher means is that in our Lord, 

the instinctive material and impulses welling up from the un­

conscious were all perfeetly controlled, directed and inte­

grated in accordance with the demands of each stage in His 

life. 

Jung' s theory or tho racial unconscious, on the 

other hand, opens a line o:f' thought which may elucidate an 

aspect of the Incarnation that presents special per plexities 

to the modern mind. In the New Testament as in traditional 

theology the Person of Christ is said to have a racial sig-

nificance. He is not only the representative Man, but He 

(1) F. Schle1e~macher: The Christian Faith, niss1m. 
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sums up all things. Athanasius held that the eternal Son 

of God• through His creative aotiv1ty and abiding influence, 

has an inherent relation to the human race; and as we have 

mentioned, :trenaeus said that our Lord "reoap1 tulates" hu­

manity. It the hypothesis of the racial unconscious is con­

firmed by psychological investigation, there Will be a strong 

indication, on empirical evidence, that the usual way in which 

we think about humanity is too individualistic, and that our 

separateness is true chiefly on the level of consciousness, 

while in actuality tho unconscious links us together at a 

much doeper level than that. 

\'f.R. Matthews similarly suggests in the light of 

modern psychical research that the phenomena of telepathy give 

strong euppqrt to the conclusion that the absolute separate­

ness of our selves is true only at the level of consciousness 

and that, below that level, there is a linking of selves ot 

such a kind that emotions, memories, and thoughts may pass 

from one mind to anothe~ without conscious communication. (1) 

All these thoughts a~e present and are part of the total in­

dividual experience. The conscious self in Christ knows them 

all, (2) not from the outside, but from within. Yet insofar 

as they aro disintegrated and evil, His conaaious self ~epu-

diatea and overcomes them. Here we have, I believe, an in-

sight into our Lord's nature as the One who "bore the sin of 

many" (3) and who had ulaid on him the iniquity of us all". (4) 

Further.mo~c, the existence of extra- sensory percep­

tion as a human faculty tends to support the view held in 

(1) YI.R. Ma.tthews: The Probl~m or Qhrist 1f! th! :.nYentieth Cen­

turz, PP• 52, 53. 

(2) John 2:25: "Jesus knew what wus in manu; cf. Matthew 12: 

25; ~ 6:8. 

(3) Igaiah 53:12. 

(4) Iaaiah 53:6. 
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modem psychology that the self 1 s. in the uneonseious. not 

limited by the boundal'ies which seem to confine our conscious 

egos. Empirical observation indicates that there is a facet 

of human personality which is not restricted to the present 

~~ant and may possibly transcend time. This would certainly 

appear to be true of the pe~aonalitiea of all great men. 

Could this aspect o~ personality not have been fully actual-

1sed in our Lord? (1) 

The evidence provided by observed development leads 

r·.R. Matthews to look f'or the eore o:r personality in the will, 

including 1n tllat term "the striving, desiring, conativ-e life 

which is the matrix out of' which the conscious wUl emerges". 

{2) \1nen we consider the events which constitute personality 

we discover among them a high proportion of' those which we 

describe as acta of conscious r.Jill ., although these are, of' 

course., never the only components: and the mor~ definitely 

personal a self is the tnore certain we can be .of the sort of 

behaviour to expect. We no~ally accept the highest types 

of personality as being mo.st truly free. The per.sonali ty­

pattern. in such types is a moVing pattern of growth, and be­

cause the pattern which we see is not our own patter-n, we can­

not tell in de·tail what it may become. New acts will be cohe­

rent with the pattern so far evolve~ but they will not be a 

{1) c:r. the T!tansfiguration narratives {Matthew 17:1,2; Mark 

9:2,3; Luke 9:2B~29) where our Lord, still living in the 

temporal and spatial context, shows that He is able at any 

moment to transcend both time and spaee. 

(2) gp, cit., P• 65, 
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mere repetition of the old. 

Up to the present point this chapter has dealt in 

separate sections with selected examples of the tntluence on 

Chr1stologioal thought of recent pbiloaophicel and psycho-

logical trends. In tho remainder of the chapter v1e shall 

endeavour, agatn by means or aele~ted examples, briefly to 

ehow the mgnner in Which new developments in pbilosophr have 

affected modern psychology, and yiee verga, and the eft~ect 

which both have had on contemporary Oh~iatologv. 

We may proceed by eono1del'1ng the personal life of 

Jesus as a moving pattern of behaviour-events, which means 

primn:t'ily a mQVing pattern of Willed actions. Should we 

wish to express the crucial problem of the Incarnation in ita 

mQst abstract terms1 1 t would pz-obably nseurne the following 

to~; How can we conceive that the Universal of universals. 

God, ia tully manifeeted and present, not 1n an entire class 

o-r individuals, but in one Individual? The problem takes on 

new moan1ng when we remernbett that the universal in modern 

philosophy is tlle ttpattam of events". Hence, a personal 

life of which 1 t could be said that it is of the .same pattettn 

as the temporal will of God would be the supreme revelation of 

God& 1t would be "God manifest in the flesh"• On this h.ypo­

thea1s, the pattern of the Father's will is the eaaontial 

:reality of the temporal personality of the son. It was His 

life .• and without it, or deviating from it, He would cease to 

be Himself. The patte~. like the temporal will of God, is 

a moving pattern; the work ia not yet completed. 

One of the consequences of the evolution by modern 

thought of such dynamic ooneepts as \~ have mentioned has been 

a corresponding fading 1n the a1gn1:f'1cance of the word "sub-

stance". Substitution of oontempO~ary categories may help to 
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elucidate the problem of substance and universals, but does 

not eliminate 1 t. 'l'he category of "aubstanoen appears in 

another form, however, when we attempt to penetrate the i.nner 

myatery of personalit¥, fol' in the1~ tim$less aapeots, per­

sons are substances. They are permanent constituents of 

reali t3". Philosophy and rr.weticism both converge to beax­

witnees to this eternal faeet of human personality. 

Philosophy has always held that there is a supra-

temporal basis fop the human self. '.fh1s is proved by- l'e-

fleoting upon the implications of any act of fUll self- con-

eciousness. Thus there 1s• at the centre ot what I call 

ttmyeel:t'" a subject which cnn never be an objeet and hence 

never a part of that objective world which comes into being 

and paases away. Mystioiam affirms \Yi th Clement of Alex-

andria that if a man knew himself he would know God; and with 

Augustine that if OM would .find Godt one must look w1 thin. 

We may progress even further by mentioning the rUf­

terence between the two possible psychological views o~ the 

statue of the trana.cendental ego. The first view assumes 

that the timeleaa subject is ul tj.mately one and the aeme in 

all rational beings, From this it follows t.hat there is a 

sense 1n which my otm. reality 1s to be :found only in God. 

But the Christological doctrine whieh would ensue from the 

conception of the unitary Subject in all personal experience 

would be imperilled, for we should have to say ot eve:ry :per­

son that he ttcame down from heaven ll!ld was incarnate". We 

are therefore led to prefer the second, or pluralistic con­

ception of the metaphysical basis of pereonality. According 

to this hypothesis, thel"e are many subjects which transcend 

time and space. We must think of the ultimate sub~ect in 

eaoh person, not aa absolutely tL~eleas, but aa created. The 

finite ~elf would have a conterred timelessness which dist1n-

gu1shes it from the changing empirioal ego. The Inearnation 
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would then be the taking of a created sub;t.oot by tile d1v1n~ 

A6~o5 and 1nttmate union with it so that the human subjeot, 

while nevcn" ceasing to be human and oreated1 \"/8.$ so ul ti .. 

mately conjoined with the divine that they comprised one Per­

eon in the sphere of history. 

A more concrete situation now at-ieee: IIow could thie 

union of divina and human subjects man1~est itself in the l1fe­

e~per1enee of the God-Man? Many opinions have been put for­

ward in a.nawer to this qu~ation. one of the latest is baaed 

upon the fact that the payohQlogieal Mality of "inspiration;' 

h&$ an important bearing on the Inoarnationt whioh has alwaya 

been said to be ''th:rough the operation of the Spirit": and the 

interpretation of the Person of Christ ae the sup~e ex~ple 

ot inspiration ia not a new one. Matthews states that our 

Lord was the "completely inspired" Man. By the Roompletely 

1ns:p1red person" he means "one tor \Vhom the. power of the in• 

dwelling Spirit wao always nnd cortni.nl:r available". (1) 

This reply 18 unaat1sfacto!.W 1n 1 ts auperficiali ty. Bela-
/ 

Ferre has achieved a far deeper insight into the problem by 

peree1 vins that Jesus tWas unique ( 2) 111 that His ever~ re­

sponse to aoa•e will was the co~ect and pe~teot response. (3) 

Het-e extetentialism and the ttpattern-psychology meet in a most 

usetul w~. "~re was & full reaponee cf one 1nteg~ated 

personalit7 who conclusively enacted the Agape life ot God, by 

participating in the life ot God at the centre of his pe~son­

al1 ty-. \llhile also having and ever retaining his human natureu. 

(4) Fe~re has here spoken a valid words but at other points 

(1) Op. ail•• P• 82. 

(2) I would p~e~er to say with Pittenger that our Lo~ is 

"definitive" ~atller than ttuniquett. 

(3) N.F.s. Fe~ea Christ and tho Christian. 

(4) Fe~ret O:Q• cit•• P• 109. 
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"Agape pattern" leads him into a subjectivism or the most 

dangerous kind to Christian theology. 

' . 
Our d1aouas1on has covered a very limited a~ea or 

recent _philosophical and peyehologioal thought, and the re­

spective fields are by no moans exhausted by the aspects we 

have examined. I have, however, seleoted for comment those 

trends which seem most pe~tinent to the purport of this 

thesis; and in the next chaptor we shall see how so~ of those 

elements may find thei~ place in a modern Chriatological re­

statement. 



- 73 -

CHAPTER FOUR 

some Considerations to be Taken into 
Account in a Modern Restatement or Christolos¥ 

We have now reached a point in this discussion where 

a Christological restatement must be a ttempted. 

Most of us woul d agree that the establishment of the 

historicity of the New Testament is the vindication of' the 

Christ of the Creeds. The root of Nicene and Chalceaonian 

Ol~istology rests in the historical accuracy of the New Testa-

ment portrait of our Lord. The starting-point for an in-

vestigation of the r elation between the human and oivine 

natures in our Lord must therefore be the historical fact, 

supplied by the New Testament data, of their indissoluble 

union within our Lord's Person. All New Testament accounts 

of the Incarnation reveal a co~non element shared by the two 

natures in Jesus Christ as well as a necessary affinity be-

tween them. This truth alone makes such a union conceivable 

and meaningful. Because it indicates affinity and not 

identity, it ensures that the difference between the two is 

not destroyed by their union. 

Every sound Christological aiscussion will neces­

sarily begin not only with an explanation of the vere Deus 

which declares the equality of Jesus Christ with God- but 

with an explanation of the vere homo which declares Fis 

equality with us. Ohristology cannot and must not take as 

its starting-point a knowledge of man-in- general. On the 

contrary, a genuine knowledge of tnan-in-general~ a theological 

anthropology, and therefore a theological doctrine of the sin 

and misery of man, can be based only on the particular Man 

Jesus Christ, and hence on Christology. (1) 

(1) Cit' . K. Barth: Church Dogmatics III, 2, ~ 43, 2, and 
Passim; and Church Dosme.tic§ IV, 2~ §64, 2, PP• 25-27. 
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~ a contemporary Christological restaterr~nt is to 

find its roots in the Bible, as it must, some fUrther pre­

liminary remarks have first to be made. 

f eme o:f the richest eugt..:;estions :for a twentieth­

century CbWistology are to be found in the New Testaw£nt ac-

count of J f sus as the revelation of God's glory. 

related to the glory of God in a three-fold way: 

Jesus is 

A. The uinp.er gloryu o:f Jesus is equated with the "inner 

glory" o:f God Himself'. (1) 

1b. Jesus is in a unique :fashion the observable expression of' 

God's innj r glory, t he divine tteff'u.lgence" (2) by which men 

are enabled to 11know" (3) this glory • 

.9..:.. Jesus ~s also the Man who renders perfect acknowledgerrent 

o:r God's glory, the nper:fect obedience which alone is :perfect 

worship" . (4) 

It is also as wel~ at the outset to consider three 

f'undamenta.l Christian claims for our Lord. The ren:arks made 

about theJe claims will shed fresh light on our twentieth­

century Jprehension of liis l'erson. 

Christians claim that Jesus is irreplaceable, that He 

is un1que t and that He is divine. \7e shall briefly discuss 

each of' t~ese in order, making use of philosophical analogies 

as we do ~o. 

First. since our Lord is an e&Eression of the divine 

nature, H~ is not replaceable by a mere reEort of the divine 

nature. Re is not simply a code-sign connected by arbitrary 

(1) Cf. John 12:41 in relation to John 1:14 and 2:11. See 
also A. J . Rmnsey: The Glory of God and the Transfiguration 
of' Christ, p . 28: "Such is the place cf Jesus Christ in 
relatlton to the divine glory t hat it is possible to speak 
of' the lor of' Christ, and by those words to mean no less 
than he glory of' God IIimsolfu, 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Heb. :3; cf'. V. Taylor: The Nazr&:~s of' Jesus, pp. 129-130. 
II Cor. 4:6. 
E . G. t3olwyn: The First E;pi_stle of .teter, p. 255; 
cf. John 12:23-2n. 
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conventions with the divine nature. Just as Sl)ecif'ic ex-

press1ons of £eeling-Z have an intrinsic connection with feel­

ing-Z and are thus indispensably part of wh:at io meant by "Z" tt 

so particular expressions of the divine nature are intrin-

sicnlly connected with the divine nature itsel£. As po.r-

ticular expressions of feeling-Z may be given a peculiar self­

re~erring reportive use, so with the particular expressions 

of the diviPe nature. It is as if in Jesus God said to men: 

"I am. like this". Reports of feeling cannot replace ex-

pressions or feeling. It is possible, however, to substi-

tute one e&ress1on o:f' :reeling :for another: the f'eelings ex­

pressed are sufficlently like each other for the same feeling-

word to be applied. Is it not therefore possible to sub-

sti tute one expression o:r the d1 vine nature :ror another? The 

Christian's answer is "Non, !}or Jesus is irreplaceable in rc-

lation to other expressions of the divine nature. He is not 

merel y an expression 01 the divine nature~ He is the ex--
presLion. .And Christians thus make a second claim f'or Jesus: 

lie is in some sense 11uniquen. 

Secondly then, Jesus 1a unique because He is the 

standard expression of the divine nature, and :provides the 

criterion by which all other expressions of the divine nature 

are to be judged. Our Lora manifests the standard because 

the correspondence between Himself and God's inner glory is 

perfect. No otr.er observable event, person or thing could 

be a more adequate exprescicn. Just as we may COinJ?are two 

expressions o:f a feeling in terms o:r their adequacy, so vre 

mo.y compare two express ions o:f the d.i vine nature. In each 

instance the notion of' "correspondence" is involved;. and in 

e ach instru1ce ~Eo different expressions may vary in their 

adequacy, so that one 1.s "perfect" and the other uimper:rect11 • 

A difference such as this i s neither a "d1ff'ez:•-3nce in degree'' 

nor a ''difference in kind". The degree/kind distinction i~ 

t.msatis:t'actory as a way of interpreting the uniqueness of 

Jesus. Be ia unique in thl:.'l.t He is the normative end ,perf'ect 
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expression of God's nature. }\11 ether expressions of' God • s 

glory are inadequate in their d.egree o:r correspondence to the 

divine nature as revealed in Christ. (1) 

Thiro.l.y t if' a Christian says 11.Tesus is divine", he 

may be faced with a dileDllTa: "In judging that tTesus is 

divine, either you already hove an idea of' a.i vini ty or you do 

not . If you already possess such an idea, and f'ind that 

Jesun merely conforms to it, then Jesus is net necessary as a 

r evelaticn of God, for you already know what 1 div1nity' is. 

If you do not ulready have a ncticn of' divinity 1 you at-o not 

entitled to make the claim • Jesus is divine' n. The dilemma 

may be seen to be false once we think of' "divinity" in terms 

of glory and holiness, recogniain~ t hat these are exprosuive 

qualities, logically similar to artistic expressions o:C feel­

ing. \":hen I have grasped and have been grnsped by a new ex­

pression of feeling-Z, whs.t I mean 'by "Z" is slightiy altered. 

Frevicusly I had not thought of this porticula~ expression o~ 

"~": my apprehension o:f the inner fecling-Z hnd net boen ex­

tended to include the specific reeling which has new been ex-

pressed. Neither is the particular expression of :feeling un-

necessary, nor is my previcus understanding of "Z'1 irrelevant. 

Similarly, when I begin to understand the expression of God's 

nature, His glory and holinens, in Jesus, and come to per­

ceive that it is~ expression, I confess: "He is divine". 

This involves a new and definitive meaning for the word 

"divine": observables are "divinen in so far as they resemble 

Jesus as the expressiop of God's glory and holiness, and thus 

correspond to a. certain extent to His inner nnture. \,e con-

elude, therefore. that th.e s}?ecific revelation of divinity in 

Jesus is necessary; yet other revelations are not irrelevant. 

Now ·we may ask what 1 t is that has made Christians 

claim such special attributes ~or their Lord? ryhnt is the 

mode of tho Christian understanding of irreplaceability, 

uniqueness, and. divinity in the Person o~ Christ? How ob-

(1) Cf. Romans 8:18- 22. 
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jective or subjective is a Christian permitted to become in 

his apprehension of the divine nature? An interesting, 

though partial solution lies, I think, in the following poe-

tulate. Revelation of' the divine nature is an ,im12ressi ve 

and an exp~essive quality. This reve lation in Jesus is 

therefore understood only i nsofar as one becomes like Jesus, -
and hence like God. -

The divine glory in Jesus is understood insofar 

as one is irnwressed. Vlhen I am genuinely " impressed", I do 

not merely have a "feeling-response" . Like Jesus, on the 

contrary, I manifest God's glory in a way of life which re-

veals t hat glory to others . In a r eal sense, t hat is, I 

need to become ~ Jesus in order to understand the nature 

of God as revealed in Him. 

This r evelation lies largely in the "existential 

i mpact" made by Jesus, not exclusively in such biographical 

details as the Virgin Birth, His miracles, or even His 

Resurrection. These details are net of primary importance. 

It is the impact of confrontment with the Christ, conveyed 

perhaps by the accounts of His words and deeds, which lays 

hold on us existentially, ana makes an "impression" on us as 

it did on the first disciples. The impression is such that 

we are brought into communion with God and are const rained 

to acknowledge that Christ Himsel f is Gael. (1) It is claim-

ed, however, that we have t wo objective grounds for the faith 

built upon this impress ion. The first is "the historical 

fact of the person of Christ11 • (2) We arrive at God not 

through doubtful speculation but through Christ as an his­

torical fact within the range of human experience. This 

fact is suff'ioiently attested in the New Testa.:nent, at least 

. as far as the i mpact made oy Jesus is concerned; and 

:further, this i mpact possesses an enduring qualityt so that 

(1) See \1 . Her mann : The Comnnmion of· the Christian with God, 

(2) Ibid., P• 102. 
l! • 19. 
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we can experience its power todos as did the ~irst disciples. 

The second objective ground is thnt "we hear within ourselves 

the demund of' the moral law". (1) Our inner moral con-

victions are realised. in Christ. He is the Pounder of' the 

Kingdom of God, to be understood as the universal moral com-

rrronity which claims our consciences. These ethical valua-

tions also find expresGion 1n the confession of Christ as God. 

The reality of nod which metaphysics may fail to 

estsbli~1 is thus assured on the ground of the ccmrr.union 

which we have with Him in Christ. This comrunion is not 

Il'l..ystical, for it i o based on the historical Jesuo. " V'e do 

not merely cone through Ghrist to GoC. It is truer to say 

that we find in God himself nothing but Christ'' .. (2) 

The revelation of God•s nature in Jesus is also an 

expressive action. The "inner noture11 o:r God is therefore 

understood to the degree that one's own "iru:ler nature" has been 

tronsf'ormed into .dis likeness. 

Since the self- rev0lation of' God is both impressive 

and expressive, only those who are 11being changed into his 

(Jesus's) likeness (€~Kbv~) f'rom one degree of glory to an­

other!! (3) can have the Hlight of the knowledge of the g lory 

of' God in the :face of' Christ". ( 4) Christians hnve "put on 

the new nature, which ia being constantly renewed in the im­

age (E~K6v.:x) of' its Creator and brought to know God" . (5) 

This notion, that only like knows or understands like, is 

evident also in the First ~istle o:f' John: ttBelcved, we are 

God's children now; it does not yet appear what we shall be, 

but we know that when he appears , we shall be like him, f'or 

we ahnll see him as he isn. (6) 

( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

(6) 

Ibid., 1- • 103. 
Ibid., p. 32. 

II Cor~ 3:18. 
II Cor._ 4:6. 
c ol. 3:10.{~ .~ . n. ) -
1 John 3: 2; ci·. I John 4:7-8. 
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Not the l east difficult task in a mcdern re-inter­

pretation of Christology would be the fullest possible 

onalysis of the divine nature and the being of God both in 

Himself and in His relations with His creation. An ex­

amination of this sort is a basic requirement simply because 

most of the problems created for Christclogy over the cen­

turies have been owing to an inadequate and superficial per­

ception of' the being and nature not only oi' man but of' G·od. 

Such an investigation would, of course, have to begin witil­

·out J:;reconceptions and with the riew Testament . St. Paul, f'or 

instance, had n lucid understanding of· the t\mdamental t:ruth 

which would have saved much confusion if men had always given 

heed to it: tto:r him and through him and unto him are all 

things". (1) This fact permits of a sure foundation :ror an 

Incarnation and a right intuition of' God in His relationship 

to the finite order. Such a fact secures also the t\VO polar 

truths of' God's immanence an~. transcendence: an undue stress 

on either g1 ves rise to Christclogieal bankruptcy. 

we have seen that modern psychology has done away 

with the ancient Christological vocabulary of' "nature11
, "sub-

stancet', "person" and ttessence". We are confronted inste.o.d 

by such terms as nconsciousnesf:in, "perscnali ty", "ego", and 

"patternn. The subject o:r greatest concern :ror Christology 

is the unity, continuity, and discontinuity of consciousness. 

In the copious vocabulary of psychology we receive a slwrp 

reminder that a modern Chriatology, if it is to be in any 

sense a re-interpretation of the old, must be an attempt to 

propound some series of equations between the old terms an.d the 

new. The substitution o~ new terms :ror old does not, however, 

make the Christolog1eal problem less eBsy, and it does not dis­

pose of the dualism of' natures in the Person o:r Christ against 

which the modern mind rebels. 

Even present-day psychologists have found it im-

(1) Romans 11:36. 
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possible to eliminate a concept such as •tsubstance" from the 

metaphysical vocabulary. neubstance11 stands for something 

which is permanently self-identical, that which subsists in 

itaelr. Precisely the sarre false dualinm which is supposed 

to exist between "body" and ttsoultf, "mind" and "matter11 , as 

two distinct "substances", with nothing in common, and in 

some senf:le capable of' independent subsistence, has in the 

past been ap~lieu to the question of the ~o natures in our 

Lord. 

There is great danger in attemptins to disintegrate 

the human nature of our Lord in the interests of any specific 

theory. No t .mory, disintegrating His human nbody" and 

ttaoul.,, and substituting r or what we understand by "aouln an 

alien element or principle. , can be sound except upon one con­

dition, namely, that the su1)stitute, in taking the place of' 

"soul", is able to perf'orm fer the human body every :function 

which would naturally have been performed by a human scul, 

and of' existing in such a relationship to the human _body as 

would have existed in the instance o~ a hwnan soul. The 

objecticn lodged by some is that a substitute-notion such as 

that of' the divine 1\0'J'o.S already abounds in theological pre-

suppositions. Is it possible to use any other terrr. which 

would signify that the ~~jo ) perforffied in our Lord precisely 

those functions t hat are por£o~nea by the ordinary human soul? 

.A.PCllinari~ism could never have been propounded had 

the indissoluble union of body and soul in human nature been 

fully realised. The heresy wae the result of' a false dual-

ism which looked upon ttbody" and ttsoul" as in some way separate 

nnd distinct .tsubstances". Origen's doctrine concerning the 

upre- existeneett of' the soul hints at just such a conception, 

since t"'tis tl:.eory inevitably regards the u soul" as a nature 

complete in itself', end without the need to subsist in a 

nood.y" in order to reach its completeness. But if modern 

J.. sychology bids us speak in terms of' ttconsciousnessn and 
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ttpersone.lity11
, we cannot be too cautious in applying such 

ter.rr.s tc tho .Person of Christ. The work of' II. M. Relton, 

for exarr~le, show~ what is liable to follow when there is 

failure to take such care. He asks, f'cr instance, whether 

we can venture to penetrate deeper into the mystery of the 

relationship between the human and the divine in cur Lord's 

Person from our knowledge of this relationship as revealed 

in the Christian life. He states t hat an aff'irme.ti ve r eply 

is justified by the fact that the same Jesus ".1ho was in-

carnate in His own Perscn as the Sen of' ~!an is now impnrting 

Hi mself' to us as the need o:r a new humanity, which receives 

its lif'e and is becoming what it is on:l.y in virtue of its 

living end vita l union with Him" . (1) Phat t his unew 

humanity" is, or what form it t aken , i s left totclly undis-

closed. It is a concept equnlly as mystirying as Relton 

claims t he /\~ 0o 5 to be. 

The main point of these remarks is that in any 

modern Christological restaterr.ent we are to be keenly aware 

o~ t he i mplications of contemporary substitutions for 

classical concepts . For example, does not the replacement 

ct' the two-nature theory even by dynamic-relational concepts 

remove the important idea of nrncarnationn'? Is not a 

relational concept a return !'rom a Christology of Incarnation 

to a Christclogy of adoption'? Firstt one may answer that 

both the incornntional and adoptionist Christologies have 

biblical roots and, for this ana other reasons, a genuine 

standing in Christian thought . Beyond thi s, however, one 

IlD.lSt insist that neither of them can be carried out without 

the other. 

We must be quite clear that our Lord's "conscious­

ness" was definitively and qualitatively different f'rom 

ours. ( 2) We can have no knowledge of a perfectly pure and 

(l) H. r.: . Relton: A stue\v i n Chr1sto.logy, p . 190. 
(2) Cf'. K. Barth: Church Dogmatics IV, 2, ~64, 2, P• 64. 
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sinless consciousness. Moreover, His "personality" was 

distinct from OUI•s. To us 1 t is sheer w.ystory that there 

can have l~en an Ego which, because it was eternal, gave the 

incarnate Lord a knowledge of Himself as He was prior to Hie 

Advent in the flesh. Again, to speak of' the lla.n Jesus as 

t he "alternative personal ity" of the Second Person of the 

Trinity, or as "a dissociated section of' the divine con­

sciousness11 which maintains itself in full divinity by His 

side , is to use language which, even if justified by the 

certain results of investigation into the obscure regions of 

human nature, oan scarcely be considered valid or adequate 

when apJ;lied to the Person of Christ . ~vhen we consider our 

Lord's ~erson we consider the union of perfect God with per­

fect man, not the union of an imperfect human personality 

with even the fUllest measure of divine life. Our Lord was 

divine first snd human afterwards. He was eternally the 

Image of the invisible God. 

Therefore the starting-point ~or consideration of 

tha relationship between the human and the divine in His Per­

son is not, as with us, an imperfect human being into whom 

the divine flows from above. It is rather . a perfect divine 

personality entering into and aboorbing our htunan nature. 

The o~fference is crucial for a sound Christology. Failure 

clearly to perceive this dis tinction is the basis of much 

recent Christological confusion :rounded on psychological data 

suppli ed from an analysis of imperfect human personality. 

It is not simply a difference in the s tandpoint from which we 

view the relationship between the two natures, that is, 

whether we are to begin from the Alexandrian or Antiochene 

point of view. The dif:rerence is more vital. The great 

emphasis u~on the manhood and truly human life of Christ in 

our daYt owing to the influence o:e the Liberal school, has 

made theologianc.; r eluctant to f'ace the New Testament portrait 

of the Ged- Man who, however truly human His earthly life 

might have been, was none the less God Incarnate. As such 
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He presents us with a unique phenomenon of' psychology, 

namely, a unique consciousness and a unique, sinless per­

sonality, perf'ec tly obedient and res:ponni ve to Hi a I•, ather's 

Will. 

But to dwell exclusively on the truly human li£e 

of' the God-Man results in our f'ai th accepting Him as the 

sinl ess ~on of' God whilst our psyci1olagy tempts us to re­

duce Him to our level and to endow Him with a tthuman person­

ality" such as we possess, ·rmt such as He never had. His 

personality, human and divine, was and is unique. 

Karl Barth haa clearly perceived that the first 

part of' the Chalcedonian Definition was intended to be a 

safeguard against the excesses of' Alexandrian theology. One 

and the same Christ, the only-begotten son and Lcrd, is to be 

.p d · t t ::'l v/ (· fu ) d ::. / con.1.esse . 1.n wo na ·urea o<rru~ '\u•w) 1ncon se an o<T/€1TTG.W) 

( illb.uUta.bili tcr), and thus without any idea o:r commixture of' 

the two or a changing of the one into the other. 

The positive meaning oT the Definition here is t~at 

the divine essence and the humeill essence were not changed and 

self-alienated in their union in our Lord. "The divine is 

neither changed nor self'-alienated from below in the exalt­

aticn which it experiences to _t..a.rticirate in the divine" . ( 1) 

In this unicn and mutual participation both the humiliation 

of' the divine and the exaltation of' the human are reul enough; 

but the one does not cease to be divine in its humiliation 

and the other human in i 'ts exul ta. tion. The mystery of the 

Incarnation lies 1n the fact that Jesus Christ is 11 in a real 

simultaneity of genuinely divine and humen essence, and that 

it is on this presupposition that the mutual participation 

is also genuine" . ( 2) 

The second part of the Chalcedonian Definition is 

(1) Y. . Barth: Church Dogmatics IV, 2, ~64, 2, p. 64. 
(2) Ibid. 
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seen by Barth to guard against Antiochene excesses. Jesus 

Christ, Son of God and Son of Man, is to be confessed in His 
:::>- / - :') / two natures o-.d l o<. 1/ e: T r:..- 5 ( indi vise) and o< ~ w1) ( TT u.:, S (JA-

~eparabiliter), and thus without any idea of a divisibility 

of one or the other, or a separability of the one from the 

other. 

Here the positive meaning of the Definition is that 

even in their distinctiveness the divine and human essences 

were and are united in our Lord, not in $PPearanoe only, but in 

fact, "not merely partially but totally, not merely temporarily 

but definitively". The humiliaticn which comes to the divine 

essence in its participation in the human and the exaltation 

which comes to the human in ita participation in the divine, 

cannot be separated 1n all their distinctiveness. "They at"e a 

single event end being. If we believe 1n Jesus Christ, in 

this One, we do not decide for one element in this history to 

the obscuring or even exclusion of the other, but we accompany 

the whole course of the history in its unity and totalit~. 

The mystery of the Incarnation consists in the fact that the 

simultaneity or divine and human essence in Jesus Christ is 

real, and therefore their mutual participation is also real". (1) 

From this we see that a contemporary Christological 

restatement may take as its basic principle the unique single 

consciousness, human and divine, in the Person of the God-Man. 

The dualism of "two consciousnessee" is open to just as severe 

criticism as is the "two naturestt doctrine. Modern theo-

logians are seeking to ove1.1eome this dualism by speaking in­

stead Of a single consciousness , simultaneously human and 

divine. H.M. Relton claims that no other theory than the 

doctrine of the enhYpostaeia of Leontiua of Byzantium can 

meet this difficulty. If there is to be neither a duplex 

personality nor an imPersonal manhood, no solution other than 

the ephlpostasia ean give us a BAngle consciousness human and 

divine indissolubly united in the unity of the one Person. 

(1) K. Barth: Church Dogmatics IV, 2, §64, 2; PP• 64, 65. 



- 85 -

''The presupposition of the doctrine of' the enhypostasia", says 

Rel ton, ttie the existence of' such an af'fini ty between the human 

and the divine as to make the advent of the ~ivine into the 

human not the advent of some alien el ement, but the advent of 

something which by its very constitution and nature cculd co­

nlesce with the divi ne, snd by its union with, and subsistence 

in the hmtan give to the divine a completeness and perfection 

which it could receive in no other way'1 • ( 1) 

There is value in thi s di s i nterment of' the ~-

Aypostasia hypothesis. It ensures that the particular is 

contained in the universal. The divine Ego Hcontainst' the 

human, and yet in essence i s not altored or restricted ]2.l 

that fact. AnY limitation of the divi ne is imposed from 

within ~ not from without. The divine, unique and s ingl e 

self-consciousness of the incarnate Chr•ist is the uni versa.l, 

r eveal ed in and through the particular, which is man. 

Chief among the problems raised. by tho theory is 

the question. of how the particular can perfectly embody its 

own universal. Is it possible that the particular man, 

Jesus Christ, could nevertheless be the Universal Man, not 

belonging to any speci~ic age, but claimed as the perfect One 

in every age? (2) 

These considerations l ead us on to r elated ques tions. 

Ar e we to regard the Incarnation as God becoming incarnate in 

the Person of Christ so as to achieve the redemption of man­

kind; or is He merely the man Jesus, whose human conscious­

ness was a channel through which God might exercise a maximum 

of control in human life? Did the divine /\ 6-o os Himself be­

come incarnate; or are we to think of the human personal ity 

of Jesus receiving the divine beyond measw:•e? Is it t rue that 

-------------------------------------------------------· -----(1) ov. cit., pp . 147-148. 
(2) Cf'. Kierk.egaard's idea of contemporaneity in his "Train­

ing in Christi anity" . This fai th-x•el ationshi p to Jesus 
Christ Kier kegaard call s "con tempor•aneousne ss". The 
man who knows Christ by faith is contemporaneous with 
Hi m, no matter in what age he lives. 
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"i.n Him dwelt all the fullnes~ of' the Godhead bodily" ( rr~v 

lT:Aqpw;..li/1. T~> ee:~TryTr;) c-~-~.~1_._~Tti<.~·s) (1) or are we to regard 

' TO 

Him simply as the One in whom the Spirit dwelt ;;_~ "dv c:Z d ~ v t 

As a fUrther possible key to the relationship be­

tween the divine and human in Christ, Dr. w. Sanday points to 

the relations of' the subconscious and "subliminal" self to 

the whole self. The "larger self'", he says, is made up of' 

the conscicus _part of' experience and that other part which is 

subconscious or unconscious. This second part is the more 

important of' the t wo, as we have noted before. San dey quotes 

passages from Myer' s work, and also from the wri tinge of 

William James end other psychologists, to show the importance 

of this "subliminal" self and the part played by it as a well-

accredited psychological category. 

two propositions: 

He tentatively suggests 

1. "That the proper seat or locus of' all d.i vine indwelling, or 

divine action upon the human soul, is the subliminal con-

eciousness". 

2. "That the same, or a corresponding, subliminal conscious-

ness 1s the proper seat or locus of the Deity of' the incarnate 

Christ". ( 2) 

Sanday thinks that if we can somehow locate the 

divine in us we shall have the key to the problem o~ the re-

l ations between divine and human in oux· Lord. But where in 

man is the divine to be " located"'( tianday would answer: "In 

the subliminal self''', where 1 t is found working at the roots 

of our being~ far beneath the surface of our normal life, 

whilst the results o~ this working are seen in their e:rfects 

as these make themselves felt from time to time in our con-

scicusness. We see the result ana infer the cause. 

But it is surely preferable to believe that the 

( 1) Col, 2: 9. 
(2) w. Sanday: Christologies Ancient and Modern~ p. 159. 
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whole human personality, not merely a part of it, is the 

proper "locus'' of the divine indwelling. (1) The divine 

Spirit influences and gives vitality to each part. The 

divine i mmanence, which is love, is able to permeate our 

entire nature, and the extent to which this is actually 

effected in our lives will determine how truly human we are. 

It is incorrect to speak of "locating" an influence. It 

is still worse to talk of localising a divine presence. 

But a valid Christology must start not so much with our 

resemblance to our Lord because we are n:en in whom His Spirit 

dwells as in His difference from us because He was Son of God 

in a generic sense in His own right and Son of' ~an in a 

unique sense in virtue of His sinless and perfect manhood. 

The most interesting ~eature of Sanday's theory for 

our purposes is that it represented a brilliant though pre­

mature attempt to overcome the dualism presented by the 11 t\'10 

nature.sn doctrine and the "two consciousnessestt suggested by 

certain forma of kenotic Christology. Sanday is plainly 

feeling his way towards a single consciousness, divine and 

human, as the only souna basis for a unity of Person in t he 

one Christ. 

••uch has been wri tten of l ate about kenoticisrn, a..Tld 

it is doubtful whether any contemporary Christological re­

statement c an be regarded as complete without giving serious 

conGideration to its importance. 

In the New Pestament the kenotic motif is expressed 

through an idiom shaped by the Jewish-apocalyptic and 

He llenis tic-Gnostic thought of late antiquity. 'l'his motif' 

was unsystematic in f'orm. It was based on the dynamic and 

:personalistic conceptions of God common in biblical thought. 

As early as the fourth century APollinaris had per­

ceived that complete and perfect Deity, limited by nothing 

(1) Cf'. I Cor. 6:19. 
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but IJ1Iwel£, whooo activit)' io therefero beaond ell limita­
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----·-··"-·------·------------------------------~---~-·--"--------·---·----· (l) /.poll1norla: ~prgrent.l2§, 

{2) lbilifRiflSt 2t5-9. 
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monotheism. The Christ was declared to be fully and un-

changeably divine in His pre-esistent, earthly and exalted 

states. 

It soon became plain in the patristic theology, 

however, that this assimilation of the motif into a static 

conception of God placed it beyond the pale in intelligi-

bility. Since God cannot change, how then is a divine self-

emptying to be explained? The best answer the patristic 

theologians had was that the /\6yc( assumed a human body. 
'·' / 

Yet even this assertion was hedged abcut to protect the deity 

of' Christ. 

As the deity of our Lord was conceived by the 

Fathers, 1 t tended to deny the reality of' His human psychic 

functions. While avoiding docetism in relation to Jesus's 

physical lif'e, the Fat her a did not avoid the docetic psyche­

logy. 

During the J;~.;nlighterunent in the eighteenth century, 

the question o:f Christ's nature had been re-opened in a man­

ner more comprehensive than at any time since the f'if'th cen-

tury. With this re-opening, the kenotie motif' came back in-

to formal theological thought. It uas used by theologians 

of the mediating tradition to act as a bridge between the 

traditional doctrines of' Ghrist's divinity and the new pic­

ture of His human1 ty. God uas no longer r egarded ae change­

less Being; He had. r..§ally .1-ipli te5l Hi mself'. 

In many respects the Hegelians stated a far more 

convincing kenosis doctrine than most. They saw that kenosis 

could not be employed to per:form a "repair-job" on the sagging 

structure of orthodoxy. It i mplied an entirely new doctrine 

of' God . ~o they developed a doctrine of ·God in which self-

limitation is integral to the divine life. By doing this, 

however, they undercut the independence o~ God. 

By the end of' the nineteenth century the in terpre-
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tations of kenosis by both the rr£diating and left-wing theo­

logians had been shown to be inadequate. 

The kenotic motif was introduced into contemporary 

theology through the v1ri tings of Kierkegaard, Vlho stressed 

its paradoxical nature. Kenoais is the absolute paradox 

which reduces to naught all attempts at giving the faith 

rational coherence. Since this 1s so, a new method is re-

quired to formulate the doctrine of kenosis. Thought about 

it must proceed a ~osteriori and not a priori. The question 

to be asked is: Given the divine self-e~tying in Christ, 

what does this say about the nature of God and man? Against 

this background, kenosis has been interpreted as the ex-

pression of God'e freedom for man. Barth, for example, has 

given new systematic statement to kenosis through his person-

alistic doctrine of God. God, he submits , is a free Person 

who in expressing His will of love for rr~ can accept the 

limitations of human li~e wi thout ceasing to be God. 

Gess advocated the n1ost thoroughgoing and consistent 

form o£ kenoticism. He thought it essential for . the divine 

1\.txo ·~ to cease from the exercise Of His OJ..erations as the 
~ -· 

Second Person of the Trinity, and to deprive Himself even of 

His consciousness as the /\o~ 6·o; in order that He might be able 

to submit to the process of a humE.Ul birth in time and space. 

Kenosis was thus extended to the immanent divine attributes. 

Besides the theories of' Gess and Thoma.sius, which give us two 

lead:tng sorts of kenotic theology, there are the later and 

richer contributions o'f the British kenotic theologians. 

F.J. Hall , however, offers a valid criticism when he says 

that any Christolcgical theory involving the surrender on the 

part of the God-Man of any divine attribute essential to the 

validity end perfection of' His divine work as Saviour stands 

before us self-condemned. {1) But on the other hand, we 

need not necessarily be tied to an "attribute" theology. 

(1) Bee F ... T. Hall: The Ken,o,tic Theory. 
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Kenoticism is integrally related to the type or 

Christology Wllich we have been discussing in this chapter. 

It will be of value at this juncture brie~ly to state this 

relationship, and to see where links may be made between the 

two. We may begin by reviving the older notion of' the /\b6o5 
iUncticning through two centres of personal activity. Accord-

ing to this view, the /\~ ~ 0-:. in some sense lead.s a. kind of 
() .-

double lif'e as the eternal :pre-existent 1\t :<o<:. which upholds 
(J J 

all creationo As the incarnDte 1\txos He performs His 

mediutcrial work within the liw~ts of His manhood. "We are 

to see in Christ", says Dr. H.I •• ~lartensen, "not the attri-

butes of' the divine nature in their unbounded infinitude, but 

the divine attributes embodied in the attributes of' the divine 

nature (communicatio idiomaturn)". (1) 

As we have noticed, the theory of' the n tv:o conscious­

nessestt, common to many f'orms of kenoticism, is confronted with 

t he formidable danger that it almost necessarily involves a 

duplex personality. To escape this dilemma we aro forced to 

resort to yet another theory or a self-consciousness composite 

in character, partly human, partly divine. This renders ~ 

self-consciousness belonging to neither nature by itself, but 

f'i tting to both because it is the centre of' a divine-human 

personal! ty .. It is, as we have seen, essential ~or a balanced 

Christology to have as a starting-point the conception of' a 

single consciousness of the Christ; but, as B. s. \ieeton warns 

us~ ttthe process rr.ay be dual, since two natures are (cur 

Lord' a) rr.edi a of knowledge ; but the self-knowledge of' the In­

carnate, through His manhood, is a single knowledge of Hi~ 

self as God-in-manhcod. And any such knowledge independent 

of His manhood is outside the Incarnation". (.2) weston's 

chief assumption is that the self-lirrdtation of the word of 

God was an act consummated prior to the Incarnation . 

(1) H. L .• Martensen: Christian Dogmatics, p. 267. 

(2) B. S. weston: The One Christ, p . l74n. 

It was 
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which occurred only once in Chri t; it is a process which 

has rr~rked the entire dealing of God with men. The kenoeis 

in Christ is the ultimate expresf icn o~ God's kenotic love 

for man, but it is not an exrunplf isolated from the rest. 

Secondly, to say that rod has become incarnate in 

the lif"'e of a :particular Man doe · not mean that God has 

entered an alien realm. Human t ini tude, as such, does not 

exclude God from it. Mon, not initude, excludes God from 

his 111·e through his sin. 

Thirdly, kenosis is the highest expression of' the 

divine absoluteness. Thomasius perceived this when he said: 

"Sel:f'-lirni tation is self-determinationtt. He argued from the 

grounds that self-determination is the highest expression of 

personal li:fe . The most perfect personal freedom is the 

freedom of complete sel~-determination. If self-determina-

tion is to be complete, it must include the power to accept 

limitation. Hence, the selt'-limi tation of God in Christ is 

the vindication of Gcd's sel~-determining power. Limitation 

is not the embarrassment or frustration of the divine 

absoluteness and power, but its highest expression. Thomas-

ius and the other mediatinc theologians tried to justify this 

seemingly paradoxical assertion by predicating certain changes 

among the Hen:.bers of the Trinity to make self-limitation 

possible. Such efforts were foredoomed to failure. The 

creative possibility lies rather in a thorough redefinition 

of the divine absoluteness in dynamic terms. 

Kenosis is thus the most adequate and most radical 

expression of the divine freedom because it is the means 

whereby God fulfils His will of' love for man. 

There remsins yet another aspect of the divine 

kenosis beside those revealed in creation and Incarnation. 

This is the divine kenosis in human history. The whole of: 

human existence represents a continuation of the act of self-
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limitation seen in creation and redemption. For inasmuch as 

human history is a roalm of finite but real freedom, it re­

pre.a$nts a ttl1m1 tation'' upon the d1 vine life. 

This kenotic understanding ot God' s relation to 

history leads in turn to a new understanding of the divine 

being. If God is involved in human history, the realm of 

ohange and incompleteness, then He is, as we have said, in 

some strange way subject to change and limitation, although 

these are always self- imposed. God' s interaction with the 

world is partly detenninative ot His being. 

Most kenotio doctrine has, however, been one-sided 

in stressing the divine self- limitation without referring to 

the subsequent exaltation of ou~ Lord whioh is a dominant 

theme in the Philippians hymn and in the New Testament gen­

erally-. Because of Hie free sharing in human life, even to 

the point of' sharing death, the Christ was, as it were, grant­

ed a new and higher status thnn He had in His pre- existent 

state. "Through a relation with mankind,'' writes D.G. Dawe, 

"the divine being was enrichedu. (1) 

A kenotio Chr!stology follows two general lines in 

dealing with the question of Christ's divinity: 

~His divinity is to be deaoribed in terms or God' s rreedom. 

B.a.. His divinity 1s to be described in terms of His power to 

save. 

We have touched above on the question of God' s free­

dom. About our Lord's saVing· power we may say that He is the 

Source or tranafor.ming power that issues in new life. Jesus 

Christ is the One through whom God creates new fellowship w1 th 

men who have alienated themeelve~ from Him by their sin. This 

line of' approach to the question ot Christ's divinity is 1ndi-

-----------------------------------------------------------
(1) D.G. Dawe: ~e Fgrro of a Se~~~. P• 199. 
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cated by St. Paul. He speaks to the Cor in thi ans of; God' s 

presence in Christ in terms of His reconciling work. (1) 

Our Lord's divinity is not described in terms of static 

divine being but of divine reconciling activity: 'tGod was 

in Chrj_st r econciling the world to Himaelftt. ( 2) 

Only insofar as our Lord was at every moment truly 

divine could He have been at any moment truly human. Far 

:f'rom His transcendence destroying the possibility of His 

living a truly human life, it is the necessary presupposition 

without which His humanity would be an imposoibility. It 

is cnly because He was the unlirr;i ted /\bvo( in His incarnate 
(; J 

· condition that lie could be the 11go of a per1.'ect manhood in 

every conceivable relotionshi.:p between that monhood and those 

with whom He came into contact. 

The very :fact of an Incarnation leads us to accept 

some form of kenosis, as also that the unlimited /\6-cos was 

circumscribed in some way in the exercise of Hie divine powers 

a11d activities within the sphere o:f 111a incal'nate state. In­

deed, His divinity is manifest in Hie power to limit Himself 

without self-destruction or change of identity. \fe are 

neverthel ess reluctant to proceed further than thin by defin­

ing more closely the limitations under which the eternal Son 

wcrked during His earthly ministry. The Alexandrian and 

Cyrilline Christology both leave ua with the eternal, un­

limited A~xo; as the Subject of our Lcrd's manhood. Both. 

however, recognise on the part of the incarnate /\&0os come 

form of self'-limi tv.tion whereby the eli vine nature is "restrain­

ed" and whereby the manhood is thus allowed to act humanly. 

This makes 1 t possible tor the /\ .~6o> to exercise His divine 

powers and prerogatives to the full. 

(1) 11 Carinthia~ 5s 17-19. 

(2) li Corinthians 5:1~. 
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~his chapter is best concluded with a brief sununary 

of its znain points. 1,/e began by sayinG that the historicity 

of the New Test~ent is the basis of the Creeds of Nicea and 

Chalcedon anu. of all Chroistological statement. Although there 

are clements of value in euch Christologies as that of \.' . 

Hermoon, the historical fact presented by the l~ew Testament of 

the indissoluble union of divine and human natures within our 

Lord 1 s .t-'erson must nevertheless be our undisputed starting-

point. \te then went deeper into the biblical portrait of 

Jesuc Christ by examining philosophically the New Testament 

account of His three-fold relationship to Goti.' s glory. VJe 

found in the New Testament: 

(i) t hat the "inner glory11 of Jesus is equated with 
the "inner glory" of God Himself; 

(ii) that Jesus is in a unique way the oboervable 
expression o~ Godts glory; and 

(iii) that Jesus is the only Man who perfectly acknow­
l edges the glory of God by His perfect obedience. 

Discussion of' the three Christian claims concerning 

our Lord's irreplaceability, liis uniqueness and His divinity 

showed: 

(i) that Jesus is irreplaceable in relation to other 
expressions of the divine nature; 

(ii) that He is unique because all other expressions 
o~ God's glory are inadequate in their degree 
o£ correspondence to the divine nature as re­

vealed in Hi m; end 

(iii) that His divinity consists of' His being the 
ultimate expression or God's glory and holiness. 

This en tails a new, def'ini ti ve meaning ~or the word ''divine". 

Furthermore, the revelation of God's nature in Jesus 

is ~~ jmprescive and en ~pressi~~ quality . It is impressive 

because it confronts the individual existentially and is con­

vincin:::;: it is expressive because it leads the believer to 

grow into the likeness of Christ and to manifest God's glory 

in o. way of life which reveals the.t g lory to others. 
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We saw in passing that although Christology must 

begin with the New Testament~ there is also the need to con­

duct the fUllest possible analysis of the nature, not only 

of man, but of God. Examination of the revelation of the 

divine nature must necessarily have the New Testament as 

1 ts touchstone. Undue stress on God's imn.anence or tran­

scendence gives rise to Christological bankruptcy. 

It was thon noted at greater lengt h that abstract 

definitions oi' the nature ot: the unity of God and man in our 

Lord are basically as impossible as are psychological investi­

gations into its character . One may say at most that it is 

a unity between God and the centre of a personal life and 

"resists the attempts within existential estrangement to dis­

rupt it". (1) The point Of connnencement :for a consideration 

of the relationship between the divine and human in our Lord's 

Person must not be an i mperfect human being into whom f lows 

the divine influence, but rather a perfect divine personality 

entering into and absorbing our human nature. There is a 

growing tendency in modern Christology to overcome the dualism 

of' the " t wo consciouenesses" (implied by s orne forme of keno tic 

Christology), and the "two natures" of the Creeds by postula­

ting a single consciousness in our Lord which is simultaneous­

ly human and divine. U.M. Rel ton posits the doctrine of 

enhypostasia as best meeting this trend; and w. Sanday some­

vnlat dubiously points to the relations of the subconscious 

and "subliminal" self' t o the whole self as a poeni ble key to 

t he understanding of the divine-human relationship in our 

Lord. 

Finally, we pai d detailed attention to kenoticiam 

as being suggestive of some of the most fruitful lines along 

which a modern Christological restatement ought to run. We 

traced the development and progress of the kenotic motif from 

its first appearance in the New Testament to its logical im-

(1) P. Tillicht S;y:stematic Theology~ Vol. II, p. 171. 
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plications in the present day. All kenotic theories stress 

the differen.ce between God and man. This presents o basic 

question which reaches its most acute form in the mystery of 

the Incarnation. The wheel has turned full circle, and \7e 

again :find ourselves asking: What is the relation between 

the d.i vine and human natures in our Lord? If God truly became 

man and was really in Christ, his infinite Being must have 

accepted limitations. The Jesus of the Gospels is plainly 

limi tecl by His hwnani ty. ( 1) He took upon Himself the con-

ditions of :Cinite existence under which all men have to live, 

and "allowed the measures of hurr.ani ty to :vrevail over Him". ( 2) 

Three basic factors in the construction of a con-

tefuporary 6tate~~nt of' kenos1s emerged from our considera-

tions: 

(1) The rr.ethodolcgy for such a constructive refc~nulation 

is 1Ll~osterior1 • not a priori. 

(ii) Kenosis becomes itelligible only by using dynamic and 
personalistic thought-rorms. 

(iii) The kenotic motif must first be quite evident in the 
doctrine of God before it can be applied to the Per­
son and. \ ·ork of our Lord. 

Certain other important factors must not be over-

looked in a modern restaterr~nt of kenoticiam. First, God is 

already in a self-limiting relation with the entire created 

order. All hmnro1 existence represents a continuation of the 

act of divine self-limitation seen in creation and redemption. 

8econclly, the Incarnation does not imply that God has ent ered 

a realm foreign to Hi m. 'l'hirdly, k.enosie is the highest ex-

prcsBion cf the divine absoluteness. It is the most adequate 

and radical interpretation o1· divine freedom ·oecnuse it is the 

means whereby God fulfils His purpose of' love for mnn. 

Most kenotic doctrines ha.ve nevertheless been un-

(1) see P . Tillich: Slstem~tic Theolog~, Vol. II, pp. 150, 151. 

( 2) Aquinas: Summa Theo,logica, I, q. 27, a . 5; q. 29t a. 3 and Q .• 
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satisfactorily one-sided in emphasising the divine self­

limitotion without referring to our Lord's subsequent ex­

altation: the divine being was mystoricusly "enric.hed11 or 

fulf'illed through IIio !"•elation with mankind in Jesus Christ. 

A kenotic Christology i'ollows t\7o broad lines in dealing with 

the question of our Lord'~ divinity. Ria divinity is to be 

describcct (1) in termn of God ' G f'reedom and (ii) in terms ot' 

IUs ;power to save. 

The gist of om• i'inal paragraphs was that our Lord' a 

transcendence, far f'rom destroying the possibility of His 

living a real hunlan life, is the essential presupposition 

\'li thout which His humeni t¥ would be impossible. 

These, then, nre some considerations to be taken 

into account in a modern restatement cf Christoloey. It 

seems to me quite plain that of all ~resent-day Christological 

theories, the kenotic theory is open to the fewest objections . 

It makes no pretence at showing B£! Ood could limit Himself. 

It does not violate the m,tsterium Ohrist:J .• 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

A Brief Apppaisal of Selec}eg Christological Hyrons 

In this chapter we turn to an important aspect of 

the practical effects of Christologioal study in the life of 

the worshipping community. 

The theological innighte gained by any congregation 

are largely formed and nourished by the hymns it sings. In 

the present chapter we shall examine a selection of bad and 

good Christological ~y.mns. taking the Revised Church Hymnary 

of the Church of' Scotland as the source from which our ex­

amples are drawn. Opinions expressed in this chapter about 

the hymns selected are entirely personal, and are intended to 

be constructive and objective. It is i nevitable, however, 

that a subjective element should also enter, for hymns must 

be apyraised both objectively and subjectively. 

The chapter purports to indicate the type of hymn 

which offers to Christian laymen (as also to those outside the 

Church) a faulty conception of Christ. But 1 t is also our 

intention to point out the general lines along which a more 

adequate Chriatology may be presented in the hymns we sing. 

All hymns contain some element of truth• and should thus not 

be roundly dismissed. Moat bad hymns have been spoilt by 

one bud line or one bad stanza. I have chosen for scrutiny 

hymns which seam to me particularly poor or particularly 

good. This does not imply that hymns whioh have not been 

mentioned are entirely unsatisfactory or satisfactory, but 

simply that space limits the number of examples upon whioh we 

are able to comment. It should be clear, then, that not all 

the bad hymns in the Reviaed Church H3mnary have been con­

demned, and not all the good hymns have been commended. Ilot­

w1thstanding these criticisms, full credit must be given to 

the catholic taste displayed in the selection of h~nns for the 

Revised Church Hymnary. This chapter is not confined to any 
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specific section of the Hy.mnary, but is intended to reView 

a representative cross-section ot Christologicul hymns :f'ound 

throughout the book. 

Oocas1onal reference to the music 1s inevitable. 

Theologically unsound words are ~requently popular in Church 

worship because they have been set to an appealing tune .. 

Seldom i s the reverati true. We shall therefore have reason 

to notice the relationship of words to musie. 

In the first fou~ chapters it wns found necessary 

to follow the distinction made in traditional theology between 

the Person ana Work of our Lord, and to discuss only H1a Per­

son. In a treatment of Ch:t'istological hymns, however, 1 t ia 

unavoidable that we should touch also upon His Work, for the 

Person and ~ ork of Christ are insepa~ably related. The pre-

sent ohaptel" is nevertheleso based on the conclusions ,, e have 

Peached in the preceding chapters. 

It i a import11nt to note first the rnarks of a good 

hymn. Generally it is agreed that (1) it should be scrip­

tural both in character and expression; (i1) it should be de­

votional, dicnified, and worshi pful; (111) it should be lyr1-

cal and generally-speaking metrical. 1~e last point sug-

gests not only that a certain set of words ~ but shoulg be 

Plainly, if a h~ f ails to find ita best expres8ion 

in aong it will never r each the heart of the people ~nd there­

fore will not impress them. The qualities of a good hymn­

tune ape that {i) it should have clear-cut, definite, singable 

meloclY; (i:i.) it should be appropriate to the words; (111) it 

should have stately 1 rhythmic f'lO\V and ahape; and { 1 v) its 

har.mony should be strong and chiefly diatonic. Many hy.mn­

turles1 and especially those of tho Victorian era, are b ad 

either because the melody haa too many tiresome re-iterations 
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of the same note and is therefore unvocal, or it is weak and 

sentimental. In such tunes the harmonisation is often dull 

and uninteresting, or it is too chromatic. 

Are these oharactorietios prominent in our current 

Chr1stolog1cal hymns? What kind of presentation of Christ 

do they offer? Can many hymns be s a.id truly to proclaim 

Christ at all? To these pertinent questions we now turn. 

· The chapter will be divided intQ three parts. First we shall 

cone1de~ bad Ohristological hymns, giving reaaona tor their 

non- acceptability; secondly, we shall examine good hyrans, 

stating why they are goodJ and thirdly, we shall briefly sug­

gest some or the many good modern Christological hymns, re­

membering that the Revised Church Hy.mnary was published be­

fore most of these hymns were well- known. 

Hymn 43 (tti n the field with their flocks abidingtt) , 

although w~itten originally for the boys of Harrow Sohool, is 

not a strong incarna:tional hymn. It is an example of the 

hymn-styl~ which roay be termed "nineteenth- century saccharine". 

Instead of fi~n, powerful references to our Lord' s Birth we 

find: 

and 

An angel leaned. :f':t>om the glory, 
And stung his song of loveJ 
He sang, that first sweet Christmas, 
The song that shall never cease, 

o never hath sweete~ message 
Th~illed home to the souls of men. 

The second stanza of nrn the bleak mid- winter" {50) 

demonstrates a conrnon form of "theological shorthandn whioh 

is apt to lead to rrasapprehension: 

Our God, heaven cannot hold Him, 
Nor earth sustain: 

Heaven and ea~th shall flee away 
\Yhen He comes to reign: 
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In the bleak mid-winte~ 
A stable-place sufficed 

The Lord God Almighty, 
Jesus Christ. 

It wraa not ''the Lord God Almighty" ( e.ven although 

qualified by UJeaus Christ") who was incarnate in the "stable­

:place" (lines 6• 7);, but His Son, the divine /\~ 0 os, who is 

equal to Hia Fathe~ in essence, glor~, operation and power 

yet not in status within the d1vin" economy. This wae the 

entire point of ou~ discusaion in chapter two of the Father­

Son relationship and of the meaning of the phrase uson of' God" 

ae applied to our Lord. It is also the intention of the 

kenotio theory posited in the previous chapter to stress the 

fact of a reol divine self-l1m1tat1on which accepts man, oon­

desoenda to him, and is identified with him in his finite 

state of existence. Holst's tune ucranharn., is the saving 

grace of this hymn. 

The same Trinitarian contusion ocoura in stanza 2 

of hymn 51 (usee! in yonder manger low") : 

Lo! 'F'Ii thin a manger lies 
He who built the starry skies, 
He who,. throned in height sublime, 
Site amid the cherub~. 

This is really a ehildren'a Christmas hymn, although 

the last two lines of the stanza quoted above are 1nappro-

priately unchildlike! Such grandioae symbolism implies that 

the complete and unlimited Deity was incarnate in the infant 

Jesus' but we noted in chapter fout- that our Lord bore def­

inite marks o~ finitude.ae is evident from reflection U,Pon 

the Synoptic accounts of Hie earthly life. Jesus C~ist is 

pure being nunder the conditions of existence. conquering the 

gap between essence and existence". (1) 

is important and necessary. 

T.his qualification 

(1) P. Tillicht §ystamattc Theologr. Vol. II, P• 136. 
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HFrom the eastern mountains" (66) is a missionary 

h;9mn of average merit. tt~ere )hS:&E Lord and Sf'.Viour" (stanza 

2, line 1) and uAll \yfio 'v; gone astray'' (stanza 4, line 2) 1 are 

bad elements in any ~. It is more important to note that 

our Lord docs not lead His followers ·by His "guiding star" 

(stanza 51 line 8) but by His Holy Spirit; and the Holy Spirit, 

in tur.n, always points to Christ. (l) The language, set in 

the style ot Heber and the Romantic Sehool of some fifty years 

earlier, is too ornate for modern taste. 

Hymn 73 ("Who is this, so weak and helplessn) is a 

Passion hymn in wnioh the writer's enthusiaam to portray the 

sufferings of Jesus (in the first half of each stanza) leads 

h1m into the error of ascribing to our Lord {in the ~econd 

halt of each stan~a) only a posthumous dignity and glory. But 

in employing spatial and tamporel te~ to define the Incar­

nation of the ;\6tos the author is using the wrong categories. 

The diir1ne l\b0os is eternal, and therefore always was , is, and 

shall be glorious. By definition He oould never have nvaoa.ted 

His heavenly- throneu dul'ing His Incarnation (as D. U. Baillie 

and others suggest He might have done). {2) Hence, even while 

inca rna ta and eelt-lim1 ted the !\ ~ t c 5 mystet*iously ~etained the 

divine majesty and dign1 ty which are his everlasting nature and 

right. In stanza 3 we read the almost cyniaal lines: 

Who is this, despised, t~ejected, 
Mooked, fnsulted, beaten, bound? 

' Tis our God, who ·gifts and graees 
Pou~eth on His Ohuroh below. 

In stanma 4 a similar f ault is evident: 

Who is this who hangf:Jth dying 
While the rude world scoffs and scorns, 

li'umbered with the malefactors, 
Pierced with nails and crowned With thorns? 

(1} H.J. wotherapoons !hat Happeneg at PgnttQO§t• P• 4. 
(2) D. M. Baillie: Q2S ~~A &a p~rl;~. 
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'Tis the God who ever liveth 
•httd the shining ones on high ••• 

These t wo stanzas demonstrate pat~ipasaionism of 

the most blatant aol:'t and can only add to tlle confusion a~­

ready in the minds of moat laymen oonoerning the Crucifixion 

of Jesus. 

" 'Lordt when Thy Kingdom comes' u (98) 1s a poor 

hymn centred on the Crose., It has no reference whatsoever 

to our Lox-d's Resurrection but instead apea.ke of ttthe pttom1sed 

glory of fax-off' yearsn (stanza 1, line 4), 

element is prominent throughout• 

A thol"ny crown surrounds Thy bJ;e,esttli brow (stanza 2 , 
line 3); 

And thinking on Thy Cross and. 'q,J.o~d:l.n,g head (stanza 41 
line 3); 

Thy cleansing lzlgg,g hath washed them all away (stanza 5 1 
line 2); 

Thy blooa redeemed me in that awful day (stanza 5; line 
. 4) . 

Even Charles Wesley's "And can it be" (110) 1e con­

This hymn suggests, as does hymn 73, that God Him-

self died on the Cross: 

That Thou; my God, shouldst die fo~ me (stanza 1, line 6); 
'Tis myatery all! The I:minortal dies (stanza 2, line 1) t 

but by de:f'ini tion the !nrt1t'>rta l cannot die. 

The same weakness is to be eeen in stanza 3 of 11yw11 

114 (nBy Jesus ' s gr•ave on either handtt ): 

Deep in the rock's sepulchral shade 
The Lord, by whom the worlds wEn"e made , 
The saviour of mankind, is laid. 

God created the cosmos t hrough the divine J\6 3'o5 (l) 

who is eternal with Him and therefore oould not have been kil-

led and laid 1n the tomb. 

(1) John lcl-3. 
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and buried, not God .Alrrtighty or His eternal 1\b-xo'. The ,, ' 

final stanza is vague and misleading: 

so, when the dayspring from in high 
Shall chase the night and fill the sky, 
Then shall the Lol'd again d.l:'a.w nigh. 

Hymn 133 ("Gol den h~r:ps are soundingtt, based upon 

Ephesians 4;8} is weak in all respects. It makes the As-

oension of our Lord a conmlemo~ation of departure and absence 

rather than a festival of presenee. {l) The first stanza 

is perfectly expreasi ve of so many of' the "milk-and-\~-ater•t 

Chriatologioal hymns whl.ch were abundantly pttoduoed in the 

ninet~~enth centuryc 

Golden ha~s are sounding, 
Angel voices ring, 

Pearl~ gatea are opened, 
Opened for the King. 

Christ, the King of Glory, 
Jesus• King of Love, 

Is s one up in triumph 
To His throne above. 

The chorus states triumphantl y: "JUl a1e worlt is 

ended". This is a dangax-ous half-truth. If all our Lord's 

work were ended, the Church would have no place in the twen-

tieth-oentury ~orldo What the author intended to say was 

thot our Loro's own earthlz work i s accomplished. This 

thought finds bettor expression in h;ymn 102 ( "O perf'eot life 

or love") which, although naive, is valuable because of its 

emphasis on the compl eteness of Christ's earthly mission. 

St anza 2 of hymn 133 states that our Lord 1s ''never more to 

su:f':f'er". Here 1a another half-truth, Can we imagine a 

ss.viour who has been made impassible by H!s .Ascension.,, can 

Christ be ''crucified afresh*' ( 2) w1 thout suffering? 

The dynamic philosophy of' change, mentioned 1n ollaptet' three, 

and the revised notion of the "changelessness" of God which 

was indicated by the Hegelian and other forms of kenoticiBm 

(1) cr. John 16:7. 

(2) Hebrews 6:69 
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(chapter f'our) all imply that God is not the static Being ot' 

Nicene and Chalceo.onian tertminology• but rather that He is 

active Love. (1) 

"There 1 s no sorrow, Lord, too light" ( 148) 1 s a 

hymn suited more to private devotion than to public worship. 

The fourth stanza reads: 

Life's ills without, sin's strife within, 
The heart would overflow, 

But ~or that love which died for sin, 
That love which wept With woe. 

Besides being childish, this verse demonstrates the 

same kind or mist aken concept or our Lord's Crucifixion and 

Death as we noted in hyrrns 73 and 114. God's love (even if 

syelt with an upper-case ,.L") did not die on the Cross, but 

on the contrary was there suprerr,ely shown forth. 

Dies i~~e, dies illa (161) is a magni£icent Latin 

hymn which appears in many English versions. One of the best 

is by \ . • J . Irons: 

Day of wrath! 0 day of mourning! 
See fulfilled. the prophets' warning. 

The Revisea Church Hymnary unfortunately contains 

Sir Walter Scott's dubious translation, which is one of the 

worst and most radically-attenuated renderings . It is dii':f'i-

cult to imagine that the terrible Judge depicted in his first 

two stanzas could at the same time be "the trembling sinner'o 

stayu of' stanzn 3. From this error we learn that it is bet-

ter to omit such a hymn from a hymnal than to include such a 

superficial treatment or it. 

~tanzas 3 El!ld 4 of hymn 279 ( "1'he radiant morn hath 

passed. away") are apt to prove misleading: 

0 by Thy soul-ins~iring grace 
Uplif't our hearts to realms on high: 

Help us to look to that bright place, 
Beyond the sky, 

(1) Ci'. Luke 15~7,10. 
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Where light, and li~e, and joy, and peace 
In undivided empire reign, 

And thronging angels never cease 
Their deathless strain. 

The contemporary dynamic Chri.stologica.l emphasis re-

quires, as we have seen in our discussion of' Christian existen-

tiolism, that a man should live the Christian li:fe in his pre-

$en t situation o~ "estrangementtt ( Tillich). No longer do 

Christians find it adequate to wait piously with ~olded hands 

for the bliss of the after-life, as the third stanza tends to 

suggest, but they pray rather for grace to live as true 

Christians in their immediate circumstances. Nor does our 

Lord leaa. us to a realm where light , life, joy and peace reign 

"in undivided empire", but where God alone is sole Ruler of 

all. 

Hymn 302 ( '' 0 Saviour, bless us ere we go") is a weak 

dismission hymns 

Grant us, dear Lord, from evil ways 
True absolution and release; 

And bless us, more t han in past days, 
\v i th purity and inward peace. 

Our Lord neither offered His disciples release £rom 

evil ways, nor did. Ue promise them absolute purity in the pre-

sent life. This type of hyrrdl is unscripturel and looks upon 

the lire in Christ as the poaaibility or escape from the 

challenges and demands of the worl d. On the contrary, it ia 

after conrrontment with Christ that the individual recognises 

more keenly that evil exists in the world and that he has a 

part to play in fighting it. (1) 

The baptismal hymn "A little child the Saviour came" 

(305) applies to the infant Jesus the title "the Mighty God" 

(stanza 1, line 2). Such a tactless assertion gives rise to 

great perplexity in the mind oT the Christian laity. 

served the same error in hymns 50 and 51. 

(1) Cf. ~ 16:33. 

We ob-
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Hymn 310 (ttGracious Saviour, gentle Shepherd") is an­

other poor baptismal hymn which robs Christian life of its 

sense of adventure and its otrer of the probability of existen-

tial encounter demanding choice .. Stanza 2 reads: 

Tender Shepherd, never leave them 
~'rom Thy fold to go astray,; 

By Thy look of love directed, 
MaY they walk the narrow waN·; 

Thus direct them and protect them; 
Lest they fall an easy prey. 

One cannot help feeling that ch1ld~en who follow this 

course will become example s of the most uninteresting and 

narrow kind of piety. 

the aspect of risk. 

The Christi~1 life demands inclusion of 

The element of adventure and vitality is similarly 

absent from hymn 395 (us ouls of ment why will ye scattertt). 

Stanzas 2 and 8 are quoted: 

Was there ever kindest shepherd 
Half so gentle, half so sweet, 

As the Saviour who would have us 
come and gather round His fee t? 

If our love were but more simple, 
We should take Him at His word; 

And our lives would be all sunshine, 
In the sweetness of our Lord. 

The words "sweetu and nswectnesstt always detract 

from the dignity of our Lord's Person. They are scarcely 

reverential and savour strongly and unattractively of the 

sentimental and feminine. 

In hymn 397 ("O Jesus, Thou art standing") the Gospel 

call is e1ea1"t but its method of' presentation is unsatisfactory. 

The third stanza runs : 

0 Jesus, Thou art pleading 
In accents meek and low, 

'I died f'or you, My children, 
And will ye treat Me so? ' 

0 Lord, with shame and sorrow 
we open now the door; 

Dear Saviour, enter, enter, 
And leave us nevermore. 

re it possible in the twentieth eentury to believe 
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in the passive, pleading Saviour depicted in this s tanza? 

Hymns of this kind understandably disillusion and repel the 

present teenage generation. 

The fifth stanza of hymn 408 (ttThette is a holy 

sacrifice") implies that contrition can raise the penitent to 

the status of Christ: 

Saviourt I cast rr~ hopes on Thee; 
Such as Thou art, I fain would be; 
In mercy, Lord, bestow on me 

The contrite heart. 

Repentance is indeed a saving grace, but the most 

that may be hoped by its exercise is that the sinner should be­

come the more obedient to his Lord, not raised to equality with 

Him. God grants His repentant children healing and salvation 

f'or the personality which sin has marredt and by His Holy 

Spirit He sends them grace which enables them to respond more 

perf'ectly to His will. This may carry with it the connotation 

of "likeness" to C.t.tristt which we discussed in chapter f'our; 

but it certainly does not imply equality or identity with our 

Lord. 

Iiymns 413 (t'Rock of' Ages"), t~llt. ("Jesus, Lover of 

my soultt), 419 ("How sweet the Neme of Jesus sounds"), 538 

("Brightly gleams our banner") and 707 ( "Saf'e in the arms of 

Jesus"), although well-loved by most congr egations, are never-

t he-less ttescapist" hyrnns. In His own 'vords, our Lord "came 

not to send peace on earth. but a sword"; (1) and it is in 

many respects when one comes to Christ that one's problems 

begin. But instead of the possibility of the offence, and in 

place of the awful and radical launching out into the unknown 

dee;p, which is the meaning of' "f'aith in Christ", we read: 

Rock of Ages, clef't for me, 
Let me hide myself in Thee. 
(Hymn 413, s tanza 1. lines 1 and 2) . 

(l) Matthew 10s34. 
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Hide me, 0 my Saviour, hide, 
Till the storm of life is past. 

(Hymn 4.14, stanza 1, lines 5 and 6). 

Dear Name! the rock on which I build, 
My shield and hiding-place. 

(Hymn 419, stanza 3, lines 1 and 2). 

In the hour of danger 
Whither can we flee, 

Save to Thee, dear Savi our, 
Only unto Thee·t 

(Hyrrm 538, stanza 3, lines 5 to 8) . 

Safe in the arms of Jesus, 
~at·e from corroding care, 

Safe from the worl d's temptations, 
Sin cannot harm me there. 

(Hymn 707, stanza 2, lines 1 to 4). 

Our Lord does not provide the believer with a refuge 

from the ills of the world, but rather entrenches him deeper 

and more truly in his earthly life, making him more of a man, 

yet giving him at the same time a new criterion and standard 

by which to l ive. By stepping into relation with men and man-

kind He brings them into complete existenoe as human beings and 

as particular men who have particular identities. 

Hymn 418 (nJesus, t hese eyes have never seen") would 

today play largely into the hands of ling'lj.istic philosophers. 

The language used in stanza 3 is dangerous for this reason: 

Like some bright dream that comes unsought, 
When sl~~bers o'er me roll, 

Thine image ever f ills 1ny thought, 
And charms my t*a.viahed soul. 

In chapter two we discussed language which is "logi-

cally odd". The stanza quoted above does not teem with lOgic-

al improprieties; it makee perfectly good sense, but only when 

applied to the dream-world. Its fault becomes clear when it 

is compared vdth the fact that the Christian faith is not 

based upon the wilful fantasies and myths af dreamers, but 

upon the concrete historical picture of Jesus Christ presented 

to us by the New Testament. 

The Christian aspiration to grow into the likeneso 
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of Christ (1) has issued in the writing ot• many weak and un-

acceptable hymns. Amongst those in the Revised Church 

Hymnary are 462 ("Jesus, meek and gentle"), 465 ("Blessed 

Jesus, high in glory'•) and 694 ("I lay my sins on Jesust' ) .. 

In these hymns we find sueh superficial writing as the follow­

ing: 

Give us holy freedom, 
Fill our hearts with love , 

Draw us, holy ~esus, 
To the realm above. 

( Hymn 462, stenza 3). 

Give us grace to trust Thee wholly; 
Give us each a childlike heart; 

Make us meek and pure and holy, 
Meet to see Thee as Thou art. 

( Hymn 465, stanza 3). 

I long to be like Jesus, 
Meek, loving, lowly, mild; 

I long to be, like Jesus , 
The Father's holy child. 

( Hymn 694, stanza 4, lineal to 4). 

This type of hymn found no place in the bold hymnody 

or the early Church, and is irrelevant also in the present day. 

There is a danger in such hymne as 489 ("Eternal Ruler 

of the ceaseless round") and 493 (''Father ot men, in whom are 

oneu), 510 ("Teach me, 0 Lord, to follow Hi m who trod"), to­

gether with 142 ("Strong Son of God~ immoxatal love") to place 

our Lord in a scale of ordin&Py human values and to fail to 

recognise the necessary distinction which exists between His 

holiness and our sinfulness. It seems in these hymns that 

Jesus is merely Frimus inter pares and that He progressively 

became Son of God by Hie merit. This is clearly an Adoption-

iat tendency. Hymn 142 implies that our Lord is merely "the 

highest" and "the holiesttt without being infinitely and 

qualitatively distinct from us. We noted in chapter four 

that this distinction is a cardinal ingredient o~ a sound 

Christology. But in hymn 489 we read; 
• d ........... 

(1) Romans 6:5; Ephes1~s 4:13. 
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We are Of' Thee, the children of Thy love , 
The brothers Of' 'Ihy well-beloved :-3on; 

Descend, 0 Holy Spirit, like a dove , 
Into our hearts , that we may be as one; 

As one with Thee, to whom we ever tend; 
As one with Rim, our Brother and our Friend. 

The fifth stanza of hymn 493 reads: 
0 Christ, our 'lt:lder Brother, who 
By serving man nod's will didst do, 
Help us to serve our brethren too. 

Hymn 510 begins: 
Teach me, 0 Lord, to follow Him who trod 
With loving zeal the pathway to His God. 

The f'irst and second lines of the third stanza. of hymn 

142 read: 
Thou seemest human and d.i vj.ne, 

The highest, holiest manhood, Thou. 

l t is dif'ficul t to imagin.e our Lord as the "eternal 

I mage of' the invisible Godt1 or as " the :t-a.ttern" whom our lives 

ought to :follow (hierkegae.rd) if' we are His 11 brother su or if 

He is no mox•e than "the highest, holiest manhood". 

The hyrnn ttGentle Jesus, meek and mildn ( 662), although 

it teaches obedience. nevertheless reflects a diluted Christ­

elegy of such a kind t hat should never be presentea. even to 

little chil0~en. The weakness of' its picture of our Lord is 

exemplified by stanza 2: 

Lamb of' God, I look to Thee; 
Thou shalt my ex&~ple be; 
Thou art gentle, meek, and mild; 
Thou wast once a little child. 

From the earliest Sunday School days a sound and 

masculine Christology should be pres ented to children. If not, 

t he psychological trans ition from a weak Christological concept 

of t he above sort to the strong perce~tion of Christ which i s 

demanded ·by adolescence end maturity could prove sufficient to 

el ici t rebel l ion against the ¥aith. 

From our di scuss ion thus f e.r we have noticed some of 

the marks of' poor Chrietological hymns and. in our critic isms 
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have implied the elements which ought to be present in n good 

Christological hymn. .E'ortunately, the better Christological 

hymns outweigh the worse in the Revised Church Hymnery, so 

that it now remains to examine in less detail a necessarily 

smaller selection or good Christological hymns. It is hoped 

that from our survey an impression will be gained as to the 

type of Christology which is proper for us to sing. It will 

be noticed that many of the examples are hyrr~s of the early 

Church. The reason for this is one with the purport of this 

chapter. The chapter is not a chrcnclogical review but a con­

structive appraisal cf good and bad hymns, and. it appears 

plainly that the best Christological hymns are those of the 

early and ~edieval Church. There is no reason why a greater 

selection of ancient hymns should not be sung today if set to 

appropriate tunes. Many of the most primitive and best 

Christological hymns have unfortunately beon omitted from most 

hymnals in f avour of' later hymns of subordinate quality. 

Newman' s "Praise tc the Holi est in the height" (32) 

is a hymn whose setting is ttomish, but whose content i s 

thoroughly and even dogmatically evangelical. The theology 

contained in it, indeed, is Pauline in relation to the rall 

and restoration of mankind: 

0 loving wisdom of cur God! 
~.hen all was sin and shame, 

A second A clam to the fight 
And to the r escue carne. 

"Harlt! the herald angels singtr (46) is a composite 

and has undergone many modifications, but in its present fOrm 

it is one of.' the soundest Christological hymns we have. Its 

three stanzas preach in pr•ofound language an exceptionally 

complete theology of the Incarnation. l,.endelssor.Jl' s tune, 

taken f.'rom his secular "Festgesang", is superbly competent to 

carry the majestic strains of triumph. 

and music are perfectly matched. 

ln this bymn words 
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The pcpulnri ty of' the hymn '' J come • all ye fai thf'ul" 

(55) is owing partly tc its measure, i Js peculiar lilt, and in 

greater degree, to it~ ~ine rr,usical se] t ing. Ouch popularity 

bears testimony to its genuine worth. The method of presents.­

ticn is dramatic. We are led with tr umphro1t Bong to the man­

ger, where we are shown the 'Snbe, and ~e are bidden to adore. 

In the second st~1za we are given an e planation of whet we 

see: it is net ffierely a hu~an inf'ant, ut God Incarnate. 

Here the language is taken directly fr m the ancient Greek 

creeds of the fourth century: 

God of God, 
Light of Light, 

Lo! He abhcrs not "the V rgin's womb; 
Very God, 
Begotten, not created; 

0 come, let uc adore Hi 
1!, Christ the Lord. 

The third stanza depicts the exuberru1ce of the heaven-

ly host, and in the 1'ourth we speak to the Child direct and 

make our own cffering of praise. Bot music and words are 

moving in their simplicity and any chi dis able to enter 

sympathetically in to the experience of \ or ship and joy. 

ttor the Father's love begott n" (60) is a song to the 

glory of Christ in Bis coming amongst There are few 

verses in Latin l:ymnody which attain to great er height cf' ele­

vated praise thon that ?Jhich explici tl~ celebrates this glory: 

0 ye heights cf heeven, l_ adore Him; 
Angel hosts, His praises sing; 

All Dominions, be~ befo~e Him, 
And extol our God aPd King; 

Let no tongue on earth Fe silent, 
~very voice in conc~rt ring, 

Evermore and eVJer~ore. 

The tune, corde Natus, long associated with this 

hymn, is a fitting plainsong melody believed to have been in 

Church use as early as the thirteenth century. In this hymn, 

the nzystery of our Lord's pre-exis t en e is made by a genius 

the theme of a song of praise. 

Hymn 68 (''There came a litt e Child to earth") de-
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picts in eimple languege the ef~icacy cf our Lord'~ sacrifice 

for chilCJ.ren, by whom it is readily understandable% 

They sing hc.w the Lord of that world so fair 
/1. Child was born., 
And, that they might a crown of glory wear , 
Wore a crown of' thoJ•n, 
And in mortal weakness, in want and pain, 
Came forth to di.e, 
That the children of earth might for ever reign 
With Him on high. 

Lloyd's tune "Nadolie", written in D minor, a~irably 

suits the sentiment of' the words. 

"V1e sow Thee net Hhen 'rhou didst come" (72), el though 

much different in its present setting frcm itB original, is a 

hymn which establishes our Lord firmly in the history of' the 

world. That which we have net seen we believe. 

•,;e saw Thee not when Thou didst come 
To this poor world of sin and death, 

nor e'er behelc Thy cottage home 
In that despised Nazareth; 

But we believe Thy :footsteps ·trod 
Its streets and plains, Thou Sen of' God. 

Hermann, Garvie, Tillich and Ferre are among those 

who have attempted to minimise the importance of' the historical 

Jesus. Their stress on the existential impact made by the 

Christ upon the individual is not valueless but partial. The 

historicity of the New Testament must remain our foundation. 

Hymn 84 (Zo4>€f>~5 'f l.Ku;(o:S, 11},ierce was the wild 

billow") depicts the utter dependence of the believer on Christ. 

There is no "escapist" lans-uage here. The story told in Mark 

4:37-41 io re-told in the hymn, end at each point of crisis or 

doubt the nGod of God", "Light of Light", or "Truth of Truthn 

is heard to sa:y "Peace l It is I". 

"At the Cross, her station keepingtt ( 99) is rerr:ini-

scent of J~hn 19:26-27. '':e are here ccnterr.plating not so much 

the theologj.ce.l doctrine of the A tonement as a sorrowful human 

spectacle. Yet, centering a.s it does in the pathos of MaPy, 
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thiD hymn presents the Gospel of tl1e Cross without eanguinity 

or sen tirren t. The pi ece is t y,Pical of the Prunciscan brood-

i ns on Chl"'ist ' s su:r.reringz as a hu..-nan expe:r>i ence rather than 

a theolo[;ical t enet. CaSWPll's rendering of t he Latin is of' 

great breadth and s triking dignity: 

o, how sad and sere distressed 
Now was she, t hat mother blessed 

Of the sole-·begotten One; 
Deep the woe of her affliction, 
~1hen ohe saw the crucifixion 

Of her ever-glori ous Son. 

Another strong Latin hynm is 108 (using . my t ongue , 

how glorious battle"). 

e.nd i magery: 

It i s almost pungent in 1ts analogies 

Uis the nails, t he spear, t he spitting, 
Reed an~ vinegar ana gntl ; 

li'rom .!-Tis patient body pierced 
Blood and wat er s treaming fall : 

Earth and see. and. e tars and mankind 
By that stream are cleansed all. 

The ancient attitude of veneration of the literal 

wood of the Cross has probably prevented the more general use 

of such hymns in Reformed wor shi p; but the sharp, concrete 

language nevertheless drives the poignancy of' the Cruc11'ixion 

deep into our minds . 

~·lords and music are 1ell blended in 111 ("O Saviour, 

where shall guilty manu). The hywn doea not end with a pure-

ly objective treatment of t he Cross, but shows how the results 

of the Crucifixion may be appropriated by the Christian. In 

the second stanza some i mportant questions ar e asked: 

How c a'Tie the everl asting son, 
The Lord of life . to die? 

\"/hy didat Thou mee t the t empter' a pcwerif 
Why , Jesus, in Thy dying hour, 

Endure such agony? 

Btanza 3 supplies the answer: 

'T'o save u.s by Thy :precioun olocd, 
To make us one in Thee, 

That ours rr:ight be Thy :perfec t life , 
Thy t horny crown, Thy Cross, Thy s trife, 

And ours t he victory. 
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In stonza L~, line 3, we r .... sd: 

Tc ~hy tlc~t ~ill cur villo incline. 

~his mcntic-n 0.1. the Etl1 is 11! Y.erfcct accord '· i th 

·L~1C clyn121.,iC percor~alicU c :philosc:phy which we l:utlined in 

cl.'.~-!- ter three. It is :mere adequate to ccnte:rr.prrary Cl:ristc-

lce:.1Cc;l trends than nrc re:!."'er"'nccE.J to tr,, 11 ne.turesn oi' our 

l. or d. 1rC rr..sy Pe-i tert..t~ here, oy 'day Ci' cl cioatiOn, that 

the c....cctr ... ne of t1~c two r..at.l.4Le~o~ in tl.e Ghrist ro.iccs the 

II 
\.i • 

The. l)flLiC 

.. hen apr>lieu. to mn..TJ. it 

it> ru •. biguouo ~ when ap1-li~u to •;.;.·oc it i;., inc:ppro~r·iatc. 'l'hic 

acccuntc for the ue!initive ~·~..ilurc 01 ti.tu t...c:.u.cilc o:! J.ic.eo. 

" ' ' ""l c ...... c l< {...' L.appy mornir l' 11 ( ~ 1;:,) i .... a f'inc LE.1tin 

He f'inuc c. ::..y:rJ:.>ol cf' the reou.r:£'ecticn 

life in all the resurrectt.G. baau. ty cf the natural 1i. or·ld. 

~: otiCt;p.ble thrcu._.hctl t the hynm are the veried c:escri1Jti c-ns or 

narr.es o.r Ghrist f'rcm th·:- theologtc"'l viey;_pcint! C·cc1., Grt,atcr, 

¥in({ , Vonouishcr oi •)arkness, t.akel' , ;~d.ee!r.er, l.i:fc, :reslth, 

~.on, !.uthor of Lit'e, 'true an(J Faith:rul LcrC:. '!'he joy cf 

;aster so l"ef'lec ~,e~. in the sr;ringtime brcathe3 through stenzos 

~ DnC _1. :_ tonzus 4 Lmd 5 zkc..tct the stcry cf the Incarn t.i cn 

one. !. tcnemen t. 'l'hcolcgical concel-'ts of deliverance anti re-

cleH~tion ap:penr in stanzoa 1 ona 6. 

11L<Hd3u the scul3 long yriuot ca., bound v.'i ti1 ... a tar" ' G 

c:'lail.l11 \. uto!'lzn Lt., line 1) is a ref lee ticn uvo11 'l.Ji.-J .... ncien t 

beli..;i tll.u t between the ti.':'.C vf: the liruci~ i.xion ...:tH .• the 

i1ecurr~..-;c tion our :i.crG. 11 duf3Cdnded in tc hell11 , .vreached f"is 

Cios.t al to the righteous herces of' the Cld 'l'estun:ent \·.rho had 

been confine a in 11Limbo11 , \/On their• acceptance, and teak them 

up tc heaven. ~'h1s act i s known teclmicnlly as the " Earrow-

ing of Hell''. Ignoring son·e of the crudities, we can s till 

use and appreciEte this hynm as an expression c·f th6 Chrj stian 
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joy which 1w linr~c<l wi :t.~ .~$.:tor an<l i tb .1-'rcu:iso c1 ~d.ie af'ter 

a.0atr •• Cne might, he\'~ ever, ,;i~b. :t:cr n ·oe t tel"' tun~ tl1an .;ulli-

van' .t. f:tatic 11 
•• orttmatuL". 

t ;." ......... triurr.ph of Gilrint ever death. ialestrina's jcycus tunc 

(nc.:cd ''Victcr.Y") :.as no doubt helped cerry thls hymn to its 

:tJrcs:::nt fiC~.ulcri ty. Gtrip.f-CC. cf its \lleluir·s anc~ the third 

line cf' each s tanz(.', the ,:·orC!.c present th ·=; thee logical ctate-

mcnt thot the Cruci:f'ixion wee n battle between Christ r.no 

So ton's legions, in whic'-1 Chrj_st won the victory. 'l'his ic 

prcvod ~ri!r.arily by the fnc t the..t our tcrd die n.c t ren'ain. dead. 

The victory enabled rfin, to olcse hell e.nd c.:,r.en heG.ven. ~rans-

lated :frcn. ccs.I,ic to .Personal tcrF c, the the'('r,c of the hyF..n would 

be that the .tounislm.ent :J.cted out to Chr•il::lt bcct::usc of' our sins 

Our sole purJ;cse thrcU2;hcut eternity 1s 

to sing ~raise~ tc Uhr1st. 'I'.he thii'd line oi' eech stt:Ul~a 

~iveL th~J emc;tional ri,;;action c1 1;,hr~ Ghrlsticn to th·~ victory 

prai.;.~. 

u ,.here high the llet. venly te1 .. p1c staw.ls'1 ( l4l') i G a 

poraphrasc cf Eebr•ews L~: 14-16 uhich 1iref'ectly exJ;tresseo, i.r 

elevaticn of thc·ught ant: beauty o1' language, the iai th ond as-

.virDtion of· Christian wcreh:i.ppers today. Jesus Christ, the 

great 'i~h r ricnt of f{ebrewn, bear•s our human netul.,d befcre 

the tLrone of (}oc. una beoauco of His my::tioal partici}:nticn in 

cur earthly f'rame 1e eble tc inteY'ceclo en our behalf. 

1, lincL 3 an<! 4, ree..U.: 

f.. great Righ l rieGt cur nature ·'!ears, 
'l'he Guard ian cf rr:an.l{ind a:ppeors. 

Lines 1 v.nd 2 c1· >:~tanze LJ o.r•e: 

Cur f'ellc'tll'-nuf'i'erer yet retains 
;\ f'ellcw-f'ec.lin!...,. o1' cur pains. 

Stanza 
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And stonza 5 runs: 

In every pan~ . ·at rend.s t.h 1 '1eart 
The ~ten cf' f .. cr·rowe hed o part; 
He ayrr,pnthiset. with C'ur f•ril)f', 
And to the sutt·erer ser..dc relief. 

i1y.rn ll.l9 ( 11 0 co.rre, C corre, Ire.nanuel11 ) is a splendid 

Advent .hyiTJ.1 whose an tire bi-iri t iG l.,rinii ti ve in thought 3.-.'rlLl 

fd ... O&t..d.~.e:s tc Chrictclogy. 'I'hc ir. trit..uing pluin3ong tune 

Veni lu•.1.or1u._;l has a Jieculi&r ci!s.rrr. which appec:..ls tc thv innate 

rhythnuc ins tine ts o:t: most. The great .a.eri t cf' thi~ hy:.t::n is 

t!.at the lce;y-wcr•db oi till ~ tznzas arc thorouLhly td blicr..l in 

6or1vuticn. 

~entences or .t..ntiphons ir.troa:uc~d into Advent services f'rcm the 

ninth century. Our Lor& was audreased in each 8entcncc by a 

term which tcld oi' His I erson, grace and ·.~ork in cne and en-

sticn cf the seven Great /.ntiphcnt-:, hnve thus been brc-t,ght 

collectively intc Church use. 

taken frcm IGeiah 7:lu. The Church novt aepnratec! frcm heaven 

is here comparee with Israel separ~ted in its Jabylonian exile 

:Crcm ,;ou' r: Ter[.plc in <Teruse.ler.1. "Lord cf i.~ht11 (AcJon~i) in 

stanza. 2 is taken frcrr. Sxodus 19~ lC. In stanza 3, nRod of' 

Jcsce" is f'rcrr. Isaiah 11:1. 

Rot.. becC;""es .i.IUVid, who rescued n lamb out of' the recuth cf' a 

lion {I uWiUel 17: 3Ll-5~)' then Christ YihC sav~t the elect f'rcm 

an eternity in hell. 

i.Ukd 1:78, ano the "Key 01 .uevid" in the ls.st Gtunza is a 

rc1erez.ce tc1 Revelation j: 7-0. 

S t. (.;OlUinbe' S "Chritit is the ";iOrl 6 ' :..- ~edceme1' 11 (179) 

is a manly hymn depicting the rnnjeety of the ricen Christ ana. 

the efficacy cf His sufferings and victory for believer~:;. '\'he 

doxology (atanze 4) is yarticulnrly splendid: 

1.11 elory to the !'ether, 
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The unbegotten 0ne; 
tll honour ·oe tc Jef.>us, 

Hie scle-~e~ctten . on; 
Jmd to the I~oly ... _1-oiri t -

~he Jerfect Trinity. 
Let all the worlcJ.s give answer, 

'A~cn- so let it be'. 

"Laville" is a sturdy tune Vlhich ·:w Ll n.atc1 cs the 

vigour of the wcrds. 

"i~ t even, when the sun war. set" ( 277) is based. on 

1.ark 1: 3~ {1) and eXJ::resset; tl:.e value of cur inner experi(;;n.ces 

w~ th Chri at and His :power tc meet the spirituel needs of' all 

classes. The crowd of' sick on Galilee' c shcre "becomes our-

selves, worshipping at eventide in our cwn church, and in 

stanzac 3 tc 5 many of our own ills ore listed: we are sick, 

sad, hove failed tc love, cr our love bas died; l'TC ere world-

ly, sliehted, restlesc e~d conscience-omitten. But Christ 

(stenza 6), "ter.pted in all points like as ;ve, is able to 

succour t1:em that are te r.pted11 ; ( 2) and He has insight even 

into cur hiddsn needs. (3) . e thorefore pr•ay :fer Christ's 

healin~ touch, for though no longer on earth, T1e still has 

thic pcwer (stanza 7). This hyzrn perhnps lacks the emotion-

conjuring imagery t1tat is the vehicle oi' all true poetry; but 

it ic neverthelezf:. valuubl.,., as on ex.t-osi tc.ry sermcn in rhy!l·.e. 

t'Hail, gla6.denine Light, ci' His pure glory .t-·cur' d 11 

2bl) is e. hymn of' pro.i~e to Uhrist 

c.s the Light of the ~. orl<.l. Christiano of early times sought 

tc connect 1 atura1 ,Pheno.r.ena vi th their religion. such phen-

c.nenv cff'ered occasions for thinkir.g of God and Christ and f'or 

f'incing in such meditation f3Cme rr...et!tphor thct ~rould embroce 

both the physical and the sr·iri tual. ~1c here the pcet is re-

o:inded of' the Holy Trinity by tho chu.nge frorr.. cleer f.nylivht 

to sunset to blue of night. The hyrrn may be surr~ed up in a 

( 1) ct·. Luke L;: 4.C~. -
(2) ~rebrews 2:1<3. 

(3) John 2:2:). 
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li ter•cl tr<m~lc..ticn of· the Greuk of tht. lrJst stanza: "It be-

hoveth to Pl"O:l.LC '.l.'.hee at eill ti:rvs vii t.h holy sOn[;l:3, ~on ci t.lcd, 

who haGt gi vcn life; theref'ore the whcle cCbihO~ glorifies 

Thee". 

Franclt' s "Deck thysel:f', rr.y SCl)l, \Ji th gledneE.is" ( 324~ 

is o, hymn which illuotrates the trend of his time to rr:ovc from 

the objective hyrnn for corporate worship toward the 1nd i vidual-

iotic ~nc intrcGpecti ve tyy.:e. \, i th gre~t dignity it portrays 

the sclen.ni ty of the IJord' s ~)upper; yet th:"J clerr.en t of re-

joicin£: ::ma grnt1 tuc.e which ccn·eo of cornnunion 7fi th Chrivt iL 

nC\t lackint:.:, o.L the first 1.)art of the third stanz~\ shews: 

Sun, who all my life c.ost brighten; 
Ligbt, who acst w:; r:,oul enlie:hten; 
Joy, the nweeteut 1ren e ' er l'..noweth; 
:--ount, whence all my being flcweth. 

In association with Uruger'£ impressive chorale, 

".Jehrd~tck~.- clich", 1 t is the eucho.ristic hyrlin \fhich is st1..."1g wc.re 

often thrcu.ghcu t Gerrr.any ti: t..n any other. 

Iiymn 3:>-;. ( H;;,.,on of ~Jed, eternal ~aviour 11 ) is a r;-;.orc 

rt.odern lcy1r.n w1 th virile character. It prove~ that it is atill 

possible today tc write sounc::. scriptul•al hymns. 

ctonzn is con.pletely biblical~ 

:;on of God., etern'"ll Gt viour, 

'l'ho first 

source cf life anc trut!- nnd gre.ce, 
Sen of ? ant whcf.'e birth tnco.rn ate 

uallcwo sll our humDn race• 
Thcu, our Fead, 1:ho, throred in glory, 

Fer 'Ph in e., ovn (lost ever plead, 
Fill us ~ith Thy love and pity, 

r~eal our wron[,s, and holp cur need. 

"Thee will 1 love, my :.: trength, my 1ower" (431) is 

nnother rr.aeculine c+ei.'lnon hymn c1ep1c tine; the henlin~ and in­

tegration (au in stanz'l. 2) which COti.,Plete devotion tc our Lord 

bringu to t.hc entire hurc~an }:-erscnuli ty. :. ervaclin!: this hymn 

are elerrents 01· great conteu:flo.tive beautyt reverence o.nd 

love o1' Gla•iat: 
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Thee will I love, ~Y Joy, rr~ Grown; 
Thee will I love, rr.y Lcrd, :...y GccJ.; 

Thee vrill I lcve, ·beneath 'l'hy f'rcv.n 
cr smil-..:, 1'hy sceptre or Thy rod; 

~.hut thcugh ~~- flesh and lJ.eart decey, 
'l'hee shc.ll 1 love in endless day. 

There ere several other Ghristological hymns of' ex-

ce · ti en al rr.eri t in the Revi ned C.hurch HYlf'ne.ry. opace permits 

only the mention of twenty, mnny of which ought to become far 

bett.er kncwn t hen they ar~~: 

"Christians, awake, sc.lute the hnr>PY !l•crn" (54); 
''':rorr --~~even abcve to ea.rti: J cc .. ~ '" (5(); 
''Cotr.e, praise your I.crd ancJ : .e,viotlr'' (7C); 
':.11 ~,lory·, l a.u<i, we" honour" (:Jl) • 
"O Sacred _ eacl , eore woundedn ( 117); 
"And didst 1'hou lcve the race t>at levee: ret mhee?" (14t~); 
11Lcl He corre::::, .;it~ cloucls dce.cenaing11 (16.); 
.,, uke, o.vrr,kei fer night 1c f'lyine·•u (1C2 ) ; 
110hrist is made the £Ul"'e foundation" (2':7); 
'Ligl·t cf the anxious heart" ( 24~); 

"I: ow that the days tar glirr.meru brit5ht" ( 20 ) ; 
"NC\• C!l~Jt.:r rur hearts thio eventide" (278); 
"Bles._eJ Jesus, h~re we stand" (307); 
"Thee uc. aaore , 0 hidden urviour, T'1ee (319); 
uBy Christ rude-..me,., in -...~hriot restored 1 

( 322); 
"Jesu.t. tLcll reic..n wi1or~... 1 

.... J.' the eun11 ( .3 ~) , 
1'Jecus, Thcu Joy of loving hearts" (42L); 
"c Jesuc, Xing most. wcnderful 11 (42J); 
''Jesu , ctill l:....od on" (.~)G7) ; 
11l.ead, hcly bh~J:;hclrd, leac. 'H." (56:.-) • 

.f'inally, there arc some twentieth-century Christc-

logical b.yums ;hich, although generally not uS profound as 

these of the early Church, nevertheless warrant mcnticn. 

11 In Christ there is no .ast onrl est" is o hyrr.n Vlhich 

reflects the aims of the 'T:Cc1crn ,cumenical t even ent . Our pre-

sent situuticn ot c.Uv1e1on, e>to.tes the 'lY'tn, 1~ a Christian 

It is a contracJ1ction of Christ' s ideal nnd corr~~d , 

and ha.o been through the centuries t he cause of' martyrucms and 

wars. 'l'cc...r,.y it ren6.ers the Church 1mr-ctent to shape legisla-

tion touura a wore rightecus Ecc1al order. In 1 ts present 

conai ticm the ChUI'Cl .. cxplici tly denies the ti.octrine cf the 

unity of' the Joe~ of' (;hrist. This i1yrrn is s. scng o1' hop.::. for 
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gooo will a.cn~.;. tu.;, r.~.a.ticna, anu. it is an arreE..ting mlssi onc:u .. y 

hymn: 

In Christ now rent beth 'SrL:t C-'l'lC. \rent, 
ln Hire rr..eet Louth and l~orth, 

All Christly scult. ar~ cne in Lir.:. 
Throughout the whole wide earth. 

trha same hope is given expres;;:icn in the hyCl'1n ~f' 

courage, conflict, FJ.nd victory~ 

G Lord of Haste, who didst upraise 
..::trong capt ..... ins tc c......:f'er~d tho right. 

\.ritter.. in the mi<L..t of &trifc and turmoil, this 

hy.rr..n cff'ero tl,b prayer tho.t under the suidonce of' Christ a 

better day may da\7n : 

As rains that sweep the clouds awny1 
J~s winds tl:ot lGove a calrr. in heE\ven, 

vO let the slayer ceabe tc slay: -
The pa.a ... ion healed, tlle ....,rath forgiver.., 

Drnw nearer , .:.>i<.. the tUilUl t cec.se, 
Redeen:er., ui.LVicur, .l rince 01' }'eace j 

"C. uon o.r t.an , our J ero strong and tcndcr 11 (1) is a 

vi tal hy.tr.n which f..ete Jeoue Christ bei'cre boys as boyhocd' a 

ideal and inspiration: 

C· Son o:r Man, our Hero strong and tender 1 

· .• hose servants are tb.tJ brave in ;ll the earth, 
Our li vin "~ cacrifice to ':'hec \te ren c1er, 

i110 GT•f;.t'ec; t all our sorrac;;s, all c·..:.r r.:irth . 

0 feet ec etrcng to cljmb t~1c :pnth c-E c"ut;•, 
L' lips divi.ne tr't;"t taught the wcrc-:e oi' tl"lJth, 

Kind eyes tr.•nt mEr!··ecl the lilj -~s in t'·eir beauty, 
/:.nd heart that kindleo nt the ze!'l cf' ycuth. 

Thio is g; fine a hymn for boys as was ever vrrj tten. 

1 t is a paean ci' praise tc Christ, net as f.l on o:t' God, 01' as 

_•ouniler of' the Apootclic Church, or aa the (inly-begctten ct.' 

: icene nnd Ghalcec1Cnian thinkinr, but as Gon cf l pn, tlle Cne 

whc cmbcdi~e ell the ideals that make abo;;'~ here. 'i.'herc is 

not!1ing here that un a.dole~cent c~nnct understanc1, ana ro ideal 

to wh:....ch he cnnnot ae1ire. 

anu Ul , elcdicuo. 1 t ir singulc;.rly unsui tea. to the S\leepinc; 

maLCUlilli ty Of t.o.lC '1 C rdS • 

t 1) 11.4.6 in the 7<evised Churcr fycr.nary . 
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11 Jecus, 'l'hc·u divine Gcmpanion" holds u p the ideal of 

service in the Nome ct · Christ: 

,t;very tuck , however airr:.,1.-lc, 
ucts tht:; soul thut dccs it l'z·ee; 

~very do0a c1 lov~ nn~ kindness 
Done to r .~:n is done to 'I'i • .;c . 

'l'his hyrrn e.:x~res:;,es reaction to the grcviinL cocial 

and ecc·lOii~ic problems of' the twentieth century. 1 t implies 

that true Ghr1otian1 ty r .. eans .follovti ng Jesuo Chriot ,-;ho a.s Son 

of t en was the Carper:te:r c:r n azat•eth . But Jesus is also the 

"ui vine" Companion , the " Bread of' Heaven" heel e..n for tlO in 

sacrifice. Then , tc complete the mysticism, there oppeorc in 

stanza 1 a quotation frcm the third- century Egyptian Ox;,:r•hyncus 

r.ogia :pa1;yrus: "J'e£:\us. sai th, ' t.her~ver there are twc they arc 

net wl thcut God , ano if one is alone anywhere , 1 say I mu with 

him. Raise the stone, there thcu. slu. l t find me; cleave the 

wood, ana there I em' " . This anoGtic intcrvrotaticn of Jesus 

as vn e1t.Wiation frcn. God '1-<:h .. cnc cf' the eo.rlie-.Jt atter: pts c1' 

the Uhurch to account for HiB cxtrucrdin.ary .vct>sor ... ali ty. But 

it is d.cuutf·ul whet:. (;II' the averae;e c tcna-.J!C.oon or l uo!bel"!T£n 

coulC draw m1y comfcrt or help t 'roru t his subtlety. 

11i.;here cross t l:e crowded ways at· lifo'' de}:ictB cur 

Lcrcl' s concern with the poor, anc. es.J:)ecially with these who 

live in conte~o~ory city olumc . ~~'he hyrr.n may be ou t.linE.;d as 

follO't'Ju: 

;:; ts.nza 1 : 

Stun· a r) • .... 
'-' tc.nza 3: 

... tanza 4: 
~tanza '\. / . 

Christ' ~ vc:icc is '1e·~rc: a'bc.vc tf:e city ' 3 
cla.vr.cur DnC1 atrii'c. 

•:ven Christ weeps vthen He sees tho .i isery 
of t11c~e who li vc in the slum ere as cf' cur cities . 

The Gospel recor ds ci' our I ore!. ' s ministry 
to su0h yeoplb are recolleo. 
\ he.t we do f or ctherB we c1o for Ghrist. 

t .s our Lcrd C!:mC c., own from the } oun t of: Trans­
i ic.;uratien to ileal t·,le (;_.t .. ilC}.otic ( 1~ "c nay ~Ie 
;Jgt<in c cme dcwn to heal we.n' f., wretc.1ednese. 
The rr.c.tivatint:t power beh1nd sacrj.i''ic1al &ervice 
i n lc vr..., a d lovt": wi 11 t:.Nr.e day establish tl!C 
L.i ty c1 }c.. '17lier c new t1Jer~ stanci~ tho city 
sl· r 

( 1) '.ork ~1 21- 27 . 
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The. hyrc.n "C' ' acter- uorkn:o.n of the re.ce11 hue e unique 

appeal to the i c1eolisrr o:f yc•t th. I to real therr.~ is the ·lesf;cn 

\7e mny Lwrn :rrorn the Carpenter of i nzat•P,th, n::rrrcly, the n:Jcer~-

si t.I cf' 1 in~ing and doing God's will. 

£t:;-:.nza 1: .48 a "1cy, Jesus pt;rc~iveC 1:ia spiri-:unl rr..ic~icn. 
This is implie1l in tho incident at tho 'Tem:>lc in 
Jeru.:-alerr .. ( 1) 

,, t[11ZO ~!: ft:s the :>C:t ,::;re~., r C fulf'illet t}d S ai Vine miscicn 
and develcped "in wisdorr. nnd statu .~ nnd in favcnr 
\11th 'co t.nd n.an11 (2) in £'1Cccrdo.r~c.J with th(~ divine 
plen f'or ~Hs life. te, 1!is f'ollcwcr s , need ~!ie 
insi 1ht t'.ncJ ··1o breadth o1 vicicn in or·cler tbat ve 
tee 1uoy accomplia.h the "!ut!~er ' ... buninow::..!r. (3) 

... tunz~ 3: . . a;y Ulu·L: .. t, the ...,(urct# o1 cur hc.tJt.oL, CUl' 1.u•ges and 
our endurance, ad<.. cl::..c LUid.ance to ccnccience and 
dei'ini t e 1 urposo ~..c L1 ..... c il i<.; to. eke. 

tL.at in t.ne nature cf uod .di.t1.self we i 'incl the justi1'ication J..'cr 

He is the Reali ty behirjd all phenomena, p;1yeicc.l 

ar: d cpiri tual. 

~ tan.za 1: A miss1cnory is Chr1.st' s C-Ilbo.SfHlC cr of' reconciliu­
tion to all tl.:c ~~.rlc~. 

:...,tanze 2: The i'··ethcc cf r~~ccncilinticn is to enco,.Jrar;e rnd 
develop love , wh1ch exists poter.ti~lly in every 
henrt. 

S ta.•·'lZ!.l. 3: Since man iL ci ven the a1;ili ty tc seek e11a f'ind 
God , illumino. tic:n ru. ·C ina true tir.n are essentially 
missionary ::r":!thcds. 

Gtanza 4: 'en's distorted viev: cf Christ issue::., in urliness t 
whcreoc c rir;':t ~.pprehencicr of ~11.· as the Inu}Jirer 
cf' such things as art anct 1rur.ic wculr :r.eke be· n ty 
the characterist~c of' all ct,,.. being. 

utanza 5: Tht true i3.~iohary U,t ... r~olct.c vhrist aG the embodi-
r..~n t of ~cu.' o.J ideal CI -.u.n:n cllarac ter. "lleref ere 
~e bhoulc.. hi1nsclf' li vc the. C.hrist-like life as an 

exau.,I.:le, until oll the rac .... ..:o c:;. the wc.r·lc. J.cv: been 
trans:ft'rmed in to HiD likv!!obO. 

'l'he miG~ionary hy:rn " F'ar rcund the world Thy child­

ren n1ng their song" (4) give~ J:.tcculiar ex_t.~rec.Lion to the 

lihrit>tien E .. s_piraticn which ib es1-~cially ~.oignun t in the ,l;Jre-

sent t1I..0 oi tt..;lli3icn bot'heen .Gast and '.te ut. 

( 1) 

( 2) 

( 3) 

(Lt.) 

~ 2:l.Jl-49. 
r.uke 2t 52. -
~ 2tl..;.9. 

373 in the Revised Church Hyn:nnry. 

The l::.st st£..."1Zn 



rec::.ds: 
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All rcunu the WOl"' l d let c.hilt.ron zing Thy song: 
!rrcm • ... ast and \/eat their voices sweetly blend, 
~rc.1l:ling tlle Lord in \"'he 1 ycunt, li veo :..,re E tr en;;, 
Jesu.o, cur Guide, our Lerc, and our "ricnd. 

<.Jlu•istoloe.v ht;s .};let•ha.,t-:::. 1'cuna. i tc rr.c st couUJlete end 

l 'ar-rect;hing e~,1;res~icn in thu icy:1n~ of the Ghurch. Ih them 

it hac bcGn cnohrined oncl tn::a:c'U..tlh t!1en. it is taugL t. 

The singing of hymns tr..rough the ages has i tse11 been 

8. moot cff'ective witnesn tc the essential unity in the dcdy of' 

Christ which underlies all diversities. 

Above all, it in tl1e high f;'t'i vi lege of' the vrcrshi!'ping 

comn uni ty to come before God with t . .,.cir best hyrr.nE.i, that they 

may offer, in gratitude nnd hun ili ty, their eecrif'ice of' 

adoration end prnise. 

GLOHIA IN EXC'!';I,; .. IS D~O 
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