
C H A P T E R  I1 

THE PROTESTANT THEOZP 

THERE has been much discussion of the principles of 
Protestantism, and in particular there is much dis- 
pute as to the authentic Protestant attitude towards 
the problem of authority. The conservative view of 
the Protestant norm of doctrine is expressed in the 
uncompromising formula that ‘the Bible, the whole 
Bible, and nothing but the Bible, is the religion 
of the Protestants.” According to the radical 
view its principle is to be defined as the right of 
private judgment involving emancipation from all 
authority. ‘ The Reformation,’ says Schwegler, ‘ was in 
its principle and genuine consequence a rupture of 
thought with authority, The reduction of religion to  
its simplest elements, which it began, must of necessity 
be continued further, and be closed only with the ulti- 
mate, original, supra-historical elements-that is, with 
reason, reason that knows itself the source of all phi- 
losophy as of all religion.’2 But the first of these 
definitions errs by excess, the second by defect. The 
Reformers proclaimed the Scriptures to be the supreme 
standard, yet the authority which they practically 
acknowledged was not that of the whole Bible, but the 
authority of the Bible as a whole interpreted from its 

This is attributed to  Chillingworth, The Beligion of Protestants, 
a 8afe Way to XaZvatiou, 1638. His words me: ‘The Bible, I say, the 
Bible only, is the religion of Protestants. Propose me anything out 
of this book, I mill subscribe it with hand and heart.’ 

History of PIdlosopl~y, E. Tr., pp. 145.9. 
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centre. Again, it was undoubtedly owing to  the fact of 
men taking courage to exercise their private judgment 
and to .follow the dictates' of enlightened reason that 
the Churches of the Reformation came into existence, 
and'that a precedent was set for the untrammelled work 
of the modern mind in philosophy and science. But to 
identify the principle of historic Protestantism with 
free thought is an illegitimate abstraction. To do 
justice to the concrete reality of the movement it is 
necessary to take note, not only of the liberty of 
judgment which was asserted in the revolt against the 
Roman system, but also of the use wbich was made of 
the recovered liberty, and of the general type of religious 
doctrine which vas won by the new method. The 
use to which the liberty was put was, not to  repudiate 
the notion of authority in religion altogether, but to 
transfer the allegiance from an ecclesiastical authority 
that was distrusted to a Scriptural authority that vas 
believed to rest on a solid basis. The general result 
was that the Scriptures, as the true religious authority, 
were declared to yield as their central content the 
gospel of a gracious justification of sinners through 
faith in Jesus Christ. 

The Protestant theory rested on the same general 
presuppositions which underlie the Roman Catholic 
scheme-that the general revelation in nature and the 
constitution of man has been supplemented by a special 
revelation in Christ, that the work of Christ is the 
ground of our salvation, and that the necessary pro- 
vision was made for preserving and guaranteeing a 
knowledge of the divine and saving truths of the 
Gospel. The special feature of the Protestant theory 
is the conception that the sole provision made for 
the transmission of revelation is the written Word 
of God ; and that it is a perfect instrument, requiring 
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no addition to its contents from an alleged tradition, 
and requiring no standard for its interpretation, 
whether in a traditional norm of doctrine, or in the 
pronouncements of a pretended infallible Church. In 
addition to the affirmation of the perfections of Scrip- 
ture, the scheme includes an account of the basis of the 
authority of Scripture, a proof of its authority, and 
a theory of Scriptural interpretation.1 

I 
The perfections of Scripture, as affirmed by Protes- 

tantism, included the four notes of authority, sufficiency, 
perspicuity and efficacy. Each of these notes had 
a very definite polemical point. The authority of 
Scripture was conceived as exclusive, in contrast to  
the limited authority which wsts allowed it in the 
Roman system.2 In opposition to the Roman view 
that Scripture is an incomplete record of revelation, 
it mas maintained that it has the note of sufficiency. 
It was not asserted that it has recorded all the sayings 
of Christ and His Apostles. Nor ’was it asserted that 
it sets forth explicitly every assured theological truth, 
and every salutary ordinance connected with worship 
and discipline. It was recognised that there is a 
legitimate and necessary work to be done in reasoning 
inferentially from the data of revelation, and in apply- 
ing its principles in detail to the religious and moral 
sphere. The sense in which it mas declared sufficient 

1 In  App. F the relative sections of the  Vestminster Confession are 
printed as the most masterly and comprehensive compendium of the 
heads of the general Protestant doctrine. Illustrativo passages fro@ 
other sources are conveniently given in Wines, 0 o ~  fessions of Christen- 
dom, E. Tr., lYG1 .  

2 ‘Verbum Dei condit artioulos fidei, praeteros nemo ne angelus 
quidem.’-Avt. Smalk, Cf. also Povmda Concordiae, praef. i. iii. ; 
Theses Benu?nses, i. ii. ; Conf. Hclv. Pvioi., i. ; CO$ Helv. Post., ii. 4. 
For the Protestant Confessions use is made of Schaff, op. cit. ,  vol. iii. 
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was that it contains and makes known a11 that is 
necessary to salvation ‘ In sacred Scripture,’ to quote 
a typical statement, the universal Church has a most 
full exposition of whatsoever pertains both to saving 
faith, and to the right moulding of the life which is 
pleasing to God.’1 In opposition . to the view that 
Scripture is an obscure record, which calls for R, clearer 
commentary in tradition, and also for an infallible 
interpreter, it was maintained that it has the note of 
perspicuity. It was granted that its meaning is hidden 
from unregenerate men, and that even to spiritual 
men different passages of Scripture shine with varying 
degrees of brightness, while some may seem altogether 
dark. But it was held that it is clear as the sun in 
the general tenor of its teaching as to the scheme of 
salvation, and that the difficult passages can be under- 
stood by the help of those vhich are plain and easy. 
In  virtue of its perspicuity, Scripture was declared to 
be its own interpreter? I t  was of course held that 
the Church has the power and the duty of defining 
doctrine, and of judging controversies of faith, and 
that the organised Christian Society is bound to exact 
from its members respect for its decisions. But Pro- 
testantism was quite clear on the general principle 
that a Church may not claim inerrancy for creed or 
confession on the ground of any inherent infallibility, 
and that the ultimate criterion of the truth of its 
doctrinal determinations must be their conformity or 
disconformity with the Word of God. Once more, 
in opposition to Roman practice, which withheld the 

* 

. 

Con$ Helv. Post., i. 2 ;  Con8 Xcot., xix. ; xxxix. art, vi. Many 
of the Fathers had previously stated the principle as forcibly, 
e.g. Hippolytus, Contra Noeturn, ix. 

Con$ ITeZv. Prior, ii. ; Go@. Iireelv. Poat., ii. ; Iriah Articles, 
i. 5. 
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Scriptures from the laity, Protestantism aErmed the 
efficacy of Scripture in the sense that Bible-reading 
is a chief means of grace, and in accordance with this 
principle it promoted the circulation of the Bible in 
the common tongue? 

In the issue as between Scripture and an ecclesiasti- 
cally managed tradition, Protestantism was emphati- 
cally in the right. Scripture is our one authentic and 
trustworthy source for the knowledge of the revelation 
of God in Christ; and the Reformers had the best of 
grounds for refusing to admit the co-ordinate, not to 
say superior authority, of an alleged apostolic tradition 
whose origind .scope was unknown, which had been 
exposed to the chnnging influences of centuries, and 
which in later periods had not been too honestly 
administered. I t  was also a claim which could be 
made on good grounds and with honest conviction, 
that the sacred volume, besides being authoritative, 
was sufficient, clear, and a most effectual means of 
grace. At the same time qualifications and explana- 
tions were attached to the statement of these perfec- 
tions, which made it appear that the object of the 
affirmations was not so much the library of Scripture 
as the system of saving truth which is contained in 
Scripture, When we speak of the volume we must 
accompany each proposition with a reservation: it is 
authoritative, but only within a certain range ; sufficient, 
but only for light upon the way of salvation ; perspicu- 
ous, but in many parts obscure ; efficacious, but in some 
passages unilluminating and even unedifying. But to 
the central and culminating message of Scripture, 
the gospel of Jesus CThrist, the notes belong without 
qualification. The stamp of authority is upon the 

1 Cf. Ivish Avticles, i. 4. 



62 THE RVLZ OP FAITH [CAAP. 

message of the gospel as a whole, and upon its con- 
stituent articles. It is sufficient in that i t  deals 
adequately and effectively with .the whole problem of 
life and destiny, of sin and salvation, with which 
it professes to cope, I t  is so perspicuous that the 
experience which follows its entrance into the mind, 
and its apprehension by faith, has the acknowledged 
character of an illumination. I t  is efficacious, for it 
is above all an evangelical message extracted from 
the Scriptures, and embodied in preaching and in 
life, which is the persistently and powerfully operative 
means of grace. 

I1 
The basis of the authority of Scripture was declared 

to be the authority of God, from whom Scripture has 
proceeded. The teaching of the Roman Catholic 
Church was supposed to mean that it is the authority 
of the Church which gives it the value of the Word of 
God, and the position was energetically maintained 
that it derives its authority from God alone.’ At 
bottom, Roman Catholic theology doubtless occupied 
the same position, since it equally holds that God is 
the author of Scripture; and with this presupposition 
it cannot be possible for the Church to invest it with 
divine authority, or to do more than declare its divine 
origin, and also help to make such origin credible. The 
Roman Catholics were wrong in the contention that we 
have no sufficient ground for holding, apart from the 
testimony of the Church, that the Bible is the Word 

‘We affirm that such as allege the Scripture to  have no othor 
authority but that which it has received from the IIirk, to  be blas- 
phemous against God and injurious t o  the true Kirk, which always 
hams and obeys the voice of her own Spouse a d  Pnst;or.’-Cmf, 
#cot., art. xix. 
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of God; but it was unjust to make them responsible 
for the position that a human judgment and decree 
could make that to become the Word of God which 
had not previously been the Word of God. 

The Protestant doctrine of Scripture, stated in its 
most general terms, is that the canonical Scriptures 
of the holy Prophets and Apostles of both Testaments 
are the very and true Word of God.’1 This doctrine 
includes two vital positions, that in a unique sense 
Scripture has proceeded from Gdd as its author, and 
that the result of the divine agency was to create an 
instrument which is sufficient and reliable for the func- 
tion which it was intended to discharge. Obviously, 
however, there is room for a considerable difference 
of opinion within the limits that are fixed by 
these principles. There are degrees in authorship. I t  
usually involves direct responsibility for every idea 
and word ; but authorship may also be affirmed of one 
who entrusts to  another the task of putting his 
thoughts and plans in writing, and it may even be 
extended to include the work of editorial supervision. 
Similarly there is often room for discussion as to how 
much precisely was embraced in the settled purpose 
of the author of a great book. These possibilities of 
variation are reflected in the different theories of 
inspiration, which are concerned mainly with three 
topics-the mode of the operation of the Holy Spirit 
upon the human subject; the nature and extent of the 
illumination received ; and the range within which 
inspiration is to be supposed t o  have made of Scripture 
an absolutely trustworthy instrument. 

1. The belief that Scripture has God for its author was 
early associated, and very naturally associated, with 

1 COIL$ Helv. Priol; i. 
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a theory of inspiration which attributed to God in the 
fullest extent all that is implied in the idea of author- 
ship. This theory is described as mechanical, in that 
it was supposed that the Holy Spirit completely con- 
trolled the action of the inspired subject, and employed 
him as a mere penman; and i t  was described as 
plenary in that the divine communication was believed 
to have included the impulse to  write, the suggestion 
of the matter, and also the suggestion of the words. 
The consequence which these definitions carried with 
them was the absolute inerrancy of Scripture on all 
points on which it was its design to teach,-historical, 
geographical and chronological, as well as doctrinal 
and ethical. In this elaborated and rigid form the 
theory is characteristic of the scholastic theology of the 
seventeenth century rather than of the Reformation 
eral; and it may be evidence of unwillingness even at 
the later period .to impose it as an article of faith that 
the Westmins tec  Confession, does not include a theory 
of the nature and range of inspiration in 'its powerful 
handling of the topic of Holy Scripture. I t  is also, 
of course, a possible explanation of the reticence of the 
Westmins ter  Confession that it was taken for granted 
that, where the divine authorship was assumed, no 
theory could be even considered save that which 
conceived the divine agency as accomplishing every. 
thing, and as ensuring inerrancy upon every point 
which is deliberately handled. That Calvin looked 
upon Scripture as a statute-book of doctrine and 
morality, and that he held the mechanical and plenary 
theory of inspiration, is antecedently probable from 

Tnrrctin, Tlaologia Elenctica, and more recently, Qaussen, Tlieo- 
pneusty, or the Plenayy Inspiration of tlic Holy Scviptwes, B. Tr., 184'2. 
There is a vigorous defence of the position by Hodge, Systematic 
Theology, Introd. ch. ii. , 
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his intellectual constitution and legal training, and this 
is strongly supported by the terms in which he usually 
touches on the subject. Luther, however, did not 
accept the plenary theory as an integral part of the 
doctrine of the Word of God, but left large scope for 
the human activity, and even the human judgment, of 
inspired mriters.1 This theory was adopted in part as 
the result of CI, priori reasoning as to  the necessary 
method of a divine authorship, in part as a means of 
strengthening the polemical resources of Protestantism 
in its conflict with Rome; but it fell to  be tested by 
psychological and historical facts, and it has been found 
impossible to maintain it in the light of the patient 
and exhaustive investigation of the Scriptural data 
which has been conducted by the Protestant Church 
during the last two centuries.2 It may indeed be said 
to be the almost unanimous verdict of modern Pro- 
testant theology that Scripture is not the pure product 
of a divine causality vhich employed the human agent 
as a mere instrument, and which guaranteed trust- 
worthy information on every topic which finds a place 
in Scripture; while there is a growing recognition in 
Apologetics that well-meant attempts to uphold the 
theory, though welcome to a certain devout and 
decisive type of mind, are a real source of weakness, 
and even of discredit. 

2. As to  an alternative theory of the mode and range 
of inspiration there is no general agreement. The usual 
conception of the relation of the Divine Spirit to the 
human personality may be described as dynamical. It is 
held to  have quickened and intensified the intellectual 
and spiritunl powers, yet so that the process remained 

See App. E, Luther’s Dootrine of Scripture. 
Sanday, The Doctrine of Biblical Inspiration, 1803. 

E 
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human as well as divine. The nature of the divine gift 
has been variously conceived--ss a supernatural com- 
munication of knowledge, or as a general influence of the 
Spirit which gave the sympathy nnd insight needed to 
handle the given historical matter, or merely as a provi- 
dential supervision which preserved from gr-sve error. 

When it is held that inspiration involved the 
supernatural communication of higher knowledge, the 
gift has been supposed to  consist of the whole matter, 
as distinguished from the words of Scripture; or of its 
doctrinal and ethical teaching, though not of historical 
matter that was remote from doctrinal interests, and of 
apparent contributions to science ; or of certain primary 
strata of religious and ethical truth, though not of 
theological reflections or practical applications which 
exhibit a secondary character. When the conception 
of a partial inspiration is held, the inerrancy of Scripture 
is consequentially restricted to the narrower range within 
which an immediate agency of the Divine Spirit is 
recognised. 

3. The various theories of Inspiration reflect the fact 
that we are ignorant of the precise mode in which the 
Divine Spirit operated so as to produce the particular 
result which was reached iu the making of Scripture. 
As a fact, we cannot hope to analyse the process 
completely, and especially to disentangle what was due 
to a divine illumination of the prophetic mind from 
what mas due to  the influence of a superintending 
Providence. But the uncertainty as to  the precise 
mode and range of the divine activity in the making of 
Scriptures does not subvert the main position which ivas 
affirmed in the doctrine of inspiration, viz. that the 
Bible is a unique gift of God, and in particular that it 
perfectly serves the purpose for which it was designed 
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as the trustworthy source of our knowledge of the 
Christian revelation, and as the sovereign means of 
grace. The Bible is the Word of God, not because He 
brought it into being by an unqualified miracle, but 
because as it stands it is His gift, and is perfectly suited 
for doing the work to which He designed it in the 
economy of salvation. I t  may be added that a demon- 
stration that it contains a human element of ignorance 
and error can no more prejudice its claim to be the 
Word of God than a remainder of sin in his character 
deprives n believer of the title to be called n child 
.of God. 

I11 
We have next to  consider the proof which 'WRS offered 

of the proposition that the Bible is the Word of God. A 
demand for proof came from two quarters. There were 
neo-pagans who had learned from the Renaissance to 
doubt and criticise, and who scoi-fed at the stupendous 
claim that the literature of the world included one book 
which had God for its author. The Roman Catholic 
also pressed for reasons, supposing that the answer 
must be that the Bible was accepted on the authority 
of the Church-in which case a concession was made 
by Protestantism that seemed to be suicidal. 

This twofold challenge was most directly and effec- 
tively answered by Ca1vin.l In reply to  the sceptic he 
frankly admits that he knows of no argument which 
can convince him so long as he is carnal and is 
possessed of an unspiritual mind. He'can adduce 
arguments that are weighty enough to justify faith in 
Scripture, but they have not the force of a mathematical 

But we also App. E, 1 Institutio Religionis CiLristia?tac, i. 7 ff. 
Lnther's Doutriiie of Scripture. 
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proof for the mind of the natural man. To the Roinan 
Catholic it could not but be granted that the Canon of 
Scripture had been formed by the ancient Church, and 
that it had been taken over from it by Protestantism ; 
but it was contended that transmission of the sacred 
writings by the hand of the Church by no means 
implied that the authority of the Church was the ground 
on which they were received as of divine origin. The 
grounds on which the Bible was believed to be the 
Word of God were of different kinds. The prophetic 
and apostolic writings were genuine, and if genuine 
they were the medium of a divine message which 
had been miraculously accredited. In particular the 
sublimity and efficacy of the contents, and the unity of 
the whole, were pronounced to  be an achievement which 
transcended the unaided powers of the human mind. 
But the decisive ground was an inward assurance 
wrought in the believer by the Holy Spirit that the 
Scriptures were of God. 

‘ Whereas they demand, how shall we be persuaded it 
came from God, unless we have recourse to  the decree 
of the Church ? This is all one as if a man should ask, 
how shall we learn to  distinguish light from darkness, 
white from black, or sweet from bitter ? Por the Scrip- 
ture exhibits no less plain evidence of her truth than 
white and black things do of their colour, or sweet and 
bitter things of their taste, 

‘ I t  is such a persuasion as to  require no reasons: 
such a knowledge as to consist with the highest reason : 
such a feeling as cannot be engendered but by revela- 
tion from heaven.’ 1 

Institutio, i. 7. 2. 5 ; cf. Cor$ Scot., xix.; Con$ Gall., ii. It 
is curious that Martineau should have overloolred the crowning proof 
and should have supposed that  the whole of the  Protestant argyinent 
was as follows :-‘If the facts are real the doctrines are certain ; i f  the  
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Two questions arise in regard to this famous proof 
from the testimony of the Holy Spirit. Is it valid, and 
if valid, how much does it prove? It founds upon an 
obvious fact-that believing persons have a feeling that 
in reading the Bible the book has a unique quality and 
efficacy. But it may be objected that while feeling 
vouches for this unique character, just as it’vouches for 
sweetness or light, it conveys no information as to  the 
divine origin of the matter which induces the deep sense 
of spiritual satisfaction. The argument might perhaps 
be supplemented as follows. The believer is conscious 
in his own experience of the occurrence of changes of 
the most momentous kind, which he knows were not 
self-caused, and which he confidently interprets as due 
to the work of the Holy Spirit; and when he becomes 
conscious in reading the Bible of a power which does 
the work of sustaining and fostering his spiritual life, he 
recognises it as belonging to the same spiritual realm, 
and he applies the same explanation of a divine origin. 
If i t  be objected that even in the prior case ‘we can 
have no reliable information as to whether the 
experience is due to a natural or supernatural cause,’ 1 
it may fairly be replied that weak and sinful men who 
are conscious of having undergone a spiritual revolution 
are entitled to  the opinion that it was not of their own 
doing, or due to any influence which is of the same 
kind with their own finite endeavours. 

But what, we proceed to ask, is it which the believer, 
assisted by the inward witness, knows to be of divine 
origin? According to Calvin, he knows that the 
Scriptures have proceeded from God. But it seems 
books are authentio, the facts are real; that the books are authentic, 
adequate testiniony proves.’-Y‘?ie #eat of Authority in Religion, 1S90, 
p. 175. 

. 

1 Eoffding, Philosophy of Religion, p. 102. 
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clear on reflection that such testimony is borne only to 
particular portions of Scripture, or to n particular 
content of Scripture, and not to every passage and to 
every portion of its message. The contention that it 
bears witness to the divine origin of every part rests 
upon the assumption that Scripture is a single work, 
and that if the hand and mind of God are discernible 
in anything, they must be supposed to have given us 
everything ‘which it contains. But the lrind of unity 
assumed. in Scripture by Cahin and his followers is a 
dogmatic assumption which has been disposed of by the 
patient science of biblical theology. There is a unity 
of Scripture, in respect that it mirrors a course of 
religio,us education which advanced to the culmination 
of revelation in Christ, and the founding of the absolute 
and final religion; but there is no single system of 
theology and morality underlying every type of biblical 
theology such as justifies the derivation of every part 
from the thinking of a single mind, and that the divine 
mind; and still less is there a uniformity of literary 
characteristics which supports the assumption of a 
single authorship. There is incontestably in the Bible a 
divine quality which is as definite and distinguishable 
as the quality of genius that me discover in the greatest 
literature; but there is the further parallel that in both 
cases the higher element interpenetrates and co-operates 
with types of thought that have a humbler source and 
move on a lower plane, 

The proof from the invard witness of the Spirit 
justifies belief in the divine quality and efficacy of a 
message touching God and salvation which roaches us 
through the medium of the ScriptDures. Though it 
does not vouch’ for the divine quality of all that is 
contained in Scripture, or for the divine origin of the 
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separate books, it undoubtedly lays the foundation of 
a conception of Scripture which conserves the lofty 
dignity that has been assigned to it in the Protestant 
tradition. For, if it be true, as it unquestionably is 
true, that we are dependent on it for the transmission 
to us of the knowledge of the Gospel, and that it has 
fulfilled its function of transmitting a record and inter- 
pretation of revelation which is a sufficient provision 
for our spiritual needs, it takes a very high place among 
the objects of Christian faith as a necessary instrument 
in the Christian economy. 

IV 
The Protestant theory of the Rule of Faith also 

includes a statement of the principles governing the 
interpretation of Scripture. The work described as 
interpretation included two different branches of 
theological labour, one of which was exemplified by 
the commentaries of Luther and Calvin, the other by 
Melanchthon’s Loci and Calvin’s Institutio .Religionis 
Christiancce. What was primarily meant by inter- 
pretation was the continuous and detailed work upon 
the original text which vas carried out in the form of 
translation, exegetical comment and paraphrase. But 
the name was also capable of embracing the larger task 
in which the particular doctrines of Scripture were 
expounded with the help of all relevant passages and 
texts, were located in their due perspective, and were 
organised into a consistent whole. This latter task, it 
is now seen, resolves itself into two-the construction 
of a system of Biblical Theology as a purely historical 
discipline, and the elaboration of a system of 
Dogmatic Theology, on the basis of Scripture, as a 
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scheme of absolute religious truth, But this distinction 
was not present to the minds of Melanchthon or Calvin, 
who regarded their doctrinal systems as also furnishing 
a most faithful exposition of biblical theology. 

1. The work of interpretation, alike in its lower and 
its higher form, was subjected to a code of negative and 
positive rules. Negatively it was laid down that Scrip- 
ture must not be expounded so as to wrest it into 
conformity with an ecclesiastical or traditional standard 
that was unable to justify itself as vholly Scriptural in 
origin. The function of the Church in its Councils was 
to be a witness to God's Word, and ' not to  make that 
the true interpretation of the same which was not 
before by His holy will expressed in His Word.' The 
rule was rejected which declared the meaning of 
Scripture to be settled by a unanimous consent of the 
Fathers, and the duty was asserted of treating the 
patristic writings critically as well as reverentially. 
The work of interpretation was further simplified by 
throwing over the principle that Scripture has a mani- 
fold sense, including the allegorical--zl principle which 
had introduced much confusion into theology, and 
has done more than anything else to lower the credit 
of the Fathers with the sane modern mind, The 
positive side of the theory was expressed generally in 
the affirmation that Scripture is perspicuous, and that 
it is its own suficient interpreter, The detailed rules 
relative to this point were in the main three. It was 
premised that those essaying the work should be 
spiritual men2 In the second place stress was laid 
upon the necessity of using all available linguistic and 

Uomf. #cot., art. XI(. ; cf. Formula Concordiae, preface. 
Ita judiciis nonnisi spiritualium hominum, ex verbo petitis, 

acquiescimus.-ConJ Helv. Post. , ii. 4. 
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historical aids with a view to discover the original 
and genuine meaning of the sacred mriters? And 
finally, it was prescribed that respect should be had to 
the analogy of the faith, and that the results of inter- 
pretation should conform as a whole and in detail to a 
certain scheme of faith and morals which stood out 
unmistakably in Scripture as the central and guar- 
anteed stratum of revelation. The references to this 
doctrinal norm of Scriptural interpretation are of great 
importance. ( The orthodox and genuine interpre- 
tation of Scripture,’ according to the Second Helvetic 
Confession,, ( agrees with the rule of faith and charity, 
and makes pre-eminently for the glory of God and for 
the salvation of m e a J 2  In the Formula Concordiae 
reference is made to a content of Scripture which is 
described as the Catholic Christian faith,’ and which 
stands out as revealed truth vith unchallengeable 
cer  taint^.^ The Westmninstem- Confession, does not give 
the same prominence as others of the group to this 
standard, yet refers incidentally to the ( known prin- 
ciples of Christianity.’ The doctrinal norm of iuter- 
pretation thus indicated was primarily the doctrine of 
justification by faith. In the language of Luther, 
Scripture must preach Christ -i.e. the doctrine of 
justification through faith in the merits of Christ? 
Similarly, in the Zwinglian Articles we read :- 

‘The sum of the Gospel is Ghat our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the true Son of God, has made known to us the 

1 ‘ Illam duntaxat Scripturarum interpretationem pro orthodoxa e t  
genuina agnoscirnus, .quae ex ipsis est petita Scripturia (ex ingenio 
utique ejus linguae, in qua sunt soriptae, secundum circnmstantiaa 
itam expensac, e t  pro ratione locoram vel sirniliuin vel dissimilium, 
plnrium quoque e t  clariorum expositae),’ etc.--Co?tJ Hclv. Post. , ii. 1. 

2 Ibid. 3 Praef., ii. Cap. xx. 4. 
See App. E. 
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will of the Heavenly Father, and by His innocence has 
redeemed us from death and reconciled us to God.’I 

The doctrinal norm of interpretation was also gener- 
ally held to include the Catholic dogmas of the Trinity 
and of the Person of Christ. It T V ~ S  indeed made 
absolutely clear that these dogmas were treated as 
normative, not because of ecclesiastical authority, but 
because they shone forth clearly from Scripture, and 
because the witness which the ancient Church had 
borne to  them was thus known to be true.2 

2. (a) We have next to consider the application of 
those principles to the two branches of interpretation 
which have been distinguished. As applied to the 
detailed interpretation of Scripture they constituted a 
real advance in scientific exegesis accompanied by an 
equally unscientific limitation. It vas an enormous 
gain to  have thrown over the theory of a manifold 
sense of Scripture. The requirement of a mind attuned 
to sympathy with the spiritual content of Scripture 
was entirely justified. The determination to  go be- 
hind patristic authority, and to labour afresh at the 
sources with the apparatus of modern scholarship, 
marked the beginning of a new and fruitful era in 
biblical science. But the work in the exegetical field 
was so far marred by the re-affirmation of the dogmatic 
principle of interpretation. There is a sense in which 
it is the duty of the exegete to use clear passages to 
elucidate those which are obscure, but it is not lawful 

Art. ii. Of. Conf. Helv. Prior, Y. ; ibid., Po.yt., xiii. 
Loyaltp to the dogmas in question as revealed truth, and t o  the 

Creeds as faithful witnesses thereto, is professed in Go~f. Buys., i. ; 
Formula Concordiae, praef. ii. ; flelv. Post., iii. 11 ; xxxix. art. viii. ; 
Iris7b Articles, i. The Westntinster Confession, which otherwise follows 
the  Irish Articles closely, omits all reference to  the Creeds, but this 
’was doubtless beoause it feared even to seem t o  lean on human au- 
thority. It had certainly no criticism to make on the Catholic dogmas. 
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to  use the clear to read into the obscure what it 
does not contain with a view to  extract from it an 
orthodox and edifying meaning. This accommodation 
was widely practised-chiefly with the object of making 
Scripture witness in all its parts t o  the divinity and the 
atoning work of Christ, and to the gospel of justification 
by faith. Almost alone Luther did not feel this to  be 
necessary ; and he was milling to grant that prophets and 
apostles sometimes built with wood, hay and stubble, as 
well as gold, and to place Jarnes below Paul instead of 
trying to harmonise 'them. We nom know that Luther's 
point of view was the sounder. It is wiser as well as 
more honest t o  interpret Scripture according to  its 
original sense, and to admit that it does not contain 
in all its parts the catholic and evangelical system of 
faith and morals, than to assume that doctrinally it 
is all of a piece, and to  try to make this good by the 
shifts of a dogmatic exegesis. 

( b )  In the higher branch of interpretation, which was 
concerned with the systematic exposition of doctrine, 
it is quite clear that the Reformers operated with a 
particular content of Scripture as regulative, if not 
of the meaning, at least of the value, of the rest 
of the biblical material. It was so with Luther, who 
frankly refers us to  the Pauline Epistles, the Fourth 
Gospel and 1 Peter for the norm of the doctrines of re- 
velation. The actual procedure of Calvin did not differ 
in principle from that of Luther, since he operated 
with a scheme of thought in which he combined the 
doctrines of grace and of predestination which he found 
in Xt. Paul, while he merely utilised as much of the re- 
maining material as could be usefully worked into 
this doctrinal framework. I n  Doginatics this pro- 
cedure is not only legitimate but necessary; and the 

, 
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only criticism that can be made on the old Protestant 
theology is that it professed to be objectively repro- 
ducing the whole content of Scripture, when it was 
actually editing Soripture in the light of an assured 
central content of Scripture. There can be no question 
that it acted legitimately in extracting from Scripture 
a group of fundamental doctrines and principles, and 
in using these as the regulative principle of the 
manifold and heterogeneous elements of Scripture, and 
as the criterion of their value; and the only disputable 
point is whether it correctly divined the substance of 
revelation in elevating the gospel of justification by 
faith to the rank of a doctrinal norm, and in represent- 
ing the Catholic dogmas of the Trinity and of the 
Person of Christ as inseparable and inalienable ele- 
ments of the Gospel. This is one of the cardinal issues 
in modern theology, and to it we shall have to return 
in the discussion of the doctrinal substance of the 
Christian religion. 

I t  is beyond dispute that the fundamental conviction 
of the Reformers was that the Gospel is true which was 
preached by Christ, and more fully unfolded by His 
apostle Paul. It was not so much that they accepted 
the Gospel because they knew the Bible to be the 
Word of God, as that they claimed all perfection for 
the Bible because through it they had come into pos- 
session of the vivifying gospel of the grace of God? 
And it may well seem to be the duty of theology to con- 
centrate upon this impregnable part of their position- 
viz. that there is in Scripture a divine message 
which is self-authenticating to those who meet it with 

‘ Sancta Christiana Bccleaia, cujus unicum caput est Christus, 
natu est ex Verbo Dei, in eoque permanet, neo vocem audit alieni.’- 
Theses Bernensea, i. 
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a trustful mind and an obedient will. The crisis of 
Protestantism consists, not so much in the discredit 
of the old theory of mechanical and plenary inspiration, 
with its disturbing consequences for the doctrine of 
absolute inerrancy, as in differences of opinion touching 
the essential content of the message of the Christian 
revelation. If the content be truly expounded, it will 
continue as before to ,take captive the minds and 
hearts of men; and when this occurs there never fails 
the reproduction of its due reverence for the Bible 
as the book’ which enshrines and transmits the 
gracious and life-giving message, and it continues 
to be fitly described, in contrast to all other books, as 
the Word of God. 
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I1 
The dogma of the Trinity is closely bound up with 

the dogma of the Person of Christ. The former is con- 
cerned with the inner life of the eternal Godhead, and 
the place therein of the only-begotten Son ; tvhile the 
latter deals with the mode of the esistence of' the Son 
as incarnate, and this both in His estate of humiliation 
and exaltation. The doctrine of the Person of Christ 
is at once a presupposition and a consequence of the 
doctrine of the Trinity. I t  is a presupposition, inas- 
much as the doctrine of the Trinity was due to the 
necessity of reconstruing the doctrine of God in the light 
of His revelation. in Christ. On the other hand it '\vas 
only after the formulation of the dogma of the Trinity 
that the mind of the Church was concentrated on the 
problem of the constitution of the Person of Jesus Christ. 

The Christologicd problem was the analysis of the 
Person of Christ as the meetingplace of the divine 
and humnn. In  doing so, suggestions seem to have 
been borrowed from physical analogies. A union 
of two physical substances may be eEected in various 
ways. We may suppose one to be cut and fashioned 
so as to fit the other, as the handle is accommodated 
to the head of an axe to form a single implement. 
We may suppose that the two jinite, as in a chemical 
fusion, to create a new substance, Or we may suppose 
that, as in processes of the animal organism, one absorbs 
alien materid into its own constitution, and trans- 
forms it into the substance of its own frame. Finally, 
the two may simply be placed sidd by side ; and, to use 
a simile of Luther, may possess no more unity than two 
boards which have been placed in juxtaposition. These 
images may help to make clearer the tentstive in- 
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terpretations of the Person of Christ which were 
condemned as heretical. The theory of Apollinaris was 
that in Christ human nature was reduced to a body 
and an animal soul, and that the divine nature was so 
joined to it as, by contributing to i t  the rational part, to 
form one complete being. The Monophysite position was 
to affirm that, as the result of the union, the human 
nature fused with the divine to form a new type of 
being, or, according to another view, that the human 
was absorbed in the divine. And finally, the Nestorian 
doctrine so emphasised the distinctness of the natures, 
and allowed so little interpenetration, that it was held 
to involve that Christ was two persons? 

In regard to these various theories of the Person of 
Christ, two things are certain. One is that there was a 
problem which lay as a heavy burden upon the mind of 
the Church, The other is that those who took part in 
the fierce and long-drawn controversies were fighting for 
a cause which they felt to involve a vital religious issue, 

The Monophysites, as the name implies, attributed 
to the incarnate Christ a single nature. The explana- 
tion of their passionate assertion of the doctrine of a 
single nature was that they felt that Christ, by taking 
up human nature into His Person, and transmuting it 
into the divine, gave an earnest of the reality of our 
redemption. In the fact that human nature has been, 
so to speak, deified in Christ, they saw the prototype, 
and also the Sure pledge, of the attainment by man 
unto the sphere and dignity of a divine and immortal 
life.2 A Christ to whom two natures were ascribed 

1 It would seem that the Nestorian view was only attributed t o  
Nostorius b y  doing sonie of his thinking for hiin, and  that he might 
have nooepted ~110 Ghalcedonicm formula. Bethune-B%lter, Nestohs 
and his Teacliing, 1908. 

2 Hariiaok, op. cit. , passim. 
P 



226 THE RULE OF FAITH [ounr. 

seemed to give no such assurance; for such a Christ 
was held to be in the last resort a man Consorting v i th  
God, who Himself depended on God or the eternal Son 
of God for salvation, and by whom no more was done 
for human nature than is accomplished by suasion and 
example. To the Nestorians, following the School of 
Antioch, it seemed that this was a pious view which, as 
in the case of Modalism, flourished through defiance of 
fact. Distinguished for the most part by its devotion to 
the study of Scripture, this school had been deeply 
impressed by the fact that the Jesus of the Gospels was, 
not a divinity in disguise, but truly and completely man. 
And apart from its biblical interests, it is clear that it 
also felt that a vital religious issue was involved in 
the affirmation of the reality and completeness of the 
human nature. How could men surely reckon on the 
sympathy of Christ, and on His qualification to bring the 
burdens and the woes of His people adequately before 
God, unless they could believe that He possesses a true 
and full human experience ? How could He, as only a 
seeming man, have the worth of a pattern and example 1 

The final pronouncement of the Church, embodied in 
the symbol of Chalcedon, was to the effect that the Mono- 
physite and Nestorian views mere alike one-sided, and 
that the truth lay in combining belief in the unity of 
the person with the affirmation of the distinctness and 
integrity of the two natures.1 

' We teach men to confess one and the same Son, o,ur Lord Jesus 
Christ, the same perfect in Godhead and also perfect in Manhood, truly 
God and truly Man, of a reasonable soul and body ; consubstantial 
with the Father according t o  the Godhead, and consubstantial with 
US according to the Manhood, in all things like us without sin . . . in 
these latter days, for us and for our salvation, born of the Virgin Mary, 
the Mother of Cod, according to the Manhood, one and the same 
Christ, Son, Lord, only-begotten, to be aclrnowledged in two natures, 
inconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly, inseparably, the distinction 
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The same observation may be repeated which was 
made in the case of the doctrine of the Trinity: we can 
discern in the separate moments of the doctrine a 
religious justification or necessity, while the synthesis 
in which they are united is difficult and even bewilder- 
ing. The constituent elements of the doctrine were 
the truths which remained after the exclusion of the 
apparently impossible positions. That Christ was not 
truly man was ruled out, not only by the irresistible 
evidence of the evangelical record, but by the convic- 
tion that without a true humanity Christ could not be 
a sympathetic Saviour, or indeed a Saviour at all. That 
He was not truly divine was ruled out by the con- 
viction that, if He was less than God, the truth of His 
Word and the power of His grace were not sufficiently 
established, That He was not two persons, but one, 
was ruled out by the historical record in which He 
appeared as one Person, and also by the suspicion that 
if n. divine and human person were postulated the 
divine Saviour would retreat out of sight behind the 
human person of Jesus of Nazareth. 
1. On the other hand the position taken up by the 

Church in defence of vital religious interests was found 
to be beset by very grave intellectual difficulties. The 
combination of ideas used to elucidate the subject is the 
same as in the case of the doctrine of the Trinity; but 
while the Trinity is construed as consisting of three 
persons in one nature, the being of Christ is interpreted 
as consisting of one person in two natures. The latter 
conception, indeed, comes closer to modes of being of 
of natures being by no means taken away by the union, but rather 
the property of ench nature boing preserved, and concurring in one 
Person and one subsistence, not parted or divided into two persons, 
but one and the samo Son, and only-begotten, God the Word, the 
Lord Jesus Ohrist.’-Sohaff, Creeds of Clwistendom, ii. p. 62 ff. 
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which we can frame a conception. I t  has been usual 
to  draw an illustration from our own constitution. In 
the human constitution there is a duality of natures, 
the spiritual and the material, which exist in intimate 
union, and do not suffer mutilation as the consequence of 
the union, and which are held together by the principle 
of a single personal life. And there is, it is suggested 
in the Athanasian Creed; no more difficulty in suppos- 
ing that the one Person of Christ, while rooted in the 
divine nature, had at His disposal all the finite powers 
of a man along with the infinite perfections of the 
Godhead, than there is in conceiving that the human 
ego acts in the world through a physical organism while 
also acting within the spiritual sphere with the powers 
proper to spirit. But this is not a true parallel. The 
fact that a human being, in virtue of his composite 
constitution, does things so diverse as to think and to 
move about in space, does not greatly help us to  grasp 
the idea of a person who, in virtue of two natures, 
performs the same kind of acts under totally different 
conditions, so that at one and the same time He is 
omniscient in virtue of His divine nature and limited 
in knowledge in virtue of His human nature, and who 
similarly is at the same time omnipotent and also 
subject to human weakness and infirmity. 

(a) It is also open to question whether the Chalce- 
donian definition of the Person of Christ as one person 
subsisting in two complete natures is self-consistent. 
The Monophysite objection to the doctrine of two com- 
plete natures was that it was held to carry with it the 
consequence of a dual personality; the unrefining Nes- 
torian seems to have accepted the inference; and it is 
arguable that they were at least right when they agreed 
8s to what the position involved. When it is asserted 

' 

37, 8. 
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that Christ possessed a true and full humanity, includ- 
ing human intelligence, human affections and a human 
wil1,it would seem that this is an endowment which 
implies and issues in the existence of a human ego. 

(b )  It has also been doubted whether, in the Catholic 
definition of the unique content of the Person of Christ, 
use was made even of the most satisfactory categories 
at our disposal. The fundamental idea is that of the dis- 
tinction of ‘the divine and human natures-one having 
as its distinctive note infinitude, the other finitude, and 
the two being thus separated by the whole diameter of 
being. But if it be a truth that man is contrasted with 
God as the finite with the infinite, it  is a truth of equal 
importance that man is made in the divine image, and 
that it is his destiny to be renewed in the same image, and 
to be a partaker of the divine nature. I t  might there- 
fore seem to  be truer, and not less in harmonywith 
Scripture, to affirm that in Christ there was one nature, 
or at least one mode of being-viz. a humanity which 
was divine because it exhibited all that humanity was 
destined to be in union with God, and also a divinity 
which was human in that it was manifested only in 
so far as was possible within the limitations of a 
human experience.l 

(e) It has also been objected to the ratio6ality of the 
Catholic dogma of the one person in two natures that it 
involves a psychological impossibility. It undoubtedly 
implies, in its affirmation of the integrity of the two 
natures, that He possessed two streams of consciousness 
-one filled with the content of an infinite intelligence, 

, 

1 ‘If the ethical is the most essential element of the idea both of 
God and Inan, it can be no longer permitted to describe the idea of 
humanity, which attained realisation in the humanity of Christ, as 
f nndanientally different from God.’-Dorner, Doctrine of the Person 
of Christ, E. Tr., 1861, 11. i. 116. 
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the otherwith the content of a finite intelligence. In the 
expositions of the older theologians it was not doubted 
that these two forms of consciousness were simultaneous 
and continuous ; and yet some modems, who even claim 
to be Catholic in their thinking, do not hesitate to 
describe the conception as investing the life of Christ 
with a certain grotesqueness, and as even weakening 
the impression of reality and sincerity.1 It may, indeed, 
be said that it is rash to dogmatise about psychological 
possibility in the case even of normal human nature, 
and more than rash to profess to fathom the depths, 
and to define the forms, of the experience of a person- 
ality that was unique in respect of origin, and also in 
respect of intimacy and continuity of filial communion 
with the Father. But it is at least true thnt the idea 
of a simultaneous double consciousness alienates intel- 
lectual sympathy to an extent which seriously prejudices 
the religious truth which it is sought to express. The 
difficulty has been somewhat diminished by the proposal 
of some theologians to borrow from the recent philo- 
sophy of the subconscious-giving up the idea of the 
eo-existence in the mind of Christ of an infinite and 
finite consciousness, and substituting the idea of suc- 
cessive phases of consciousness on the two planes of 
the divine and human? 

2. In so far as modern theology has tried to  frame its 
own thoughts about the Person of Christ, and has not 
been content merely to reproduce the definitions of the 
ancient Church, it has usually taken one or other of two 
directions. I t  has started either from the Monarchian 
or from the Catholic doctrine of the Trinity. In  the 

Martensen, Christian Dogmatics, E. Yr., 1866, p. 269. 
Dykes, 'The Person pf Christ,' Expository Y'imes, 1905 ; Sanday, 

ChGtology and Pcrsonalzty, 1911, 
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former case, the doctrine of the Person of Christ is 
worked out on the lines of the theory associated of old 
with Paul of Samosata; and Jesus Christ is affirmed while 
human to be also divine, on the ground that the Spirit 
of God dwelt in Him above measure, and that in Him 
were manifested the perfections and purposes of God. 

. The other course is to presuppose the Catholic doctrine 
of the Trinity; but with a view to obviate the psycho- 
logical difficulty above referred to, and from a desire to 
deal honestly with the evidence of the Gospel records, 
to connect the Incarnation with a temporary limitation 
or demission of certain divine attributes and preroga- 
tives? The ltenotic theory, it is true, introduces fresh 
and grave difficulties of its own. I t  is not easy to see 
how it can be held by those who consider the creed of 
Chalcedon to have the stamp of finality, as it involves 
a tampering with the integrity and completeness of the 
divine nature such as was explicitly condemned in affirm- 
ing the Incarnation to have taken place without con- 
fusion or change of the natures.2 I t  is a more serious 
objection that it involves a departure from what has 
hitherto been conceived as axiomatic of God, to suppose 
that One who was God could become less than God, and 
should again become very God of very God. The possi- 
bility and coherence of the theory also become doubtful 
when the matter is thought out from the psychological 
standpoint. It may even be thought that, from a 
religious point of view, the kenotic theory is inferior to 
the construction which founds on a merely economic 
Trinity, since the former brings us into contact with 

1 On types of the kenotic theory, see Bruce, Humiliation of Olivist, 
1876. 

Y Bishop Gore has not sufficiently discussed the compatibility of his 
]<enotic theory ~vitli the orthodoxy of Chnlcedon.--il%e Incarnation 
of the son of God, 1891 ; Dissertations, 1895. 
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One who was only partially God, while the latter finds 
in Him One in whom we come into immediate touch 
with the God of all power and misdom and grace. On 
the other hand, the kenotic theory in its moderate 
form seems to yield the only possible interpretation of 
the Person of Christ, provided we are to give weight to 
the religious considerations which demand the pre- 
existence of the Son of God, and also to give meight to 
the evidence of the evangelists who reported to us all 
that is known of Jesus Christ. 

I11 
The heretical interpretations of the Trinity and of 

the Person of Christ were rejected as tending to 
undermine the Christian scheme of salvation, and the 
dogmas as finally formulated were felt to be necessary 
to safeguard the Christian salvation, while they mere 
usually confessed to be mysteries in the sense of being 
incomprehensible by the human mind. This, nov, is 
undoubtedly a serious state of matters, since in religion 
it is upon the idea of God that everything ultimately 
depends ; and it seems to be a real source of wealmess 
that in the Christian religion the choice should be 
between a doctrine of the Godhead which is false and 
harmful, and one which has the effect of confusing 
and even paralysing the mind. But it is not thus that 
it has worked in practice. Theories of the Trinity and 
of the Person of Christ, which have been condemned as 
heretical, have contained enough of life-giving truth to 
meet the needs of sinful and mortal men. On the 
other hand, the Catholic doctrines of the Trinity and of 
the Person of Christ, though unthinkable in their 
totality, embody truths which are luminous 8s the sun, 
and which constitute a large part of the power and the 
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comfort of the Christian religion. Upon these two 
aspects of the case a few words may be added, 

1. In  the first place, it seems clear that there is a 
Christian conception of God and of Christ which is 
sufficient, even when encased in a heretical setting, to 
enable the saving energies of the Christian economy 
to do work with real efficiency. I t  is doubtless true that 
the saints were found for the most part within the pale 
of orthodoxy, and that there is a peculiar quality of 
devout and spiritual character which is associated with 
zealous loyalty to the formulas of Trinitarian orthodoxy. 
Against Arianism there has been drawn up a formidable 
charge of religious indifference and ethical weakness? 
Still more clearly is it evidenced by history that the 
Ebionitic heresy, which reduces Christ to the proportions 
and significance of a mere man, entails a limitation of 
access to the vitalising powers of the Christian economy. 
In the Christological controversy, however, the section 
which carried the decrees of Chalcedqn was certainly not 
on a higher spiritual plane than those who formulated 
their thoughts in the dubious language of Cyril of Alex- 
andria. In  modern Protestant Christendom it is certain 
that popular thinking on the doctrines in question is 
largely, even when unconsciously, heterodox. I t  is made 
clear in attacks upon Christianity that many must have 
been brought up to hold the patripassian view, and sup- 
pose that it was God the Father who, in the Person of 
Christ, was nailed upon the cross. With more confidence 
it may be asserted that in a great mass of popular 
Christian thinking the doctrine of the Trinity is taken 
in a tritheistic sense, and that Christ is adored and 
trusted as a second God. On the other side, a concep- 
tion of the Incarnate Christ is widely prevalent which 

. 

. 

1 Gwatkin, op. cit. 
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attributes to Him no more of humanity, perhaps even 
less, than was ascribed to Him by Apollinaris, and which 
revolts from any serious assertion of His humanity as a 
virtual negation of His divinity. There are profe'essed 
champions of Catholic orthodoxy who do not really 
believe in the reality of the human nature. That the 
Christian religion, in spite of this chaos of crude or 
questionable theology, continues to do its Tp'ork abund- 
antly as an instrument of reconciliation, of renewal and 
of comfort,is due to the fact that with the crudities 
and the errors there is bound up in the mind the truth 
that God is Almighty, All-mise and All-good, and that 
the believing soul meets God in Christ. 

2. The Catholic doctrines of the Trinity and of the 
Person of Christ, if above reason in their definition of 
the divine being and relations, are at least supremely 
luminous and credible in the guidance which they 
give in our practical relations with God. The practical 
outcome of the doctrine of the Trinity may be expressed 
by saying that when we conceive of God ve  think that 
Christ is in God to all eternity. We think of the 
eternal God in terms of Christ. Whatever the difficulties 
of the formulated doctrine, it  is not difficult to grasp the 
practical consequence which it supported-viz. that 
.what we have found in Christ of holiness and grace 
and love has been comprehended, and that eternally, 
in the being, the purposes and the acts of God. We 
affirm the Christ-likeness of the eternal God. And we 
have a title to affirm it from reason as well as from 
revelation. We are bound, as has been already said, t o  
conceive of God in terms of the highest that we know ; 
and in the ethical sphere the highest has been made 
known to us, not in the love of man and woman, not 
even in fatherhood and motherhood, but in holy and 
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self-sacrificing love as it was expressed and wrought out 
in the unique life of Jesus Christ. It is in a sense 
matter of reason as well as of faith that he that hath 
seen Christ hath seen the Father-that in Him who 
was found in fashion as a man, was tempted in all points 
like as we are, and became obedient unto death, even the 
death of the cross, were also manifested the holiness and 
the compassion that govern the dealings of God with our 
sinful world, that in Him we see into the heart of God 
and see that God is love. It is because the Catholic 
'dogma of the Trinity, notwithstanding its burden of 
intellectual difficulty, is the least unsatisfactory of the 
attempts that have been made to state the truth of the 
eternal presence in God of the life and love that came 
to expression in Jesus Christ, that it  has maintained its 
position at  the heart of the Christian religion. 

The practical outcome for our thought of the dogma 
of the Person of Christ is the complementary truth that 
in Christ man has access to the grace and the life of 
God. The attempt to define the relation of the divine 
and human in the Person of Christ is beset by grave 
difficulties ; and it may well be that it is not within the 
power of theology to enter into and to describe the 
constitution of the Person of Christ. But the dogma 
contains a supremely comprehensible element which 
also furnishes a great part of the power and comfort of 
the Christian religion. For it means that the Christian 
religion is not merely a system of ideas, but an economy 
of spiritual power-that through Christ souls are brought 
into contact with the forgiving grace of God, and with 
the energies of the Holy Spirit proceeding from the 
Father and the Son which are able to make alive, 
to give strength to them that have no might, and to 
comfort them that mourn. 


