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PREF A TORY NOTE. 

THE writer wishes to acknowledge his indebtedness in the 
following pages to Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible (s.v. 
and other articles), and to express his many obligations to 
Bishop Westcott. On such a subject, however, it would 
not be a simple matter exactly to weigh or to state 
how much is owed directly or indirectly to others; such 
obligations permeate the whole of this essay, and though 
the author has quoted or indicated many of the authorities 
on which he has rested, he has not attempted to state 
or trace the source of every thought or reference or 
expression. 

B. P. 
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BEFORE entering on the subject of this essay 1t 1s well 
to mark the spirit of humble adoration in which such a 
subject must be approached, not merely because the 
consideration of such heavenly mysteries necessarily 
compels a reverent inquirer to follow the example of 
the seraphim when they were in the presence of the 
Son of God, and the glory of the vision constrained 
them to cover their faces before Him after whom we 
are now to seek, nor only for the reason that, as Hooker 
says, "an evil moral disposition dampeth the very light 
of heavenly illumination and permitteth not the mind 
to see what doth shine before it; " but not less because 
of the necessary relation existing in this case, as in 
others, between the student and the truth which he is 
studying. When we are made acquainted beforehand 
with the equipment which we require to bring with us 
for our search, we are both prepared for the character 
of that which we shall find, and protected from dis
appointment at not finding that which we had no right 
to expect, or at the limitations which accompany our 
quest, or at the manner in which the result is given to 
us. Thus a student who is told by the lecturer that 
for the ensuing hour he will require certain special 
books, will already anticipate something of the scope of 
the lesson, and a man working with a telescope will not 
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expect to reach such results as are realised in a 
laboratory. \Vhen we read such words as "The things 
of God none knoweth save the Spirit of God" (r Cor. 
2 11), or "No one knoweth the Son, save the Father; 
neither doth any know the Father, save the Son, and 
he to whomsoever the Son willeth to reveal him " 
(Matt. rr 27), or the Lord's words when St. Peter had 
confessed Him to be the Son of the living God, "Flesh 
and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my 
Father which is in heaven" (Matt. r6 17), we are already 
made aware that all that we can know about the Son 
of God is that which God Himself has been pleased 
to reveal to us; for the dark chamber of the Holy of 
Holies, and light unapproachable, impenetrable dark
ness and dazzling brightness, are equally fitting symbols, 
to convey to us an idea of God as He is to Himself. 

While then we employ every means of learning 
that is placed within our reach and recognise that 
reverent inquiry and discovery in every department of 
truth must contribute to a fuller knowledge of Him 
who is the Truth, we look to God's revelation of 
Himself as given in Holy Scripture as our primary 
source of information with reference to the Son of 
God. There we may expect to find that which our 
unaided reason on the one hand could not have taught 
us, and which on the other it is able to welcome as true: 
for we are able to recognize as being true when it is 
presented to us, that which we should have been unable 
by ourselves to discover. \Vhile gladly availing our
selves of every ray of light that may directly or 
indirectly shine from other sources upon our inquiry, 
from the outset we will understand that· we are in the 
regions of faith, which here, if anywhere, will be to 
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us an t>..e7xo<; OU /3)1.,E'TrOµ,EVWV, And with us we must 
bring a humble, reverent and devotional spirit; "We 
were made to recognise God and He has made Himself 
known.'' 

It is not then proposed to begin our inquiry at 
a stage farther back, or to speak of the Reason which 
goes before Faith, nor will the subject be approached 
controversially or argumentatively, but an attempt will 
be made, by simply studying the pages of the Bible 
itself, to gather from them something of the revelation 
there made of the Son of God. It will thus be no part 
of this essay to discuss • fundamental principles or 
assumptions, 1 or to deal directly with objections, but 
rather, from a point of view within the Catholic 
Church, to present our faith on this point, to examine 
the words of Scripture, and to try to learn the 
light thrown in detail by its various words and phrases 
on the meaning for us of the title of ' Son of God ' as 
we have accepted it in Holy Scripture. 

It would not be true to say that this essay does not 
in any way deal with the philosophy of doctrine: but 
at the same time the writer's wish is rather to approach 
the subject in a devotional attitude. In any case very 
little2 will be said on the history of the development 
of doctrine in post-Apostolic times. A criticism of the 
discussions at N icaea and Constantinople, of Arianism 
and Apollinarianism, as such, will not come within 
our range, though of course the sharper lines which 
have necessarily been drawn in controversy with 
heretics, if they do not illuminate the statements of 
the Bible, yet have given them such definition as at 

1 See App. A. 2 See however App. T. 
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least to make the discussion of them easier; and though 
such limitations are, as limitations, to be regretted, 
they have presented in clearer outline the truths which 
they surround and defend, and make the apprehension 
of them readier though not deeper. 

There is one more preliminary remark which must 
be made. Bishop Westcott, in his introduction to St. 
John's Gospel1, discussing the extent to which it is 
true to say that the "inspiring impulse of St. John's 
Gospel was doctrinal, and of St. Luke's historical," 
has pointed out that "Christian doctrine is history, 
and that the synoptic narratives are implicit dogmas, 
no less truly than St. John's dogmas are concrete 
facts; " and this important truth contains a very 
necessary warning as to the manner in which we shall 
find placed before us in Holy Scripture the doctrine 
of the two natures of our Lord. The Bible gives us 
an account of God's dealing with man; its whole 
method is historical; and we shall have misapprehended 
its method, one may almost be permitted to say 
reverently, its necessary method, if we hope to find in 
it statements of doctrine, or formal dogmas. A book 
written with such a method as that would probably 
have appealed to one time only; fixed and rigid in its 
form, it would have been incapable of answering to the 
expanding growth of the life of mankind, and to the 
developing apprehension of truth ; the very terminology 
in which such dogmas can be expressed, is liable to 
cease to convey to a later time the meaning which it 
embodied to those who first used it. And more than 
this: if anyone entertains the wish that the Bible spoke 

l p. 4r. 
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with what he might call a clearer tone on these deep 
mysteries, he not only falls into the vain wish that it 
thus might have spoken to his age only, and none other, 
but such clearness and precision would by a strange 
paradox have exposed such exactness of definition to 
grave uncertainty of acceptance. \Vhereas now it is 
well-nigh impossible to misapprehend the teaching of 
the Bible on these mysteries, resting as it does on so 
broad a basis of life that there is a living bond uniting 
its several parts, and a doubt thrown upon some 
particular point does not impair the organic fabric of 
truth ; in such a case as we are imagining, where the 
interdependence of parts would necessarily have been 
rather logical than living, and frequency of reiteration 
would have been the strongest support of dogmas, 
suspension of judgment on one part would also have 
tended so far to discredit the whole. Thus, had we 
only come to know the Divinity of our Lord from 
isolated declarations and dogmatic statements to that 
effect, then the removal or the discrediting of one such 
statement would by so much have reduced the evidence 
on which we accepted the particular truth in question; 
the number of such direct statements would have been 
all-important; a link removed might never have been 
made good. But, as it is, this doctrine also rests upon 
much wider foundations, supported by the whole tenor 
of Holy Scripture, constantly suggested in narrative· 
and discourse, and by subtle touches which are all 
the more cogent in their drift because so many-sided 
and so far removed from philosophic statement. For 
example-probably few would maintain 0eo,, i.e. 8c, to 
be the correct text in r Tim. 3 16 ; but the loss of such a 
clear statement of the Divinity of the Lord is by no 
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means serious to those for whom that truth rests not 
upon isolated or fragmentary texts, but much more on 
the broad basis of the whole of the Gospel narrative 
and discourses, and the informal indications plentifully 
afforded by the Epistles. Evidence of this kind is not 
to be shaken by the removal of single passages ; 
it would rather be necessary to change the whole 
character and record of the New Testament, before we 
could dispose of those doctrines which as it now stands, 
it tells us, have in the guise of "facts " entered so 
closely into human life. 

Having said this much as to the character, 
limitations and scope of such an inquiry as it is 
proposed to make, the writer would venture now to 
state the arrangement of this paper. 

It is proposed to investigate the passages of Holy 
Scripture, first in the Old Testament and then in the 
New, on which the actual title of the Son of God as 
applied to our Lord rests, and reverently to attempt to 
reach the bearing of those passages on His Sonship; 
though sometimes it will be found more convenient to 
give an exposition first and to look at the passages 
afterwards. At the same time, in accordance with 
what has just been said, these passages will not be 
treated as isolated from the broad and larger back
ground of the Old and New Testament; it will be 
remembered that they are a part of God's whole 
revelation; and the Person and Life and Work of our 
Lord will tell upon and contribute to the interpretation 
of these more special phrases. The aim of this essay 
is not to prove that our Lord is the Son of God, but 
rather to show how the passages, as they come before 
us, illuminate and fill up the conception. The truth of 
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the conception is independent of the phrase, but at the 
same time the use of the phrase thrO\vs light upon the 
conception. It will not of course be necessary to write 
a note on every passage of the Bible where the phrase 
' Son of God' occurs; but by examining into some of 
the salient texts we may attempt to reach the ideas 
which are suggested in them, in the confidence, as 
has been already indicated, that, however great the 
mystery of the subject may be, we may be sure that it 
is a 'revealed mystery,' and that step by step the truth 
that the phrase contains for our adoration and our 
strength, must have been brought within the knowledge 
of the mind of man so far as he is able to apprehend 
it. 

Certain points, it may be added, of a more critical 
character are discussed in the notes at the end of 
the essay. Owing to the fundamental importance of 
the subject, the treatment of it offers points of 
contact with many authors; and in many cases where 
there is allusion in the text or notes to the writings of 
English divines, not only will the reference be indicated, 
but their actual language will also be reproduced. 

The phrase tl';:iS~;:r ''.l:J, is used twice in Gen. 6 as 
contrasted with tl1~iJ n\:i::J,, and various interpretations 
are offered of the passage; but even setting aside as 
necessarily irrelevant to our purpose such renderings 
as arise from tl'ijS~;:r taken to mean "judges" or "chief 
men," whether we take the passage to refer to the true 
worshippers of God (cf. Deut. 14 1 TTjil'~ or;,~ tl'~~ 
tl~'tt1,~ and Psalm 73 16 'iJ'~~ 11i) or to beings of a superior 
order (in some Greek copies it appears to be rendered 
aryo"A.oi TOU 0eov) or indeed in any other way, the plural 
number of tl'::)i1 seems to prevent its application in 
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any way to the title under consideration. Similar 
doubt belongs to the interpretation of two passages in 
the book of Job (r 6, 2 1) where again, however, the 
plural number is employed. From the occurrence of 
the phrase in the poetical passage Job 38 7, it is not 
likely that we have anything to learn in this connection. 
The same may be said of the phrase o,S~ '~~ occurring 
in Psalm 29 1, and again in Psalm 89 6 ; the change 
from o,;f,~ to o,t,~ (which has led some even to 
take the word from 1,~~ 'a ram' in the former passage, 
'the sons of rams,' i.e. 'young rams') carrying us 
rather farther away from, than any nearer to, tracing 
any connection with the title 'The Son of God.' 
Again the passage Psalm 82 6 does not require much 
to be said upon it; the words are l:lT;'ll:i~ o,;f,~ '1';11~~ --~~ 
c?.S~ r,,~:;, 'P"I quoted by the Lord in John IQ 36• 

Here in a somewhat vague and indeterminate sense the 
title of 'Gods' and 'Sons of the most High' is 
applied to rulers and judges, signifying their divine 
office in spite of the fact that they were proving 
personally unfaithful to it. Our Lord's argument 
requires that by these titles should be indicated some 
connection between men and God, some foreshadowing 
perhaps of a future and a fuller union, and that, if in 
some sense the titles are figurative, a substance and 
reality should underlie the shadow. But in any case 
once more the plurality of the persons prevents the 
phrase throwing much light upon 'The Son of God,' 
and, if anything, rather points forward to the divine 
sonship of men realised in union with Christ, than 
to Christ's natural Sonship as Son of God. 

A passage that needs rather closer consideration 
is Dan. 3 2

", "The form of the fourth is like the Son of 
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God" (Theod. opaut, TOV T€TapTOV oµo(a vtr;i 0eov). 

The Revised Version renders the phrase 'like a son of 
the gods.' The words come from the lips of N ebuchad
nezzar : so, as first spoken or understood, they must 
express his thought, and whatever be the correct 
rendering of them, in the first instance they cannot be 
held to convey any more direct revelation from God 
than comes through the impression which He willed 
to be made upon the mind of the king; we are not at 
liberty to colour the original meaning of the words with 
associations and lines of thought in connection with 
the phrase, which, though familiar to us, are alien to 
the passage as it stands. The words, as given by 
Nebuchadnezzar, would very likely be of only a vague 
and mysterious import, meaning very much what we 
should express by saying that the fourth presence was 
that of an unearthly mysterious being; it would not be 
a fair comparison to interpret them in connection with 
t_he martyrdom of St. Stephen (Acts 7 55• 56) and to say 
that the Son of God first reveals Himself in the Old 
Testament, just as the Ascended Son of Man reveals 
Himself in the New Testament, as succouring those who 
are martyrs for His cause. At the same time perhaps 
we are not at liberty to dismiss the passage as wholly 
irrelevant to our inquiry. Though the text of the LXX 
is oµo{wµa a,y,ye">..ov 0rnv, it is possible that the authority 
of an early parallel version of the book of Daniel under
lies the text of Theodotion's revision. If that is so, the 
words v[o, 0€ou may already have become familiar in 
this passage. If this was the case, the phrase would, 
if only linguistically, prepare the way for the thoughts 
which were later on to be associated with it. In this 
respect this verse would be different from the passages 
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quoted from Genesis and elsewhere: for though no 
nearer than they to throwing any light upon the title 
as given to our Lord, it may possibly in the manner 
suggested have tended to prepare the way for the 
acceptance of subsequent ideas simply because of the 
singular number 'Son,' occurring too, as it does, in a 
passage of mysterious import, the associations of which 
would not be antagonistic to the later development of 
the true idea. As regards this passage then in the book 
of Daniel, we may conclude that on the one hand it 
really contributes nothing to God's revelation of His 
Son, but on the other it is possible that it may have 
prepared the way for the apprehension of that revelation 
by familiarising men's minds with the words vio, 0cou. 

Though there is little to be learnt from the Old 
Testament about the actual title u[o, 0Eov, there are 
some passages in it which require careful consideration, 
in which God is the speaker and thus 'Son of God' is 
signified by the words 'My Son.' The first passage is 
2 Sam. 7 14 l~~ +-iT;;;r'. ~~m J.~7 ~S-.r:;;r~ '~~-

These words are particularly applied by the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews to Christ. The 
principle of such application is clearly indicated by 
Bishop Westcott1, where, among other points, he 
calls attention to the fact that "the application of 
prophetic words in each case has regard to the ideal 
indicated by them, and it is not limited by the 
historical fact with which they are connected. But the 
history is not set aside. The history forces the reader 
to look beyond.'' So it is in this case with the passage 
quoted. The history is concerned with the promise 

1 • Epistle to the Hebrews,' p. 6g. 
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conveyed by Nathan to David, that God would set up 
his seed after him, and this promise is by many links 
attached to the time at which it was spoken-e.g. "he 
shall build a house in my name "-for it was David's 
purpose to build a temple for the Lord which in fact 
evoked the message of Nathan-and, "if he commit 
iniquity, I will chasten him with the rod of men, but 
my mercy shall not depart away from him, as I took it 
from Saul." But though the first bearing of the passage 
clearly relates to the occasion when it was spoken, 
there are words in it that could never have found 
fulfilment in Solomon : "I will establish the throne of 
his kingdom for ever," a promise virtually four times 
repeated in some five verses. Thus in the Epistle to 
the Hebrews the passage is understood to speak of 
Christ, who as the Son of David and the Son of God 
fulfils the idea which Solomon's position foreshadowed 
(cf. the words of Nathaniel, John I 49, 'Pa/3/3Et, a-v Et o 
vio, TOU 0€0u, (TU /3aat)l.eu, cl TOU 'Iapa1)1.). In Christ
the Lord's Anointed-the title 'My Son' gains its 
·perfection. But if we are to appreciate the meaning 
of Christ's Sonship as so far indicated, we must look 
to the historic type for our guidance; and the other 
verses of the passage seem to indicate what is meant 
by the Son. God's Son as here portrayed has these 
characteristics: (I) His Sonship is shewn in .his eager
ness for God's honour, (2) He is the object of God's 
special and lasting care, and (3) He receives the glory 
of exaltation to the kingdom which is His Father's to 
give. We have a royal picture of mutual love and 
honour between Father and Son. We may compare 
Psalm 89, in which also are to be found other aspects 
of the Davidic kingdom that could only be fulfilled in 
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the Son of God, and others again that could not apply 
to Him and belong only to the earthly type. And this 
is equally true whether we consider this Psalm in the 
first instance to have a definite historic background, or 
whether it is presumed rather to refer to the aspirations 
connected with the royal and central position claimed 
by the theocratic nation, than to relate to the historic 
David or any particular king. 

A similar passage1 is Psalm z 7 '~:;t '~~ 1QI$ il1il; 

.J'T17'?; t:l1•iJ '~~ ill;:'~ which is also quoted by the 
writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews (r 5), and by 
St. Paul (Acts 13 s;i). The question of the authorship 
of the Psalm need not trouble us. The text of 
Acts 4 25 , where the Psalm is again quoted, seems to 
be uncertain, and quite apart from this, if we could 
be sure from that verse that the Psalm was attributed 
by the assembled Christians to the individual David, 
the son of Jesse, that would not be any reason why we 
should do the same; literary questions were not 
apprehended, and therefore not discussed or determined 
in Apostolic days. It is the , words which are of 
importance, not the author of the Psalm. The enemies 
of the Lord have raged against Him, and He has 
triumphed over them and has set His King upon His 
holy hill of Zion. And then follows this verse, spoken, 
we may suppose, to this newly appointed King, and a 
similar promise to that in z Sam. 7 lG is made: "I will 
give thee the nations for thine inheritance, and the 
uttermost parts of the earth for thy possession." Here 
God's Son is represented as joining in His victory over 
enemies, and then appointed by his Father as vice-

1 See App, 13. 
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gerent over the conquered. Before the last words of 
the verse there is no distinction between this passage 
and that in 2 Sam., except for the difference between 
the work of the Son done for the Father's honour in 
each case, in the one the building of the temple, in 
the other the joint triumph. 

The last words are, however, important-" This 
day have I begotten thee." As first spoken they 
must no doubt refer to the occasion of this open 
proclamation by God, that the Davidic King ,vas 
His Son. The phrase sounds a somewhat strange 
one because of the word 'begotten'; if the word 
had been 'adopted' we should readily have followed 
it ; it would better have harmonised with the words 
'this day.' But the point lies in this bold word; 
the Davidic King is called the Lord's own Son, and 
the actual word used compels us to look further for One 
in whom are fulfilled, that is, realised in their fulness, 
the points which in this Psalm are assigned to the 
King, and who is also the true Son of God. 

As applied to our Lord in the New Testament the 
verse needs some investigation. There a.re those who 
have considered that the verse, as applied to Christ, 
speaks of the 'eternal generation ' of the Son, and take 
the word u1µ,Epov to refer to eternity, which, as it lacks 
all relation to time, may be regarded as one great 'To
day,' one great present without past or future. The 
objection to this view is that, though perfectly true, it 
gives a different meaning to ul;µ,Epov in the Psalm and 
in the application of the Psalm. In the Psalm u1µ,cpov 
appears to mark a special crisis, and to announce a 
special decree, very much as on the other occasion of 
the announcement of the Sonship of the Davidic King 
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in 2 Sam. 7, which occurred on a particular occasion. 
But if rnjµepov is to refer to eternal generation, then 
the parallel mth the particular 'begetting' which is 
described in the Psalm is lost, and it is better to 
seek for an application of prophetic words along the 
line indicated by their first use. 

A second interpretation applies the words to the 
Incarnation ; it is thought that when St. Paul says that 
God has fulfilled His promise (Acts 13 :i:,) ava,n~cra, 

Tqaovv, it means that He did so by raising up Jesus, in 
the sense of the word as it is found in the I3ook of 
Judges (e.g. 2 16) when we read that "the Lord raised 
up judges;" and the next verse, in which we have 
the words plainly written UVf.tIT'T)<TEV auTOV €/l VEKpwv, 

is then taken to point a contrast with the avauT~ua, 

of the previous verse: but it may equally well be 
taken to explain it, and St. Paul's words also tell 
for the application to the Resurrection, Rom 1 4, 'Toii 

optuOEvTo, uiou Beou iv ouvaµei /(aT(L 7T"P€Uf1,a <L"flWUVV'T), 

f~ avacTTaa-ew, P€Kpwv. Again, though one might not 
be able to say that avirrT71µ, would be an incorrect 
word in the sense of 'raising up' and 'calling forth,' 
it certainly is by association identified with the 
Resurrection from the dead; the LXX word in 
Judges 2 16 is ~')'£tpe ; &vluT71µt would be more naturally 
used in a more violent disturbing sense. 

The view which refers the application of the 
Psalmist's words in the New Testament to the 
Incarnation, may have been supported by a parallel 
suggesting itself to the mind between the 'begetting' 
mentioned in the Psalm and the birth of our Lord at 
the Incarnation. It has been pointed out1 that the 

1 Swete, • The Apostles' Creed,' p. 29. 
See Harnack, • History of Dogma,' p. 194, note I. 



15 

earliest orthodox writers connected Christ's Sonship 
more especially with the human life by which it was 
manifested, and as those who do, and those who do not 
consider the preexistence of the Son as Son1 to be set 
before us in Holy Scripture, alike believe in His 
human birth at Bethlehem, it is only natural that 
in interpreting such a passage as this, with its very 
definite u1µEpov, there should be a tendency to associate 
it with the human birth. 

In connection with this view we may here observe 
that, granting the Lord's preexistence as Son, there is 
still a sense in which there is a connection between 
Christ's Sonship as Son of God and as Son of Man. 
Here we need to look with very cautious and very 
reverent eyes ; we are coming near to the region of 
'dazzling darkness' which we mentioned earlier; at 
the same time we can, if reverently, boldly say that we 
can see that it became (the E7rp€7T€V of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews) the Son of God to be born as the Son of 
Man. The fact that it was He who was so born, of 
course shows that it was God's will, but we can go 
further and recognise the fitness of it, and see that the 
same could not be said of either the Father or the Holy 
Spirit. From what we are told of the eternal relation 
of the Son of God to the Father, we can humbly 
recognise the fitness of the Incarnation of the Son.2 

In favour of the view that would refer the applica
tion of the words of the Psalm to the Resurrection, 
taking the c'wa,n1ua~ of Acts 13 a.1 to relate to that 
event, we may quote the words of Pearson "The grave 
is as the womb of the earth; Christ who is raised from 

1 See App. C. ~ See Westcott, 'Gospel of St. John,' p. 216. 
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thence is as it were begotten to another life : and God 
who raised Him is His Father. So true it must needs 
be of Him which is spoken of others, who are the 
children ( vie{) of God, being the children ( vt'oL) of 
the resurrection" ... "neither is he called simply the 
first that rose, but with a note of generation, the 
first born from the dead." 1 And more recent writers~ 
have pointed out that though "St. Paul did not hold 
that the Son of God became Son by the Resurrection, 
at the same time he did regard the Resurrection as 
making a difference-if not in the transcendental 
relation; of the Father to the Son (which lie beyond 
our cognisance), yet in the visible manifestation of 
Sonship as addressed to the understanding of men." 
The Resurrection, leading to the Ascension and the 
Session at the right hand of God, openly declared 
Christ's Divine Sonship , (see r Thess. I 10) and 
Sovereignty in a manner, of which the incident alluded 
to in the Psalm was truly typical. It should be noted 
that in the vVestern text (though not universally so) 
of Luke 3 n the words u[o<; µov ET en,, J'Yro triJµEpov 

'fE'Yt1w'7Ka trE, form the voice from heaven at the Lord's 
Baptism. 

It is now desirable to say a few words on some 
passages in which the Divine Sonship is attributed to 
Israel. Of the places where the people of Israel are 
called sons of God in the plural, little need be said; it 
has already been suggested that the difference between 
the singular and the plural in the use of the term is all
important. Such passages are Deut. 14 1, and Hosea 
r 10 ; but they are not common in the Old Testa-

1 'Exposition of the Creed' II 33. 
2 Sanday and Headlam, 'Epistle to the Romans,' p. 7. 



17 

ment, considering the great freedom with which the 
word p is employed in Hebrew. Some special 
interest indeed belongs to the verse just mentioned 
in Hosea 'i:,-C,~ -~~ o;:r:, 1½ltl'., first of all from 
its similarity to the words used in the great confession 
of St. Peter (Matt. 16 16, D vi'o, TOU 0c0u TOU twvTo,), 

and secondly as perhaps leading on to the passage 
Hosea II 1. 

This latter passage recalls the verses Ex. 4 22• 23 

(cf. Jerem. 31 19• 20), and in Matt. 2 14• 15 is applied to our 
Lord. It needs therefore a more full consideration. 
In the first instance the phrase as applied to Israel 
in Ex. 4 22 is adapted to that which is to follow in 
verse 23; Israel is the Son of God, His firstborn 
S~1m~ '7'.Y~. '~~; and if he is not allowed to leave 
Egypt, the son, the firstborn of Pharaoh will be 
slain; the parallelism between the clauses is very 
close. But though the exact form may be determined 
by the context, the truth is not a formal or surface 
truth-God's love and His care for Israel, the 
fact that Israel was to keep alive his Father's name 
in the world and to be His representative, that God 
bestowed so much attention on the education and the 
chastening of Israel, with the intention that in the 
fulness of the time the Son of God in whom the 
nation was consummated, should after the flesh 
spring of Israel, all these considerations explain the 
name of God's Son being applied to Israel. No 
doubt this sonship of Israel as a nation was "outward 
and independent of the individual will,"1 and the term 

1 Even in places where tile expression of God's relationship 
to Israel tends to become more individual and to carry personal 
obligations with it, this is still deduced from the national relation
ship Jer. 3 u, Deut. 14 1, 2. 

C 
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is used by a figure: for how should a nation be termed 
the Son (singular) of anyone but by a figure ? But it 
is not one of those figures which, like a Virgilian 
simile, suggests some artificial, superficial, unconnected 
resemblance: rather it indicates a deep and abiding 
truth, which it clothes in the simplest language available 
to express it. All language that employs words relating 
to subjects which do not come immediately under the 
cognisance of the five senses, is in some sense figurative. 
It used to be said that language is "a store-house of 
faded metaphor;" and to say that a passage in the Bible 
is figurative is not to say that it is unreal or untrue. 
Such figures may be either, as here, the easiest, or 
sometimes the only possible manner in which facts can 
be presented; of this more will have to be said la,ter 
on. 1 Israel, then, in this passage is spoken of as 
God's Son, a definite and real relation between Israel 
and God being expressed by the phrase. The applica
tion of the words to the Lord is more difficult than in 
the other passage of the Old Testament which we 
have considered, but it rests upon the same basis of 
interpretation as before, by which we are led to expect 
to find correspondences between the Old Testament 
and the New Testament. This is so in the passage 
before us. The first point to be noticed is that the 
plain fact was the same in each case ; God did call in 
each case His Son, in the one case the nation of Israel, 
in the other Jesus, but both entitled, though in different 
senses, to the name of 'Son,' and He called them both 
out of Egypt. One may also notice the flight by night 
in each case as constituting a similarity between the 

1 See App. D. 



occasions, though in one case it was flight by night out 
of Egypt, in the other flight into Egypt. So far the 
correspondence might have been regarded, if not as a 
mere coincidence, yet rather on the surface than deep. 
But the resemblance goes deeper than this ; the 
geographical Egypt is no doubt essential to the trans
ference of the words spoken of the one Son to the 
other; if for example Joseph had fled into Asia Minor, 
the quotation could not have been made. But under
lying the geographical parallel there is the spiritual 
one. In· either case stress of circumstances and perse
cution had sent the Son to Egypt or kept him there; 
it was a part of the opposition of the world to the 
truth. In either case, his sojourn there was part of God's 
providential guidance of His Son; He was preparing 
His Son for His own purposes, and when His Son was 
summoned out of Egypt, it was to carry on God's plan 
that each Son should declare His Father to the world 
and be His representative among men. We thus 
find, by the flight from Egypt and by the deeper 
resemblances which are suggested by the sojourn in 
Egypt in each case, the Lord's life at the very 
commencement of the Gospel compared with the 
life of Israel as it began; and it is suggested to us that 
parts of His life were foreshown in the life of Israel, 
as a whole or in its parts. To be told that so early a 
step in His life was the fulfilment of a type given by 
an early step in the life of Israel, is an indication that 
throughout His life we may look for other such fulfil
ments, and that in the contents of the nation's life Israel 
as a whole offers us anticipatory signs of the coming 
Christ in real and not fanciful foreshadowings. We 
may put it the other way by saying that in Christ 
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"the race (Israel) was summed up, as it were. In 
Him it fulfilled its purpose and became a blessing 
to the whole earth. Without Him its separate 
existence as a peculiar people had no meaning. 
Thus He was not only the representative but the 
embodiment of the race. In this way the people 
of Israel is the type of Christ, and in the New 
Testament parallels are sought in the career of the one 
to the life of the other."1 "The reality and truth of 
the Messianic idea, as prophesied in the Old Testament 
and fulfilled in the New Testament, remain one of the 
most real and impressive facts in religious history."~ 
And these types of Christ to be found in the history of 
Israel are a part of that Messianic idea. 

In illustration of this type of the life of the Son 
of God presented by Israel His Son we may refer to 
the type presented by Israel as the servant of Jehovah, 
as described in the second Isaiah, where it is at once 
plain that the great prophet of the exile is speaking 
of the literal nation of Israel as the servant of Jehovah, 
and equally plain, that as the nation really was, it did 
not at that time in all respects realise the description 
given, and necessarily pointed forward to One who 
should at once represent Israel, and also present the 
portrait of the servant of the Lord developed in 
those chapters. " As Israel's ideal representative 
He sums up in Himself and carries out to its 
fullest development all that every true Israelite, every 
faithful prophet, every patient martyr had foreshewn, 
in many parts and in many fashions, of the Servant's 
work. Israel was the 'Messianic nation,' and the 

1 Lightfoot, • Epistle to the 
Galatians,' p. 143. 

2 Sanday and Headlam, • Epistle 
to the Romans,' p. 306. 
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Messiah who came in the fulness of time was the true 
and perfect Servant. He was the final outcome and 
development of Israel, yet no mere natural product or 
spontaneous development, but the divinely foreshadowed 
and divinely given crown and consummation of the 
nation's history." 1 

The next group of passages from the Old Testament 
which requires our consideration is that in which the 
Angel of the Lord is spoken of, or the Lord Himself 
appears to have been present under an angelic or 
human form. Such passages are commonest in the 
earliest books of the Bible, and among them are 
included Gen. 22 ll, 1~: "And the angel of the Lord 
{ ill.TT; 1~?~) called unto him out of heaven, and said, 
Abraham, Abraham : and he said, Here am I. And 
he said, Lay not thine hand upon the lad, neither do 
thou anything unto him: for now I know that thou 
fearest God, seeing thou hast not withheld thy son from 
me ( ';r;ii:;i) ". In this place the Angel of the Lord clearly 
speaks of himself as God. In Gen. r8 on the other 
hand, the first verse says-" the Lord appeared unto 
him (Abraham) by the oaks of Mamre;" and then there 
is described the arrival of three human visitants. Some 
have seen in this an appearance of the Trinity; thus 
Gen. r8 is read as one of the lessons for Trinity 

1 Kirkpatrick, ' Doctrine of the Prophets,' p. 394. In this con
nection, however, we must notice that it has been suggested that the 
phrase,,.,.,. [9,oiiJ, as directly applied to Christ in Acts 3 and 4, may 
have been intended in the sense of Son. Later the word""'• in this 
connection certainly seems to have borne this sense, and indeed it 
appears that there was a complete confusion between the two senses. 
But the connection and the deep correspondence of the servant of 
Jehovah with our Lord is obviously independent of any allusion to 
that connection in these passages of the Acts. 
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Sunday: another supposition derived from verses 16 
and 17 is that two were angelic beings, and the third 
God in human form. Another appearance of the Angel 
of the Lord is that to Hagar, Gen. 16 1- 11 , "And the 
angel of the Lord found her by a fountain of water in 
the wilderness ...... And the angel of the Lord said 
unto her, Return to thy mistress, and submit thyself 
under her hands. And the angel of the Lord said unto 
her, I will multiply thy seed exceedingly, that it shall 
not be numbered for multitude. And the angel of the 
Lord said unto her, Behold, thou art with child and 
shalt bear a son, and shalt call his name Ishmael; 
because the Lord bath heard thy affliction." Yet 
another such appearance is that to Moses at the burn
ing bush, Exod. 3 2- 6, "And the angel of the Lord 
appeared unto him in a flame of fire out of the midst 
of a bush ... and ... God called unto him out of the midst 
of the bush ... and ... he said, I am the God of thy father, 
the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac and the God of 
Jacob. And Moses hid his face; for he was afraid to 
look upori God." In this passage it seems very plain 
that the Angel of the Lord is God Himself. Such 
passages might be multiplied, but those quoted afford 
a representative group. 

The question then to be considered is, taking these 
appearances in the Old Testament to be appearances 
of God, are they appearances of the Son of God, 
and if so do they teach us anything about His Being? 
The first question is perhaps generally answered in 
the affirmative. It has been thought that the same 
eternal fitness which operated for the Incarnation 
of the Son, and not of the Father or of the Holy 
Spirit (see above p. 15), would in the same way, 
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if one may so speak, have led to the appearance 
of the So11, of God in the Old Testament. And 
indeed in another case, though no doubt considerably 
dissimilar in kind, we have in the New Testament 
a certain identification of the Son of God with the 
Divine Person seen in the Old Testament. The con
nection established in John 12 41

, "These things said 
Isaiah, because he saw his glory, and spake of him " 
shows that the Apostle identified Him, whom Isaiah 
saw (Isaiah 6), with Christ. This passage affords a 
presumption in favour of the views just stated, that 
the Divine Being who appeared in these early chapters 
of the Old Testament, was the Son of God. A 
resemblance too has been noticed between the character 
of the action of the Angel of the Lord in the Old 
Testament and that of Christ in the New Testament. 
For example, the tenderness of consideration shown to 
Hagar in the passage quoted recalls the love and pity 
of our Blessed Lord. This however is not in the nature 
of proof: for we could not exclude love from the action 
of the Father and the Holy Spirit, which we should 
have to do if the presence of such tenderness were held 
especially to show the action of the Son. 

These passages are very fully discussed by St. 
Augustine (' De Trinitate,' 11. II and III). He goes so 
far as to say1 that it is rash to maintain that even 
God the Father may not ever have appeared in 
this manner, pointing out to those who on the other 
hand quote 1 Tim. 6 rn, 8v €1ofv OUOEt,;' av0pw7TWV OU0€ 
t'.oe'iv ouvaTat, that these words must apply alike to 
the Godhead of the Father, Son and Spirit. As God, 

1 II 32. 



each is invisible. "Visiones autem illae per creaturam 
commutabilem Deo incommutabili subditam factae 
sunt, non proprie sicuti est, sed significative sicut 
pro rerum causis et temporibus oportuit, ostendentes 
Deum. Ipsa enim natura, vel substantia, vel essentia, 
vel quolibet alio nomine appellandum est id ipsum 
quod Deus est, quidquid illud est, corporaliter videri 
non potest : per subiectam vero creaturam non solum 
Filium, vel Spiritum sanctum, sed etiam Patrem 
corporali specie sive similitudine mortalibus sensibus 
significationem sui dare potuisse credendum est" ..... . 
Later on, in the third book, he maintains the view that 
these appearances were of an angelic character, "anti
quis patribus nostris ante incarnationem Salvatoris, 
cum Deus apparere dicebatur, voces illae ac species 
corporales per angelos factae sunt." 

On the whole however it does not seem an 
easy thing to learn much about the Being of the 
Son of God from these appearances in the Old 
Testament. The nature of them appears too obscure 
for us to derive from them any elucidation of other 
difficulties. Supposing that in them it was the Second 
Person of the Holy Trinity who appeared, so far we 
only have a further evidence of the fitness of the 
Son to be 'sent.' That point, however, has been 
made far more plain in the Incarnation, so that 
these Old Testament passages do not extend our 
knowledge in that respect. We cannot consider 
that these appearances were in any full sense 
anticipatory of the Incarnation ; there was no true 
1C€vmui~ in them, no permanent taking of our nature, 
there was no adding of a human nature to the 
Divine; such manifestations left the Son of God as 



He was before, such appearances could not fairly be 
described by the phrase ,:rap~ E'fEVETO. Only they may 
point forward to ' the fitness ' of the Incarnation of 
the Son: for both the appearances in the Old Testament 
(if they were appearances of the Son) and the Incar
nation must rest upon a certain relation, and, we may 
presume, the same relation in the Godhead between the 
Father and the Son. 

We have not therefore found in the Old Testament 
any clear statements as to the Being of the Son of God. 
It is indeed difficult in the Old Testament to arrive at 
any clear statement as to the differentiation of the 
Persons in the Blessed Trinity. We should, for example, 
find it a no less difficult matter to trace the Person
ality of the Holy Spirit in the Old Testament without 
any light thrown back from the New. In the case 
before us it is very true that "novum testamentum in 
vetere latet " ; we are prepared for the fuller light of 
the New, prepared to welcome it, and to find that in it 
some light is thrown on the more obscure suggestions 
in the Old Testament and on passages, which, dark in 
themselves, seem to look forward to a future illumi
nation : but we are only prepared for these things, they 
are not yet revealed to us. It is from the Person and 
the teaching of the Son of Man, and the impression of 
both conveyed by the Holy Spirit to the minds and 
hearts of His Apostles and expressed for us by them 
in their writings, that we can learn about the Son of 
God. 

It is not now proposed to investigate the teaching 
of the New Testament on the subject point by point 
or verse by verse, but to refer to various passages 
as may be required. As we have seen, we are not to 



26 

look for any formulated system in the New Testament; 
in it will be found the foundation, the proof, of any true 
system of doctrine on this and other subjects, but not a 
system. 

There will be no need at the outset to establish 
by quotations the unquestioned application, both direct 
and implicit, of the title to the Lord. Later on there 
will be noted characteristic passages where it occurs or 
is involved, and some of the more important passages 
will be considered individually : at this point a more 
general view may be taken of the meaning and use of 
the title, while at the same time the passages are 
quoted which justify the statements made; it will not 
however be necessary to refer to all the texts that 
would support each point. 

First of all we must observe that as applied to our 
Lord the word 'Son' is not used in just the ordinary 
sense of the word. Certain associations of sonship, 
always attending on the idea in common use, will here 
be found wanting; for example we must dismiss the 
thought that occurs to the mind on hearing of a father 
and a son, that of course the son is younger than his 
father. On the other hand, it would be false to say that 
the term, though originating in human relationships, 
was merely a baseless figure or an unreal rnetaphor,1 
that there was nothing in the relation of the first two 
Persons of the Trinity which really and as a fact 
constituted Fatherhood and Sonship, as we speak. 
It is not true either to say that, owing to the poverty 
of language to express thought, especially thought 
which transcends the human mind, when we use the 

t See App. D. 
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word Son, we are getting as near as we can to the 
expression of that which defies expression, and are 
using the best, the nearest term available for something 
really different. In a sense this is true: for all that we 
say or think about God must necessarily be cast in the 
mould of human thought and speech, and our finite 
faculties cannot comprehend the Infinite in this or 
anything else. We are bringing heaven down to the 
measure of earth, when we speak of God as Just and 
Merciful, or as a Judge. So the term 'Son' is not 
adequate, because it does not fully put before us the 
truth as it is, or even as we may conceive of it; indeed 
if the use of the word 'Son' in its ordinary sense exactly 
translated into language that which is to be presented 
to the mind of man by the title 'the Son of God,' 
there would be no more to be said, there would be no 
limitations to be removed, or added: Christ would be 
'the Son of God,' as Solomon was the son of David. 
But it is as true to say that Christ is the Son of God 
as to say that God is True; the word ' Son ' is, if we 
may say so, not a makeshift resting on no basis of fact, 
not a mere concession to human modes of speech ; so 
far as we may apprehend the matter, it does bring 
before us, if incompletely, the true relation of the 
Second Person of the Holy Trinity to the First. 
There are other relations, one of which {see pp. 55 ff) 
at any rate falls to some extent within our apprehension, 
and others no doubt that do not; but fixing our minds 
on this aspect of the Godhead we confess that our Lord 
in His Divine nature is the Son of God1 (Matt. 16 16 ; 

John 3 16 ; Heh. 4 14 &c.) But He is Son without any 

I See App. C. 
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of those accessories of sonship which, though always 
belonging to it as we know it, yet form no part of the 
essential idea of sonship, and can in thought be 
removed without impairing the notion of sonship. For 
example, eternal generation is a thing which we 
have never seen; but generation is not less generation 
because eternal, however far we may be from being able 
to realize it. We may describe what is necessarily 
meant by sonship and generation in the language of 
Pearson-" the most proper generation which we know 
is nothing else but a vital production of another in the 
same nature, with a full representation of him from 
whom he is produced ...... a son is nothing but another 
produced by his father in the same nature with him .... " 
and the Divine generation we must acknowledge "far 
more proper than any natural generation of the 
creature, not only because it is in a more perfect 
manner, but also because the identity of nature is most 
perfect...... In human generation the son is begotten 
in the same nature with the father, which is performed 
by derivation, or decision of part of the substance of 
the parent, but this decision includeth imperfection, 
because it supposeth a substance divisible, and con
sequently corporeal; whereas the essence of God is 
incorporeal, spiritual, indivisible, and therefore His 
nature is really communicated, not by derivation or 
decision, but by a total and plenary communication." 1 

It will be well to develope and explain a little 
more fully the contrasts between ordinary human son
ship and the Sonship of Christ suggested m this 
passage. It has already been observed that, whereas 

1 'Exposition of the Creed,' p. 243. 
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human sons are younger than their fathers, this is not 
the case with Christ; or to express it from the other 
side, the Sonship of Christ is eternal, for of Him it is 
untrue that ry11 7roTE ou ou,c -ryv. 

Secondly, whereas by generation a human father 
transmits his nature to his son-for that is the very 
essence of sonship--in the Godhead this communication 
of nature is still more perfect " with a greater unity 
or identity than can be found in human generation," 
because the Son of God not only has the same nature 
as the Father, but is also the same God; the Godhead 
is indivisible, and if communicated must be wholly 
communicated; it cannot be communicated in part, 
or, in Hooker's words, " Christ hath received of the 
Father one and in number the selfsame substance 
which the Father bath." (John IO ~0 l"lw Kal o r.aTif P 
ev Eap,ev, where we must notice the gender ev). "In 
Trinitate alius atque alius, non aliud atque aliud." A 
man and his son have separate existences, they present 
two specimens of the same human nature, they are two 
men; not so God the Father and God the Son; They 
are not two Gods, "but one God." 

And thus thirdly the Son of God much more nearly 
resembles His Father, than a human son resembles 
his father. The words of John 14 9 o ewpate6J, lµ.E 
ewpa!C€V TOV -rraTEpa are shown e.g. by John I 18, 

Phil. 2 6, Heb. I 1~ 3, to have brought down to earth 
a truth, a fact already true of the Eternal Son in 
heaven, the truth that He is the complete counter
part of the Father, that before the Incarnation had 
revealed the Father to the eyes of men in the Son, 
already (as we speak) the Father had seen Himself 
revealed in the Son. Indeed we must say on this 
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passage of St. John itself that it would not have 
been possible for the Incarnate Christ to be the 
Revelation of the Father to men, unless He were 
already so in His own preincarnate nature, nor was it 
possible that He should become more fully in Himself, 
as ,vell as more clearly in the eyes of men eiKwv Tou 

Beov (Col. r 15 ) by the Incarnation. \Vhen the Epistle 
to the Hebrews speaks of Him as wv a1ra1ryauµa KTA, 

the full and absolute sense of wv1 as referring to His 
Eternal Divine Being must be maintained. 

Fourthly, as to the manner of the Son's generation. 
This we may at once say is beyond our human 
apprehension. The eternal generation of the Son is 
something different to any generation which we know. 
In all generations which we know, whether human, or 
animal, or vegetable, something is taken from the 
parent and given to produce the offspring, as of co!irse 
was the case with the Lord's human nature which He 
derived from the Blessed Virgin. Such is the only 
generation known to us, and generation of this 
character is of course impossible in the indivisible 
incorporeal nature of God. It was a true sense of this 
impossibility which led to the denial of a Divine 
generation in early days, and to the application of the 
term a1yevv'TJTO'> to the Lord's Divine Sonship. " The 
doctrine of an eternal generation," it has been said~ 
" was unknown fo Ignatius, and any lower conception 
was felt to be unworthy of the Divine Essence. The 
conception of a Divine Sonship was realised by the 
Church before the conception of a Divine generation." 
It could not be true of the eternal and indivisible Deity 

1 See however App. R. 2 Swete. • The Apostles' Creed,' p. 28. 
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that something is taken from God the Father and given 
to be the source of Being of God the Son. On the other 
hand, we must not forget that it is true and necessary 
to maintain, that the Sonship of God the Son is given 
to Him by the Father (John 5 !

6)-given, but without 
loss to the Father, gfr,en to the Son, if one may so say, 
without being given away by the Father. "The 
Father alone is originally that Deity which Christ 
originally is not (for Christ is God by being of God ..... ), 
it followeth hereupon that whatsoever Christ hath 
common unto him with his heavenly Father, the same 
of necessity must be given him, but naturally and 
eternally given, not bestowed by way of benevolence 
and favour. ..... And therefore where the Fathers give it 
out for a rule, that whatsoever Christ is said in Scripture 
to have received, the same we ought to apply only to 
the manhood of Christ ...... to that which he hath 
received of the Father by eternal nativity or birth their 
assertion reacheth not." 1 

The nativity is given, but the mode of giving we 
know not. And this will not surprise us;~ we would 
not expect to understand the manner of such a mystery; 
our minds would not be likely to reach to the infinite 
Being of God. So much so, that it is scarcely worth 
while, even by way of distant illustration, reverently to 
point to the great variety of manner by which life is 
communicated in this world in the whole realm of 
nature; it is true that every such communication 
involves some 'decision' from the parent, something 
taken away, but the modes in which this is done are 
very various. Another, and perhaps, if we knew more, 

1 Hooker, • Ecclesiastical Polity,' p. 297. 
2 See Illingworth, 'Personality Human and Divine,· p. 68, 

quotation from Athanasius. 
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a nearer illustration is the communication of spiritual 
life at baptism, where there is no outward material 
'decision' to convey life, and yet the vital union of 
the branch with the vine (John 15 5

) is our Lord's own 
parable to show us the reality of the vital union with 
Him of those who, being born again, are in Him, and 
share His life, and derive their spiritual life from Him. 
The manner of the eternal generation we need not, 
we cannot explain; it is necessarily contrary to our 
finite experience, but not contrary to our reason, which 
leaves an open field for the exercise of that faith which 
welcomes the truth shortly but fully expressed in the 
Oeo, e" Oeou of our Creed (John 8 42, and 16 28), and 
cf>w, fK cf>wro,, this latter being a phrase suggesting a 
communication without a loss. St. Augustine (serm. 
cxvii) also uses a comparison drawn from this 
language of light to illustrate the fact that the 
Son, though derived from the Father, is coeternal 
with the Father : "Ecce fortasse fratres invenimus 
aliquid in creatura quod de alia re nascatur, et 
tamen ex eo tempore esse inc1p1at, ex quo coepit 
illud uncle nascitur ...... Attende eum qui lucernam 
acccndit. Non accensa lucerna, nondum est ignis, 
nondum est et fulgor qui ah igne exit...... Splendor 
ille ab igne existit, non ignis de splendore ; ponamus 
ergo ignem patrem illius splendoris...... Si lucernam 
accendere cupio, nondum est ibi ignis, nondum et ille 
splendor ; mox autem ut accendero, simul cum igne et 
splendor existit. Da hie mihi ignem sine splendore, 
et credo tibi Patrem fuisse sine Filio." 

One point more must be noted; we must be 
careful to hold what is said of eternal generation 
side by side with what was said above with reference 
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to E"f6J Kai O 7raT~P ev foµ,eV• Christ is and ever 
has been the Son of God: but that has not given 
Him an existence separated from the Father's. 
Thus, in John 16 ~8, the Son can speak of His 
coming out of the Father into the world, in a way 
which would have been impossible if He had, so to 
speak, come once for all out of the Father at the 
eternal generation; it is as true to say that the Son 
on His mission to the world started EK -ruu -rra-rpor; (not 
only -rrapa TOU 7raTpor; as in verse 27), as it is to say that 
He was begotten God EK -rou -rra-rpo,, to which fact 
John 8 4\ e-yl» -yap EiC Toll Beov i~ip,.8ov, refers. In this 
connection it is interesting to note a passage of 
Origen,1 oux1 E"'jf'VV1JU€V O -rra-r~p TOV VlOV Kal ll'TrfAV<TEV 

aLJ'TOV ll'TrO T?J, "fEVf(H(J)', UUTOU a;\,;\,' ll€! ryevvif, auTOV 

80-ov f.O"'Tl TO cf,w, 7r0£'YJT£KOV 'TOU a-rrav-yauµ,aTor;. The 
Son of God was from all eternity begotten the 
Son of God, but as we must express it, He is also ever 
being begotten; what was true of Him, is true, and 
ever will be true, and whatever manner of gefferation 
eternally constitutes Him the Son of God, that 
manner is not more truly eternally past than eternally 
present: for in eternity the distinction between past 
and present does not exist. The question then may 
be asked whether it would therefore be correct 
commonly to speak of the Son as ryevvwµ,Evor;, as 
it is to speak of the Holy Spirit as EK-rropwoµ,evov 

(present tense John Ij ~6). To this the answer 
should probably be in the negative. The present tense 
no doubt (compare the wv in Heh. I :;) expresses an 
infinite absolute relation better than any other tense; 

1 Hom. in John g •, quoted by Bishop Westcott, 'Epistle to the 
Hebrews,' p. II, with a different reference. 

D 
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but a word like 'YEvvw more sharply contrasts present 
as present with past and future, than does a word of 
process like Ell7ropdmr0ai; and this in dealing with 
an eternal truth is exactly what one wishes to avoid. 
The present tense also suggests an incompleteness or a 
becoming in Christ's Sonship, and the thing which we 
have to guard, as against the Arian, is the truth that 
Christ has 'never not' been the Son of God; 'YfVVTJTO<; 

or 'Yeywvr;µ,ivo,;; does this without the sense of in
completeness which might attach itself to the present. 
Christ's Sonship is eternal and complete, but on the 
other hand it does not sever Him from the Father. 

We may quote the words of Hooker ... " The Persons 
of the Godhead, by reason of the unity of their substance, 
do as necessarily remain one within another, as they are 
of necessity to be distinguished one from another, 
because two are the issue of one, and one the offspring of 
the other two, only of three one not growing out of any 
other. And sith they all are but one God in number, 
one indivisible essence or substance, their distinction 
cannot possibly admit separation .... The Persons of that 
Trinity are not three particular substances to whom 
one general nature is common, but three that subsist by 
one substance which itself is· particular, yet they all 
three have it, and their several ways of having it are 
that which maketh their personal distinction. The 
Father therefore is in the Son, and the Son in him, 
they both in the Spirit, and the Spirit in both them. 
So that the Father's offspring which is the Son, 
remaineth eternally in the Father; and the Father 
eternally also in the Son, no way severed or divided by 
reason of the sole and single unity of their substance. 
The Son in the Father as light in that light out of 
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which it floweth without separation; the Father in the 
Son as light in that light which it causeth and leaveth 
not. And because in this respect his eternal being is 
of the Father, which eternal being is his life, therefore 
he by the Father liveth." 

The word µ01101e111c,1 marks the unique character 
of the Divine Sonship; see John I l4 {d', µova,yevou<, 7Iapa 
'TraTpoc,' John I 18 µovo,yev~<, 0eo<, (Western text O µovo
"f€V~'i vlo,), John 3 16 TOV viov TOV µovo,yevij, John 3 18 TOV 
µovo1evovc, vlou TOU Ornv, I John 4 9 TOV viov UVTOV TOIi 

µovo"(wij. The word µovo'Yev1, itself is better rendered 
by the 'only' of the Apostles' Creed than by the 
'only-begotten' of the Nicene; it fixes attention 
on the Personal Being, not on the generation of the 
Son; it means 'only-born' rather than only-begotten; 
"(f.VV'l}Toc; or ,yevv,,,0€1., is the word for 'begotten.'.! The 
Divine Son is alone of His kind in His Sonship, and in 
His Divine nature He occupies a relation to the 
Father which no others share; the term at once 
distinguishes Him from the Holy Spirit and from all 
mankind. That he is begotten or born separates Him 
from the proceeding (John 15 26) Holy Spirit; that 
His nativity is unique distinguishes Him from us, 
who are also called sons of God. It will therefore 
be well now to inquire what is the divergence 
between Christ's Sonship and our sonship as sons of 
God, that HE should be called and be o vloc; o 
/J,OIIO"f€V1',. 

We must first note the distinction between 'son' 
and 'child.' It is the ordinary one that commonly 

1 See App. E. 
i Westcott, 'Gospel of St. John,' p. 12. • Epistles of St. John,' 

p. 170. 



divides 'son' from 'child' among men. When we 
speak of a son we rather think of one who possesses a 
position, with whatever rights may be attached to it, as 
his father's offspring; while a child is one on whom his 
father's affection is centred, one of the family (TE/Cvov 

lhov appears not to be found, always TE1wa) and one 
who by his likeness to his father suggests his parentage. 
Thus, in the New Testament, the privileged position 
of the son is exactly expressed in Gal. 4 7, ou,cin oouAo~ 

a.A.Alt ulck El 0€ u!o,, ,cai ,c)vf}povoµu~ Sia. 0rnv. At 
the same time we must not press this distinction too 
far: for in the passage of the Epistle to the Romans, 
similar to this, the word TEKVa is also found, eh. 8 14-11, 

O(]'Ol ,ya.p 71'VEUµan 8c0v &-yovTal, OVTOl uiot 0Eov 'il(]'{v. OU 

7a.p €Aa/3e.T€ 71"VEVµa 8ou).,e.{a, .. . UAA/l, EA.a/3e.TE 'TrVEvµa 

uio0e.uta~ ... TO 7rVEVµa cruvµapTvp,ii ... OTl €UJJ,€V Tf.lW{L 8Eov. 

el 6€ TE/CVa, ,cal. .. ICA'f}povoµoi fl,fV 01:ov, rTVVICA'f/povoµoi oe 
X,Pt(]'Tov). The idea of the love that belongs to the 
child, is brought out in I John 3 1- H, 7rorn7rhv a7tt'Tr"fJV 

OEOWICfV ~µ,'i,v o 7raTryp ?va TE/Cva 0Eov KA7J0wµEv ... vvv 

TEICVa 0e.ou €CTJJ,EV ... €£tl/ <j)avEpw0y oµotol aunp €rToµ,e0a. 

See also I .John 3 9, 10. TEKva looks at the family bond 
of birth, vio, at the privileged status of the father's 
representative. It is proper to note the difference 
between Te,cva and vlo{, which is not always observed 
in the Authorised Version; but in the comparison of 
our sonship as the sons of God with Christ's Sonship it 
is not of such importance that anything connected with 
the term TeKva should be omitted from the comparison. 

To return then to the distinction between 
Christ's Sonship as the Son of God, and ours, we 
may note four senses in which to us is allowed the 
title of sons of God ; it is not to be supposed that 
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the four are wholly distinct from one another, but it is 
convenient so to group them 1• 

r. First, we are sons of God, as our Creator. The 
Creator may be said to be the Father of the things 
which He has created: for He has caused them to be, 
and without Him they would have no existence. They 
derive their being and support from Him. This son
ship belongs to the creatures of inanimate nature, as in 
the poetic passage Job 38 7, ,,,7:1 1'i{J. ,:;pt:i ,r:r:-r:q 
z::r;:f,~ '~T',~, and the truth is attested I Cor. 8 6 

i,µ,tv tl, BEo<; o 'ITaT~P, l:~ oli Ta 7ravrn (neuter), James I i., 

though perhaps in modern days the hold on it has 
weakened. 

z. But, secondly, man created in God's image (to 
grow after His likeness) has from the beginning a fuller 
sonship than inanimate nature (cf. Acts 17 28• 29 Tou 

"fap Kal "(€VO', foµ,Ev. "fEVO<; ovv tnrapxovT€', [ note the 
word, not ifvTE,] Tov 6Eov). Not only has God created 
man, but He made him with a son's resemblance to his 
Father, c,d,~ c~~' and a son's capacity to develope 
according to his Father's example (note ~:il".lit:n;,i in 
Gen. I ~6). "The child was to be like Hirn by coming 
to that expression of Him that is the true idea of child
life."~ God meant men to be and to develope as His 
sons; they, beyond all else in His creation, were the 
objects of His care and His love; TOV "Aoaµ, TOV Brnv 
(Luke 3 :iB) tells us of the privileged position of man. 
How this sonship would have been developed by son
like trust and obedience if sin had not intruded, it is 
not yet time to inquire; we need only anticipate so far 
as to say that it is reasonable to suppose that the Son 

1 See Pearson for some points. 2 Phillips Brooks, see below. 



of God would have been, as He is, the Head of the 
human race, and among unfallen men He would no less 
have been 7rpWTOTOIW', Jv 7rOAA.o'i, daEAc/io'ir;. 

3. But it is only in the first two chapters of 
Genesis that we read of man in his essential nature and 
calling; sin comes in in the third chapter, sadly chang
ing man from what he was meant to be into what he at 
the present time is, and the fact and the potentialities 
of his divine sonship are obscured by its presence. 
" Man is very far gone from original righteousness;" 
without God's grace he is either careless or unaware of 
his sonship; there is not the open confidence of a son 
in his attitude to his Father, just as Adam (' TOu 0eoii ') 
hid himself from the presence of the Lord God ; there 
is need of reconciliation; this second sonship on man's 
side is obscured and needs to be restored, or rather 
unveiled; it is there already (cf. v7rapxovTEc; above), 
but its claims are ignored, its power lost, its very 
existence hidden. God's will and purpose are the 
same, but sin has obscured them ; it now needs. God's 
grace to make man believe that, he is what he is-the 
child of his heavenly Father; man needs to be re
generated and put back into his proper place. This 
now occurs when he is adopted in Christ as God's son. 
Though this regeneration takes place at the time of his 
adoption in Christ, it will be best to consider the 
regeneration and the adoption separately: for in idea 
they are not the same thing. 

That the sonship to which the regenerate are
admitted is a restoration to a former position, is 
shown not only by the points already raised to show 
the second class of sonship, but also by Heh. 2 17 

wif,et">..ev JCaTa 7raVTa Toi, aoe">..<po'ic; oµaiw0~vai, where 
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it seems to be shown that Christ became incarnate, 
not to make men His brethren, but because they 
were His brethren, as also in verse rr, o T€ a7u1,f;w11 

\ ~ f Y' 'f: ~ '\ , ~ ' ~ t I t Kal Ol ayia~oµr:1101 Es- €110', 7TUIITE<,' Ol 17v a,nav OUK 

€71'a,axuvna, aor:">...rf>ou, auTOV<: KaAEtV. A unity of 
source already constitutes His brotherhood with men. 
The following quotation 1 is in this conn!='.ction of 
interest; "Man is the child of God by nature. He is 
ignorant and rebellious-the prodigal child of God; 
but his ignorance and rebellion never break that first 
relationship. It is always a child ignorant of his 
Father; always a child rebellious against his Father. 
That is what makes the tragedy of human history and 
always prevents human sin from becoming an in
significant and squalid thing. To re-assert the father
hood and childhood as an unlost truth and to re
establish its power as the central fact of life; to tell 
men that they were, and to make them actually be the 
sons of God. That was the purpose of the coming of 
Jesus and the shaping power of His life." ... Compare 
J owett's words " He sought to create in men the feeling 
which absorbed His own being, that they were the sons 
of God." ... " The best and noblest men everywhere have 
always been true seekers after God. That is inexplic
able if Christianity is a new power, a new gift to the 
faculties of man, nay, as it often seems to be stated, a 
new set of faculties in man which he has not possessed 
before. But how entirely explicable, how natural it is, 
if what the Incarnation did was to redeem men into 
what was their original and undestroyed nature and 
privilege ! ·what wonder that the hidden sonship 

1 Phillips Brooks, • The Influence of Jesus_' p. 13 and p 47. 



should have been for ever flashing forth wherever the 
crust of earthliness and sensuality and selfishness was 
thinnest ! " 

Man as created, man without sin, would have 
needed no regeneration ; he would never have fallen 
from his high position as God's son; his privilege 
would not have been obscured. But the intrusion 
of sin has altered the aspect of man's life and 
position, and, as things are, regeneration is necessary. 
The regeneration and restoration are effected through 
Christ. The conclusion of Heb. 2, quoted above, 
gives as Christ's motive in "taking hold of the seed 
of Abraham," the reconciliation of sinful man through 
His priesthood; and in John r n we have o<J"ot Se 
eXa{jov a,rrov, eDwlCEV auTo'i, ifouuiav (right, authority, 
not power) TEl(,Va . 0rnu o/fvEu0ai, Toi, 'TrLUTfvou<J"w el, 
To lJvoµ,a auTov (cf. Eph. 2 1'1), where we must again 
observe that the word o/wfo0ai, especially when taken 
in connection with ifouuiav, while it suggests the 
progressive realisation of the sonship does not require 
us to suppose that the position of son was wholly a 
new thing; o/eveaBai indeed is very often employed 
by Greek writers of realising something already 
existing potentially; thus they use fo/EVETo with a 
predicative adjective like the Latin se praebere with 
an adjective. 

4. Very closely allied with this restoration of man's 
sonship, this regeneration through Christ, is, as has been 
said above, the adoption of men in Christ to be sons of 
God. In the present sinful state of man regeneration 
and adoption are so closely connected that perhaps it is 
only in thought that they can be separated. We may 
for example observe the language of the Collect for 



Christmas Day, "we being regenerate, and made thy 
children by adoption and grace," and the words of the 
Catechism " wherein I was made a member of Christ, 
the child of God "-the word 'made,' strictly speaking, 
being applicable in rather a different way in the two 
phrases. But it may well be that adoption in Christ is 
not merely the privilege of sinful man, but belongs to 
man as he was created without sin. 

This is not the place to discuss the gospel of 
creation; 1 but so much seems clear, that the Incarn
ation of the Lord did not depend upon the Fall, 
that Christ came rather in spite of man's fall than 
because of it, that though, as things are, for fallen 
mankind He came as Redeemer as well as 'Con
summator,' for mankind as created He would still 
have come as 'Consummator.' The circumstances of 
the Incarnation were determined by sin, and sin 
gave to it a second motive; but Christ's coming was 
independent of sin. Christ we may believe would in 
any case have come into the world, and have been the 
Head of humanity; He would in any case have taken 
our human nature and, by taking it in His own 
Divine Person, have united it to the Divine nature, 
and have thus united man to God. 

But as a matter of fact man has fallen; it is 
fallen man who now has to be united to God; man 
needs regeneration as well as adoption. These two 
requirements are not now separated in their satisfaction, 
and the sacrament of our union with Christ reaches 
not to one but to two needs of man. Baptism, as 
we know it, is for fallen man, "being by nature born 

1 See App, F, 



in sin, and the children of wrath, we are hereby made 
the children of grace ; " it is a " washing of regenera
tion." But this regeneration is made effective by the fact 
that we are made " members of Christ," and, like the 
branch of the vine, derive our new life from union with 
Him; we are incorporated into Christ, made members 
of His Mystical Body; "the free gift of God is eternal 
life in (ev) Christ Jesus our Lord." Sin actual and 
original being in us, we need the water of baptism for 
' the mystical washing away of sin; ' but though, if we 
had been without sin, there would have been no need of 
restoration, yet our union with Christ1 would still 
have been desirable, even though it would not have 
been a union first involving forgiveness and restoration. 
We cannot of course say how this would have been 
effected; it is impossible for us to picture the develop
ment of man in a sinless world towards perfection, 
and it would· be utterly idle to inquire on such a 
hypothetical matter whether there would have been 
anything analogous to baptism. We may however in 
passing note the two phrases used in St. John 3 3

• 6 ; 

verse 3 says €d.V µ~ Tt<; ,YWV1]0i, avw0w, OU ovvaTaL liEZv 

'T~V /3a,n"l\.f:i.av TOIi Owu ; verse 5 says eav µ,71 'Tt', ,YWV'T}0y 

ee vDaTO', Kat 1rveuµ,aTo<;, OU ouvaTa£ elrTEA.0€tV Ei, T~V 

/3a1,i).,e,av -rou 8rnu. Sinful man plainly needs to be born 
again, before he can have the eyes which can see the 
Kingdom of God ; sinless man would not have had this 
disability, but perhaps he, no less than sinful man, would 
have needed something like the second birth of the 
Spirit before he could enter. The point on which it is 
desired to lay emphasis is that membership in Christ 

1 See Dale, ' Lectures on the Ephesians,' p. 74. 
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would, so far as we may judge, have been desirable and 
accessible to sinless man, who would, though not 
requiring the ·offices of a Redeemer, have no less than 
sinful man have looked to union with God in the 
Consummator. 

Be this as it may, under existing circumstances, 
regeneration in Christ and adoption in Christ are for 
us united together as a matter of fact (Eph. I 5-7). 

It is this, our adopted sonship in Christ, which offers 
us the highest privilege of sonship, higher than any 
one of the other three ; higher than the first, for 
God's Fatherhood to us is higher than His Fatherhood 
as Creator, higher than the second, because it is its 
consummation, higher than the third, because that is 
the removal of a barrier to this fourth highest sonship 
of adoption in the Son of God, which for us includes all 
the others and is the one usually referred to in the New 
Testament. See John r 12, eow,c~v auTo'i, fgoua-iav Te1wa 

0eou ryevfo-0ai, Gal. 3 e6 , 4 6• 6• " A shadow of (this 
sonship) existed in the relation of Israel to God. But 
that which was in that case outward and independent 
of the individual will, was replaced in the Christian 
Church by a vital relationship1 ." 

At the same time, though now the sonship is 
made individual, it is also held in fellowship with 
others; St. John's phrase T€/CVf1, 0eov rye,,eo-0at is plural, 
and the corresponding phrase, 2 Pet. I 4, t'va ryell'q<r0e 

0eia, /COLIIWIIOI cpva-EW'>, indicates a joint participation. 
The many individuals, as they in Christ realize 
their sonship, are in Him united together. In this 

1 Westcott. 'Gospel of St. John,' p. g. In the next paragraph 
see' Epistles of St. John,' p. 55. 
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connection it is interesting to observe that the brother
hood of men, as men, does not appear to be contemplated 
in the New Testament except as the widest scope of 
their brotherhood as Christians. An universal brother
hood is not to be realised _ as springing from men's 
original sonship, but from the restoration of it in 
Christ (2 Pet. r 7). But the love of fellow Christians, 
the love of the brethren, is capable of an indefinite 
expansion, ever reaching wider and wider to all as they 
become embraced, or are recognized as capable of being 
embraced, in this potentially universal brotherhood. 

By our adoption in Christ, by our union with 
Him, are now given to .us our heavenly and spiritual 
privileges; they are not independent of Him; it is as 
God accepts us as sons in Him, that we obtain the right 
to the privilege that He has won for His brethren. 
The Epistle to the Hebrews exhibits Christ to us as 
having won for the race the full right of access to God 
as His sons; and though man has not yet the position in 
the order of things that should belong to him as God's 
son, as God's vicegerent on earth (Gen. r 27• 28), yet in 
his great Representative all is promised to him, and the 
earnest has already been received. " But now we see 
not yet all things put under him. But we see Jesus 
...... crowned with glory and honour" (Heh. 2 8• 9). And 
that which has been won by our Head (Eph. 4 16, 16, 

Col. z 19
) and received by Him in His exalted human 

nature, is for all mankind. 
But Scripture is careful to guard the distinction 

between Christ's Divine Sonship by nature, and ours 
by adoption. It is marked in the announcement of 
His Ascension by the Risen Lord clva/3atv(/) 1rpo~ Tov 

7raTe.pa µ,ou /Cat 1raTipa vµ,wv (John 20 Ii), where the 
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one article shews God as the same Father, but the 
repetition of the word with the second pronoun marks 
the different aspect of His Fatherhood to the One and 
the others ; and again the word vfo0Er:r(a itselfl 
(Rom. 8 15, Gal. 4 5, Eph. r 5) indicates the distinction 
between the Son begotten and the sons adopted. 

In these ways, then, is Christ's Divine Sonship 
to be distinguished from ours, and Christ can use the 
language of John 5 18

, r.arlpa iSwv /t\py€ TDV 0€ov, luov 
lau-rov 7rotwv -rf 0€,p". --

Having then considered the application of the 
word µovo-yevfr,, we have to inquire into the word 
7rpwroro,wc;_ (Col. I 15), which presents the same truth 
from another point of view. 

Bishop Lightfoot~ arrives at the following con
clusion in regard to the force of the word. The 
two words µovo-yw~,; and 7rpwroroKo<; "express the 
same eternal fact; but while µovo7w~<; states it in 
itself, 7rpwToroKo<; places it in relation to the Universe." 
In origin 7rpwToToKo<; is connected with Philo's pre
sentation of the Logos, in which however the actual 
term applied is 7rpwroryovo, ; also it is connected 
with the Old Testament use of the word, in which 
it is applied to Israel (Ex. 4 22, see above p. 17), 
and as the Representative of the race the term 
o 7rpwroroKo, became a synonym for the Messiah. 
"As the Person of Christ was the Divine response alike 
to the philosophical questionings of the Alexandrian 

1 See App. G. 
1l These latter words however 

Bishop Lightfoot attributes to the 
Jews, saying tcra 9e~ f!v111. better 
expresses the Catholic doctrine, 

,uo• e,.;; would seem to divide 
the Godhead. 

8 • Epistle to the Colossians, • 
pp. 146, 147, 



Jew and to the patriotic hopes of the Palestinian, these 
two currents of thought meet in the term -rrprtJToro,cor; as 
applied to our Lord, who is both the true Logos and the 
true Messiah." Dr. Lightfoot goes on to shew that the 
term contains the two main ideas of priority to all 
creation, and of sovereignty over all creation. The 
whole context of the word, Ta 7Tl.LVTa lit.' auTov Ka£ Ei'> 

, ' ,, ' , \ ,, \ , \ \ , 
auTOV E/CTlUTai· Kai av-ror; EIITl,V -rrpo -rraVTWV Kal Ta -rravTa 

ii· avTrp UVV€1I7'1J1'€V (Col. I 16• 17), militates against any 
idea that the phrase means the first of created things 
(npwroi.n,noi,} or does not imply the absolute pre
existence of the Son of God; nor does the genitive 
-rra1I71r; ,criuewi, imply that KTL<rt'> includes the -rrpwToToKoc; 

among its members. In its Messianic reference the 
idea of sovereignty predominated, and the phrase 
exactly corresponds to the ge'IJIC€V ICA?Jpovoµov -rravTWV 

of Heh. r 2• So the whole phrase means " He is the 
First-born, and, as the First-born, the absolute Heir 
and sovereign Lord, of all creation." It is further 
shewn that, though the Fathers of the second and third 
centuries correctly refer the term to the Eternal Son 
of God, and not to the Incarnate Christ, to His Deity, 
and not His humanity, in controversies with Arians this 
correct interpretation was abandoned by those who on 
the one hand may have been unaware of the history of 
the term, and on the other neglected the argument of 
the whole passage in which there is a close parallelism 
drawn between the Eternal Son of God -rrpwToToKoc; 

-rrau?Jr; KT{uewc; and the Risen Christ in His humanity 
-rrpwroTo,cor; JK -rwv vEKpwv; the one phrase describing 
Him in His Eternal Being (auTo, fonv of verse 17), 

the other describing what He became (verse 18 lva 
,yJv'l]Tai Jv -rrfiuw UUTO', -rrpwTEvwv). 
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We have now to discuss the meaning of a few 
special words of the New Testament which seem at 
once to indicate and guard the meaning of the title of 
Son of God as applied to the Lord, being terms used of 
Him in direct relation to the Father. 

The terms1 in question are (r) ElKwv Tou 0Eov used 
in CoL I 15, the passage which has just been under 
consideration : (2) li'TT"a v'Yaa-µa Tij<; Sof17r,: (3) xapaKTi/p 

Tfjr, u7rornaa-€wr; Heh. I :i: (4) Ao,yo,; in John r. Each 
of these terms suggests the origination of the Son 
from the Father, the unity of Their nature and the 
likeness existing between Them, and thus each in a 
figure suggests from a different point of view a 
conception of Sonship. It will be convenient to 
consider €1,cwv and xapaKT~P together as both contain
ing the idea of representation, but not &-rrav'Yoa-µa, 

which might indeed mean 'reflection,' but being joined 
with xapa,cnjp in the passage in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, is more likely to introduce a different and 
complementary thought as explained below, and not 
just another view of the same thought. 

Both xapaKT~p and El,cwv express the idea of 
manifestation; the Incarnation has finally brought God 
before the eyes of men (John I4 9). But before that and 
independently of that the Son eternally reveals the 
Father in the very Godhead itself: for so far as el,cwv 

goes, it is to be observed that the phrase is not €l,cwv 

TOV 'lT"aTpo<;, but absolutely €l/CWV TOV 0€ou, while at the 
same time the relative refers back to Tov v!oC Tij<; 

a'Ya'11''7J<; auroii. But with the idea of manifestation goes 
that of resemblance; and though both the words imply 

. 1 See Bishop Lightfoot and Bishop Westcott on the terms 
discussed in these sections. 



the likeness between the Son and the Father, the 
directness of the likeness is suggested by xapaKT1P, 

while the completeness of it is rather suggested by 
w,wv. xapaKTrJP would be used of a likeness directly 
taken by an impress; for example it would be a proper 
word to use of a cast or moulding taken of a hand, 
or of the features after death. So far as it goes such a 
likeness is direct and accurate, but the idea of the 
fulness of resemblance is given by elKwv, meaning a 
portrait that is made to resemble that from which it is 
copied. The original is the direct source of the one, it 
is the pattern to be reached to by the other; both alike 
owe their origin to it ; the likeness that exists between 
them and it is no accidental likeness. In itself, neither 
word conveys the meaning of perfect reproduction ; 
indeed the word flKd111 is also used (r Cor. II 7) of 
man who was made in the image of God, which shews 
that in itself the word cannot mean a perfect reproduc
tion under similar conditions. And, taken together, the 
two words do not exhaustively define the relation thus 
existing between the Father and the Son ; they are 
rather words 'thrown out,' as Matthew Arnold would 
say, at the idea which is fuller than the meaning of 
either word, just as the word efrryf;a-aTo in John r lR, 

belonging to the vocabulary of descriptive representa
tion, also falls below an adequate expression of the 
manner in which Christ has brought the Father before 
the minds of men. We must be careful to remember 
that both words, E£Kwv and xapaKT7JP, indicate a truth 
but do not express it with scientific precision. All such 
words, true and accurate so far as they go in bringing 
the truth nearer to us, are yet only guides to faith, 
which, starting from them, goes further towards the 
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truth which they have indicated and shewn from afar. 
By V7T"Dl1'Tal1'€wi;1 is no doubt meant what we call 

essence; the word v1rouTaut~ later came to mean what 
we now call Person, when the Greek writers could 
speak of µ,fav ouu[av Tp€tl/ ll11"D<TT<L<TW,, and it is no 
doubt confusing that vwouTauir; should thus have 
changed its technical meaning while retaining its 
same force, "that in virtue of which a thing is what 
it is." The Latin substantia has been used to render 
inrournut, in either sense. In the passage before 
us v7ro<rTa<Tt<; cannot mean Person: for, in the first 
place, that meaning is not attached to the word till a 
later date than the Apostolic age, and secondly, if that 
had been the force here, it would have described the 
Son in relation to the Father as being exactly what He 
is not. He presents not the Father's Person, but His 
own, for Each of the Persons of the Trinity is different 
from the other Two by virtue of really being Who He 
is, by virtue of His v1roa-Tal1'L~ in the later sense. They 
share the same Godhead, but Their Persons may not 
be ' confounded,' and the Son could not with any 
accuracy be said to be or to present the Person of the 
Father. On the other hand, if we give the meaning of 
essence to v1rouTauir;, this verse makes an assertion 
about the Son that He " is (the) very image of (the 
Father's) substance," which contradicts nothing which 
we otherwise know to be the true. 

'A1ra0auµa, which, as said above, might mean 
'reflection,' in this phrase, a1rav'Yauµa Tijr; oof,,r;, 
probably means the ' bright beam;' not a bright beam, 
as one of several opposed to another, the absence of 

1 See App. H. 
E 
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the article here emphasizing the quality and not 
suggesting a plurality. It is of course impossible, as 
shewn in the passage quoted above from St. Augustine 
(p. 32), really to distinguish between the light and the 
rays or brightness shone forth from it : for if it were 
not for the brightness coming from it we should not be 
aware of the light. But in thought they are readily 
distinguishable, especially as chratiyauµ,a, from the form 
of the word, means properly, not the state of shining, but 
'the thing flashed out.' This word then emphatically 
suggests to us the Unity of the Father and the Son, and 
indicates the Father's position as the 1rr;y1 Beo-rr;-roc; ; 
there can be no doubt as to the origin of the beam. At 
the same time the word conveys the idea of the fulness 
of the manifestation which the Son makes of the 
Father; all that the light is as light, this the beam 
shows. 

What this figure does not present to us is the 
difference of Persons in the Father and the Son: for from 
one point of view the beam is the light. This figure, if 
it stood alone, might confound the Persons. In the God
head itself we believe the Son of God shews Himself 
(the Son) to the Father, and in so doing reflects 
back to the Father the revelation of Himself (the 
Father). If a"TT'au7auµ,a were the only descriptive 
figure (for of course it is not a definition), it would 
not suggest this internal manifestation between the 
Persons of the Trinity, and would only shew that in the 
Son others could see the Father revealed. With the 
addition of xapaK-r1p, which suggests a distinction 
between the image and the archetype, the case becomes 
different; and the complete passage as it stands 
probably presents the Son at once from both points 
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of view, as One to be seen by the Father, if we 
may reverently use such an expression, and to be 
apprehended by created beings. 

By oo~a is meant in the fullest sense God's essential 
attributes so far as they are made known to men. In 
Ex. 33 18 Moses says ,n::i:p-n~ N;, '~~1;:r, and prob
ably the LXX give the sense fairly with their Eµcf;avurov 
µo, qrnvTov; the whole passage (see verses 19, 22, and 
eh. 34 5• 7) shews that by the glory of God is meant 
God as ' He is,' so far as He has been pleased to reveal 
His Being and Attributes to men in coming into their 
life. The pillar of cloud and the pillar of fire were a 
symbol of God's glory, the glory indicating to His 
people the presence of God (Ex. 29 4'') as He had so far 
revealed Himself with His people; and the same may be 
said of the glory of God ( .rV1: ,:::i~) which filled 
Solomon's temple. But it would be a mistake to identify 
God's glory with its outward tokens, and the passage in 
Exodus shews that the glory of God is really the moral 
revelation of Him; while Ex. 33 :!O 'r;:r) C:Jl~iJ ,~~7:-HS 
points us naturally to John I 18, 0eov OV0€l<; ewpaKfl) 
7rw7roTf, and the end of that verse is the best com
mentary on M,,,,., here, µovo,yev~<; 0eo<; o &v et<; TOV 1'0A7TOV 
Tofi 'TraTpo~· EKEtl!O<; ef'l'Y~O'aTo1. In John I 14 we have 
e0eaa-aµe0a T~V oofav a,~TOV, 8ofav r::,, µ,ovo,yevov<; 
7rap?i, 'TraTpo,;;. Christ's glory " absolutely represented 
Him from whom He came"; and in John 17 4

• 5 we 
have €,YW 0"€ Joofacra f.7TL T~<; 'Y~ ... TO ep,yov TEA.Etwua<; 
a 0€0WKU., µ.ot ?va 71"0£?/UQJ" ,ea} vvv oofauov µe cru, '71"UT€p, 
7rapa ruauTrj> Ti, 86Ev ?i eixov ,rpo TOU TOV ICOUµov eZvai 
7rapa uot. .lcf a then includes the attributes of God as 

1 0 .-ariJp ..-,j, Mt,i< iEph. r 17) has been supposed to have a similar 
reference. 
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they have been revealed, God as His nature has been 
brought within the range of the minds of men; and 
again faith goes further, and believes that Christ is the 
'bright beam' coming from God as He is in Himself 
<f,w, 01,/CWV ,l-rrpoa-tTVV, as He is and has been known only 
to Himself in the Three Persons of the Trinity wpo Tou 

' ' ~ TOV ICOCTµov HVat. 

These last words make it desirable to explain a 
little more fully the revelations of God that are made in 
the Son. It must be remembered that the· distinctions 
now to be drawn only serve to mark and group the 
subject in our own minds, nor are the groups mutually 
exclusive; and emphatically we must recognise that 
they do not reach to the truth itself, but merely to our 
apprehension of it. 

First, there is the Son's revelation of the Father, as 
the Father comes near to and takes a part in the life of 
man. 

Secondly, there is the Son's revelation of the Father 
as, with all the limitations that belong to our human 
apprehension, we are taught that the Father is in Him
self apart from or rather beyond His dealings with men. 

Thirdly, there is the Son's revelation of the Father 
as He really is, beyond the reach of human mind or 
knowledge. Of the third we can obviously know 
nothing ; our highest knowledge of God can never 
reach to that1: but the truth, that Christ has made 

1 "Dangerous it were for the feeble brain of man to wade far into 
the doings of the Most High; whom although to know be life, and 
joy to make mention of His name ; yet our soundest knowledge is to 
know that we know Him not as indeed He is; neither can know 
Him ; and our safest eloquence concerning Hirn is our silence, when 
we confess without confession, that His glory is inexplicable, His 
greatness above our capacity and reach." Hooker, 'Ecclesiastical 
Polity,' I. ii. 3. 
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the first two revelations of God, leads faith forward to 
believe that in the Holy Trinity itself Christ is still the 
revealer of God. 

The first revelation is of course the one which 
comes nearest to us, and, if one may say so, it is in form 
incidentally (though of course truly providentially) in 
the course of the first revelation that the second is also 
made. It is in the progress of the first revelation that 
the veil is so far drawn aside from the third as to 
constitute the second. As regards the first, we must 
observe that though the revelation of the Father made 
by the Son in the Incarnation is unique, yet it is not to 
be dissociated from the earlier revelations made by the 
Son Himself, as the Light of the World (John g 5 ihav 
iv T<p Koa µq, Ci> referring to time before and after His 
historic presence, and John I 9 ~!I TO <f,w, TO a,">.,170wov & 
<pWTtl;et 7r(Z!ITa av0pw7rov, ipxoµevov rd~ TOV Koapov, 
rendered as in R.V.) in the Old Testament times, and 
made 7ro'A.vµEpw, Kai 7ro>...vrpo7rw, by types and prophets 
and any other messengers in the earlier dispensations, 
till through various revelations the whole series was 
consummated in the Incarnation. In aJl this revelation 
of God as He has come into the life of man, signs also 
are given of what God is in Himself, and God has so 
far revealed ' His glory' to men. We are told, let it 
be repeated, very little about God except as He has 
dealt with men, and it is mainly through the record of 
that aspect of God's work that we come to know any
thing further about God, and even what we do thus 
know must fall far, far short of what God is to Himself. 

When then we commonly speak of the Son as 
revealing the Father, this revelation is of the Father in 
the first two senses. Sometimes one may predominate, 
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sometimes the other; only of course such a distinction 
is merely a question of our apprehension : for God in 
Christ redeeming the world is the same God of whose 
perfections and other work we also are allowed to learn 
something. And God, as He is, has revealed Himself 
in Christ not merely in a secondary manner at the 
dictate of human requirements, and just according as 
the redemption of men and the consummation of 
humanity necessitated such a revelation; but it was the 
good pleasure, perhaps the necessary good pleasure of 
God, being Who He is, to reveal to men Himself as He 
is, to the extent that He has done. Thus, when in 
Christ we have seen the Father (John 14 9), we 
have seen God not only as restoring humanity and 
consummating it and leading it to Himself, but, so far as 
our finite faculties are able to look towards the Infinite, 
we also see Him as He really is in Himself. Christ 
crowning all previous revelations is the revealer of 
God's true glory, and when we have seen Christ we 
have seen Him giving this larger revelation of God, a 
revelation, so far, 'absolute' and not merely 'economic': 
for, to insist on the point once more, God who has 
redeemed and directed the life of mankind, is the 
absolute God, and it is He who has, if incompletely, 
yet truly been made known to us through the special 
aspect of His dealings with men. This is not the 
less true because Christ has come to reveal God as 
the Father and not primarily as God (John 14 9 ; 

John 15 28• 2•; John 1 18 ; 1 John 1 2).1 For the aspect 
of the Fatherhood2 is an essential aspect of God, and 

1 See Bishop Westcott's notes. • See App. C on the pre
existence of the Son. 
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in all we learn about the Father we are learning about 
the One True God, even if the aspect of Fatherhood 
and Sonship is the aspect of the Godhead which is in 
this world brought primarily before us. And even if we 
were to suppose for the moment that the relation of 
Fatherhood was limited to the Son as Incarnate, yet 
the Father whom He has revealed would still, behind 
that Fatherhood, be the One Same God. 

It now remains to consider the name of Ao'Yoc;. 

Without entering into the full discussion of St. John's 
terminology, we may say that it seems to be now made 
out that, even if the origin of the actual term Aoryo, 
is in some degree Alexandrian, in as much as it 
undoubtedly belongs to the vocabulary of the Judreo
Alexandrian philosophy, yet the earlier associations 
of the term as employed by St. John are Palestinian. 
The word >..o,yo, has a jlouble meaning; it means 
both 'reason' and 'worJ• i.e. 'the spoken word, as, 
expressive of thought; ' and while Philo seized on 
the meaning ' reason,' St. John's use of the term is 
to mean 'word.' 'The word of the Lord'' is 
frequently used in the Targums as a periphrasis for the 
Lord Himself, going much further than any similar use 
in the poetic books of the Old Testament; and in the 
Aramaic original of the Targums there is not the same 
ambiguity as in the Greek )l.oryo,, because there is no 
second meaning of 'reason' attached to the word. In 
the Targums the 'word of the Lord' is concrete, and 
represents the source of the action of God; with Philo 
Logos is a more abstract philosophical term ; at 
most a personification, not a person. St. John uses 
the term as one familiar to his readers. Any one in
troducing new ideas on any subject is bound to use 



words or terms which are already known1 in some sense 
to those whom he addresses, and then to give the words 
the new or special meaning which he desires to express. 
The use in the Targurns is not the use of St. John; but 
the close connection of 'the word of the Lord' with God 
Himself, which they shew, and the personal character 
which in them already was attached to the term, tended 
in that direction. St. John, making use of the word as 
far as it went, gives it a new meaning and takes it 
for the name of the Second Person of the Trinity. 

So much for the origin of the term. We have 
now to consider something of what the use of the 
name tells us of the Son of God; and in the case of 
such a term our information must be derived from 
the writer's own and particular employment of it, that 
is, from its use in its own context. The term is only 
used (four times) in J oho 1, but we may compare 
Rev. 19 J:l IC€/CA'Y}Tai TO 8voµ,a avTOV 'O Ao"fO', TOV (hov, 
and possibly 1 John 1 1• Plainly the term Logos is of a 
different character to those which we have just been 
considering, owing to the fact that the one term 
'Word ' is as large as the other ' Son,' and certainly is 
not a partial explanation of the term Son; indeed 
while the term Logos speaks of an absolute relation 
in the Godhead, ' Sonship' is the aspect of Him, 
who is essentially at once :X.o"fo<; and uior;, which falls 
the more nearly within the scope of our apprehension ; 
when the Word became flesh it was primarily as 'the 
only begotten,' 'the Son,' that we beheld Him (John 
1 14 , 14 9). The word Logos is clearly not a description 

1 It has indeed been held that St. John adopted this phraseology 
because in some sense the term was familiar to Jews and Gentiles 
alike. See Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible s.v. 
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of the ' Son of God ' like the other words just con
sidered (i;7Tav'Yaap,a T1~ 00!1J'>, or £1,Kwv), but indicates 
'absolutely' the personality of God the Second Person 
in the Trinity Himself. We must not then regard the 
term l\.o'Yo'- as bringing before us an office of Ch!ist, or 
an attribute of Him, or any limited aspect of Him; the 
term of course arises from a particular source, but in 
St. John's intention it is the NAME of Him whom we 
most fully know as God the Son, His NAME in the 
fulness of His Divine Person. 

We must thus be careful not to limit our idea of 
the Logos as merely meaning Him in whom God has 
spoken to men ; that is true no doubt, but beyond the 
part which the Logos has taken in the life of men, 
culminating in the grand statement o l\.6'Yor; r7apf 
e'7iv1:To, we believe that, as God is to Himself, the 
Logos is still the same. And the Incarnation of the 
Lord has not affected this Divine inter-relationship; 
when the \Vord became flesh, He was no less 'with God' 
in Their eternal relation.1 The Word does not only 
reveal God, declare Him Qohn I 18), but He is the very 
expression of what God is, to God, we believe, as well 
as to the world, and He through whom God works; 
Creative, John r ~ (r Cor. 8 6); Recreative, John r 12, rn, u 

1 St. Augustine expresses this by an illustration (serm. u9) : De 
verbo aliquid ago, et ,·erbum bumanum forte aliquid simile potest ; 
quamvis longe impar, longe discretum, ex nulla particula comparan
dum, tamen vobis aliqua similitudine insinuandum. Ecce ego, 
verbum quod vobis loquor in corde meo prius habui ; processit ad te, 
nee recessit a me; coepit esse in te, quod non erat in te; mansit apud 
me, cum exiret ad te. Sicut ergo verbum meum prolatum est sensui 
tuo, nee recessit a corde meo, sic illud Verbum prolatum est sensui 
nostro, nee recessit a Patre suo. Verbum rneum erat apud me et 
processit in vocem, Verbum Dei erat apud Patrem, et processit in 
carnem. 
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(r Pet; r 3
• 

4
); Life-holding, Life-giving, John r 4 (Col. 3 4, 

John 5 21, 2s, 17 2

); Illuminating, John 1 9 (John 8 12

, in 
some aspects 2 Cor. 4 4, 6). The Word is God's effective 
Voice; the Will of God (might we say the meaning of 
God ?) expressed and Personally realised. He is what 
He reveals. In the presence of the Infinite and the 
Finite Christ declares Himself to be t"/ oSo, Kai, t"J 

aA·TJ0cta Kat ~ soo1 (John 14 6) ; in this passage however 
He has the ' Father' and not 'God' primarily in view. 

Though the meaning of AO"fO, is with St. John, 
in the first instance, the ' spoken word,' there is no 
reason wholly to exclude the other sense of 'reason,' 
if we regard the \Vord as the Wisdom of God (cf. 
r Cor. r 24, Col. 2 !I) not indeed as a Divine attribute, 
or personified faculty, but as a living Person who 
expresses the thought of God. 

Such conceptions in any sense are almo~t 
beyond our reach; but they become most nearly 
intelligible when we look at them from the point of 
view that God is Love. If God is Love, God must 
love, and if His love is to have an adequate 
expression, there must eternally be a Person, not 
merely an object, for God to love. Nor would the love 
of God be satisfied (one speaks with all reverence), if 
God only loved Himself; and yet anyone less than 
Himself would not be a Person fit to receive God's 
love perfectly. God's love, therefore, demands a Person 
equal to God and personally separate from God for its 
exercise. Such a Person is the \Vord; equal to God, 
for He presents back all that God is to God (the First 
Person) Himself, yet in the Trinity not God (the 
First Person) Himself (in John r 1, we have not o Ocoi. 
-ijv o ,\.rryo,), but distinct from Him (as the following 
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prepos1t10n 7rpo,;;; marks), and in the Unity Himself 
Divine (Be~<;; ~v o )\.070,;;;), presenting Himself to God 
as the object of His love (o Xo70<;; -ryv 7rpo, TOV 0eov). 

Thus love, so it appears to us, requires that the 
Second Person should be at once Oeoc;; and not o Oeo,, 
while on the other hand He could not be Ao70, (as 
one among many, and thus each incomplete and 
unable perfectly to satisfy God's love), but He is 
o Xo,yo,;, unique in His Person. 

There are two points more to be noticed which 
connect 'A.07or; with vioc;;. If the Xo7or; is at once 
'the revelation and the revealer,' if He is that 
which He declares, we see how this name belongs 
to Him who is also called o vlo,;;; o µovo,yev?J<;;: for it is 
just as the Son is not the Father, but uniquely and 
perfectly possesses and reproduces the Father's nature, 
that the Word, while not Himself the Speaker, not only 
brings but Himself is the Revelation of God. And again 
such thoughts of love as have been suggested above 
in regard to o Ao"/o, are most easily apprehended by 
our minds in connection with the aspect of Fatherhood 
and Sonship. It is not, however, so much the case that 
the terms Ao,yo<;; and Vto<;; explain one another, or that 
one is subordinate to the other, as that they are 
'complementary' in their description of the relation of 
the Second Person in the Trinity to the First. 

Here we may refer to the great passage Phil. 2 6-11 1 

as illustrating, in the language of St. Paul, the truth 
given by St. John in his words about the Logos. t-, iv 
µapcpfJ 0eav V7rapxwv OUX, ap1ra,yµ,ov ~'YTJfTaTO TO £1vai tua 

Oerj,, aU.a €aVTOV EKEVWfTEV µopcp~v oovXov A.a/3wv, Ell 

1 See Bishop Lighlfoot's edition of the Epistle to the Philippians, 
p. rro, and also Bishop Moule's. 
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oµ,otwµ,aTL av0pdnrwv ,YEVOfJ,€VO<;' Ka~ ax1µ,an Evpe0ei-. 

W<; av0ponror; €Tll7rEIVWCTEV EavT6v. \Vith a different 
manner of expression, and a vocabulary sought from a 
different source, St. Paul's iv µ,oprpfJ 0wv v7rltpxwv relates 
to the same doctrine as the opening verses of St. John's 
Gospel ; v1rapxwv telling us of the preexistence and, by 
inference and association, of the eternal existence of 
Christ Jesus, and µ,oprp'tJ bringing before us the 'essential 
attributes' of God, connoting 'reality along with 
appearance, or in other words denoting an appearance 
which is a manifestation.' Thus µop<p'f/ from a different 
direction suggests ideas which have come under 
discussion in connection with Ao,yo-., and from a similar 
direction ideas connected with clKwv and xapan1p. 

\Vhatever may be the exact meaning of /ip7ra,yµov, (and 
there is no need to dispute the ' counted it not a prize, 
a thing to be grasped' of the R.V.), the meaning of the 
clause in which it stands seems clear enough in its 
implication, that Christ Jesus had every right to be on 
an equality with God, but this He surrendered by His 
,cevwui,, His self-emptying; the µopcpry oovh.ov is 
clearly contrasted with the µoprph 0H,u, and the one 
µoprp1 should be as real and complete as the other; and 
the a;\.;\.a, and the distinction between v-rrapxwv and 
"'A.a/3wv mark the plain contrast between that which 
Christ Jesus might have continued had He had any 
thought of ap7ra,yµ6r;, and that which as a matter of 
fact He became. The uapg i1ivETo of St. John is 
represented by the phrases of verse 7 and the first 
clause of verse 8, where the plural av0pw7rWV marks, 
like uap,, the universality of the Lord's human nature. 
To St. Paul's view, however, as is natural from the 
hortatory and ethical aspect of the passage, the humilia-
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tion of the Lord is more prominent than it is in the 
words of St. John, who is looking rather at the Divine 
revelation which the Word in His historic presence 
made, of which St. John never loses sight, even in the 
record of all the humiliation of the Passion. In this 
passage we may observe that the repetition of the word 
µ,oprf,'] guards at once the reality of the human and the 
Divine nature of the Lord; the word oµ,olwµa also adds a 
tribute to His Godhead, because, suggesting a being 
made like, it shews He was not so before; and CTXijµa, 
which is expressive of outward shape, does the same, 
because its use implies that beneath all there was 
something-the Godhead-in which Christ Jesus was 
unlike ,Jr-tAo,; av0ponro,. 

There are four special occasions on which the 
Lord is entitled 'the Son of God' or 'Son of God,' 
which require some separate notice. These are the 
Conception, the Baptism, the Transfiguration, the 
Resurrection. The application to Him of the title 
on the occasion of the Resurrection has already 
been discussed on page 12 and following pages. The 
other three may be considered now. (r) On the 
first occasion, at the Conception, Luke I 

35
, the words 

used were S,o /Cat TO "fEVvwµEvov U"flOV ICA.'TJ0']CT€Ta£, 
,,;i,, 0Eou (cf. Gal. 4 \ efa1r€CTT€£AEV o 0Eo, TOV ulov 
auTov 'Yfi·oµ,"vov EK 'Yuvat1Car;;I though here we must 
observe that the Angel says uio,, not o uio,. A little 
before has occurred the phrase uio, 'T,Jr[CTrou KA'f/0,j
uETaL. (2) On the second occasion, the Baptism, 
Matt. 3 17 (and parallels), the words as given in 
St. Matthew are /Ca~ lSov tf,wvh EiC TWV oupavwv Ae-youCTa 

oiho, ECTTLV O uio, µ,ou O ti'Ya1T"7]TO<;, ev 91 EUDOIC'TJCTa. 
(3) On the third occasion, the Transfiguration, 
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Matt. 17 6 (and parallels), we read: cf,wv~ e,c Tij, vecptll.71, 
Xfryovua oVTO~ fuTLV O vlOr; µ,ou O tlrya7r17TO';, f.v <p 
€UOOIC7JGa" a/COVET€ auTou.1 

These four occasions, although divided in time from 
one another, are united by a common link. Each of 
them stands at the opening of a special portion of the 
Lord's life. 

r. The words used at the Conception usher in the 
Lord's personal life as Man ; from the beginning the 
Son of Man is shown also to be the Son of God. 
If we had no other reason for believing this, no doubt 
the absence of the article would make a difference; but 
it is not essential to have it before we can render, as R.V., 
'The Son of God,' and indeed its absence may be the 
common one where character rather than person is to 
be emphasised. In this connection we must not ignore 
the reference in the account of the Lord's birth in 
St. Matthew to 1,~ ~:l9.!? "God with us," (Ylatt. r 2

'
1
). 

z. The Bapti~rn2 marks the commencement, if we 
may so call it, of the Lord's official life ; He now goes 
forth as the Christ "anointed with the Holy Ghost and 
with power" to His temptation and His work, and hears 
the same words of authority, power, and love. The 
presence of the Holy Spirit (Matt. 7rVEuµa 0wv, Mark 
-ro 71"Vfvµ,a, Luke To .,,-veuµ,a To ayiov) forms another link 
of connection with the Conception, where the words are 
without article, 'TT'VEvµ,a rl7iov €7r€Aevuernt (cf. anarthrous 
Matt. r 18, r 20), perhaps as representing a power or a 
visitation of the Holy Spirit. Thus the presence of the 
Holy Spirit at the Baptism is the second and not the 

1 St. Mark and St. Luke 
omit •• cp ,voo.-,iua, and St. Luke 
also substitutes o ,.;.,A,yp.i,o. for 

b .iyami••• and transposes the last 
two words. 

2 See App. I. 



first occasion in which we read of His operating in the 
Lord's human life. Whether there was any other 
effusion we cannot tell; but it would be a mistaken 
assumption to suppose that the Lord's conscious human 
life was destitute of the Holy Spirit before the Baptism. 
In the same way we are not to suppose that the Son of 
God became the Son of God at the Baptism.1 Even if 
such words had not been used with reference to the 
Conception, there would be no need to suppose this to 
be the case; and as a matter of fact similar words, as 
has been seen, are repeated again on the two other 
occasions. To address with a title does not imply that 
the right to the title is only now beginning, but rather 
suggests that the povver or meaning of the title has just 
been or is going to be put forth. 

The descent, then, of the Holy Spirit and the voice 
from heaven at the Baptism implied that a new stage 
of the Lord's human life and work was beginning. 

As to the actual words spoken at the Baptism, we 
may note that the heavenly voice is given as .a-~ El in 
St. Mark and St. Luke,2 and oi5To, ftjHV in St. Matthew, 
the one addressed to the Lord Himself, the other as 
those who had ears to hear could hear : for though all 
might hear some sound, a spiritual sense was needed to 
distinguish God's voice, probably miscalled here S~p i:,:;i.. 
The subjective element in the recognition of such a 
Divine voice does not make it less true and real. Some
times God may speak simply by a still small voice in 
individual hearts, sometimes by a communication that 

1 See Swete, 'The Apostles' 
Creed,' p. 29. 

2 By the Western text lthough 
not universally) the words 
E'Y(t) a,j~u·pov y,ryEvll"ff,c(l u,; are given 

here in St. Luke. In St. Luke 
alone at the Baptism and 
Transfiguration the Lord's 
prayers are recorded. 



all must recognise as an expression of His will 
(Dent. 5 22 - 27, 1 Kings 18 38• 39). Sometimes He may 
blend the outward and the inward in such a way, that of 
those who are near together some may only appreciate 
the outward, and some the inward also. · Of this there 
is an instance in John 12 2'7-:lO, and in the account of 
St. Paul's conversion, Acts 22 9. In these cases some
thing objective struck upon the senses of all who were 
present, but the interpretation was not given to all alike; 
the richness of the meaning varied with the subjective 
power of apprehension in the hearer or listener. A 
similar spiritual sense was required to see the Risen 
Lord; it was only by the eyes of faith and love that 
He could be seen (John 14 22• 23, Acts IO 4-1). The 
Baptist in his testimony repeats the words heard at 
the Baptism, John l 3\ ,ca,yw Jwpa,ca, Kat µ,q:1,apTvp171Ca 
on OVTO<; fonv O u,'or; TOV 0€0V, in which passage there 
is a Western substitution o EKAEKTo<; for o uiar;, bringing 
the words into nearer accordance with St. Luke's text 
at the Transfiguration. 

3. If the Conception introduces the Lord's human 
life, and the Baptism His official life, the Transfiguration 
may in some sense be said to introduce the Passion; at 
any rate it stands at the head of the second portion of 
His ministry, and occurs at a point where the Lord's 
death, as it was, is clearly foreseen and foretold, 
Luke g 22, Matt. 16 21. "From that time forth began 
Jesus (Christ) to shew unto his disciples, how that he 
must go unto Jerusalem, and suffer many things of the 
elders and chief priests and scribes, and be killed, and be 
raised again the third day." The very full and careful 
words and the fulness of the name of the Lord (as given 
in some texts) which St. Matthew has employed, shew 
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the importance which he attributes to the commence
ment of this section of his Gospel. 

St. Luke's account specially appears to bring 
the Transfiguration into connection with the prospect 
of the actual end of His ministry now opening up 
before the Lord ; in Luke g M, ai occur the words 
Kat loov avOpe~ Ouo CTVV€AUAOVV airr<jJ, OiTLV€', rjuav 
Mwvu,'j, Kat 'HXela<,, ot oef>0ivTe<, €V oofo €AE7ov T~V 

ifooov avTOV ffv ~µ€AA€V -rrX71povv €V 'J epovuaX7Jµ.. 
\Ve notice the particularity of the words €V 'I epovuaA'TJP.; 
and the unusual word ifooo,, applicable alike to death 
or ' translation,' seems to mark a connection and 
a contrast between the manner in which the Lord 
left this sinful world - the exit accomplished at 
Jerusalem-and the different kind of exit that would 
have carried Him from a sinless world to heaven. It 
has already (p. 41) been suggested that the coming of 
Christ into the world was not because of the fall of 
man, but in spite of it. Had Christ come into a sinless 
world, we cannot know now what would have been the 
manner of His departure from it. As things are, of 
course through all His life in all its features, from the 
beginning through its progress to the end, all has been 
conditioned by the existence and presence of sin. But 
the record of the Transfiguration seems to suggest to us 
something of the glorious exit that might, in the absence 
of sin, have carried the Incarnate Son of God as the 
Head, and in that case not also the Redeemer of 
Mankind, from among 'unfallen ' men, from ' here ' to 
'there.' And, be it observed, this talk of His exit, as 
now He was to fulfil (7rX71pouv) it in the bitter agony of 
the end as it actually occurred in Jerusalem, took place 
with the two great men representative respectively of 

E 
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the Law and the Prophets, whose death or departure 
from this world had been so mysterious and unlike the 
usual lot of mankind (Deut. 34 1---6, 2 Kings 2 0-,2). 

At the opening of this section of the gospel history 
it is interesting to read side by side, relating to the same 
period, Matt. 16 16 and Luke g 22, a-v e1 o Xpta-To<; o vt'o<; 

'TOU 0cou TOU rawro<;1 and 0€L 'TOV viov 'TOU av0pC:nrov 
7roXM 7ra0e'iv, and to note that St. Peter's great confession 
of the Son of God is followed by the Lord's announce
ment in detail of the Passion of the Son of Man. Then 
comes the Transfiguration, in which, corresponding 
to the 7ToAA.11 7Ta0Eiv, it is this "decease which he should 
accomplish at Jerusalem," that was the theme of 
the conversation with Moses and Elijah; and again 
the Lord receives, and the disciples hear as addressed 
to themselves,2 the Father's testimony and the repetition 
of His good pleasure, Matt. 17 •, ev rp euoo,c'T/a-a, 

cf. Matt. 3 17• Thus the voice from heaven confirms 
St. Peter's confession, and while St. Peter (if, that is, he 
wrote 2 Pet.) repeats his sense of the importance of the 
occasion as described in 2 Pet. 1 17- 18, where we note 
the word €fooo<; in verse 15, perhaps a reminiscence of 
the word used at the Transfiguration, the Lord Himself 
also hears again the same words as to His Divine 
Sonship, which had been already used at the Baptism. 

Similar words, as we have already seen (p. 15), 
are applied to the Resurrection, Acts 13 ii3, Heh. 1 \ 

(cf. Col. 1 1M, Rev. 1 5). Though in this case there is no 
voice from heaven to proclaim the phrase, there is 
added the even more particular detail, "This day have 
l begotten thee," which words, as has been mentioned, 

1 See App. J. 2 In Matt., Mark, Luke and 
2 Pel. the text is o~,6< ,.,,.,. 



form a part of the Western text in St. Luke's account of 
the Baptism of the Lord. The Lord's resurrection 
life, the still continuing and eternal life of His 
glorified humanity, is also identified at the outset with 
these words declaring His Divine Sonship. 

Thus, then, the Lord's human life at the opening 
of four great stages is marked by the proclamation that 
He is the Son of God, and even those who consider 
that the title on these, as on other occasions, primarily 
refers to the Lord as Incarnate and not as Eternal 
Son, are not in any way required by the maintenance 
of this view to exclude a further reference to the 
Eternal Sonship in these passages. 

It is not perhaps for us to inquire how far this 
proclamation was made in each case for those who 
heard or understood it, and how far for the Lord Him
self. Certainly at the Baptism, the words spoken as 
given by St. Mark and St. Luke are in the second 
person, au el o vt'a,; µou. In both accounts of the 
Temptation, St. Matthew's and St. Luke's, the first 
words of the tempter are el vi'o~ et TOV 0eov, and it has 
been thought that the first temptation in part consisted 
in the suggestion to the Lord to test His powers as the 
Son of God, and to see whether that title really carried 
with it all that it surely on earth must imply. "When1 

He reflected He could hardly help asking Himself 
whether this light which had shone upon Him-this 
voice from Heaven - were the resuscitation of His 
Diviner Life or only something in His own eyes and 
ears. A sure test lay ready: when He had heard 
Himself hailed as the Son of God, a conviction had 

1 Latham, ' Pastor Pastorum,' p. 128. 



68 

ansen m Him that God would give effect to His 
commands. He had only to try whether this was so, 
and all doubts would be removed." We may without 
irreverence suppose that, both at the Baptism and 
the Transfiguration, the voice from heaven at the 
commencement of a new period or phase of the Lord's 
life and work, not only, as others heard it, gave the seal 
of the Divine Fatherhood to the Son's work, but also 
strengthened the Lord Himself and made the Son of 
Man to go forward bravely to a new stage of His work 
as the Son of God. 

The case of the Conception is different; but in 
this connection, it is interesting to note that the first 
brief words of the Lord as a child which are recorded 
contain a reference to His Father (Luke 2 4g). His 
Sonship was already, from the beginning, the atmosphere 
in which He lived (Jv To'i., Toii 7raTpa._ µ.ot1 elva,). The 
Resurrection too, is different again : for here it is 
plain that the statement as we have it of the Lord's 
Sonship in this connection is only for our benefit. 
What passed or passes between the Father and the 
Exalted Son, when the Son of Man ascended where 
He was before (John 6 6!), we do not know; we can only 
see the answer made and being made on earth (John 14 1\ 
Matt. 28 1@) to the Son's prayer, "Now, 0 Father, 
glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory 
which I had with thee before the world was" (John 17 5). 

But returning to the main point of this section, we 
may observe that, on these four occasions we clearly 
have instances in which there is given to us in a strict 
sense God's witness concerning His Son, aiYT1] iuTtv .;, 

µ,apTup[a TOU 0eou on µ,Eµ,apTupT}IC€V 7r€pt TOU ulou. 1 

I See App. K. 
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It would be beyond the scope of this paper to deal 
with every passage in the N.T. where the title 'The Son 
of God' is found, but a few characteristic ones should 
be noted. In the Gospels, after the emphatic and critical 
use by John the Baptist, John I :i

4
, it is used several 

times in confessions to the Lord, John I 49, Nathaniel's 
confession ; Matt. 14 3,

1 (a;>..718w,; 0EoV VIQ', Ei), when 
St. Peter had walked with the Lord on the water and 
those in the boat used the words; Matt. 16 •6, St. Peter's 
great confession :1 in John 6 611, which refers to a different 
occasion, the correct text does not include the word 
vl6i;; in John II ~7 we have the words of Martha. Such 
confessions as these in fact, though not in actual 
expression, culminate in the words of St. Thomas, 
John 2.0 28, 0 Kvpto<, µov Kat () 0€o~ µov. The truth 
grasped in that form satisfied every Messianic aspiration, 
and in its glorious light the Incarnation has satisfied 
every need of man. The conclusion of St. John's 
Gospel (John ~o 31 )-for such apparently in fact it once 
was, and it is so still in idea-shews us very plainly the 
necessary and paramount importance in his eyes of 
the truth 'I l]CTOV~ €<TTiv o XPt<TTO', o VIO', 'TOV 0EOv. 
His whole Gospel had been written and its material 
selected that his readers might believe and have life in 
His name thus given. 

Turning2 to those outside the circle of the disciples, 
it is not easy to make much that is clear of the words 
of the demoniacs, Mark 3 11 , !,i, El o vio<; -rou 0EOu, 
Marks 7, Ti €µ,o, Kat uo{, 'l'T}<TOV vie 'TOU 0Eou 'TOU 

{"fricnou, Luke 4 41 , ~i, Et o vio<; Tou 8wii: for it is difficult 

1 See App J. 
2 In these paragraphs frequent 

reference is made to Hastings' 

Dictionary of the Bible, s.v. 'Son 
of God.' 
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to gather the exact force of the words as so used. If 
we take it that the devils-as apart from the possessed 
men-were speaking, we know too little of the nature 
of this mysterious possession to argue much from words 
used in such circumstances. We may perhaps find 
in them some supernatural testimony to the Lord's 
Sonship, and hear in them a voice from another 
world speaking to His nature and in His honour. Or 
indeed we may suppose that the evil spirits tried to 
oppose the Lord's intention by making a premature 
and ill-timed declaration of His true nature and work 
(Mark 3 11• rn): for in Luke 4 41 we read if 8naa11 Tav 

XPUTTav avTov dvat. On the other hand, if the words 
were used according to the apprehension of the human 
beings who were possessed, such persons can only 
have uttered the popular belief of the times, and 
meant by 'Son of God' what the ordinary peasant 
of Galilee would have meant at the time. " Looked at 
psychologically, the confessions of the demoniacs could 
not mean more than that they believed themselves to be 
in the presence of the expected Messiah." As to the 
words of the centurion at the Cross they are variously 
given, but even accepting the text according to which 
he spoke of the Lord as vla,;- 0eou {without articles), 
we cannot look to him, whatever his nationality, for 
instruction on the theological aspect of the question, 
however valuable his testimony may be as to the 
impression that the events enacted on Calvary made 
on his mind and presumably the minds of others at the 
time. 

Passing beyond the Gospels, we find that St. Paul 
is no sooner converted, than he preaches Jesus in the 
synagogues that He is the Son of God, Acts 9 20 
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(cf. Rom. 1 9, 2 Cor. 1 rn) ; the tempting illustration of 
Apostolic custom in the story of St. Philip and the 
eunuch (Acts 8 :i7) rests on an interpolation in the text. 
Passages might be quoted from the Epistles dealing 
with the recognition (Eph. 4 1•1) or application (Gal. 2 20, 

Rom. 8 29• 82 •tc-) of the doctrine; while such passages as 
Rom. 8 3, 0 0eo<; 'TOIi EaVTOV viov 7T"€µ.,Jrao,, or Rom. 8 32, 

O<; ,YE 'TOU iSiov viou OU/€ ecf>E[a-aTo, or the contrast between 
Moses and Christ in Heb. 3 5• 6, mark the unique 
character of His Sonship.1 

Of special interest are the places where the Lord 
employs such language of Himself. And here we must 
note in such words of our Lord's the various forms of 
the title expressed or implied, or, as some would say, the 
various stages of the use of the title. It is said ' to be 
contrary to the Jewish usage ' to speak of God as the 
Father, without some qualification like 'which is in 
heaven '; but this is done by our Lord, who, though in 
some cases He conforms to the Jewish practice 
(e.g. Matt. IO 32, 16 17), yet in the Gospels as we have 
them frequently departs from it. Dr. Sanday thus 
expresses the case : "\Ve observe in our Lord's use of 
the titles 'Father' and 'Son' in connection with Himself 
an ascending scale. First, there are the places where 
He speaks of God as ' His heavenly Father,' or 'Father 
in Heaven,' after ordinary Jewish usage. Then there 
are the places where He speaks of God as 'My Father' 
without addition, which are too numerous to need 
specification. Then we come to a smaller number of 
passages in which ' the Son ' and 'the Father' are at 
once opposed and associated. And lastly, there arc the 

1 See App. L. 
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cases in which mention is made of 'the Father' and 'the 
Son,' where the correlation is not expressed but implied." 
The passages where the Lord actually uses the words 
' Son of God ' are rare. 

From the Lord's own words we may quote 
Matt. II ~7, ,cai 01~0€!<; €7rl"f£VW<T/Ul TOIi u[ov d, µ,ry 

o 7rllTTJP, ouo€ Tov -rraTEpa Tt<, €7rt-yww<r,cet, ei µ,ry 

0 UtO', !Cai ff~ €all /3ovX,,Tat O VtO<; J.7ro1CaXvyai ;1 see 
Luke 10 2

~. Here we have o 7raTTJP and o v[ac, clearly 
used, and we notice the use of µ,o,, µ,ov with vioc,. 

So Mark I3 3J (and Matt. 24 '16 correct text), 7repl 0€ 
TJJ, ~µJpac, €1Cclll7J', ~ TJ]', wpar; ouOEt', olS1:v, OU0€ oi 
a-yye)..oi €V oupa V<p OU0€ o JJtO',, el µ,~ o 7rllTTJP· 

In the climax of this passage we see that a higher 
position is assigned to the Son than to the Angels, and 
Son is again clearly contrasted with Father.2 

The passages in St. John carry us farthest, though 
John g ~5, with its clear identification in A.V. of Jesus 
with the Son of God, must be omitted : for J.v0paYTrou 

is the reading of NBD. John 5 17 -:;o gives perhaps the 
fullest exposition of the relation between the Son and 
the Father; we have already had verse r8 before us. 
The passage is written mostly in the third person 
concerning the Son, but verses r7, 24, 30 are in the 
first person; the titles o ,raTTJP and o uio,;; are each 
used eight times, o ,rJµ,ya,;; is used three times, o 
vlo,;; TOU 0eau once, vloc, av0pJmou once. The marked 
preponderance of the use of the absolute names tends 

1 Harnack on this passage (' What is Christianity' p 128) says 
' The consciousness which he possessed of being the Son of God is, 
therefore, nothing but the practical consequence of knowing God as 
the Father and as his Father. Rightly understood, the name of Son 
means nothing but the knowledge of God.' See App. M. 

:i See App. N. 
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to show that it is the absolute relation of Father 
and Son which is under consideration,1 and the unity 
of their Being; at the same time the use of the term 
0 1reµ,fra~ (a1hov, JU) shows that the " Son is regarded 
as Incarnate." In this section we have ideas placed 
before us either the same or closely akin to some already 
discussed. \Ve ha".e the unity of the love (rf,tAe'i v. 20), 
the unity and identity of life (v. 26), the equality with 
the Father {v. r8); we have the Father showing 
Himself in action, and the Son seeing (vv. 19-20), 
and the consequent correspondence of the Son's 
action, "not in imitation but in virtue of His sameness 
of nature" (oµoiw~); verse 19 does not express any 
impotence on the part of the Son, but simply the ' law ' 
of His working corresponding to the 'law' of His Being. 
This law of His Being is fully and clearly given in v. 26. 
The Father bath life in Himself, and the Son's life is 
received from the Father (nfj u[rp eoc,)lce). But the life 
that is given is not different in its completeness from the 
Father's life, for Trp v!rj, eow,ce tw1)v exetv ev eavT<p ; the 
life is coordinate with the Father's in character, though 
subordinate in origination; the Son, no less than the 
Father, is a producer of life, a source of life both natural 
and spiritual. His life is not given to Hirn in such a 
way that it can be taken away or be separable from 
Him; He too can communicate life, ,cal o vr'o~ oti~ 
(JJXei two1roie'i (cf. John 6 40

, 8 5 1, 17 2

). We have here, 
expressed in the simplest way, the equality of nature 
and the subordination of Person, cf. John 14 28, o 1raT-r,p 
µe{twv µov foTw. 2 This quickening power of the Son 
must be thought of in connection with what is said of 

1 See Westcott, ' Gospel of 
St. John,' pp. 85, 86 and 216. 

'See App. 0. 
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the Logos as to life, John I 4, & ryl.ryov1:v iv au-rep tm~ ~v, 

where, if this punctuation is correct, we have all things 
represented to us as, even before their creation, being 
life in Him ; on this however there will be more to 
be said in a subsequent section. The judgment which 
is part of the Son's prerogative, belongs to Him as 
Son of Man, because the judge must be one who is 
identified with the life of those whom he judges, 
and can enter into its conditions; but this being so, this 
question does not come before us now, belonging rather 
to the examination of the bearing of the other title. 

In comparing the three phrases o vfo, -rov 0Eov, 

vi'o, TOV 0wv, and o uio, we may perhaps say that the 
first gives the full Personal title, that in the second the 
quality or characteristic position is rather in view than 
the Person, while in the third the absolute relation of 
the Son to the Father is rather in view than the recogni
tion of it by man. 

Other passages where the Lord used such words 
of Himself are John IO 36, 1110, Tov 0eoD 1:iµ.i: 

John I I "", before the Lord set out to raise Lazarus, 
'lva So~ao-0fi O vio, TOU 0rnD : John 19 7 ocpEl)w 
a7ro0a viiv, on vlov 0eou EaVTOV €71"0L7l/T€V I: 1-fatt. 27 4,3, 

where in describing the mockery it is written i[11"1:v1 

ryap on 0eou elµ., vio,: Luke 22 70 , where the Lord 
accepts the title, or at any rate does not decline it ; 
indeed in the similar passage, Mark 14 6i• 62, in reply to the 
question, ~~ e! o XPtG'TD', o vt'o, TOV EilAO"f7lTOV; the Lord 
plainly replies J7w elµ.1,, and then speaks of "the Son 
of man sitting on the right hand of power." Here 

1 There seems no reason here to draw any distinction between 
what the Lord had actua1ly said and what His accusers said He had 
said. 
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however we must be prepared for a limitation of 
the meaning of the former title, coming, as it does, from 
the high priest's lips. 1 Though the Lord's answer may 
no doubt justly be considered to have gone further than 
what is necess1rily involved in the question asked, 
the question as asked by no means need have employed 
the word Son in the sense which we give it, nor have 
alluded to what we would call the true and equal 
Divinity of the Son; there would, in the high priest's 
eyes, have been reason enough for the charge of 
blasphemy, which he immediately makes, without that. 
Indeed, it would be psychologically impossible that 
the high priest could have used the title in such a 
sense in his question, as to embrace all that in its fulness 
was only gradually realised by the Aposties.2 

To these passages should be added the pre
suppositions underlying certain parables or indirect 
statements of the Lord. For example, the whole point 
of the miracle and discourse in Matt. 17 24 - 27 rests 
upon the distinction between oi viol and oi a"h.AoTpiot; 

and similarly the parable of the wicked husbandmen 
(Matt. 21 :l.~) is based upon the unique position of the 
Son as contrasted with the other messengers of the 
Lord of the vineyard. " Last of all he sent unto 
them his son, saying, They will reverence my son. 
But when the husbandmen saw the son, they said 
among themselves, This is the heir; come, let us kill 
him." A similar conception, though not in so pointed 
a manner, underlies such a parable as the marriage 
of the king's son. . With this we may compare 
Heb. 3 5, 6. 

1 See App. P. 2 See App. Q, 



Besides these passages, in which the Lord thus 
directly or by implication applies the term Son of God 
to Himself, there are one or two passages or groups 
of passages demanding some individual notice. 

The first group is found in Heb. I and 2, where the 
work and Person of the Son are dealt with, specially by 
contrast with the inferior position of the Angels. Some 
phrases and some quotations in this section have already 
been before us, but the section requires notice as a 
whole1• In it is presented the unity of the work of the 
Son Preincarnate and Incarnate. Nothing is more 
striking in it than the unity of the Lord's Person which 
it shews, and all the more forcibly because it is not 
discussed or defined, but naturally and incidentally 
appears as we pass from phrase to phrase. The wv and 
the <pEpwv and the 'TrotTJ<Taµ,evo,, all used side by side in 
the first verses, show how the Son continued without 
break in His Being and work as the Son of God during 
the period of His life upon earth; and the main verb 
that follows these participles deals with the position of 
the Lord Ascended in His human nature.~ In this 
passage the Son is spoken of as Creator and Heir; 
things begin through Him, and He supports and bears 
all things along to their proper end; and the Incarnate 
Son is by us seen to bring His brethren to His Father, 
being uninterruptedly the Son of God. (cf. Heb. 4 a, 
'IJJUOVV TOV viov TOU 0wD.) Another point we have to 
observe is the manner in which the writer of the 
Epistle claims to apply to Christ words of the Old 
Testament, which pointed forward to Him, and could 
only find in Him an adequate fulfilment, developed 

1 See Westcott, • Epistle to the Hebrews,' passim. 
2 See App. R and App. C, 
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from the germ of the strict meaning m which they 
were first used. 

The quotations from the Old Testament in some 
cases recall the ideas expressed in the four introductory 
verses. Thus with u{rj'J we may compare v. 5 ; with 
,c">..71povaµ,ov vv. 6 and 9; with o,· (Ji} €Troi71rrw vv. IO, 

II, 12 ; with €JCa.8uTEV v. 13 ; with ,cpefrT<»V ,yevoµevo,; 

Tow a'Y'Ye">..r,w all the following verses. Of the meaning 
and association of the first two quotations we have 
already spoken (pp. ro-16). Whatever be the meaning 
of Tra.">..w in verse 6, the passage itself appears to 
deal with the second coming of the Ascended 
Christ, and speaks of His conquest. In v. 8 the 
quotation speaks of the abiding royal glory of the 
Son "who exercises a moral and eternal Sovereignty"; 
' God is thy throne ' is to be preferred in translating ; 
the strength of the quotation does not lie in a vocative 
'O God.' The Incarnate Son now Exalted has won for 
ever the joy of the royal position that His God bestows 
upon Him. In verses ro, II, 12 the idea of v. 2 8i' 

olJ ,ea), E'TT'ot71rrev Tou~ ai.wvas is developed ; the words 
applied to Jehovah are connected with Christ, because 
He through whom God finally and fully intervened in 
His people's troubles, must Himself be the Lord's 
Representative, One with God. Once again in v. 13, 

a quotation from a Psalm successively suggesting 'The 
King, The Priest, The Conqueror,' we have the Exalt
ation of the Son after the completion of His work on 
earth ; He waits to gather the fruits of His conquest 
already won. With this last passage we may also com
pare Matt. 28 18• 19 and r Cor. 15 25 - 28• The passage 
following in eh. 2 speaks of Christ's fellowship with 
fallen man, and shows how, as the Son of Man, the 



representative Man, He has, through suffering, 
potentially, fulfilled man's original high calling. The 
quotations occurring in the passage establish His 
brotherhood with men, showing God as the common 
Father, the source of confidence and the protector of 
those who surrender themselves to Him; and Christ as 
sharing with men the record, the example, the power 
of "the joy that was set before him." In Christ, the 
race has already reached its goal. Man's destiny, in 
spite of his present state, has in. Christ been con
summated. " But now we see not yet all things 
subjected to him. But we behold him who bath 
been made a little lower than the angels, even Jesus, 
because of the suffering of death crowned with glory 
and honour." This aspect of the question, however, 
belongs rather to the discussion of the title the Son of 
Man. But before leaving this group of passages in 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, we must again emphasize 
the clearness with which it brings before us the unity 
of the Person of the Lord. While " we believe and 
confess that our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, 
is God and man," we have to bear in mind that He 
is "not two, but one Christ." The Son of God as 
Preincarnate, as Incarnate, as Incarnate in suffering, 
as Exalted-all these aspects of His Being are placed 
before us in these two chapters, and we are able to 
distinguish between that which He has done or is in 
one capacity, and that which He has done or is in 
another. But there are no sharp lines of distinction 
drawn in this Epistle, in its exhibition of the phases of 
the work of the Son ; all belongs to the One Person, 
Jesus the Son of God, though not of course in the sense 
that there is any confusion of His natures; of these 
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there is "a co-operation often, an assoc1at10n always, 
but never any mutual participation."1 

In this connection we may ask the question, 
whether any change has come to the Divine nature of 
the Son of God by His becoming Son of Man. To this 
we can best reply in the touching words of Hooker,2 

" This admirable union of God with man can enforce 
in that higher nature no alteration, because unto God 
there is nothing more natural than not to be subject to 
any change. Neither is it a thing impossible that the 
Word being made flesh should be that which it was not 
before as touching the manner of subsistence, and yet 
continue in all qualities or properties of nature the 
same it was, because the incarnation of the Son of God 
consisteth merely in the union of natures, which union 
doth add perfection to the weaker, to the nobler no 
alteration at all. If therefore it be demanded what the 
person of the Son of God bath attainted by assuming 
manhood, surely, the whole sum of all is this, to be as 
we are truly, really, and naturally man, by means 
whereof he is made capable of meaner offices than 
otherwise his person could have admitted, the only 
gain he thereby purchased for himself was to be capable 
of loss and detriment for the good of others." 

The consideration of the effect which His Divine 
nature has had upon His human nature by its 
'conjunction' with it, is also more closely related to the 
investigation of the title Son of Man than Son of 
God; but we may so far continue the quotation from 
Hooker as to add the closely following words : " If 
we respect but that which is common unto us with 

1 Hooker, • Ecclesiaslical Polity,' V. )iii, 3, 5. 
~ Hooker, 'Ecclesiastical Polity,' V. liv, 4. 
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him, the glory provided for him and his in the 
kingdom of heaven, his right and title thereunto even 
in that he is man differeth from other men's, because 
he is that man of whom God is himself a part. Vv e 
have right to the same inheritance with Christ, but not 
the same right which he bath, his being such as we 
cannot reach, and ours such as he cannot stoop unto. 
Furthermore, to be the Way, the Truth and the 
Life; to be the Wisdom, Righteousness, Sanctification, 
Resurrection ; to be the Peace of the whole world, 
the hope of the righteous, the Heir of all things ; 
to be that supreme head whereunto all power both 
in heaven and in earth is given: these are not 
honours common unto Christ with other men, they 
are titles above the dignity and worth of any which 
were but a mere man, and yet true of Christ even 
in that he is man, but man with whom Deity is 
personally joined, and unto whom it hath added 
those excellences which make him more than 
worthy thereof. Finally, sith God hath deified our 
nature, though not by turning it into himself, yet by 
making it his own inseparable habitation, we cannot 
now conceive how God should without man, either 
exercise divine power, or receive the glory of divine 
praise. For man is in both an associate of Deity.' 1 

The group of passages 2 1 Cor. 8 6, el, Kvpw, 
'lTJ<TOU', Xpt<TTO<;, ot' OU Tit ,ravTa; Col. I 16• 17, ev auT,j, 

lKTtU0'T} Tli 7rllVTa ... Tl1 7raVTa ot' auTOU Ka! Eis auTOV 

€/CTtUTat ... !€at Tl1 7T"llVTa e!v auTr[, <TVV€U'T'TJKEV; Heb. I 2, 

oi' ov Kat €7r01,TJUEll TOU', alwva, 3 ; John I :i, 1rav-ra o,' 
1 What Hooker calls the grace 

of unctio11 was dealt with in the 
companion essay. 

11 See Bishops Westcott and Light
foot ad loc. on these quotations. 
~ 'The cycles of universal llje.' 
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ahou J-yevero, Kat xwpt<; a'1Tov £,YHIETO 0'10€ EV (no 
matter how the next clause is punctuated); John 1 10, 

o /Couµo<; ot' allTOv €,Y€V€TO (not Eph. 3 9 in the correct 
text) attributes the agency in creation to the Second 
Person in the Trinity 1• In Heh. 1 2 the relative refers 
to vt'i,, (but see App. R) ; in Col. I 16 the reference is 
back too u,'o, Ti], J,ya.7T'TJ', (but see App. C); in I Cor. 8 6 

the reference is to T'luov, XptuTo,; in John 1 3 to 
() M-yo,; in John I JO directly to i/Jw,, or rather if al!Tov, 
like the auTov of the next clause, is masculine, to the 
Person who is To c/>w,. Thus the work in creation is 
attached to the Son under various names, though in 
1 Car. 8 6 it is plain that the work cannot be attached 
to Hirn in the aspect under which He is named, and 
some would say the same of vio,. The various pre
positions employed present various aspects of the Son's 
work and relation to creation. Jt will be observed that 
the usual preposition is oui, but ev is found, together 
with o,a., in Col. 1 16, and there "'" is also employed; If 
belongs to God the Father. The verb 1CTit1:w looks to 
the orderly design of the Creator, the word ,ylvoµ,at is 
rather taken from the side of the created. 

Some of these passages in other connections have 
already come before us, but, quoted from a repre
sentative group of New Testament writers, they clearly 
indicate the Apostolic belief as to the particular relation 
to creation of Hirn whom we know as the Son of God. 
Though the origination of all things is from God the 
Father alone, 1 Cor. 8 6, £k 0Eo<; o 7TaT~P, if ov Ta 

1 Psalm 33 6 (ilj;r: i:;rpl) and Heh. 11 8 (p~µ,an 0wD) 
are not applicable here ; they rather refer to the repeated 

t:l',:-lr,~ 1'9N'1 of the account of the creation in P. 

G 
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1TavTa, the Father and the Son alike are represented as 
the goal of all things. Of the Father it is said, I Cor. 8 6, 

~µf'i,r, (after Tit 1TavTa) elr:: ahov; of the Son, Col. I 18, Tit 
-rr1ivTa ... eJ<; avTov e1'TUT'Ta£: this however is of course 
subject to the tva fj O 8eor:: 7TllVTa EV -rrarnv of I Cor. 15 28, 

to be considered in the next section. Ta -rravTa as a 
whole must be brought back to the Word, the Son; and 
through Him to the Father. The Son, as in recreation· 
and reconciliation, so in creation is He through whom 
the Father works; He is the /UULT'TJ,, He o,' Otl 'Tll -rravTa 

eyeveTo. It is thought that this use of the preposition 
oui may have been derived from Judaic philosophy; 
but with the Apostles it must have more than an 
instrumental force 1 ; they give it rather a mediatorial 
meaning. When the Son acts, the Father acts with 
Him and in Him ; cf. Heb. 2 10 above, where o,ti is 
apparently used of the Father Himself, and also 
John 5 17• The Son, so far from being a mere 
instrument coming between God and the creation, is 
rather the Person who, by His union with God, makes 
the medium or channel through which God reaches to 
the creation : for God is in Him. The preposition ev is 
also used of the Son's work in creation, Col. I 16, 17, iv 

aun;, €1'T[u811 'Tit 7r(l.V'Ta ... ev aUT<tJ UVVE<TT'TJIUV, with 
h • h J h 4 " ' ' ' • " ' w 1c we may compare o n I , o "fE"fOVfV w aVT'f) ~ril'TJ 

~v. The Eternal Son2 is the centre, the point of cohesion 
of the universe : He has not made it and then let it go, 
but it still abides in Him and rests on Him ; it cannot 

1 "The Eternal Son is ' the beginning of the crea.tion of God ' 
(Rev. 3 l<I), not as being the first thing created, but as being the deep 
principle by which any creation becomes possible. ' By Him all 
things were made.' His everlasting birth is the first step towards 
creation." Dr. Mason • The Faith of the Gospel,' p. 63. 

11 But see App. C. 



go beyond Him ; in Him is included all its life. We 
may summarise the whole in the words "All the laws 
and purposes which guide the creation and government 
of the Universe reside in Him, the Eternal Word, as 
their meeting-point. The Apostolic doctrine of the 
Logos teaches us to regard the Eternal Word as 
holding the same relation to the Universe which the 
Incarnate Christ holds to the Church. He is the 
source of its life, the centre of all its developments, the 
mainspring of all its motions.... All things must find 
their meeting-point, their reconciliation, at length in 
Him from whom they took their rise-in the Word as 
the mediatorial agent, and through the Word in the 
Father as the primary source .... The Eternal \Vord is 
the goal of the Universe, as He was the starting-point. 
It must end in unity : and the centre of this unity is 
Christ. This expression has no parallel, and could have 
none, in the Alexandrian phraseology and doctrine.1 " 

The next group of passages to be considered should 
be one in which the Son is in a similar manner shewn 
to be the medium, through whom God acts in His work 
of recreation and reconciliation. Such a group would 
contain Luke rg 10

, Acts 4 12
, 2 Cor. 5 17 -iY, Rom. 5 10

• 

Col. I 00, Heh. ro 4- 22, John 3 16
, John 20 31

, but vety 
many more passages as well; indeed this aspect of the 
Son's work covers the range of the Gospel message. 
Only those parts of our Lord's work which deal2 with the 
consummation of mankind and not their redemption, 
could be properly excluded; and owing to the presence 
of sin in the world, the redemption of men and their 
consummation are now very closely connected. Even 

1 Lightfoot, 'Epistle to the Colossians,' pp. r50, 155. !I See App. F. 



the passages which deal with the consummation of all 
things in Christ, now to a great extent belong to this 
section of His work: for Gen. 3 17• 18, Rom. 8 19- 22, 

shew that the effects of the fall of man have reached 
to the world in which he lives. In such passages as 
Is. 35 1• 2, 66 3\ Rev. 21 1, in more or less pictorial 
language the aspect of nature is shewn in sympathy 
with man's position; and as things are, man's change of 
heart and his return to God comes before the goal of 
creation is to be reached, Acts 3 10 - 21 (cf. the ,Sou 
,caiva 'TT'OiW 1rav-ra of Rev. 21 5 bound up with the fate 
of God's peoples). Thus in the hymn of Fortunatus 
the effect of Christ's death is extended to all creation : 

Mite corpus perforatur, 
Sanguis, unda proftuit ; 

Terra, pontus, astra, mundus 
Qua lavantur fl.umine. 

The fact that redemption and the remission of 
sins are accomplished by the Incarnation, Death, 
Resurrection, and Ascension of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, who was and is at once God and Man, 
so completely underlies the New Testament that there 
is no need to elaborate the matter here. If reconcilia
tion and restoration were to be made possible for 
fallen man, it could only be by the love of God, 
and the Incarnation, accompanied by the Passion and 
Resurrection, is the ex_pression of that love. We can 
ourselves see, at any rate ' in part,' the fitness of the 
plan, that the union between God and Man should be 
effected by One who combines the nature of both in 
His one Person, nor can we now devise any other way 
of bringing the Finite and Infinite, God and man 
together ; and looking more particularly to the work of 
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the perfecting of humanity discussed in App. F, it is not 
difficult to see how it properly belongs to One who is at 
once the Son of God as well as the Son of Man. And 
into the sin-bearing aspect of the actual Incarnation we 
can also 'in part ' enter. How exactly Christ's death 
avails with the Father it is probably beyond our minds 
to understand; but the fact of forgiveness we can accept 
with grateful faith, the fact that, as Christ has taken to 
Himself our human nature, the virtue of His life and 
death reaches all those, who, in St. Paul's language, are 
'in Christ;' that by no fiction, by no artificial process, 
but by the simple channels of life, Christ's work avails 
for those who are united to Him; that, as the vine 
supports the branches, so the healing, quickening power 
of Christ's life flows in those who are members of His 
Body. On the one hand, it is because He is Man that 
all men can have part in Him and His work, but on the 
other hand we must not forget that He who effected 
this reconciliation was the Son of God, and that He did 
it as such, Rom. 5 10, KaT'l)AAU"f'l)fl,fV Trp 0erp Ota TOU 

0avarnu TOV VllJU aurnv, Rom. 8 32, ;;, rye TOU Zoiov UlOV 

OUK JipeiuaTo, ah.M inrEp ~µ,wv 71"(lVTWV 7rapeOWKEV llUTOV, 

Gal. 2 20, EV 71"LUT€1 tw TV TOV V!OU TOV 0eov TOV ll"fa71"~-
, , s:-, , , , , , ~ J h 7 

uavTo<; µ,e Kai 71"apaoovTo, Ea.VTOV V7TEp EfJ,OU, l O n l , 

TO atµa 'I r,uov 7'0V viov auTOV Ka0ap1l1=i 17µ,a, U.7TO 
mi.u'TJ, aµapTf.a,. If He had not also been the Son of 
God, as well as Man, we should not through Him have 
been 0E{a, Kotvwvot q,uut:w,, nor could such words as 
Heb. 7 23 - 2ij, Heb. 10 w- 22 , Matt. 28 ,m, John 17 20 - 25 , 

have been fulfilled to us. 
We need not here attempt to enumerate the 

passages where the work of reconciliation and perfect
ing is expressly assigned to the Son of God eo nomine: 
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for as the truth is presupposed in the whole New 
Testament, there is no occasion to restrict the reference 
to the places where He is so named in exact words, as 
indeed He is in some of the passages already mentioned 
in this section. Sometimes in reference to the Lord's 
Person and work, as we have seen, the human nature 
and the Divine nature are placed side by side in a 
comprehensive title, for example r Cor. 1 9, Tov vt'ov 

auTOii 'l110-ov Xpto-Tov, Heb. 4 1-1,, 'I TJO"OUV TOV v[av TOU 

0eou, John 20 81
, T,,a-ov, fO"TLV O XPlO"TO', 0 VIO', TUV 0wv. 

The passage I Cor. 15 "i-~-, eha -ro TeA.oc;, oTav 

7rapao,,o,;; -rhv /3aO"tA.ftav T!f 0erp /Cat 7raTpi. ..... Set "fd.p 

au-rov /3ao-iAeUe£V axpi ot. e_;; '11'lLVTa', TOU', €x0pou<; 1/71'0 
TOU', 7T"00a<; aUTOU ...... OTav OE ur.o-rayfi auTcj> Ta 71'UVTa, 

TOTE [ /€at] aUTO', 0 u[oc; IJ'l1'0Ta'YYJO"f.T<tt Tff) IJ'11'0Ta~aVTl 

a?.mp Td. 7rllVTa, Zva -ii o 0eo, 7rlLVTa ev 71'aO"tV, is one of 
difficulty. This much, however, we may safely say,· 
that it is plainly dealing not with the absolute, but 
with the economic relations of the Trinity: for it 
comes in an eschatological passage concerning death 
and the final victory over death, and is a part of 
St. Paul's great argument addressed to men for 
their comfort and edification on the resurrection of 
the dead. The question has been raised, in what 
capacity does Christ receive the kingdom enjoyed up 
to His final victory, and then Himself become subject 
to the Father. Does He receive it as God or Man ? 
But in this connection we must remember1 that "there 
is no necessity that all things spoken of Christ should 
agree unto Hirn either as God or else as Man; but 
some things as He is the consubstantial Word of God, 

1 Hooker, • Ecclesiastical Polity,' VIII. iv, 6. 



some things as He is that \Vord incarnate." To Him 
in the latter capacity belongs the right to this kingdom. 
It is necessarily true that this subjection cannot in any 
way affect His Divine immutable nature as the Son of 
God, even if it may relate to that subordination of 
Person of which we have already had occasion to speak.1 

Christ in this passage has been compared~ to a general 
on a campaign, who has received his commission with 
full powers to subdue his king's enemies, and then, when 
the war has been brought to a successful issue, resigns 
his power and rejoins the ranks of ordinary citizens. 
His kingdom has been considered to consist in the 
Headship of the Church Militant, so that that office 
lapses when there is no longer any Church Militant to 
lead. It is, however, true that though, like such a 
general, the Incarnate Son of God may resign His 
command, yet He is no mere general, but the King's 
own Son, who on resigning the office still keeps the 
higher position of the King's Son and Heir, which 
is His by right, independently of any office to be 
discharged in the subjugation of the King's enemies. 
Viewed in this way, Christ's claim to the kingly 
position partly passes away as far as it was economic, 
and partly lasts for ever. Whatever the passage means, 
it certainly cannot imply any degradation of the 
Son of God, nor indeed any voluntary making way 
for the Father on the part of the Son; that is to 
say, probably it would be a mistake to speak 
as if the Son unnecessarily and out of abundance 
of humility went out of His way to subject Himself 
to the Father, if one may reverently use such 

1 See App. 0. VIII. iv, 6; Pearson 'Exposition 
~Hooker,' Ecclesiastical Polity,· of the Creed,' II. iv. 
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familiar words. Such a thought, however proper in 
dealings between man and God, has no place in the 
Blessed Trinity, and the very difficulty of expressing it 
in reverent language shews how foreign it is to the 
subject. And of course we must not speak, under any 
circumstances, as if any rivalry of any kind were 
possible between the Father and the Son; they are 
ever united in Being and united in love. St. John 
(Rev. II 1") speaks of the voices saying " The kingdom 
of the world is become the kingdom of our Lord, and 
of his Christ: and he shall reign for ever and ever." 
These words simply pass by any question whether it 
is the Father or the Son who is to reign for ever and 
ever ; ,cac /3arnA.EvuEJ runs on without a pronoun 
expressed (cf. Rev. 20 6

). The words of St. Paul 
speak of an act in God's great scheme. The full 
meaning is beyond the horizon of our apprehension; 
" we must leave it where St. Paul leaves it," fixing our 
minds on the grand 7va -a o 0Eo, 7T"ClVTa (V 7T"UUtv, the 
great goal of all, with which we may compare the El<; 

8ofav 0eou 7raTpo-., which in Phil. 2 11 is set forth as the 
goal of the Exaltation of our Lord. 

The last group of passages to be considered is 
found in the first Epistle of St. John, and comprises 
more than twenty examples of the use of o ulo, -rou 0eoii 
or its equivalent; this exact phrase, we find, is used 
seven times, and fourteen times we have o vio, used 
in connection with either o -rraT1P or o 0Eo,, once with 
o aATJ0tvo<;, while once to o v[6, is added o µ.ovo"/EV~,. 

The first Epistle of St. John1 is written in the 
fulness of the Christian life by the aged teacher who 

1 See Westcott, 'Epistles of St. John,' passim, 



speaks with supreme authority. He does not write to 
give information, or to argue, or to introduce fresh facts or 
thoughts. Rather his object is to place the Person of the 
Lord before his readers and to shcw that the contempla
tion of Him as He is, or rather as He has been known 
to His disciples, is the one necessity of the Christian 
life; that from this flows Christian truth and Christian 
practice, the answer to false thoughts and false ways; 
that Christian life with its truth and fellowship centre 
in Him; that eternal life is in Him. The first verses 
of the first chapter, and the last verses of the last, make 
this very plain. The result of this is that, as in 
St. John's Gospel, so in his Epistle, such words as Life, 
Believe, Confess, Witness, figure largely. Indeed we 
may group the passages about the Son round them. 

In the end of the fifth chapter the theme is Life, 
and we are reminded again of the truths concerning the 
life-giving power of the Son which we have found in the 
fifth chapter of the Gospel. " And the witness is this, 
that God gave unto us eternal life, and this life is in 
his Son. He that hath the Son hath the life; he that 
bath not the Son of God hath not the life. These 
things have I written unto you, that ye may know that 
ye have eternal life, even unto you that believe on the 
name of the Son of God ......... And we know (oloaµ,Ev) 

that the Son of God is come, and hath given us an 
understanding, that we know him that is true (tva 
,yivwu,coµev TOV aA.1]0tvov), and we are in him that is 
true, even in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true 
God, and eternal life." Eternal life is in the Son, 
the Incarnate Son of God, a growing knowledge 
(,yivwu,coµ1w) of the Father as He has revealed Hirn; 
in fellowship through Him with the Father, a fellowship 



in which we are united; not God, but God in Christ 
(the ij«eL is to be noted and the double title 'Jesus 
Christ' in 5 20

, cf. John 20 °1
) is for us the source and 

aim of eternal life. The last verse recalls the other 
description of eternal life given in the Lord's high 
priestly prayer, John 17 ~; and the words o a)l.n8tvor; Oeo., 
«al 'w" recall the 0erp ,wvn «al ,i'A.7J0tvip of r Thess. r 9• 

And again in 4 9 we have our life connected with the 
mission (a71"€G"TaA.Kev) of the only begotten Son into the 
world; and this passage makes it plain that it is through 
the Incarnate Son that we receive the life, though the 
life springs from the Son of God (cf. again John 5 26, 21 \. 

With the eternal life is bound up the idea of 
Fellowship in 5 20 just quoted, as similarly in 2 24, 
"If that which ye heard from the beginning abide 
in you, ye also shall abide in the Son, and in the Father." 
" The Gospel is a quickening spirit, and the presence of 
the divine life carries with it of necessity the possession 
of divine fellowship." This fellowship in its character 
and extent is described in r 3

• "That which we have 
seen and heard declare we unto you also, that ye also 
may have fellowship with us: yea, and our fellowship 
is with the Father, and with his Son Jesus Christ." 
For the association of the idea of union and unity 
with the knowledge of the Son of God in 5 20

, \Ve may 
compare Eph. 4 1\ µEx_pt ,ca-ravT~umµev ot' 7ravre, el., T~v 
t , .... , ' ... , , ,.,. , • • 
EVOT1)Ta n7, 71"1UT€W', KaL T1J', €7rvyv~uew, TOU l/10!.I TOI/ 

8EOu, Ei, avapa (sing.) TEA.ElOV. 

Already the Confession of Jesus as the Son of God 
leads to this fellowship, 4 16, "Whosoever shall confess 
that Jesus is the Son of God, God abideth in him, and 
he in God," and 2 23, '' Whosoever denieth the Son, the 
same bath not the Father: he that confesseth the Son 
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hath the Father also." The very spirit of the anti
christ is shewn in the denial of the Father and the 
Son, 2 22

• 

And this confession is based on the \\fitness of 
God and the 'experimental' witness of the believer 
himself, 5 9- 11 , "If we rece"ive the witness of men, 
the witness of God is greater : for the witness of God is 
this, that he hath borne witness concerning his Son. 
He that believeth op the Son of God hath the witness 
in him : he that believeth not God hath made him a 
liar; because he hath not believed in the witness that 
God bath borne concerning his Son. And the witness 
is this, that God gave unto us eternal life, and this 
life is in his Son." 

And Faith in the Son of God based on such 
witness, and leading to such confession, of itself on 
the one hand conquers the world, so far as it is still 
hostile to God (5 tJ, and on the other issues in the 
service of love (3 ~\ 3 17• 18). But as the world and all it 
contains has been spoilt and warped by sin, such Life, 
Fellowship, Confession, Witness, Faith, do not come 
natural to man; sin is a barrier that must be first 
removed, a mist that blurs the vision; and this has been 
done by the Son of God who "was manifested, that 
he might destroy the works of the devil" (3 8). The 
Son was sent that He might be a "propitiation for 
our sins" (4 10), that we may be able to approach to 
God with all that was between Him and us removed. 
The Son was sent on an abiding mission as the Saviour 
of the world (4 14, o '1T'aT17p ,_b·Jcna>.,cw (perf.) Tov vi'ov 
rJ'OJT~pa Tou ,coa-µ,ou), and for those who walk in the light 
and already enjoy the Christian fellowship there is 
still the provision for cleansing them from all (or every) 



sin, its guilt, its power. "The blood of Jesus his Son 
cleanseth us from all sin" (I 7), 

It is beyond the range of this essay to comment 
on the teaching of the first Epistle of St. John; and 
indeed it may seem that all these last pages rather deal 
with the work of the Son of God than discuss His 
Sonship in itself. It may be so, but so far as this 
Epistle is concerned, the title of Son is so persistently 
used in it, that it seemed impossible not to carry our 
questioning into its chapters; and the exhibition of 
the Person and work of the Son of God therein 
contained is not really beside our point, for "the 
object of our knowledge is not abstract but personal" ; 
and again, must it be repeated that if we wish to know 
God, the best form in which to ask the question, Who 
is He? is to ask, What has He done ? What has 
He revealed Himself as doing among men, as being to 
them and for them? Those will know most about the 
Son of God, who turn, not only their minds, but their 
hearts to Him, who do not merely have a mental con
viction about God (cf. James 2 19), but starting with a 
living faith in Jesus the Son of God, and recognising 
what He has done, what He does, and who He is for 
them, in the fulness of mind and heart and will hold 
fast their confession (Heb. 4 H, €')(,OVTE', ouv apxtepea 
JLE"faV OtEA'TJA.V0ora TOV', oupavov,, 'I71crovv TOV viov TOV 

0eou, ,cparwµ,Ev r;,, oµ,o'J\,o'Yia,). Such indeed was His 
own command given from heaven to the Church 
at Thyatira, Rev. 2 18• 25, TUOE AE"fEl O VlO', TOU 0eou ... & 
€')(ET€ Kpanja-aTE. In which passage, with full authority 
He repeats (vv. 26 and 27) to him ' that overcometh' 
the promises long ago addressed in Psalm 2, as we have 
seen, to the Son of David, the Son of God, and 
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already fulfilled (see John 16 3\ i,y6J ve111.1''1}1'a Tov "6qµ,ov, 

and Matt. 28 18, J.00811 µ,ot 7raqa efovula iv ovpav,jj r,:al 

E7f't .,;;~ ,y17~); and also as in the days of His unascended 
human life on earth, so in glory does He here once 
more repeat His own relation to the Father, c:i~ 1'Wf6' 

el">..11,f>a 1rapa TOU '11'aTpo~, in words primarily to be 
referred to the promises of Psalm 2 (see Psalm 2 7-9, 

also Luke 22 ~9), but capable of a wider extension. 
Not to Thyatira only, but to us too, belongs this 

command, () EX€T€ 1€paT~qaT€ axpi oli av -q~o,: for it is 
still our duty too, and our privilege, oovXevew 8eip tw11n 
/€at aA.718wrp, /€at avaµ,evEtV TOIi vio11 aVTOV EiC TWV 

ovpa1JWV (I Thess. I 9, 1°). 



APPENDIX. 



A. 

Harnack's view of early Christologies. 

In Harnack's 'History of Dogma,' pp. 189-199, will be 
found his summary of early Christologies. He maintains 
that in the earliest days the conceptions current as to the 
Being of Christ were practically two, the Adoptian Chris
tology and the Pneumatic Christology. "Jesus was either 
regarded as the man whom God bath chosen, in whom the 
Deity or the Spirit of God dwelt, and who, after being 
tested, was adopted by God and invested with dominion ; 
or Jesus was regarded as a heavenly spiritual being (the 
highest after God) who took flesh and again returned to 
Heaven after the completion of His work on earth." A 
reply to this contention will be found in Dr. Swete's 
'Apostles' Creed,' pp. 26-29. 

B. 

Interpretation of Psalm 2. 

The interpretation of the passage in Psalm 2 given in 
the text is based upon the view that the Psalm was evoked 
by some definite historic circumstances. We must not, 
however, pass over the view recently maintained that it 
is rather a future aspiration than a present fact that 
underlies it. It is taken by some as the expression of the 

H 
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hopes of the theocracy, which looked forward to Israel 
being the acknowledged representative of God in the world. 
It is not clear, nor indeed does it matter, on such a view how 
far this hope was identified with a definite Messianic figure, 
though in the fulfilment it is One Figure who has realised 
and given substance to the conception and hope thus 
adumbrated. The Psalm on this view is still not to be 
regarded as Messianic in the old fashioned way; but, un
connected with any present victory or political situation, 
it offers a picture of Israel's future position which only, as a 
matter of fact, was or is to be realised by the true Messiah, 
who, however, at the time was not personally apprehended 
by the author of the Psalm. On this view the difficulty of 
the words "This day have I begotten thee" is certainly 
less. 

c. 

The preexistence of the Son. 

The fact of the preexistence of the Son, which underlies 
much that has been written in the text, requires some 
separate consideration. The question to which an answer 
is asked is "Is it stated by the writers of the New Testament 
that the Son of God was, before the Incarnation, already 
preexistent? " To this question no one within the limits 
of the Catholic Church could reply in the negative. But 
the case is altered when the question is put in the more 
precise form " Is it directly stated by the writers of the 
New Testament that the Son of God was, before the 
Incarnation, already preexistent as Son, or, so far as it is 
directly referred to in the New Testament, does the Sonship 
of the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity depend primarily 
upon His human birth?" It is plainly possible to maintain 
His Personal preexistence, and yet to say that it is to be 
attributed to Him under another name, in another capacity, 
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if the word may be forgiven. Thus this view has been 
recently advocated, that the title 'Son ' is used in the first 
instance of the Incarnate Son, of the Son as Incarnate ; that 
the Eternal preexistent Sonship is rather an inference back
wards from this truth ; and that the main direct support of 
the Eternal Sonship lies in the fact that, granting His pre
existence under some aspect, if in His historic life the 
Incarnate Lord spoke of God as His Father, and of Himself 
as God's Son, though these titles certainly referred primarily 
to a relationship established by the Incarnation, yet such a 
relationship could not have existed in this world unless it 
had had behind it an eternal relationship that determined it 
(see p. 15 and App. 0). Logos, it is maintained, is the 
proper title of the Second Person in the Trinity as pre
existent, Son belongs to Hirn primarily as Incarnate; and 
some of the difficulties felt in connection with the Eternal 
Sonship arise from carrying too sharply into preexistent 
relations the associations of a term that in Scripture is, 
though not restricted to the Incarnate Son, yet primarily used 
of Him as such, in a way that shows us that special care is 
needed if we are not to be misled and puzzled by our own 
language, when we transfer the term to the absolute relations 
of the Trinity. Those who hold this view would not them
selves deny His preexistence as Son; but they maintain that 
the truth is not plainly enunciated in Holy Scripture, and that 
wherever the Sonship appears, the Sonship of the Incarnate 
is alluded to. As the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity is 
rather derived from than strictly set down in so many words 
in Holy Scripture, rather underlies it than is expressly 
taught; so those who adopt this view would hold that the 
preexistence of the Eternal Son is rather aninterp relation of 
Scripture (whether a necessary interpretation or not we do 
not now ask), than an explicit statement of Scripture, that it 
was rather realised by the Church with the writings of the 
Apostles before it, than part of the original Apostolic message. 
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This wou1d not of course mean that the doctrine of the 
Eternal Sonship was merely a subsequent development, but 
that in this shape either it had not explicitly presented itself 
to the minds of the Apostles, or at any rate it was not so 
defined in their writings. 

Before going any further it may be permitted, so far as 
any question of definition is concerned, to refer to App. Q. 
It is not to be expected in any case, that this or many similar 
truths should be found in the New Testament clear cut and 
with the rigidity of formal creeds. If our Lord was pre
existent as the Son of God, we should rather expect to find 
the fact to be mentioned simply or incidentally than formally 
elaborated. 

But there is a further point to be first considered. It has 
been shown in the text that of God, as He is in Himself to 
Himself, we are told little in the Bible (see p. 53). The Bible 
is the record of the manner in which God has come into the 
life of men, and in it we read about the Being of the Son of 
God from a mediatorial and not from a metaphysical point of 
view; we only read of what He is in connection with what 
He has done for us; there is little in the Bible to gratify 
mere speculation. The preexistence of our Lord in any 
capacity, as the Logos or in any other aspect of His Being, 
is rarely stated plainly in so many words in the New 
Testament; and this is true even of St. John's Gospel. As 
said in the text (p. 4), we find such truths as the Divinity 
of our Lord underlying and implied in the whole tenor 
of the Lord's words and life and of the Apostles' teaching 
about Him, but not reiterated in formal statements. Such 
a passage as Phil. 2 5-s is rather exceptional, and even 
there the clear enunciation of the Lord's preexistence only 
comes to the surface incidentally, to emphasize a practical 
precept of humility. The sharp lines of philosophical defi
nition are for the most part sought in vain in the New 
Testament, and we must therefore not be surprised or 
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disappointed if we do not find many passages in which 
the preexistence of the Son as Son is clearly stated, 
especially considering how few there are for us to isolate 
and to quote in order to prove, apart from their context, 
the preexistence of the Lord at all. 

And if it is generally true that references to such truths 
are for the most part made incidentally and that we learn of 
the Being of God only as He has taken part in the life of 
men, so that the little we know of God, as He is absolutely, 
we have learnt from the record of His relations with man
kind (see pp. 52, 53 ), especially is it the case that in regard 
to the Son of God the Incarnation overshadows everything 
else, and whether we primarily think of that aspect of the 
Incarnation which deals with the redemption of men, or 
whether we think of the consummation of humanity achieved 
in and by Christ, all, as we see it, is the result of the Incar
nation. The Word made flesh is the point in which all 
centres; the Son of God comes before us as Son of Man, 
and it is the record of His life on earth to which our faith 
and hope turn, His life as He was born, lived, died, ascen
ded; that which was beyond t:me has in the Incarnation 
come within the limits of time; the Infinite God has Person
ally identified Himself with our nature, He has touched 
our finite life, and it is to that touch, that contact that we 
owe all. The opening verses of the first Epistle of St. John 
show very plainly that it is not as the Eternal Second 
Person of the Blessed Trinity is in Himself, but as He has 
come to men in the Incarnation that He is the theme of 
Apostolic preaching, the life of the Christian fellowship 
( 1 John 1 1• ~. 8). " That which was from the beginning, 
which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, 
which we have looked upon, and our hands have handled, of 
the \Vord of life; (for the life was manifested, and we have 
seen it, and bear witness, and show unto you that eternal 
life, which was with the Father, and was manifested unto us;) 
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that which we have seen and heard declare we unto you, 
that ye also may have fellowship with us: and truly our 
fellowship is with the Father, and with his Son Jesus 
Christ." 

It is only natural then that the Incarnate Sonship of our 
Lord should dominate, since in the consideration of His 
Person there is not only the initial difficulty of knowing 
God apart from the part which He has taken in human life, 
but also we have to bear in mind that He, unlike the Father 
and the Holy Spirit, is truly Man Himself, and actually as 
Man has come into our world, and as Man has done His 
work for us; there is therefore a further reason why, in the 
record of His life and work, His Being should be chiefly 
spoken of not absolutely as He ever is and has been, but in 
the terms of His human life. 

It may suit our purpose best to investigate the question of 
the preexistence of the Son as Son, not with a view to offer 
an answer to those who deny the preexistence of the Second 
Person in the Blessed Trinity altogether, or to those who 
deny the preexistence of the Son, but rather by way of 
examining the view that though the Son was eternally 
begotten, yet in the New Testament it is the Sonship 
of the Incarnate Son which is primarily in view wherever 
our Lord is directly spoken of as Son of God. 

First of all we may note that it would be quite possible for 
this to be the case, and yet to have the preexistence of the 
Eternal Son, as Son, clearly indicated in some other way: for 
the indication of that fact need not necessarily be bound up 
with the particular interpretation of these three words. And 
indeed these words do present a particular difficulty: for 
apart from any precise definition of them, which, as we have 
seen, we are not to expect in the New Testament, it will 
constantly be open to question in which of the two senses 
they are used; indeed it may be doubted whether they could 
in any given passage be so clearly used of the preexistent 



Sonship as wholly to exclude any possible reference to the 
Son as Incarnate. Our Lord as Man was undoubtedly the 
Son of God. It is shown in the text in what sense the title 
may be and is applied even to men, but in a much fuller_, 
indeed in a special sense, even as Man the Lord was Son of 
God ; He had no earthly Father\ and even if we confine our
selves strictly to those aspects of His Being which clearly 
belong to His limited historic human life, it is plain that in 
them God was His Father. Hence in every passage in the 
New Testament, subsequent to the Incarnation, where Christ 
is spoken of or speaks of Himself as the Son of God, we 
may restrict the title to the Sonship of the Incarnate, unless 
we find a case where this meaning is definitely excluded, 
and so far as the present writer is aware no such passage 
is found. But we are bound to take a larger view of the 
matter than this. It would be against any fair interpretation 
of the language of the Bible on such subjects, being as it 
is of the character which we have above described, to say 
that where two meanings are ever possible, one which is 
not in so many words directly excluded must always be 
the right one. The fact that within the limits of this world 
our Lord is in an unique sense God's Son, is a fact that 
comes within the range of human life; it may be beyond 
ordinary experience, but if true it is to a great extent a 
a matter of history. The eternal generation however can by 
no possibility be brought within the limits of finite life; 
we can date the revelation of the Incarnate Son, the Eternal 
Sonship is timeless. Consequently when in the interpreta
tion of the title we may apply it to our Lord either 
as Incarnate or Preincarnate, we can more readily recognize 
and apply it in the one aspect than m the other. 
The eternal aspect of the Sonship thus stands at an 
interpretational disadvantage compared with the Sonship of 

1 See the bearing of this further explained in App. S. p. r65. 
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the Lord as Incarnate. This is certainly not less the case 
when, in speaking of the Sonship of the Incarnate Son, 
we do not confine ourselves to those features of it that only 
belonged to our Lord's life while He was actually on earth, 
but include also the glorification of the Incarnate Son, and 
His Exaltation: for His glory, without any interpretation of 
it added, is itself a term capable of two meanings; it may 
refer to the glory which was His own before the world was, 
John 17 6, and it may refer to the glory which was given 
Him when He rose and ascended in triumph, Phil. 2 "-11 • 

We may put the matter thus. Accepting the truth of the 
preexistent Eternal Sonship, when we come to look for 
definite and absolutely certain allusions to it in the New 
Testament they are hard to find. For when we look back 
beyond the Incarnation we find that we are told little of the 
absolute relations in the Godhead under any aspect or name. 
When we look at the historic life of the Lord on earth, 
naturally it is the Sonship of the Incarnate Son which first 
presents itself to our minds. When we look beyond the 
Ascension and hear of the Son in His glory, we find a 
difficulty in distinguishing between the position assigned on 
His Exaltation to the Incarnate Son and the resumption (as 
we speak) of the original glory of the Eternal Soa. .of God. 
We must however observe that, because in interpreting a 
passage we experience this difficulty, it in no sense follows 
that there is any mixture or confusion in the things them
selves. There is no doubt a correspondence between the 
Exaltation of the Incarnate Son, and the eternal glory ~f 
the Eternal Son, answering to the unity of the Sonship as 
revealed on earth and preexistent in heaven; but corres
pondence means neither coincidence nor confusion. 

It would seem then that from the phrase Son of God in 
itself we are, owing to the conditions of the problem, likely 
to gain no certain light as to its meaning of such a character 
as could silence every doubt; the phrase taken in isolation 
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lends itself too readily to either interpretation for that to be 
possible. If however we can find in Holy Scripture inde
pendent statements or reasonable inferences which seem to 
establish the Sonship as preexistent, or special allusions to 
Christ's Sonship which seem less appropriate, though not 
wholly inapplicable to Him as Incarnate, then we may 
use that light in interpreting the phrase Son of God, which 
in its turn may add a precision of meaning. And if we can 
maintain from the New Testament the preexistence of the 
Eternal Sonship on independent grounds, then we may 
adduce such characteristics of the uses of the actual title as 
seem to involve some difficulty, if the words in themselves 
do not refer to eternal relations. Throughout we may 
remember the background of passages in which, though the 
reference to the Sonship of the Incarnate is obviously 
possible and natural, yet a reference to the Sonship as an 
eternal relation would still afford the fuller and so far better 
sense. It is difficult, and rather a subjective matter, to draw 
a very sharp line between these passages and those in which 
both references, simultaneously admitted side by side, would 
naturally meet the requirements of the case. 

It will not be necessary to repeat here what has been said 
in the text, and what will be said in App. D, as to the meta
phorical character of the Divine Sonship, as to what that 
means and does not mean. If the word Son is an earthly 
mould to express a heavenly reality, we may none the less 
remember that, making the necessary deduction of the 
necessarily inappropriate ideas which are inseparably con
nected with human sonship, we may find in the Eternal Son
ship of our Lord, as the Catholic Church holds it, at least as 
much as there is implied in any human sonship. 

What has been said of Christ being the image of God 
tends to establish the Sonship as Eternal. In the text the 
correspondence is shown between the use of El,afw and cog
nate words on the one hand and Xrryo<. and cognate phrases 
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on the other ; but the words certainly are connected with 
two different trains of ideas, and though we may insist that 
we cannot argue from language necessarily inadequate and 
tentative, as if it precisely expressed the truth with which it 
deals, still it is interesting to note that these two lines of 
expression and thought do lead back to the two aspects of 
Christ's relation to God which are respectively expressed by 
vio,; and the actual word AO"fO<;. )._O"fO<; and the phrases 
associated with it (e.g. eg71-y17craTa, John r 18

) are most firmly 
established if the word AO"fO'- is the expression of an eternal 
relationship; and that this is the case no one would deny who 
is prepared to accept the preexistence of our Lord at all. 
Similarly the idea of resemblance and reproduction, clearly 
marked as eternal by the phrase fiKwv TOV 0EO!', Col. r 15

, 

reaches its fullest scope in the word vi'or; used with an 
eternal reference. 

Then all the train of thought connected with the love of 
God (p. 58) leads up to Christ's Eternal Sonship. In the 
text it is pointed out that it is easier for us to apprehend the 
eternal relation of the First and Second Person of the 
Blessed Trinity from the point of view of love than from 
any other; this point of view clearly leads up to the thought 
of Father and Son, much more than to the conception of 
God and Word. Indeed from this consideration alone one 
might be prepared to accept the preexistence of the Son. 
If the Sonship were considered to date from the human Birth 
of the Lord, it would seem to follow that the Incarnation 
supplied a want to God the Father ; and even if it is said 
that though not absolutely, yet primarily the Sonship is 
bound up with the Incarnation, even so it would place God's 
eternal faculty of love, or God's eternal Being as Love in 
a very subordinate place, one might say a far too subordinate 
place. It would mean that the very clearest idea of God, as 
He is absolutely, that is given to us must be regarded rather 
as an inference than as a primary revelation. To say that 
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we can drop the idea of Sonship and still say that God's 
love was satisfied in loving the Logos is really to leave 
the plain straightforward phraseology of the New Testa
ment, and indeed to depreciate the power of any language to 
mould the expression of what we can understand of Divine 
truth. At this point the words of our Lord, John r7 2', 
are suggestive, 7TaT~P ...... +ta7T7JG'US µ€ -rrpa ICaTa/30)1.:ij<; 

,cauµou ; in this connection these latter words are very 
telling, perhaps especially so taken in connection with the 
word -rraT17p at the head of the sentence. And the words of 
verse 5, in the use of 7TaTEp, may be considered to tend in the 

same direction; vuv oofaaov µE au, 7rllTEp, -rrapci <J'EavTrji 

Tfi oafy ri eZxov -rrpo TOV TO V ICO<J'µ,ov eZvat -rrapti uoi. 

Certainly the Lord does not speak as if the address -rraTEp 

only belonged to His present position, or as if there were the 
least change in the Fatherly and Filial relations as 
essentially such, before and after the existence of the world. 
This vocative does not prove the point : for it could be used 
as being at the moment applicable to the position of the 
vuv oofauov, though strictly inapplicable to the position 
:,rpo TOIi TOV ICO<J'µov dvai. But the first and simplest sugges
tion that occurs to the mind is that o -rraT17p and o u[or; 

existed as such originally, and this first simple meaning one 
would maintain unless there is anything really to the 
contrary that can be advanced. 

If then the Eternal Sonship, as a truth, in these respects 
seems to underlie the doctrine of the New Testament, and 
the word vto<; would be the most natural expression of 
the truth, it would seem unnatural universally to exclude 
the idea of the Eternal Sonship from the word in every 
case where it is not possible to demonstrate that it is 
not used of the Lord as Incarnate, especially when 
we remember that, as already remarked, since the 
Eternal Son is now also the Incarnate Son, passages of 
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such a character must by the nature of the case necessarily 
be very difficult, if not impossible to find. 

It may not be possible to press the J~a7reuuit1.£v 

of Gal. 4 4 in connection with TOV viov auTov so as to 
maintain that Christ was already Son when He was 
sent. We could for example say of a people 'that they 
sent their representative to conduct negotiations,' when 
obviously the man sent would not be a representative 
on departure but on arrival. With this verse we may • 
compare John 8 16

, () 1dµ,[ra, µ£ r 7raT~P J , John I 2 49
, 

where there is no doubt about the reading 7raT~p, 

John 14 .. , I John 4 14, 0 7raT~P U7rfO'TaA.IC€V TOV viov. 

But Rom. 8 8 
() 0eo<; TOV EaVT'JV viov 71"Eµta, is rather a 

stronger case; the emphasis that €avTov gives to viov, 

suggests that vlov is used in the strongest sense possible and 
that the Son was already in existence as such before His 
human birth, that is, that His Sonship was original and 
eternal ; and the €V oµoiwµ,an uap,coc; aµ,apTia, perhaps 
tells in the same direction. And indeed there is a difference 
in any case between the word 'Son' and a word like 
'representative;' the latter suggests an office assumed, the 
former an inherent natural characteristic. vVith -rov 

EaV'rov viciv 7reµ,,[ra, we may coordinate verse 32, O<; ryE 

(the rye marking the strength of the meaning of the follow
ing words by basing an argument on them) TOV ioiov viov 

OU/C J<f,ciua-ro, a/I.A.a V'Trf.p ~µwv 7i"ILVT.:OV 7rapeow,av avTov, 

where it seems most natural to extend the first words 
to a period before the Incarnation, and to believe that He 
was already vior;; when in that period God decided not to 
spare Him. Similar to this is John 3 16, ovTwr;; "fd.p 

~rya7r'l)O'€V o 01:or;; TOV ,couµov WCTTE TOV v[ov TOV µ,ovo

"f€VI/ EOCJJICEV, Both ov/C Jrj,1:{uaTO and ifowie1:v have more 
weight if they are not restricted to God's attitude to Jesus 
in His Incarnate days, but reach back to His preexistence. 
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The passage 2 Cor. 8 9, ot' uµas Jr.n.Jxeva-ev 7T'AO!/G"to', wv, 
which does not however contain the equivocal word vio,, 
may be quoted for the preexistence of our Lord, but leaves 
it open in what capacity He was preexistent ; it does not 
touch the question as between ;\,o-yo<; and vio, except in so 
far as it tells against any idea that the preexistence of our 
Lord is necessarily restricted to the connection with :\o,yo,. 

Exactly the same may be said of Heb. ro 6, ela-Epx_6µ,tVO<; 

el, TOV Koa-µov Af.,YEl; and John 6 6' and John 8 68 are 
of the same character. Similar to 2 Cor. 8 9, but clearer 
and fuller is Phil. 2 6, 7, which is dealt with in the text; 
it also does not restrict His preexistence to the aspect of 
Ao"/or;. While it does not directly touch His preexistence 
as Son, yet the word µopcf,17 is used -i!v µop<f,fi 0eov 
v7T'apxwv-and it has just been shown that such words 
denoting likeness or form or representation are more 
naturally associated with vlor; than ;\,oryo,;;; on the other 
hand it is not i!v µopcf,fi 7T'aTpo<; but i!v µop<f,fi Oeov, 
the absolute word for God being used. Thus in these 
three words at once the Son.ship and its eternal absolute 
character are at least glanced at, and the full title el,;; S6gav 

Oeou r.arpo, concludes the whole passage, the exact relation 
of the word 7T'aTpo, being left open. 

The passage Col. I 13- 17 is important. It is plain that the 
words of, at any rate, verses 16 and 17 apply to our Lord as 
preexistent; and it might be thought that as He is spoken of 
as vl6~ in verse 13, this would settle the question, and that in 
this passage we clearly have characteristics of preexistence 
applied to the Son. It is however urged on the other hand 
that the words i!v ff e.xoµev T~V <L7T'OA:uTpr.Jaw, T~V a<f,E<rtv 

TWV aµapnwv very clearly refer to the earthly work of our 
Lord, and that this being the case these phrases mark the 
word via, as relating to the Incarnate Son. If this is 
so, the following characteristics of preexistence can only be 
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somewhat loosely attached to the word Son here: for they 
plainly do not refer to the Son in the aspect, on this 
shewing, here in view, that is as Incarnate. They must 
therefore be considered to be constructed in the sentence, as 
they stand, with a natural lack of precision common in all 
language, and be held strictly to apply to another un
mentioned aspect or capacity of Him, who is at the same 
time the Incarnate Son; and it is said that the aspect in 
which they do apply to Him is the aspect of Logos (cf. App. 
R.). That the words do refer to the position of the Logos is 
true, but this view of the case admits of some reply. The 
phrase used in v. 13, which stands at the head of the whole 
passage, is Tou uiou T~<; a"J0.7r7J<;. It could not of course be 
said that the Incarnate Son was not the Son of God's love 
(cf. Matt. 3 17 and similar passages); but the use of this 
special phrase may rather refer to the eternal relation of love 
in the Blessed Trinity to which we have referred, and allude 
to the Eternal µovo"JEV~<; v[o,, the eternal and necessary 
object for the satisfaction of the Father's love, the Eternal 
only Son of Him whose name is Love; this would give 
a satisfactory distinction between the common arya7r'1JTO<; 

and Tij, arya1r17<;. If this is the case then, while -it is true 
that He who is and acts as in verses 17 and 181 does so as 
Logos, it is also true that Logos is a coordinate aspect of the 
Preincarnate Son, so that it is natural to attach to the 
Eternal Son that which He does as Logos. The one 
unchanged Person of the Eternal Son of God now possesses 
both Divine and human nature and characteristics, and 
it is easier to speak of the human work of the Eternal 
Son than of the preincarnate work of the Incarnate 
Son; in either case the Person is unchanged, but in a 
passage like this, covering both preincarnate and incarnate 
attributes, it seems a more natural transition to speak of 
what the Eternal Son became (cf. Heb. 1 1-4), than to attach 
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to the Incarnate Son the attributes which belonged to Him 
in quite another capacity before the Incarnation. Again, 
even if via-; Tij-; a;ytJ'1T7J" is in the first instance to be 
restricted to the Incarnate Son, the preincarnate attributes 
of the following verses must belong to Him in some 
preincarnate aspect, and it seems linguistically easier in 
this connection to attach them to Him directly as Eternal 
Son than as Logos. The very laxity of the phraseology 
would suggest that the language employed must readily 
itself provide any references that are needed to make it run 
consecutively and be wholly intelligible, and a double 
meaning underlying via-; exactly answers such requirements: 
for then, as the Eternal Son is the Logos, every clause may 
be attached to the word via-; in the one sense or the other. 

The important passage Heb. r l---4 is fully dealt with in the 
text and in App. R., but the occurrence of the actual word 
vlf,-; in connection with attributes of preexistence requires 
the inclusion of the passage in this place. lt need not 
however be further discussed here, except to point out that 
though the allusion to the work of the Incarnate Son makes 
it obviously impossible to reject the view given in App. R. 
as untenable, on the other hand the view given in the text 
makes the construction of the sentence rather simpler, and the 
clauses to succeed one another a little more smoothly, while 
by beginning at the beginning, and tracing progressively 
the Being and work of the Son in preexistence, Incar
nation, Exaltation, it certainly gives a richer sense to the 
passage. This does not prove that via" refers to the period 
of preexistence, nor probably could we, here or elsewhere, 
for the reasons given above, devise any use of ulo<; that did 
so beyond all possibility of question, unless we travelled 
outside the simple forms of biblical expression. But if it 
can be reasonably shewn to be the natural and most forcible 
interpretation of the phrase, it would be going too far to 
rule out such a reference on the ground that it cannot be 
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conclusively demonstrated. Another passage to be observed 
in the Epistle to the Hebrews is 7 •, where the author is 
dealing with the portrait of Melchizedek as he is introduced 
into the sacred narrative. He represents Melchizedek as 
µ.7JTE apx;,v f/JJ,Epwv /J,?)TE tw~<, T€AO<, lxwv, and in this 
respect it is to the Son of God, using the exact phrase 
-ri, ulrp TOV 01:ou, that he compares him. 

In forming an opinion on any one passage, we may not 
ignore the other passages that on the whole tell in the 
same direction. The more numerous they are, the less 
becomes the improbability of such a reference in any given 
place, where the sense would be really helped by it, 
especially if there are any other indications which in an 
independent manner tend reasonably to establish the fact 
of the preexistent Sonship to which these references are 
held to point. 

Another passage already referred to must be mentioned 
again in this connection, John 20 11• Here, as already 
observed, a distinction is-drawn between the Sonship of the 
Lord and the sonship of His brethren. Though this 
involves no real proof of a preexistent Sonship, such a 
Sonship does, as a matter of fact, more completely than 
any other, account for the distinction which is made between 
7T'aTEpa µ,ou and waTepa vµ,wv (cf. T<p 'TT'a-rpi uov Matt. 6 16

). 

The terms are united under the one article, because the Father 
is the same Person ; but the repetition of the word suggests 
that the character of the Fatherhood is different in the 
two cases. A similar thought underlies the miracle 
Matt. 17 24 - 27, and the Lord's words aVTI Jµ.ov /Cat uov 

(not ;,µ,wv) correspond to the words -rov wa-ripa µ,ov 1Ca1, 

7raTipa iJµ.wv, His position in regard to His Father's (v. 26) 

temple being different to the position of St. Peter (XptUTO<, 
fil', VIO', €7r/, 'TOV 0£/COV [0eov]). Here again an Eternal pre
existent Sonship would explain the situation, though the 
passage might be satisfied with less. 
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In John 14 9 we have () ewpaKW<; lµE ewpaKfV TOV r.aTEpa 

(not Tav 0Eov), and it seems almost impossible to read the 
whole passage John 14 7- 14 and to suppose that the Lord is 
speaking of a Fatherhood which does not reach back behind 
the Incarnation, or that He is not speaking of an aspect of 
the eternal Being of God. The possibility of such a final 
revelation was due to the Incarnation, but not the relation
ship itself; the Lord claims to have completely brought the 
Father before men· in a way they could understand. It is 
very hard to believe that St. Philip in asking about the Father 
was not speaking of God in language by which he referred 
to His eternal Being, and it is very hard to believe that our 
Lord in His answer and discourse was referring to a 
relationship only established at the Incarnation. The 
obvious interpretation of the passage is that the Eternal 
Son through His Incarnation had presented the Eternal 
Father before men in an intelligible form, a glimpse of a 
preexistent and essential relation in the Godhead thus 
coming within range of human sight. We could not suppose 
in this or other passages of the kind that the term Father 
reached its true significance apart from the eternity of the 
Son, as Son ; and there is no warrant for taking the words 
to mean 'hath seen (God who has now first become) the 
Father,' though it is perfectly true that God was first 
really shown to men as the Father in Christ. 

Similarly must it not be by virtue of some preexistent 
relation that Christ can say (John JO 80

) E"fW tcal o 7TaT~P lv 
iuµfv, and is no.t the relation of Logos here either excluded, 
or only to be brought in by an awkward handling of the 
simple words of the sentence? Again, John 8 38

, a i"lw ewpa,ca 

r.apa T<p r.aTp, Xah.w, seems clearly to speak of a presence 
with the Father before the Incarnation, and again the only 
way to avoid the obvious inference of such a passage is to 
say that it means ' what I have seen with (Him in some 
other aspect who is now) the Father.' It is fair however 



II4 

in justification of such an explanation here or elsewhere, 
to point to the use noted below of O EK 70tl oupavou 

KaTa/3as in connection with the Son of Man (cf. John 6 6
'): 

• for the preexistence involved in the words cannot refer to 
the Son of Man as such. \Ve may also compare John 6 .,;, 
o tJv Trapa [ Tov] 0cov, OVTO<; EwpaK€1J TOV 7raTepa, 

where the Trapd. [ Toii] 0Eou seems to indicate the essential 
character of the Fatherhood which is immediately 
mentioned. To John 16 ~ reference has been made in the 
text. efqX0ov EK TOU 7raTpor;; certainly appears to refer the 
Filial relation to a preexistent state: for the phrase stands in 
some contrast to the next words Kal J;>.,ry\v0a elc; Tov ,durµ,ov, 
which mark a different item or a subsequent aspect of 
Christ's corning. Can any other interpretation but that of 
an eternal and essential relationship of Fatherhood and 
Sonship in the Blessed Trinity adequately satisfy these and 
all the other references to "the Father" and "my Father" 
in St. John's Gospel? 

The passage John I 18 is all important. If the text o 
µovo'Yev~<; u[or;; is to be accepted as correct, it is possible 
here again to refer vio, to the Incarnate Son ; in that case 
() (JJI) et .. TOV KOA7T"OV TO!/ TraTpor;;, if the words are to be 
restricted to such a use of v[or;;, will refer to the result of His 
Ascension and Exaltation. They cannot however be said 
to be very natural words to have such a reference, and that 
idea could be much more simply and clearly expressed in 
some other way. The passage John 3 lll cannot be quoted in 
this connection to show that such a phrase could be used of 
Christ's Exaltation, because even if the words ci &v b, T<j; 
ovpavrj', are to be accepted as part of the text, which is more 
than doubtful, they can only refer to the uninterrupted abid
ing of our Lord in heaven in some capacity outside His 
historic life on earth: for they were spoken before the 
Ascension, and do not refer to the Exaltation. The earlier 
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words ouO!!t'i' ava/3E/3f}tcfV ei_. 7"011 oupa11ov do not affect 
the question, and cannot alter the situation of the conver
sation with Nicodemus so as to make the point of view to 
be after the Ascension. Indeed these words do not con
template the Lord's own Ascension at all; they merely 
indicate that to reach such heavenly truths as the Lord 
then had before His mind, any teacher must have ascended 
into heaven, with the single exception of the Son of 
Man, who, having His abiding home in heaven, brought 
these truths down to earth with Him; He did not need to 
ascend. The additional words only emphasize what the text 
without them implies. They do not refer to the Ascension 
of the Incarnate Son, but to the fact that He ever had been, 
and still then was, as Logos or the Son of God, in heaven. 
So far then as the authority of these words is admissible at 
all, they tell rather against than for referring the o wv Ei, -rov 

Ko"X:rrov -roii 1ra-rpo,; to the Exaltation of the Incarnate Son. 
Vvhat we have in this passage (John 3 13

) is a clear indication 
of preexistence in the words () EiC TQV oupavou K,aTa/3/,,r;;, 

but they are attached not to the Son of God, but to the 
Son of Man ; the words speak to the preexistence in some 

capacity, and also emphasize the unity of the Lord's Person. 
If however the words o wv Eis -rov ,co'A'TT'ov i-oii wa-rpo, are 
not to be restricted to the Exalted Incarnate Son, but are by 
a looseness of expression to refer as well to another 
and suitable aspect of the Being of the Lord, then still 
such other aspect must be one proper to be connected 
with the phrase Ei', TOV ICOA'TrOV TOU 7ra-rpo<,, and this 
would be the Eternal Sonship; the Logos seems quite out 
of place in such a connection, and unsuited to the tcOA7TO'> 

-rov 7ra-rpo'>. It is very cumbrous, and really going out of 
the way, in order to avoid a reference to the Eternal Sonship, 
to say that the words mean • The Incarnate Son, who 
on His Ascension was exalted to the bosom of the Father, 
in an analogous position to which place or state He-as 
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the Logos-had ever uninterruptedly been.' The whole 
language is that of Fatherly and Filial relations, and if v[o,; 
refers to the Eternal Sonship and to the work on earth of 
the Eternal Son, all becomes smooth and clear. 

But the evidence of the passage is very much stronger if 
the text µ,ovo'Yfll~, 0eo, is adopted. The evidence for. the 
text has been summarised as follows1 : 

"The whole attestation (Dis clefective here) distinctly marks o µovoy,,,,.< 
"'6' as in the first instance Wesiern ; while the evidence of early Greek 
MSS. (B, ~. C,L) for text is amply variecl. 

Both readings intrinsically are free from objection. Text, though 
startling at first, simply combines in a single phrase the two attributes 
of the Logos marked before (9,6, v. r, µ.uvoy•"'!< v. 14); its sense is 'One 
who was both 11,os and µovoy•V>J•-' The substitution of the familiar phrase 
o µovoyev;,, v,os for the unique µ.ovoy<V')< 9e6, would be obvious, and µ.ovoynnj, 

by its own primary meaning directly suggested vi6,. The converse 
substitution is inexplicable by any ordinary motive likely to affect 
transcribers." 

"The occurrence of the word ' Father' in the context would suggest 
the use of the word ' Son,' while the word God would appear at first 
sight out of place in the relation described." 

"There is no evidence that the reading had any controversial interest 
in ancient times. And the absence of the article from the more 

important documents is fatal to the idea that iic was an aocidental 

substitution for Ye." 
" On the whole, the reading God only-begotten must be accepted, 

because (r) it is the best attested by ancient authority; (2) it is the 
more intrinsically probable from its uniqueness; (3) it makes the 
origin of the alternative reading more intelligible. 

The conclusion of Dr. Hort in favour of µovoyev;,. 9,6,, after a full 
examination of Prof. Abbot's arguments for 1, µovoyev;,, vios, is pro
nounced by Prof. Harnack in an elaborate review of his essay to have 
been established beyond contradiction." 

If then we adopt the reading JJ,DVO"f€Vi)<; 8Eo, as "estab
lished beyond contradiction," we find in this place a clear 

1 See Westcott and Hort, 'Greek Testament,' vol. 2, App. p. 74, 
and Westcott, • Gospel of St. John,' p. 33. 
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statement of the Sonship as preexistent, which there is no 
necessity to elaborate further. 

The early verses of r John I tend in the same direction.1 It 
is true that 7r€p~ TOU AO'YOU Tij, swij, is used in the first verse, 
but it would not probably be correct here to refer o 'A.o'Yo, 
personally to the preexistent Word; it rather refers to the 
whole contents of God's revelation of life to men, centred in 
and consummated in Christ (cf. Heb. I 1- 4); the whole phrase 
is against an identification with the Eternal Word. Nor 
is the word sw1 when first it occurs personally identified 
with Him who has described Himself as the Life (in the 
two senses or applications John r r 211, 14 6); but at the same 
time "Christ is the life which He brings, and which is 
realised by believers in Him. In Him 'the life' became 
visible." Thus both in verse r and verse 2 St. John is 
speaking of the union of the Finite and Infinite achieved in 
the Incarnation ; and the clauses of verse 2 speak of the 
revelation of eternal life made in Christ. It is important 
to note the word 7raTipa in the remarkable phrase 11n, ~v 
7rpo, To11 7raTEpa. It seems closely analogous to the words 
of John I 1 used of the Logos ~v 7rpo, 'TOV 0€oV, just as the 
ev a,pxfj r,v o AO'YO<; is represented here in the form & r,v a7r' 
ap;t71,. The most obvious inference from the passage, taken 
in connection with these parallels in the Gospel, and further 
emphasized with the word aiwv,ov, is that 7raT1P and ulo, 

• present a no less essential and eternal aspect of the First Two 
Persons in the Trinity than do 0€o~ and Xo'Yo,. When 
then in verse 3 we have the full phrase f-1,€'T{l, TOV viou avTOV 

'I 711Tou XptlTTou, we seem bound not to restrict the reference 
in uio, to the Son as Incarnate, but the words very 

simply mark the Incarnation of the Eternal Son of God, 
corresponding to the o AO"fO, ITapg €"'f€V€TO of John 1 14• 

1 See Westcott, • Epistles of St. John.' 
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In another sense verse 3 tells in this direction : for the exact 
parallel in the expression of the fellowship with the Father 
and the Son (µ,1:Ta ... Kai µeni) at least suggests an identity 
of Divine nature and thus an eternal coordination of 
relationship between the Father and the Son, who has already 
been shown to be preexistent and not only Incarnate. 

There are other passages in the New Testament, where 
as full or nearly as full a designation of our Lord is em
ployed, e.g. 1 Cor. 1 °, 2 Cor. r 19, r Thess. 1 10, Heb. 4 14 ; and 
if in such pas3ages w3 suppo,e that the Eternal Sonship is 
referred to, and that the idea is of the Incarnation of the 
Eternal Son of God, we gain a fuller meaning. 

To these passages must be added such verses as Acts 9 20 

and Rom. 1 4, where the Divinity of the Lord is the point of 
the preaching or the designation, and the conception of a 
preexistent Sonship affords the readiest aspect by which 
the Divinity may be shown. In App. L. it is shown that the 
title of Son of God is that by which the Divinity of the Lord 
is indicated in Apostolic teaching; and though it is true that 
the problem of the preexistent Sonship would not have 
presented itself to the Apo:,tles with the precision with which 
we now can isolate that asp3ct of the Lord's Person, it 
cannot be doubted that a phrase which in itself contained a 
clear reference to His eternal preexistence, would even 
then have been a much more satisfactory indication of His 
Divinity, than one which centred all on the Incarnation. 
We may even go further and ask the question whether really 
the phrase o ut'o,; To~ 81:ou, apart from the conception of pre
existence, would have been as satisfactory for the purpose of 
indicating the Lord's Divinity in the days of the Apostles 
as .we now suppose; whether it would have been then an 
adequate designation of His Divinity. To say that the 
reference in the phrase, though it may primarily be to the 
Incarnate Son, yet is still an indication of Divinity, may 
involve some inaccuracy of thought in throwing back our 
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word Incarnate----with all its present assoc1ahons of pre
existence, and a coming down from heaven-to the days of 
the Apostles. With us the word is a technical word, suggest
ing more than it says; it is not drawn from the Apostles' 
mode of expression. The words lvav0pw1r~uavTa and 
uap,cw(N.vTa which are found in Creeds, do not belong to 
the vocabulary of the New Testament. But it is not so 
much a question of words as of the associations arising 
from a dogmatic literature; 'Incarnate' to us immediately 
suggests a preincarnate existence, and when we speak of 
the Son as Incarnate we mean much more than that He 
lived on earth. But have we anything to show that a Son
ship not merely manifested in this life but considered as 
primarily belonging to this life, would have been an idea 
natural to the Apostles' minds in its suggestion of some
thing more than a Sonship limited to this life, so as to 
connote Divinity? Have we any reason to suppose that, if 
some one had then stated that, if Jesus was the Son of 
God, the phrase in its essential meaning was in the :first 
instance applicable to His life on earth, such language 
would in those days have meant much else than that 
Jesus was Son of God as Man, in some fuller sense 
than other men, but simply as the Nazarene? If, in 
the simple phraseology of those days, () tn'o<; TOV (hov was to 
involve Divinity, must it not have been that the words in 
themselves did so by expressing as they stood a relation in 
the Godhead? If the words in those days were to reach 
beyond earth, must not it have been by the word uio<; itself 
doing so? We are not excluding from the word the 
reference to the Son as Incarnate, but including the eternal 
relation, remembering that the Apostles had not reached 
such a precision of definition as to distinguish as sharply 
as we do between the Son as Preincarnate and as 
Incarnate; we have already quoted the words of Dr. Swete, 
referring to rather a later date, that "the earliest orthodox 
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writers spoke of the preexistent Christ as Spirit, and 
connected His Sonship more especially with the human 
life by which it was manifested, ... but .. there is no sufficient 
evidence ... that during any part of the second century, the 
Sonship was limited by orthodox Christians to the manifes
tation of the Word in human flesh." 1 The question indeed 
is whether in the plain unsystematised language of the New 
Testament the title "The Son of God" would have been 
"chosen by the early Church to express its sense of that 
which was tra~scendent in the Person of Christ,"2 had not 
the words in themselves, in their first meaning, clearly risen 
above Christ's earthly life. " It is as certain that when 
[St. Paul] speaks of the [Incarnate Christ] as o t'Sw, vt'o, 
(Rom. 8 8'), o eavTOu uio.;; ( Rom. 8 8), he intends to cover the 
period of preexistence, as that St. John identifies the µ,ovo

,yev~, with the preexistent Logos. There is no sufficient 
reason to think that the early Church, so far as it reflected 
upon these terms, understood them differently."• The 
human life of Christ revealed His Sonship to the eyes 
of men, and of course it would be in connection with 
His human life and its results, that early believers 
would dwell upon it ; the life which they now lived 
in the flesh they now lived in faith, the faith which 
is in the Son of God, who loved them and gave 
Himself up for them. They were not theologians or meta
physicians; but to express His Divinity a phrase could 
scarcely have been selected which did not itself suggest that 
the relation between Christ and God the Father was some
thing greater than that manifestation of Sonship which 
reached the eyes of men, and it likewise seems very im
probable that the Apostles should have used the phrase as 

1 'The Apostles' Creed,' p. 29. The significance of µovo-y•V>J< attached 
to~ in the seconEl quotation there given will be noted as introduc

ing the idea of vi.k 
2 Sanday and Headlam, • Epistle to the Romaos,' p. 8. 
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a Divine title, if all that was really Divine in it was some 
inference from it. 

We may add that if the words 'Son of God' did not m 
Apostolic days imply and indeed express, in the language of 
that time, a preexistent Sonship, it is more difficult to 
account for the later belief in that truth and the use of 
the phrase1 ; it seems scarcely enough to say that such a 
truth was mainly inferred from other indications in the 
New Testament, and that such a use of the phrase was 
found not at variance with that in Holy Scripture. The 
Apostolic writers come too near the discussion of such a 
subject for a mere silence, or indeterminate hints on their 
part, to offer sufficient justification for the belief of the 
closely succeeding generations; and it seems hard to 
suppose that the same words, used by the Apostles and 
by those who came after, should develope so much in their 
meaning as almost to have a different content in the two 
cases. One cannot say of this question-as for example of 
such a question as that of the authorship of the Psalms
that it was simply passed by or non-existent in Apostolic 
days ; the phrase was in use and the meaning of it was 
already important ; and on such a subject in considering 
what Scripture says, we are at liberty, nay we are bound 
to consider what early believers thought that it said, and 
though not of course tied by their opinions, yet to give 
them their proper value. 

Last of all we may venture to ask the question whether, if 
the title, as is agreed, belongs to the Lord in a unique 
sense, beyond the metaphorical and inexact uses of the Old 
Testament, beyond the limited senses in which it belongs to 
men, any other adequate meaning can be found for it, than 
that which makes our Lord by a unity of essence the 
Eternal Son of God. This is obviously a possible interpre
tation of the title, and can any other equally satisfactory be 

1 See App. T. 
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suggested? A difference of degree in possession of a right 
to the title as among men can be imagined; but can the 
unique claim to an unique Sonship be fairly satisfied by 
some special Sonship, even some unique Sonship manifested 
in this world ? Can it under all the circumstances really 
involve less than that the title is in this one case, so far as 
human language reaches, used properly, and designates a 
Fatherly and Filial relation eternal as God is eternal, and 
existing in the very Being of the Blessed Trinity? Those 
however who hesitate as to the answer to be given to this 
interrogation will say that it begs the question, and that 
we have changed the steady guidance of historic and logical 
interpretation for the flight of faith.1 

1 It may be thought rather lo complicate one difficulty by another 
than to elucidate the question before us, to allude to the title • Son of 
Man.' But if the view may be allowed that that phrase designates the 
completeness and universality of the Lord's human nature and life, 
then the phrase Son of God, understood as relating to the Lord's 
preexistence, would be a closely parallel and complementary title, 
the one describing Him as essentially Man, the other as essentially 
God ; the one denoting His primary relation to other men, the other 
a primary relation to the One God; the union of the two titles in 
one Person meaning the union of Man with God in Him, r Tim 2 6, 

But the origin and meaning of the title 'Son of Man· are not clear, 
and we can scarcely base any argument on it, especially one of 
analogy. On the whole subject see' Atonement and Personality,' p. 185. 

D. 

Dr. Moberly on 'Metaphors.' 

Since these words were written the writer has had the 
advantage of seeing Dr. Moberly's justification of the word 
'metaphor' in this connection (' Atonement and Personality', 
pp. 183-185). The following sentences may be quoted at 
length as illustrating the point of view taken in the text : 

"A mistake arises as a. result of a. tacit (but false) assumption that 
a metaphorical truth is ipso facto " less true " than what we call a 
literal one. The fact is that almost every word of deep spiritual 



I23 

import is a metaphor: that is to say, is expressed in terms of a like-
ness drawn immediately from material things ....... It is a disastrous, 
though deeply ingrained error, to assume that the material experiences 
are absolutely, and the spiritual only relatively, and less really, 
true ....... This instinct is nearly the precise reverse of truth. The 
material experience is as a sort of parable or hint which serves to 
suggest a term for describing the spiritual. But the term, as 
borrowed for spiritual use, means something not less, but far more. 
than ever it meant in the material sphere : the spiritual significance 
outruns the material. not only in width of content, but in pro
foundness of truth. Spiritual hunger may be rarer than material 
among men who are still largely animal: but spiritual hunger, where 
realized, is more overwhelming, more intense, more real, as hunger, 
than physical <lecay for lack of food." 

It is exceedingly important in dealing with such meta
phorical expressions not to carry into the Eternal ideas that 
only belong to the temporal mould in which the eternal 
truths are presented to us. Thus many of the difficulties 
associated in our minds with the Fatherhood and Sonship 
preexisting in the Blessed Trinity can be seen to arise 
from the inadequacy of the terms which have their origin 
in human relations. There may well be other difficulties 
that have, though we may not be aware that they have, 
their origin in the necessary lack of complete correspondence 
between the heavenly truth and the earthly expression of it. 

And Dr. Moberly mentions 

"The extreme difficulty to human thought of using the terms 
'Father' an<l ' Son' at all, without projecting too materially, across 
the conception of the Eternal Being of God, the shadow of the 
associations of these human words ; without (that is to say) 
carrying both the distinction which the words imply between 
the two, and the inferiority and posteriority of the one to the 
other, much further than they ought to be carried." 

And he adds that 

" The words, though not inapplicable or unti ue, are yet applicable 
only through reserves which are not easy to human thought, but 
without which they inevitably tend to convey, to human thought, 
what is other, and more, than the truth." 
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E. 

The word µovo-yEv~;;. 

Though the doctrinal significance and the acceptance of 
the word µovo,ytv~, may involve some discussion, the 
straightforward sense of the word itself seems plain. It is 
used in two rather difficult passages of Hesiod. In the first 
(Op. 374) µovvo-y€Vh, ,rai, means 'an only son' as opposed 
to the following eT€pov ,ra'ioa and 7TA.€0V€<T(H. Though 
the interpretation of the passage is not very easy, the 
meaning of the word is clearly brought out in it. Again it 
is used by Hesiod (Theog. 426, if the passage is genuine) or 
by an interpolator, concerning Hecate, where the sense of 
the line is very obscure; and again of her, 448, where the 
words are µ,ovvrryEvh,;; €IC µ7JTpo<; €0U<Ta, The word is also 
used in the same sense in Herodotus. It occurs in the 
LXX, sometimes in the Apocrypha, and sometimes as a 
rendering of the Hebrew ,,D;, This latter word is used 
in the sense of an only son, with or without p added ; 
in the feminine, besides being used of Jephthah's daughter 
(with pi preceding it), it is used of life, as heing the one 
and only life of a man. The plural t:l'TD: is rendered 
"the solitary" in A.V. and R.V. in Psalm ·68 6• Some
times the LXX represent ,-ry~ by a"ja7T'TJTO<;, which appears 
to be similarly used elsewhere. The text in Demosthenes 
Meidias 567 is not free from doubt: µovvo, (if this word 
there carries such a force) is added to a-ya7T?JTO<;, Hom. 
Od. II. 365. But the use in the New Testament of the 
word µovo-ytv1, can leave no doubt of the meaning. It is 
used three times by St. Luke, of the son of the widow of 
Nain (7 1'), of Jairus' daughter (8 -ci), of the demoniac boy 
(9 88

). It is used of Isaac, Heh. 11 17• There is no sugges
tion that it means "f€VV?J0€t<; ,rapa µovov. It simply means 
the only one born; there is no emphasis on the begetting; the 



only one in his family. As applied to the Lord it speaks 
of Him as the only Son of God; no sonship of others is the 
same as His Sonship. Unicus, or sometimes unigenitus, is the 
Latin equivalent; in the Vulgate unicus is used in the three 
passages of St. Luke, mzigenitus in Heb. 11 17, and ienigenitus 
in the five passages of St. John. As regards later 
use Dr. Swete points out that the word is not found in 
subapostolic writers, and was only gradually called back 
into the use of the Church, probably in opposition to the 
misuse of it by the Valentinians, who gave the name of 
µovo,yEv~, to the iEon Nov,. The reasons for preferring 
the text µovo"{€Vh'i 0Eo<; (not o µoVO"{cvh, 0€0,) to µovo,yEvh<; 

vio<; are briefly set out by Dr. \1\/estcott (' Gospel of 
St. John,' pp. 32, 33); but as he points out, p. 15, the variation 
"makes no difference in the sense of the passage; and, how
ever strange the statement may appear, does not seriously 
affect the form in which it is conveyed to us. 'One who is 
God only begotten,' or 'God the only Son' (µovo"f€V~<; 

0€o<;), One of whom it can be predicated that He is unique 
in His Being, and God, is none other than 'the only be
gotten Son' (o µovo,yEvh, VLO<;). The word Son-' the only 
begotten Son '---carries with it the idea of identity of essence. 
The article in the one case defines as completely as the pre
dicate in the other. But the best attested reading tµovo

,YEvh<; (Jeo<;) has the advantage of combining the two great 
predicates of the word, which have been previously indicated 
(v. 1 0dJ<;, v. 14 µovo,yw17<;)." 

F. 

The Incarnation and the Fall. 

In his well known essay on the Gospel of Creation at the 
end of his edition of St. John's Epistles, Dr. Westcott has 
presented the reasons for believing that the Incarnation was 
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independent of the Fall'. Had man continued sinless we 
may believe Christ would have come into the world, and 
even as it is, in spite of the fact that the whole character of 
His life and death were conditioned by the Fall, there are 
aspects of our Lord's life, of His exaltation, of His work on 
earth and in us, that lead beyond the mere redemption of 
man, and deal with man as man and not with man as sinful. 
This subject appears to have been little discussed in the 
earlier ages of the Church; the practical requirements of the 
spread of the gospel of redemption kept out of sight this 
more theoretical question. But from the twelfth or thirteenth 
century the topic was treated, and Dr. \i\'estcott gives an 
abstract of some views held upon it by the schoolmen. 
Among others these words of Thomas Aquinas should 
be noted : " Since the redemption of man from the 
slavery· of sin is assigned in Holy Scriptures as the sole 
cause of the Incarnation, many say with good reason that if 
man had not sinned, the Son of God would not have been 
man... Others however say that since by the Incarnation 
of the Son of God there was accomplished not only the 
liberation from sin, but also the exaltation of human nature, 
and the consummation of the whole universe, for these reasons 
even if sin had not existed the Incarnation would have 
taken place." In these words are well expressed leading 
arguments in favour of the belief. On the other hand, there 
were those who could with the sequence exclaim "0 felix 
culpa quae tantum ac talem meruit habere Redemptorem," 
where the view is given that the Fall was in itself a blessing, 
because to it is to be traced the coming of the Redeemer. 
Placed in this crude way it seems difficult to accept such an 
idea, and yet, if by saying that it was not God's purpose that 
His Son should in any case take our nature upon Him, and 
unite man with God, and God with man, in<lependently of 

1 Soo also Martensen, ' Christian Dogma ties,' pp. 260-263. 
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man's sin, we make the Incarnation only and entirely a 
means of man's redemption, we really become involved in 
a difficulty of the kind. 

It seems impossible to believe that sin was necessary for 
man's highest development, or that sin entered from the 
beginning into the Divine economy for man. To suppose 
that sin is of the very essence of man's development comes 
dangerously near supposing that man as created was 
essentially sinful or necessarily to be sinful, and that would 
mean that sin could not be wholly eradicated without man 
ceasing to be truly man. In this case redeemed mankind 
free from sin would be ·in characteristic qualities and very 
nature different from man as created. For, in ceasing to be 
sinful, man would cease to be properly man, as having lost a 
quality essentially inherent in mankind as created. vVe 
cannot for a moment believe that when man was created in 
God's image after His likeness, sin in any sense could have 
been necessary for his development. 

The fact that there is no direct scriptural warrant for a 
theory that would make the Incarnation independent of the 
Fall, need not surprise us. The Bible is throughout a book 
that deals with man's needs, with what God has done and 
will do for man as he is, and as a theoretical question it was 
unlikely that this point should be raised. The attitude of 
the Bible is like that of our Lord Himself. We notice that 
in His replies to enquirers it was His way to turn them from 
speculation to duty. Thus a question "Who is my neigh
bour?" Luke 10 29, is not directly answered but elicits a 
picture of duty and the command "Go, and do thou likewise." 
The Apostles' question, Acts I 0, "Lord, wilt thou at this 
time restore again the kingdom to Israel?" meets with an 
answer that diverts them from speculation and anticipation 
to the prospect of duty and their equipment for it. A similar 
principle characterises the words of the Bible as a whole. 
We need not then ignore this question in its proper place, 
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if we do not find it plainly set before us in Holy Scripture. 
It may be doubted whether in so many words Holy Scripture 
anywhere opens the subject, though the passage referred 
to in the text Col. r 1•-20 has been considered to do so, 
and to this we may add the expression of God's original 
purpose in Eph. I 3~ ,ca0w, e!oAEgaTO ~µ,as €V aim; 7rpo 

KaTa/3oJo..fj, Kcu,µ.ov. 
When however we turn from the actual words of the Bible 

to consider its suggestions and the inferences which it 
prompts, the case is different. Man was made in the image 
of God after His likeness, and the real progress of man was 
to come nearer and nearer to God: for it seems hard to sup
pose that man was incapable of development, and that he 
who was capable of so living as to go further from God, was 
incapable of so living as to come nearer to God. Such 
possibilities in either direction seem involved in man's free 
will. 'vVe must however guard our thoughts and language 
so as to avoid any impression that the possibility of develop
ment towards God involved an existing separation from 
Him. The acorn may be so far perfect, but it must grow 
before it becomes the oak, and our Lord in His human life 
learned obedience (l!µ,a8w T~v {nra,co1v), which does not 
mean that He did not know how to obey at all without 
learning it, but that experience was required before He 
could cover the total range of obedience. Exactly so it 
was for man as created in God's image to deepen and to 
advance his connection with God by discipline and training, 
and to come nearer and nearer to Him. But what would 
have been the end of this? To what point was this road that 
could lead nearer and nearer to God to bring sinless man? It 
seems natural to believe that it was to lead to God Himself, 
to a real union between God and man ; and we can conceive 
no other way of union between the infinite God and finite man 
than in One who should Himself be both God and Man. 

This applies both to the indi vi<lual and to the race. The 
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individual in this supposed case, as under actual present 
circumstances, would have, so far as we can see, best 
realized the personal ideal of his being by such union with 
God ; and if the individual was to come nearer and nearer 
to God in any vital fellowship, could it have been otherwise 
than by partaking- in One who could Himself unite man to 
God ? The powers of growth for the individual would thus 
still have been derived from the Divine Human Person. It 
is of course beyond the scope even of our fancy to consider 
when exactly or how the Son would have taken our nature 
upon Him and made such union possible for individual 
men; even in our present world it is not easy, for example, 
to determine His exact relation to the saints of Old Testa
ment times, far less can we imagine any details in such 
hypothetical circumstances as to how the 'In Christ' life 
would have been effected. We are not considering manners 
and times, but only the idea of such connection between 
Him and the individual in a sinless world, and the apparent 
impossibility of man reaching to true fellowship with God 
apart from Him. 

Such a line of thought leads all the more forcibly to such 
a conclusion if we think not so much of the individual man, 
but of the whole race. If we believe that the individual 
man could only have found his perfection in living union 
with One who is Himself God and Man, if the nature of 
the prog-ress towards God of one created in God's image 
appears to involve some living point of union with God, 
it is much more so with the race. The human race in 
all circumstances, so far as we can see, could not have 
consisted of an aggregate of identical individuals all exactly 
of one stamp and pattern; it mµst in any case have been 
composed of a number of individuals each representing in 
various combinations the total capacities of humanity. This 
is certainly the case now, and one can see no reason why the 
existing state of things should be the result of the Fall; 

K 
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indeed the greatest differentiation, that of sex, existed before 
• the Fall. If then the sinless race as a whole was to be 
brought to God, it would have required some method by 
which this aggregate of individuals could be united, some 
point of union for the race as a race, and then some means of 
union between the race and God; then, as now, the race 
would have needed to be summed up in a Head, and then, as 
now, it would also have required a Mediator, One who could 
be the link between God and man, or better, One in whom 
rather than by whom God and man could be united. If 
these two offices were combined in one Person, (and it is 
difficult to see how otherwise there could be a vital union 
between God and man,) then humanity scattered in all its 
fragments would in this One Person have found its' corporate 
personality' and at the same time in Him the means of its 
fellowship with God. 

Thus in a sinless world the individual and the race alike 
would still have found in the Son of God the point of union 
with the eternal; and just because each individual would 
have been capable of union with Him, would He have been 
able to gather them all into one as the Head of the race, 
and to establish a living communion between the race and 
God. As things are, redemption must come first, and the 
barrier of sin that stands between man and God must be 
removed ; but when that is done and man is once more 
in a position to advance as God's son, then the idea of 
that advance seems, so far as we can judge, to be the 
same that it would have been had man continued sinless. 
The surroundings of this advance may all be different, 
pain and sorrow and effort and all that follows from 
original and actual sin now characterise every indi
vidual man's progress and the progress of the race as a 
whole; but once the hindrance of sin is removed and man is 
accepted as God's son, one can see no reason why the goal 
and means of such progress should be different for sinful 
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man and for sinless man. If the love of God in its own way 
removed the great difference, namely sin, then it seems 
reasonable that man restored to his hopes and to his sonship 
should develop on the original lines. If that is the case, we 
may infer from what we have before us what would have 
been the case in the hypothetical position under consideration, 
and believe that the Incarnation did not depend upon the 
Fall. 

We may further consider that if this was the case, if our 
Lord would in any case have taken our nature and in 
Himself have gathered together the scattered fragments of 
humanity and united them as the Head of humanity, then, if 
one may so speak with reverence, the possibility of His 
atoning work lay near at hand. He would on this 
supposition have been in any case the great Representative 
of humanity, and if, as originally intended, in this capacity 
He was to consummate the human race, now He could 
redeem it too, since already He was intending to unite 
humanity to Himself. For we do not regard the atonement 
as the substitution of a sinless victim, who was alien to the 
human race and unconnected with it, to bear the punishment 
due to the race, but we rather believe that He in whom 
humanity was summed up bore the sins of those whom He 
called His brethren, and bearing them removed the division 
which they had created between man and God. Thus if the 
Incarnation was independent of the Fall, the Incarnation 
as intended, if one may speak so, really prepared the way for 
the Atonement; and it is not the Atonement that led to the 
Incarnation, but the.Incarnation that led to the Atonement. 

Thus there is a real meaning in the duplication of the 
clause in the Creed" for us men and for our salvation." Had 
we remained sinless He would have come for us men; as it 
is He has also come for our salvation; this second object is an 
additional motive and does not supersede the first lcf. the 
double mission stated in the Collect for Palm Sunday). 
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Nor may we omit in this connection the possible interpre
tation of the mysterious making of man in the image of God, 
namely that man was made in the image of the humanity of 
our Lord which was to be; that just as Christ is the image 
of God, so also was He the image in which man was created. 
Thus God in Christ, the Father as imaged in the Son, and 
that image of the Son, translated, so to speak, into the form 
of human life and being by the foreordained humanity of 
the Son, would in this view have been the great exemplar 
of the human race. If there is any truth in such an idea, if 
the image of God in which man was created was really the 
Son of God destined in the fulness of time to be Incarnate, 
then also for fallen and unfallen men alike the "after God's 
likeness" of the Book of Genesis, the developing after God's 
likeness, if that is the meaning of the words, exactly falls in 
with the expression of St. Paul in Rom. 8 iP, the ~Jr:,:io·p 

of Gen. I 26 anticipates the 7rpowpt<T€11 uuµ,µ,opcf,ou, Tij, 
I f " t,,., , ""' ' '\ 't , \ , , 

€£KOVO', TOU UIOU auTou, H, TO ewa£ aUTOV 7rpWTOTOKOV fV 

7ro:\.Xot\" a.0€>..cf,oZ,. 

There is yet a wider view of which we may not lose sight; 
we must not only consider man individually, and the human 
race collectively, but we must look beyond to the whole 
creation. The connection between man and creation is 
brought before us alike in the pages of the Bible and in 
the teaching of modern science. The dominion of man 
over creation is shewn in Gen. 1 98, and so dose is the 
connection between man and creation that, while man 
himself was made of the dust of the ground (Gen. 2 7, 3 19), 

in Gen. 3 17, 
18 we read that the creation has shared 

in the fall of man ; the same close union between man 
and the world in which he lives is put before us in 
Rom. 8 19

- 23, where the fate of God's creation is bound 
up with the position of God's sons. "The earnest 
expectation of the creation ( T11'> icriueru,) waiteth for the 
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revealing of the sons of God. For the creation was 
subjected to vanity, not of its own will, but by reason of him 
who subjected it, in hope that the creation itself also shall be 
delivered from the bondage of corruption into the liberty of 
the glory of the children of God." Man as lord of 
creation is not then depicted as an alien lord, as a foreign 
governor introduced upon the scene, but rather as the crown 
of creation, the related representative of it, the head of the 
kingdom. Such a view of man's position is confirmed by 
the teaching of science which does not isolate man as an 
independent creation, but traces the closeness of his connec
tion with less perfect forms, and tends to shew us how 
much has gone before him, and how much is summed up 
and perfected in him. Man then is the representative of 
creation to God, just as on the other hand as its ruler he 
is the representative of God to creation (Ps. 8 6, 6). But 
in the same way that mankind is by its very growth 
divided up into many fragments, each realizing its own 
function, so also is creation differentiated and by the 
fulness of its life developed in countless directions ; and 
though the more we learn about creation the more we 
apprehend in it an underlying unity, yet in its parts it 
appears to progress upon a plan of wider and wider 
differentiation. How then is this underlying unity to be 
realized? When we answer in man as the representative 
of creation, then as seen above we need to find a point of 
union for man himself, and, if one may so speak, such a 
unifying centre as is afforded by the Incarnation becomes 
necessary. But further if this unity of creation is God's 
wiil, it is difficult to conceive of it, except as no less 
returning to God than coming from Goel; and if man's 
position as lord and representative of creation, whereby he 

·is at once creation's crown and God's vicegerent, seems, so 
far as we can. apprehend the matter, alike in a sinless or 
sinful world, to point forward to something above itself, in 



134 

which creation can all be united with God, here again the 
Incarnation exactly fits the requirements of the case. The 
Incarnate Lord is not only the Head of humanity but 
the Head of creation ; and whether He is the Head of 
creation as being the Head of humanity or in some other and 
wider sense, does not affect our argument. Now all this is 
independent of the Fall. Of course the existing relation 
between man and creation is entirely conditioned by the 
Fall (Gen. 3 17• 18, 111, Heb. 2 8); but man's original destiny and 
dominion were given him before the Fall, and the purpose of 
God ( €UOOKia, 7rpofliu,,, Eph. I IO, 11) ava,ce<J>a11.aul,uau0a, 

Ta "TraVTa (neuter) €V rrjJ XPL<TTrjJ, TIZ €7rl TOt<; oupavo'ir;; ,cai

Tlt E7rl T~" ry~,, so far as one can see, would have been 
equally applicable, equally the normal goal of creation, if 
man had not sinned. 

Lastly, if we consider things as they are after the Fall and 
not as they might have been, and adapt our point of view 
to existing conditions, in the first place even so we observe 
how much of God's work for and in man deals with him as 
man and not primarily as sinner. As things are, the first 
thing is to deal with man as a sinner: for so long as sin is 
there to separate man from God, all God's good purposes for 
man are at a standstill ; but once sin is removed then God's 
treatment of man proceeds to develope man's true character 
into which sin has intruded. Man by the removal of sin 
restored to God progresses along lines that, so far as we can 
see, belong to him as man, and would have belonged had 
there been no sin, original or other, in the world. Sinful man 
needs to be justified, i.e. put into a right relation with God, 
but justification in the narrower sense is not the completion 
of Christian life ; man also needs to be sanctified, to go on 
from strength to strength. Now whatever obstacles to the 
progress of this sanctification sin still interposes, and how
ever much this progress is now measured by the triumphing 
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over sin, yet, as said above, we cannot suppose that the idea 
of making such progress at all only belongs to man as a 
sinner, and that sinless man would have been stationary and 
unprogressive. If the body grows, so does the character, 
and the progress of both are placed side by side in the story 
of the development of the sinless Child (St. Luke 2 5"). We 
cannot but believe that the perfection, the likeness to God, 
or to the Son of God, after which we reach, which is our 
appointed goal, is set before us as men, sinful men it is true, 
but as men not as sinners. 

Secondly, under the actual conditions of the Incarnation 
we observe how the Lord's life nevertheless reaches beyond 
the restoration of fallen man. We can see Him acting and 
hear Him speaking as the Man, the Perfect Man, the Divine 
Man, uniting in Himself all human capacities, and carrying 
all human endowments in consecration to God; not merely 
as making an offering for sin to God, but as serving God's 
good pleasure and living a perfect human life, and crowning 
every human power and uniting His "brethren " to His 
"Father." It is the whole figure as set before us in the 
Gospel and interpreted in the Epistles that shews us this 
rather than any isolated texts; but we may specially point to 
the parable of the vine and the branches, to the Lord's 
words" I am the way, the truth and the life," to the teaching 
in the Epistle of the Hebrews as to our Lord as the Repre
sentative of mankind, to the Lord's highpriestly prayer 
and to the Transfiguration. In such passages as these and 
in the Lord's life and work and Exaltation as a whole, 
beneath the conditions involved in His redeeming work, we 
may at least catch glimpses of His primal relation to man as 
man and not as sinner. 

Thus the love of God triumphed over man's sin; the 
Fall could not alter the purpose of God's love. It is not 
a case of "0 felix culpa", but rather 
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O Love of Go<l, 0 sin or man, 
In this dread act your strength is tried ; 

And victory remains with Love, 
For Love Himself is crucified. 

In spite of the Fall God still sent His Son; but what a 
<lifferent sending to that which it would have been! "Being 
found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself and became 
obedient unto death, even the death of the cross." 

G. 

In Vol. I of Hasting's Dictionary of the Bible will be 
found under Adoption a full examination of the use of the 
word vio0i;u(a by St. Paul, who alone of New Testament 
writers employs it, though it is not accurate to say that he 
coined it. St. Paul uses the word in five passages in three 
Epistles. The writer of the article, Dr. Candlish, takes the 
view that the origin of the term and some of its associa
tions1 may be traced to St. Paul's familiarity with the 
Roman law of adoption. The adoption of a child in Rome 
was very different to anything of the kind existing among 
ourselves, the adopted son in Roman law becoming as 
completely a member of the family of his adoption as if he 
had been born a member of it. He took the very name of 
the man who adopted him, and suppressed his own, though 
commonly keeping the name of his gcns with the adjectival 
addition of -anus. Thus, to quote a well known instance, 
P. Cornelius Scipio lEmilianus Africanus was really the son 
of L. lEmilius Paulus, adopted by P. Cornelius Scipio 
Africanus. Whether the extreme authority of the Roman 
father, which the elaborate law of adoption protected from 

1 Possibly the witness of the Spirit, Romans 8 16, may contain an 
allusion to the witnesses at certain Roman formalities. 
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invasion in this direction, was practically in common life as 
strong as it had been in earlier days, or whether such 
paternal rights had to any extent tended to become obsolete 
by the time of the Christian era, the idea of such a relation 
between father and son, and certainly the existence of such 
adoption, would be prominently enough before St. Paul's 
mind to colour and individualize his expressions and argu
ments. In the various contexts where St. Paul uses the 
term the application, though not the sense of it, varies. 

In Rom. 8 15 this adoption at once liberates from the 
bondage of the slave and entitles the son to free access to 
his father. 

Rom. 8 113 looks further still and awaits the perfected 
adoption with the redemption of the body, the consummated 
sonship in the regenerated creation which then as now 
will share in the fate of man. 

Rom. 9' speaks of adoption first among the privileges 
of Israel. Here the sense is still the same, though the 
particular aspect of the sonship is of a more elementary kind. 
Israel was called as a nation to be God's son, as has been 
observed in the text; and though the individual application 
of this sonship was only brought before men by the teaching 
of God's Son to His brethren, Israel, which was eventually 
to be summed up in Christ, was in its sonship the forerunner 
of the Christian Church. 

In Gal. 4 5 St. Paul is contrasting the full position of 
the adopted son both with (a) the slave and (b) the minor. 

In Eph. 1 a St. Paul speaks of this our adoption as God's 
sons through Christ as being God's eternal purpose for us. 
Chronologically therefore, if such a phrase may be used, this 
passage lies at the other extreme from Rom. 8 11 , this 
giving the original purpose, that looking forward to the final 
consummation of it. 

A parallel suggests itself between St. Paul's use of the 
word • adoption ' ( vi'o0eu-ia) and the use of the word 
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Inheritance, as used in the Bible from the inheritance of 
Israel in the promised land onwards, suggests an incontro
vertible right freely conferred and won by no merit of him 
who enjoys it. Similarly, adoption does not discharge an 
engagement or institute a provisional right but confers 
authoritatively a permanent position of privilege. And the 
association of the word with the majesty of the Roman law 
makes it speak the more surely and clearly. 

H. 

The word inrou-rauir;. 

The word inrou-rauir; means that which underlies, and it 
is a word of wide application. It is that which is at the 
bottom or foundation (e.g. a literal foundation: a ground of 
action : the nature or substance of a thing), hence 'that by 
virtue of which a thing is what it is.' It can therefore be 
used in this passage of God's essence or nature; that which 
is the Being of God. 

Later, from the time of Origen it came to be used in the 
sense of what we call Person; for when the Persons of the 
Trinity were to be distinguished, then inrorrrarnr; could 
express that which underlay Each, that which made Him 
what He is as distinguished from the Others. In the first 
sense ovu{a is the equivalent of inrouTa<H',, in the second 
wpou<,nrov. 

The Latin substantia is used as the equivalent of 
lJ1r6trTauir; in the first sense, but it is also used as the 
equivalent of vwou-rauir; in the second sense. Essentia also 
represents inrou-rauir; in the first sense. As however 
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substantia was generally used as equivalent to essenti"a, 
another word was required to express the second meaning 
of {nrorna<rt<; and substantia, and the word employed was 
persona. Originally in Latin therefore it was right to use 
the expression tres substantias; then unam essentiam ( or 
substantiam) tres personas became the usual form. In 
Greek originally it would be right to speak alike of 
µ,{a ouuta or µ,ia V'Tf'o<rTaui<;. But when u'Tf'o<rTa<rt<; 

gained its second meaning, the phrase was rather µ,{a 

ov<ria TpEi<; V7rOCTTU<rEt<;, and the word 7rp0<r(J)'Tf'OV was 
discarded. 

It is interesting to note that while oµ,oou<rto<; was the 
watchword of the Creed of Nicaea, in the anathemas 
attached to the Creed inro<rrn<rt<; was still used in the 
sense of ouuia. 

It is clear how fruitful a source of confusion and misunder
standing the change of meaning in the Greek wouTa<rt<; 

and the Latin substantia might and, as a matter of fact, did 
become. Such a confusion may be compared with the widely 
divergent views held in connection with the word 'transub
stantiation,' according as once again this word 'substance ' 
is taken in the common, untechnical, material sense, or is 
on the other hand accepted in the scholastic sense of that 
'inward essence or idea' underlying the 'accidents' which 
makes a thing what it is, while again it is these 'accidents ' 
alone which are capable of being in any way at all appre
hended hy the senses. 

One can easily see that the origin of the confusion was 
the extreme difficulty of finding any word either in Greek 
or Latin or indeed in any language for the second sense. 
The idea of the Trinity in Unity is a difficult one for our 
minds, the expression of it more difficult. Our Lord says 
E"f6' ,cat o 7raTi]p lv ia-µev. He does not say El<;; the 
lv then suggests the unity of substance, and we believe that 
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"they are not three Gods, but one God"; we may not' divide 
the substance.' On the other hand we may not confound 
the Three, as if He had said ck We believe that the 
Father is not the Son nor the Holy Ghost, and similarly we 
believe that the Son is not the Father nor the Holy Ghost, 
nor is the Holy Ghost the Father or the Son; we must 
avoid the Sabellian error which regards the Three as 
merely three economic aspects of the One God. But it is 
difficult merely to maintain this negative way of speaking; 
and when we say that the Father, Son and Holy Ghost are 
One in Being or Substance, but are Three also, we are 
almost compelled to ask in what are They Three; what it is 
that is contrasted to the One Being, in respect of which They 
may be spoken of as Three. The Greeks then answered 
i.J7,ou-Tarnc;, that which underlies Them, that by virtue of 
which Each is what He is as contrasted to the other Two; the 
Latin said persona, though as pointed out it could say tres 
substantiae, exactly following the Greek, and the Greek could 
say Tp{a 7iporrw'Tia, in accordance with the Latin tres personae. 
In English we say Person; but it is of the nature of an ad
aptation of language, for we must divest our minds of the idea 
of limitation which with us is universally characteristic of 
a person. The Godhead cannot be limited and determined 
in this way. At the same time if we are to think or speak 
of God at all, we must be content to use our finite language, 
always being careful to remember its imperfections, and to 
avoid deductions that spring not from the subject itself, but 
from our apprehension and expression of it. The use of 
Greek and Latin terms here treated will be found briefly 
dealt with by St. Augustine (' De Trinitate,' Book V, 
eh. 9 & ro), and is discussed by Dr. Gibson (' The Thirty
nine Articles,' p. ro3). It should be noted that in the phrase 
hypostatic uni{'n as applied to our Lord, the word has the sense 
of Person; the union being the union of the Divine and 
human natures in one Person in our Lord. 
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I. 

The Baptism of the Lord.1 

When, so far as we know, the records of the earlier years 
of the Lord were so scanty and the Baptism, recorded in 
some way in each of the four Gospels, so clearly indicated the 
commencement of His work, perhaps it was only natural 
that it should be supposed by some that it was only at His 
Baptism that the Man Jesus received a Divine afflatus or 
inspiration. Such a view might be assisted by connecting 
the voice at the Baptism with Ps. 2 7, in the way that we 
find in the Western text of St. Luke, and drawing a false 
inference, and it would make its way among any who may 
have been acquainted with the story of the Baptism and 
unfamiliar with or incredulous of the earlier events which 
are recorded by St. Matthew and St. Luke. This view is 
so far only a perversion of what is really true in that the 
Baptism was the Lord's Call, His anointing to preach the 
Gospel (Luke 4 1~, 21 , 22 ), the commencement of His public 
work after the many years of preparation. 

The Baptism of the Lord is in itself a difficult subject for 
us to grasp. The Baptist particularly distinguished his own 
baptism as a baptism to repentance as opposed to the coming 
baptism in the Holy Spirit. In what sense the Lord offered 
Himself to the rite thus closely connected with repentance 
is not very clear. 

It may be that John's baptism, being something external 
like other ceremonial washings of the Jews, would be 
differently apprehended by the baptized, that their 
subjective attitude interpreted the rite for them, and that, 
according to John's preaching, the main idea to the baptized 

1 See Dr. Mason, • The relation of Confirmation to Baptism,' and 
Dr. Sanday's article on 'Jesus Christ' in Hasting's Dictionary of 
the Bible. 



was that of starting fresh, of a new service of God, variously 
grasped by individuals. If this is so, though the new life or 
the new course in all other cases must have involved a break 
with the past and repentance must have been its first step, 
yet our Lord Himself was, as a matter of fact, similarly 
starting on a new phase of service of God and man, and it 
may be that it was in this manner He found it 7rpe:rrov 

'lrA'TJPWITat 7ra,c,av oiicatoCTUV'TJV, to identify Himself with 
the same ceremony by which others, in anticipation of His 
coming of which the Baptist spoke, were emphasizing that 
they now wished to stand in a right relation to God and 
man, and as they apprehended it, to do their duty. If the 
acceptance of this rite did not in itself declare Him a sinner, 
the Baptist's words proclaiming Him as taking away the 
sin of the world prevented any misunderstanding ; and thus 
from the beginning the Lord could identify Himself in the 
service of the One God with those whom He was not 
ashamed to call His brethren. 

Perhaps on the other hand in this baptism unto repentance 
even in our Lord's case sin was more strictly kept in view, 
and in some mysterious sense the Baptism is to be more 
precisely connected with the bearing of the sin of the 
world, so that the Lord's submission to it in some manner 
pointed forward to the sin-bearing on the Cross, and was 
a part of the work of Him who was made sin "for us, who 
knew no sin." Such thoughts had already been suggested 
by the phrase" Behold the Lamb of God." The connection 
between the Lamb of God and the fulfilling all righteousness 
is well illustrated in Heh. 9 •, 6, 7• 10• On this view the very 
opening of the Lord's work for sinful men, the first act 
in His public mission looked straight on to its consum
mation in His Passion. 

In any case it is impossible to suppose that the whole 
occasion was merely formal and meant nothing for the Lord, 
or that its only value was the sign therein given to the 
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Baptist himself (John 1 •2-M), If we cannot consider that 
the mere baptism, the washing in the Jordan, conveyed any• 
thing to the Lord-for as just noted, it is not clear that it, 
being destitute of any gift of the Spirit, objectively conveyed 
anything to any of the baptized-yet it is plain from the 
whole narrative that the descent of the Spirit and the voice 
from heaven, this united action of the Father and the Son 
and the Holy Spirit, marked an epoch in the life of our Lord. 
We are constrained to believe that on the occasion in some 
ineffable sense the Lord here received an endowment, an 
anointing for His public work. This is of course a totally 
different thing from saying that it was at His Baptism 
He was endowed with Divinity: for from the cradle at 
Bethlehem to the Cross at Calvary the Divine Son, living 
in the conditions of earth, never ceased to be in the full sense 
the Son of God. The Baptism by John led only to a 
mysterious gift of the Spirit in which the Incarnate 
Word should go forward to the work set before Him as 
" the Son the Saviour of the world " ( I John 4 u). 

J. 

The text of St. Peter's confession. 

The text of this important confession is variously given in 
the three Gospels : 

Matt. 16 le !v e: a xpurra<, () VIO', 'TOV 0eov 'TOV ta1v'TO',', 

Mark 8 29 tu El O XPWTO',. 

Luke 9 20 Ttw xpurTov Tov 0eoii. 

If there is a common original, it is regarded as limited to 
the words in St. Mark. But the additions of St. Matthew 
are clearly of importance. The source of them cannot be 
determined; and it is maintained that they are due to a 
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later stage of Christian thought and expression, being in 
St. Matthew's record antedated and thrown hack into 
an occasion where they really have no place. The very 
importance of the words cuts both ways. Because they 
are so clearly developed and emphatic, their absence would 
be a serious loss; but also for the same reason their presence 
is more exposed to suspicion. For those who consider that 
because they exist in the gospel as we have it, they must 
represent accurately what was said, no matter what may 
have been their oral or literary history, there will be little 
more to be said. Others will be compelled to deal with 
the question on both sides in a more subjective manner. It 
scarcely decides the point to say that so early an Epistle 
as the first to the Thessalonians shows a state of belief 
and expression very similar ( 1 Thess. I 9• 10 ) : for the point 
of faith reached is not to be judged by mere years. The 
appositeness of this full confession at the close of the 
earlier stage of the Lord's ministry will be variously appre
hended as an argument. The blessing pronounced by the 
Lord to St. Peter (which also only belongs to St. Matthew) 
further establishes the importance of the occasion, and 
marks the confession as a climax: for even as regards the 
word XPt<TTO'i, at this stage of His ministry our Lord had 
neither been generally recognised as the Messiah, nor indeed 
had He yet openly proclaimed Himself. And we may trace 
an affinity between the confession o vt'or; Tov 8€ov TOV ,wvTo-. 

and the Lord's reply in which He attributes such insight not 
to St. Peter, but to the influence of o 1ran7p µov o Jv Toi-. 

oupavoir;. But these considerations may be held to tell 
in either direction for or against St. Matthew's text. "The 
whole phrase as it stands," says Dr. Sanday, "including the 
epithet 'living' of God, calls up such a host of Old 
Testament associations, and at one step sets the confession 
so conspicuously in its place amid the whole series of 
biblical revelations, that we may be lath to let it go." 



K. 

Old Testament phrases in the New Testament. 

It should be observed that in such cases the use to a 
greater or smaller extent of Old Testament words such as 
Psalm r r 7 or Isaiah 42 1, recalled in the voice at the 
Baptism and at the Transfiguration, plainly cannot confine 
the meaning within the limits understood in Old Testament 
times. It is consonant with the progressive revelation of 
God in Christ, that to old words should be given a fuller 
meaning, and that the employment of them in the New 
Testament should not restrict the force of such a later use 
to the limits of their original meaning, but rather that 
the New Testament should build up further from the Old 
Testament foundation. The Old Testament element rather 
emphasizes the unity of God's revelation than puts a check 
upon its growing meaning. Thus it would be a mistake to 
suppose that the old Prophets, for example, could themselves 
have apprehended the fulness of the truth to which they 
looked forward. Our Lord Himself has both in the institu
tion of His sacraments, and perhaps in the prayer which He 
taught, shown that to old things a new meaning can be 
given. Vve should be the slaves of the letter and not the 
hearers of the Spirit, if we supposed that every word of 
the Old Testament was stereotyped for ever in its first 
meaning, with no possibility of expansion. The words 
'Son of God' in the New Testament may well have a richer 
meaning than it was possible for them to convey in former 
days. 

L. 

The 'Son of God' and the Divinity of Christ. 

It seems fair to consider that in the Epistles of the New 
L 



Testament, and indeed in the other records of the Apostles' 
attitude and belief, the title 'Son of God,' expresses what 
we should at the present time call the Divinity of Christ. 

As has been remarked in the earlier pages of this 
essay, we cannot look for formulated dogmatic state
ments in the New Testament ; it is only after conflict 
and contradiction that the sharper lines of definition are 
drawn; in Apostolic days the whole truth is there, but 
not yet marked out in all its parts in such a way 
that each aspect is set out and fenced in and fortified 
against aggression. Thus if the Apostles' belief in Jesus as 
the Son of God was at least as full and deep and real as our 
own, it does not follow that they would, or indeed could have 
expressed it in the terms that we employ, or have placed it 
in the light in which we should at the present time most 
naturally apprehend it ourselves. Different ages have 
different ways of putting the same inexhaustible truth, and 
it is the truth itself and not our own expression of it that we 
have to look for in an earlier age. Indeed we may say that 
it is a matter of the greatest importance that each age 
should express such truths in its own way. Otherwise 
there would be a real danger of subsequent ages accepting a 
stereotyped form from the past, with the substance gone and 
very likely with the very meaning of the words, in which the 
form has once been expressed, altered. When this last 
possibility has occurred, so far from possessing and express
ing a truth as its very own, the subsequent age does not 
even accept the truth as the earlier age intended it. But 
the important point is that under varying conditions and 
the constantly altering stress from the outside put upon 
Christian doctrine, the particular expression of it should 
convey a real and living truth to those who employ it. The 
practical problems and the atmosphere of thought with 
which Christian doctrine is brought into relation are always 
changing, and if in Jesus the Son of God, the \Vorel made 
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flesh, is the inexhaustible answer to every possible question 
of thought or conduct, the form of the answer will vary from 
time to time according to present needs and requirements. 
Thus on this principle there is no reason to be surprised 
or disappointed if in the New Testament the form of 
expression is not cast in such a mould as directly to 
meet questions which had not then been asked, and if it 
does not in so many words afford to us the particular 
statement of truth that could in our day silence every 
objection in the very language in which it is raised. 

The phrase then 'Son of God' is one alrea<ly well 
established in the New Testament, and carries the assertion 
of Divinity with it. At any rate there seems to be no 
adequate cause for really doubting this. Apart from the 
usage of the first Epistle of St. John, which is dealt with in 
the text, the phrase is found in its full form repeatedly, e.g. 
Rom. I 

4 

( TOU op,u0ivTor; ut'ou 01:ov); 2 Cor. I 

19

; Gal. 2 •

0

; 

Eph. 4 18
; Heb. 4 14

, 6 •, 7 8, ro 211 ; Rev. 2 18• And His Son, 
which amounts to the same thing, is as frequently found, 
I Thess. I 10 ; Rom. I 8, 5 10, 8 8 (Tov EaUTOU uiov), 82Jj, 
8 .. (TOii loiou u[ou); I Cor. I O ; Gal. I 16, 4 4 ,0 ; Col. I 18 

(TOV ufou Tijr; a7a7r17r; aiiTov). To these passages must be 
added those in which God is spoken of as 'Father' in close 
connection with our Lord, though the word 'Son' does not 
appear. This is frequent in the form of greeting in Epistles, 
2 Cor. 1 3 ; Eph. 1 3

; r Pet. 1 •; 2 Cor. 11 31 • In a less close 
connection with our Lord the term 'Father' is applied 
to God e.f(. 1 Thess. 1 1 and Col. 3 17• In the same 
way •Son,' though not definitely 'His Son,' is thus 
employed, Heb. 3 •, 5 8• In 2 Cor. I 19 the phrase is o Toii 
0wv uio;; Xpunor; 'l17uou-. 0 EV uµ,iv Ot' 17µ.wv "TJPUX0Ei<;, 
where the Sonship of the Lord is represented as a part of 
the subject of Apostolic teaching; and this connects with 
the important passage Acts 9 20

, which tells of the first 
preaching of St. Paul in Damascus and marks the new 



theme that his conversion had brought home to his mind, 
f!Crypurro-ev TOV 'I11rrouv lln OVTO<; Jrrnv o ULO', TOU {Jeou. 

The phrase 'Jesus is Lord' is not equally germane to the 
points which we are investigating. But we may refer 
again to John 20 81

, and perhaps to Mark 1 1
• In this 

latter case the reading is uncertain but if the omission of 
ulov 0eov is to be preferred, yet the text that includes the 
words at least deserves consideration. It has been observed 
that if the words of St. Peter's confession, as given in St. 
Matthew, received the sanction of the Lord, the choice and 
use of the term of 'Son of God' in this high sense in the 
Apostolic writings is readily accounted for. 

The Divinity of the Lord is of course presented in the 
other Christological passages, which are examined in the 
text, e.g. Phil. 2 6- 11 ; but for the moment we are only 
looking at the particular phrase 'Son' in the Apostolic 
wntrngs. At the same time, when this question is before us, 
there is no need to refuse to recognize the background 
which these other passages form to it. The Apostolic 
teaching need not be kept as it were in separate and 
independent compartments. 

M. 

St. Matthew II ' 7. 

As to the value and the admissibility of this passage 
Dr. Sanday says: "There is a distinct interval between the 
sense in which God can be claimed as Father by men, even 
the innermost circle of the disciples, and that in which He 
is Father to the Son. In this respect the passage Matt. I I ' 1 

= Luke 10 09 is quite explicit (cf. also the graduated scale 
of being in Mark r 3 22 = Matt. 24 36). Although this passage 
stands out somewhat conspicuously in Synoptics, the context 



in which it occurs is so original and so beyond the reach of 
invention, while it supplies so marvellously the key to that 
which distinguishes the history of Jesus from other histories, 
that doubt cannot reasonably be cast upon it. It is con
firmed by the sense in which the title ' Son of God' is taken 
by the Jews-not merely by the populace but by the learned 
(Matt. 27 41-~\ cf. John rg 7). And, on the other hand, it 
confirms sufficiently the substantial accuracy of like passages 
in the Fourth Gospel (e.g. 10 80

,
38 J." 

N. 

The use of the title in the Gospels. 

Some of the passages in the Gospels where Christ speaks 
of Himself and is spoken of as 'The Son of God,' are 
considered by critics not to represent the actual facts of the 
case, but to be a reflection of later usage. The language of 
the early Church is thought to colour these documents and 
to antedate the use. Such passages as those where Christ 
speaks of His Father 'which is in heaven' would be allowed 
to stand, being in conformity with ordinary Jewish use; but 
cardinal passages, such as St. Peter's confession, or 
Matt. 28 19, would be open to this suspicion. Of the 
terms of St. Peter's confession something has been said 
in App. J. The passage in St. Matthew, /3a1r-ri{one, ••• dr; 
TO ovoµa TOV 1ra-rpo-, IWl TOU uiou Kai TOU ayiou 1rvevµ,aTo,, 
is of importance, containing as it does so clear an enuncia
tion of the Catholic doctrine of the Trinity in Unity. The 
force of the single article and the one singular noun, -ro 15110µ.a, 
coupled with the separate names of the Three Persons of the 
Trinity, cannot be mistaken; nor must we omit the unique 
value of the preposition el,, not iv, which carries us so far 
into the meaning and the ground of Holy Baptism. But it 
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is just the importance of the passage, with its clear doctrinal 
and sacramental value, that exposes it to question. And the 
enquiry to which an answer is demanded is this: Was it 
possible for such language to be used at the date when these 
words are represented as being spoken ? In this matter we 
must draw a distinction between the narrative of the 
Evangelists and the words they report; it is more natural 
that a historian should in his own framework employ the 
language that surrounds him at the time of his writing, than 
that he should throw it back also into the utterances which 
he records. It would be one thing to say that the narrative 
is open to the suspicion of reflecting a later stage of thought 
than existed at the times which it records, and another to 
say that the words which it records as spoken, have 
been brought into conformity with later usage. To the 
passages already quoted must be added Matt. I I 27 and 
Mark 13 "", which, if they are not held to show the absolute 
use of the terms ' the Son ' and 'the Father ' in the 
Synoptists, make the area of error larger if the words have 
no proper place in these passages.1 To these must also be 
added some passages of the Acts, namely I', r 7, 2 33, where 
also 'the Father• is used absolutely (not 3 13, v.: for there it 
is TOV 7T'a'ioa, not TOV ut'ov as A.V., but see above, p. 2 I) : for 
one of the Synoptists is the author of them, and these 
verses further extend the support of documents in favour of 
the phrase. We have to note that the phrase 'Son of God• 
finds a place in the Epistles from the very first 
e.g. r Thess. r 10 ; and as shown in App. L. the direct or 
implied use of the title •Son of God• in the Epistles is 
frequent. If we take it that I Thessalonians was not 
written later than lhe year 53, we are brought back rather 
near to the events recorded in the Gospels, because in the 
Epistle the title is not used as if there were something 

1 See the quotation in Appendix M. 



novel or strange in it. At any rate in the passage quoted 
St. Paul takes no pains to elaborate the identification of 
'TOV viov au To ii with 'I 17uoiiv ; the two stand side by side 
as if such an apposition was familiar. If then the title 
was so soon and so firmly established in the Epistles, it 
makes it easier to believe that it really was used as given in 
these phrases of St. Peter and of our Lord which the 
Synoptists quote; and "we should more easily understand 
the Apostolic use of the title, if there had been precedents 
for • it on important occasions like the confession of 
St. Peter, when it is represented as receiving the sanction 
of Christ Himself." In this note we are dealing with the 
employment of the title and the date of its origin. The 
depth and extent of its meaning are discussed in App. C. and 
App. L. 

o. 

"The Father is greater than I." 

The passage, John 14 is, 0 -rraT~P µ,Eil;wv µ,ou i,niv1' 
has received at least two interpretations. Some have con
fined the reference of the statement to the Son in His 
Humanity, others have considered that it refers to Him as 
God. The context in which the words occur does not 
immediately decide the point. The Lord says to the 
disciples "If ye had been loving me, ye would have rejoiced, 
because I am going to the Father; because the Father is 
greater than I." Their minds were taken up with them
selves; had they been wholly absorbed with their love for the 
Lord they would have entered into His feelings, and rejoiced 
that now He was to be exalted and to return to the Father 
with His work accomplished. This was the joy which they 

1 See vVestcott, ad Joe, 



should have shared; and they ought to have understood better 
the mind of Him who for (this) "joy that was set before 
him endured the cross, despising shame, and hath sat down 
at the right hand of the throne of God." But there was 
more than this. On His return to the Father, the Lord's 
work would enter on a new stage, and would bear a richer 
fruit. This the Lord had from one point of view explained 
in the twelfth verse. " He that believeth on me, the works 
that I do shall he do also ; and greater works than these shall 
he do; because I go unto the Father." Christ seated at the 
right hand of God, and present with the Church and in in
dividual believers by the Holy Spirit, would be able to do 
more through the instrumentality of His disciples than He 
had done in the time of His life on earth. He Himself 
alone won the victory, through them He gathered and 
gathers its fruits. " Maiora fecit praedicatus a credentibus, 
quam locutus audientibus" (St. Augustine). When then the 
Lord adds "the Father is greater than I," He is speaking 
not merely of His return to the Father, of His Exaltation, 
but of the prospects of His work. This would be an 
additional source of joy to the disciples, but it is not 
stated as such; it is rather suggested as a consequence of 
Christ's return to the Father. 

Now whether the words of the clause under consideration 
refer to the Lord as Man or as God, they are plainly spoken in 
reference to His present position; the Incarnate Son was now 
on His Exaltation to return (as we speak) to the Father and 
also to be more powerfully, if one may so say, associated 
with the Father, with no longer any limitations attached to 
Their communion or to Their fellowship in Their work for 
men, and the Father would now send the Holy Spirit in the 
name of the Son, to accomplish these greater works. The 
argument of the passage then merely requires that the Father 
should be greater than the Son was, as the Son tlten spoke; 
any further point as to the absolute greatness of the Father 
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is not necessary to the immediate reference; for the fact 
that the Father is greater than the Son was when He was 
speaking, is adequate for the argument, even if the absolute 
greatness of the Father would emphasize that truth more 
emphatically still. As our Lord speaks without any reserva
tion in the clause, it seems best to take the view that He is, 
though applying the argument to His present situation, 
exp'ressing the absolute relation of the Son to the Father. 

On this view of course there is no comparison of nature 
between the Father and the Son ; indeed among the Fathers 
the opinion can be found that the very possibility of institut
ing a comparison at all emphasizes the identity of nature: for 
things must be commensurate before they can be compared. 

The comparison is one of Person, and the Father is 
greater than the Son because, though whatsoever things (the 
Father) doeth, these the Son also doeth in like manner 
(oµoiwr;), yet the Son can do nothing of Himself but what 
He seeth the Father do. His Being is derived from the 
Father, and though His Being is identical with the Father's, 
so that they are indivisibly One God, yet Christ has received 
His Being and the Father has given it to Him, and thus the 
Father is greater than He: for it is greater to give than to 
receive. 

The passage was generally taken by the earlier Fathers to 
refer to Chri~t's essential Personality and as not to be 
restricted to His Humanity; but towards the close of the 
fourth century the latter view began to gain ground, and in the 
West, as time went on, became the generally accepted view. 

Strictly speaking, as indeed the patristic writings show, 
these are not the only possible views as to the aspect, if one 
may use the word, in which Christ is less than the Father. 
Besides the two views already stated, namely, that the com
parison is with Him (a) as Son of God, (b) as Man in the 
condition of His earthly life, there are also two other aspects, 
(c) as Man but in His Exaltation and glory, and (d) as the 
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Son of God but "in respect of the Incarnation." Probably, 
however, though we may draw these sharp lines, in reality 
these apparently divergent explanations are more closely 
connected. Once we grasp the subordination of the Son's 
Person, these various aspects are perhaps merely particular 
exhibitions or applications of the one fact, and these several 
interpretations of the passage are not mutually exclusive. 

As a matter of fact the Incarnation itself, if reverently 
considered, suggests to us such a subordination. We know 
the Son was sent into the world, and we know that it is 
never said of the Father that He is sent, but He is the 
sender. The sent is in a position of subordination to the 
sender, and we may infer that whatever constituted the 
Father to be sender, and the Son to be sent, corresponds 
to some original relation in the Godhead, and that the 
subordination thus seen on earth first and eternally existed 
in the Deity itself. 

Similarly the word 'sent' is used also of the Holy Spirit as 
sent both by the Father (John 14 26, 3 7Teµ,yci o 7TCLT7Jp) 

and by the Son (John 15 26, &v J,yw 7T€µ:ifrw), and the Holy 
Spirit to whom the Godhead is imparted from the Father 
through the Son is thus Personally subordinated to the 
Father and to the Son. But He possesses the same un
alterable Divine nature as They do: for these distinctions are 
of Person, not of essence: for the "Godhead of the Father, 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is all one, the Glory 
equal, the Majesty coetemal." 

P. 

The contemporaneous meaning of the title. 

The use of the title • The Son of God' as referring to 
our Lord, in the words of His contemporaries presents a 
certain difficulty. 
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On the one hand we must notice that the meaning of the 
phrase would vary according to the particular ideas of the 
individual who used it, and on the other there is no reason to 
suppose that the Lord's own use and the use of His con
temporaries would be coextensive. 'The Son of God' would 
not have conveyed one clear definite idea to the Lord's 
contemporaries. It would have meant the Messiah, in 
whom "the sonship of Israel to God would be embodied 
and personally realised," but in exactly what sense the 
Messiah himself was the Son of God would be un
determined; individuals might weil differ among them
selves, and indeed the questions involved would probably 
not even be clearly apprehended at all, still less 
decided. As we look back and see the Person of Christ 
fulfilling all the earlier anticipations of the Messiah, and 
illuminating every conception previously formed of Him, 
it may be difficult for us to take a sufficiently detached 
view, and fairly to estimate the exact meaning of these 
anticipations, when they were only anticipations, inde
terminate in character, with no complete clearly fixed 
presentation in them, and the key to the hopes and the 
questionings had not yet been given. In the light of the 
interpretation, that is in the light of the Incarnation, we can 
now see what the Jews were feeling after, but we have to 
bear in mind how much better we are able to do so than 
they could have been themselves. 

There were many various streams of ideas, if we may so 
speak, that flowed toward and met in the conception of the 
Messiah; but the Jews themselves failed to effect the final 
combination. Had they remembered all the lines of 
thought that were already before them pointing to the 
Messiah, and spiritually tracing them out had they formed 
to their mind the conception of a Figure that united them 
all, they would have recognised the Christ when He came. 
Even in the study of the Prophets in their Messianic teach-



ing we have to be content with tracing here a little and 
there a little of the complete portraiture; and we lay 
special stress upon the value of a book from this very point 
of view, when for example, we find such notions as the King 
and the Sufferer beginning to be reconciled and combined in 
the Book of Zechariah. (Zech. g 9

• "Thy King ... just and 
saved.") In the minds of the Jews these various ideas 
under which they apprehended the Messiah were thus 
without a proper unity, and it would not be fair for us 
when we attempt to discover what they intended by such 
single titles as the Prophet (John 7 '°), the Son of David 
( Matt. 12 za), the Son of God, to allow the whole Person 
of Christ as it presents itself to our own minds to throw 
back its light upon the meaning of various and separate 
aspects of it, as it was dimly imagined and, with an imperfect 
apprehension of its parts, conceived by the Jews. Some 
Figure, if subjectively and variously conceived, no doubt they 
foresaw, not merely an aggregate of attributes; but the full 
Person of the Lord was beyond the horizon of their vision. 

On the other hand, there can be no reason to limit_ the 
Lord's application of the title to what the Jews meant; it 
would be more natural to suppose that He rather intended 
what they ought to have meant, so to speak, the full meaning 
which underlay their incomplete or even misguided appre
hension. Even if, as apparently in the Book of Enoch, the 
preexistence of Messiah was recognized, the Jews cannot 
have had the same clear ideas that the Church now holds of 
the Eternally Begotten Son of God. It may be true that 
such truth as already lay within their reach in the Prophets of 
the Old Testament suggested, if it did not logically require, 
the Messiah to be in the full sense God's Son. God's full 
and final Representative could not really be less than God; 
when God was to visit His people, if another was really to 
bring Him near to them, He must Himself be One ,vith God. 
But these are just the points to which the Jews had not 
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reached forward. When then the high priest asks, "Art 
thou the Christ, the Son of the Blessed ? " there is no likeli
hood that, as he spoke for himself, he could have meant to 
ask whether Jesus was the Eternal Son of God as we now 
use the term. It is, of course, a separate question whether 
under God's providence the high priest's lips were of God's 
set purpose used to make a fuller declaration than the man 
himself was aware of (compare John II w,u,•2). But it 
would be a very different thing to say that our Lord meant 
no more than the high priest, that His reply was simply 
an acceptance of the limited title which the high priest 
offered. 

It is important too from our own point of view to 
remember the distinction between the Messiah and the Son 
of God; this is clearly indicated in John 20 51, where 
the phrases are used side by side. They are not co
extensive. Only by inference and implication can each be 
made wholly to cover the ground that belongs to the other. 
On the one hand the Person and work of the Son of God 
both eternally and in time, as we believe, is far wider than 
His immediate function as Messiah; had the Jews re
cognized in our Lord the Messiah there would still have 
been much more for them to learn about the Son of God. 
Thus after St. Peter's confession of Christ as the Messiah, 
the Apostles stilJ had to be led on not merely to discard 
inaccurate thoughts about the Messiah (Luke 24 26

) but 
to apprehend His real Being (see further App. Q). No 
doubt the portrait of the Messiah as drawn bit by bit in the 
Old Testament does reach towards or even to the figure of 
the Son of God ; but it could scarcely be said that the Old 
Testament contains it. On the other hand, the title of 
Messiah must by us be still safeguarded if we are to place 
in its historic place the work and life of our Lord. 
Looking back on the whole we might now be able to see 
how the life of Christ as He lived, and His death as He 



died, became the Son of God, in His work as the Redeemer 
and Consummator of humanity; but without the record of 
His historic presence on earth, no one could have gathered 
from a view of Christ's Sonship as the Son of God all that 
was involved in His Messiahsbip, nor have independently 
deduced His actual life and work as the Son of Man, to 
which (as we speak) it was directly His Messiahship and 
not His Divine Sonship that led Him. 

Q. 
La,k of precision in earlier Christology. 

\\'e are supposing nothing contrary to God's usual plan 
in educating the human mind, if we believe that the 
Apostles did not themselves come at once to the full 
expression of the Godhead of Christ, in its largest and most 
absolute bearing. In App. L. it has been shown how early 
the phrase 'Son of God' appears in the Episties, and we may 
believe in the Gospels too; and we have further seen that 
there appears to be no reason to doubt that by the phrase 
was intended what we should now call the Divinity of 
Christ. But it does not follow that the contents of the phrase 
were from the beginning as clearly and fully apprehended as 
they now are. It would have been quite possible for the 
Apostles to recognise the Divine nature and Person of the 
Lord without immediately seeing or stating all that follows 
from it. As a speculative question it would not appeal to 
them; in the first instance they were preachers, preachers of 
"Jesus and the resurrection,'' and the Divine Fatherhood 
and the Divine Sonship would only come into their 
preaching as far as they tended 1.o the accomplishment of 
their purpose of converting the heathen. \Vhere in the 
Epistles we do find more elaborately doctrinal passages on 
these points, such passages are not complete teachings cast 
in a philosophical mould, but arise from the needs of the 
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moment. This is probably true even of the opening verses of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews; and certainly the Christological 
passages in the Epistles to the Colossians and Philippians 
were directed to meet errors of thought or conduct in those 
special Churches. It is not till we come to the prologue of 
St. John's Gospel, that we meet with the statement of the 
Lord's Divinity expressed in a detached or absolute 
manner. The general apprehension and the precise ex
pression of a truth are not the same thing, and the latter 
does not necessarily keep pace with the former. To say 
that there is no such definite enunciation of the Lord's 
Divinity in the Synoptists as in St. John, does not mean 
that they doubted it, but that while it was the background 
of all they wrote or compiled, the occasion did not arise in 
the scope of their work to state the doctrine philosophically 
in so many words; and not only is such statement therefore 
absent, but very likely the Apostles themselves had not yet 
grasped the truth in what we should call a philosophical 
light, or rather it had not yet presented itself to their 
thought in this guise. Had they said anything contrary to 
the fulness of the Lord's Divinity, it would of course have 
been a very different thing. We may draw a parallel 
from common life; a man may behave himself towards his 
son as a father should, and the whole ground of his action 
may be his fatherhood, and yet in so many words the state
ment that his son is his son, need not and often is not made 
among those who are acquainted with them both. There 
are no doubt at the present day many who without in so 
many words expressing their belief in the Manhood or God
head of Christ, yet think of Him in a way that really in
volves both. When the poor regard the Lord both as 
having lived the life described in the gospel story and also 
as being their own Friend at the present time, their thoughts 
involve theological truths which they may not in that shape 
have clearly apprehended. 



\Ve may then observe two things, first that there is 
nothing surprising if the Lord's Divinity is commonly 
assumed in the New Testament rather than stated in so 
many words, and secondly that such words as are used to 
imply or convey the truth are, if one may so say, rudi
mentary, complete that is as far as they go, and definite for 
present needs, but yet lacking philosophical precision. Thjs 
however is reached in St. John. In his prologue is unfolded 
in its fulness that which is already implied in the earlier 
language but not directly state<l. 

\Ve may conclude this note by quoting the words of two 
authorities on the question. The insight of Dr. Westcott's 
treatment of the subject in his Introduction to the Gospei 
of St. John will be remembered. In discussing the relation 
of the Apocalypse to the Gospel of St. John, he says: 

" Under this aspect the Gospel is the spiritual interpretation of the 
Apocalypse. The materials of the Gospel were treasured up, pondered, 
illuminated as time went on. Meanwhile the active and manifold 
religious thought of Ephesus furnished the intellectual assistance which 
was needed to exhibit Christianity as the absolute and historical 
religion in contrast with Judaism and Heathenism. The final desola
tion of the centre of the old Theocracy was the decisive sign of the 
form which the new Faith must take. Then first, according to the 
divine law of order, the Spirit would guide the Apostle into all the 
truth ..... The Christology of the books illustrates very remarkably the 
position which has heen assigned to the Apocalypse as connecting the 
Synoptists and St. John. It is necessary then to indicate shortly the 
teaching of the Apocalypse on Chrisl's work and being. 

The work of Christ is presented summarily as the victory through 
death of One who was truly man ..... The exaltation of Christ followed 
on the completion of His earthly work, the "Lamb slain" ;was raised 
to glory. The "seven spirits of God " are His. In the heavenly 
sanctuary He is revealed as the divine High Priest "like a son of 
man;" truly man, and yet more than man, "the living One." He 
possesses divine knowledge and divine power. He receives divine 
honour and is joined with God, so that with God He is spoken of as 
one ..... The full importance of these passages is brought out by th~ 
stern denunciations against every form of idolatry with which the book 
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abounds. Christ therefore is wholly separated from creatures. And 
further, the passages show that the imagery which is used in the Old 
Testament to describe the revelation of God is transferred by the 
writer to Christ. 

One other point remains to be noticed. In the Synoptists there is 
no direct statement of the preexistence of Christ. The truth is 
recognised in the Apocalypse, but relatively rather than absolutely, 
Christ is spoken of as the first and the last (1 17, 2 8); the beginning of the 
cnation of God (3 14 ; comp. Prov. 8 !!\I, Col. I UI), and the Word of 
God (19 18). In these phrases we find the earliest fonn of the ·• Logos 
doctrine" which is still kept within the lines of the Old Testament 
ideas. But the later unfolding of the truth is included in this earliest 
confession. If an Apostle was enabled to see in the Master whom he 
had followed the Being to whom all creation pays homage in the 
spiritual world, there is no difficulty in apprehending how he could 
rise, without doing violence to the laws of human thought, to the 
enunciation of the fact on which the Fourth Gospel is a commentary, 
the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, a.nd we beheld H,s glory. 

In a word, the study of the Synoptists, of the Apocalypse and of the 
Gospel of St. John in succession enables us to see under what human 
conditions the full majesty of Christ was perceived and declared. not 
all at once, but step by step, and by the help of the old prophetic 
teaching." 

And to quote from a recent work, the progressive character 
of the apprehension and expression of the dignity of Christ 
as shown in the New Testament, is clearly drawn by Dr. 
Agar Beet (Hastings' Dictionary, vol. I. pp. 387, 388). 

"In this harmonious account, by various writers, of the dignity of 
Christ we notice marks of development. In the Synoptic Gospels we 
find it in its most rudimentary form ; in the Epistles of St. Paul it is 
more fully developed; in the Fourth Gospel the development is 
complete. Even within the writings of St. Paul, and again within the 
Fourth Gospel we notice development. In I Cor. 8 6, we read of 'one 
Lcrd. through whom are all things'; and in Col. 1 10, 17, written in the 
mature thought of St. Paul's first imprisonment, we read that the Son 
existed before all creatures, and that through His agency even the 
successive ranks of angels were created,-a thought much in advance 
of anything in his earlier Epistles. Very much in advance of Christ's 
teaching about Himself before His death, are the exclamation of 
Thomas, and the assertion of the evangelist that" the Word was God.'· 

M 



It is worthy of note that this development proceeds always on the 
same lines, that whatever we read about Christ in the Epistles of 
St. Paul, and indeed in the Fourth Gospel, is either a necessary 
inference from the teaching of Christ about Himself in the First Gospel, 
or is needful in order to give to that teaching unity and intelligibility. 
Between the accounts of the dignity of Christ given by the different 
writers of the New Testament there is no contradiction. They differ 
only in their degree of definiteness and completeness. Indeed ther~ is 
much greater difference between Matt. rg 17 and 28 19, and between 
John r land r4 98, than between the teaching of the First Gospel, taken 
as a whole, and that of the Fourth. 

Possibly, the more fully developed teaching of the Epistles of 
St. Paul and of the Fourth Gospel about the Son of God may, in its 
literary form, have been influenced by gentile modes of thought and 
expression. Certainly, St. Paul's modes of thought and .expression 
were moulded by his gentile surroundings. But the complete harmony 
of all New Testament writers about the Son of God, and the infinite 
gulf which separates their teaching from all other earlier or con
temporary teaching, leave no room for substantial contributions from 
sources external to Israel. .... The definite and complex and yet 
harmonious conception of God, which underlies the teaching about 
Christ of the various writers of the New Testament, is altogether 
different from every conception of God set forth in the entire literature 
of the world, except so far as later literature has been moulded by 
Christian teaching. It is a matter of simple historical fact that the 
New Testament embodies a complete revolution in man's thought 
about God." 

R. 

Another view of Heh. 1 1--4. 

As against the view here taken it is proper to state 
another view of the passage presented if not advocated by 
Dr. Sanday. "Because the relative clauses refer to the Son, 
it does not quite necessarily follow that they refer to Him 
as Son. It may be urged that the main contrast in the 
passage is between the previous revelations through the 
prophets and the final revelation through the Son, i.e. the 



Incarnate Son, and that this contrast dominates the whole 
passage, many parts of which do indeed point to the Son as 
Incarnate (" whom he appointed heir of all things," "when 
he made purification of sins," "sat down at the right band"). 
The other clauses, which imply preexistence, would then be 
referred to the Son not strictly as such, but by a slight and 
quite natural laxity of language to Him who [afterwards, in 
view of His Incarnation J came to be specially called 'Son.' 
This second way of taking the passage is not really stretched 
beyond what is common enough in language, though the 
first would be more accurate.'' 

s. 

The Virgin Birth of the Lord. 

Perhaps it is necessary to say if only a few words on 
the subject of the Virgin Birth of the Lord, which apart 
from the record of St. Matthew and St. Luke, seems to be 
antecedently probable, one might almost say necessarily 
involved, in an adequate view of the Incarnation. 

One born of two sinful parents, in the way that every one 
else is born, would by ordinary heredity derive from them 
the nature of a mere man, as that nature now is ; and 
though man was created without sin, so that sin is not 
necessary to his humanity, yet as a matter of fact the nature 
of all men is now sinful. That our Lord was sinless needs 
no proof; that His own sinlessness was a necessary 
condition to His work for others, seems equally plain. The 
Virgin Birth under the power of the Holy Spirit ( one speaks 
with all reverence) appears to be exactly what was needed 
to make the Lord's Humanity sinless as well as real. 

It is hard to see how one conceived in the ordinary 



way could offer a true point of union between God and man. 
From the very beginning of the Incarnation, He who was 
to unite God and man must have had the nature of both, 
and these two united in One Person. If the Lord had been 
generated as a mere man, and had only subsequently by 
some divine power become the Son of God, two Persons, 
one human and the other Divine, would have coexisted in 
Him; but there would have been no true union of two 
natures in One Person, and God and man would have been 
as far apart as ever. , 

On the other hand if the Godhead is regarded as merely 
some divine afflatus without Personality at all, the position 
remains the same ; there is no vital point of union between 
God and man. 

Or again, if we suppose that the Lord was begotten and 
conceived in the usual way, and that from the beginning the 
Godhead rested in Him, concurrently and simultaneously, so 
to speak, with the inception of His human nature, we do not 
even so get a satisfactory theory. It is true we may thus 
think of the Divine power as removing the sinfulness of 
ordinary human nature, as curing 'the ineradicable taint of 
sin,' to use Byron's phrase. But such a connection, however 
remedial on the human side, is not therefore any the more 
vital on the Divine side, and tends towards representing the 
Divine power in Him, on this hypothesis in all other respects 
an ordinary man among men, as at least similar to that 
which rested in Apostles and Prophets. It looks rather a 
question of degree than of kind; there is nothing from the 
beginning of the human nature that either shows, or as we 
may speak, constitutes the Incarnate Lord's relation to the 
Father as unique and belonging to another order. If this 
relation is unique, it comes sufficiently with the range of 
human life - to which of course on the one side the 
Incarnation belongs - for us to expect to be enabled to 
recognize some sign of the fact from the human side in some 



special and unique characteristics of the case being revealed 
to us. Such is the Virgin Birth, leaving one aspect of the 
human side of the Incarnation not inclosed within human 
relationships but, as it were, open towards the Godhead. 
By the Virgin Birth it is shewn that the ntitural relationships 
of the Lord are not exhausted by those which belong to His 
human life. 

We must no doubt be careful not to use such language as 
would in its strict application make God the Father actually 
a human Father to the Lord. Nothing in Holy Scripture is 
separately said of the part taken by God the Father in the 
Lord's human birth; only we have TO "JEVvwµevov a,ryrnv 

KA.'1}0ryueTat, vioc; OeoO (Luke IM), and the action of the 
Holy Spirit is described in the words To iv avTfi ryevV'l}Oiv EK 

7rVEUµaTo<; f.UT£V IL"JlOV (Matt. I •0), and more particularly 
'TrVEvµa U,"ftDV f.7/"Eh.EUUETat E'Trt U€ (Luke I M, compare 
Ignatius, Eph. I 8, 0 "Jap Oeoc; ~µwv 'I11uovr;; 0 XptUTO', 

f.KVOrpop~01') U'Tro Mapiac; KaT' olKovoµ{av f.K U7rEpµaTO<; 

IJ,€V Aaveio 'Trl/EUµaTO<; 0€ J'Yiov). But the truth of the 
unique Divine Sonship of the Incarnate, although in the 
manner of its achievement necessarily beyond the range of 
our thought, the truth that the Son of God by a living 
union united human nature to His Divine nature in His 
One Person, comes nearer within the grasp of our mind, if 
we think that in the Son of Man the Divine Fatherhood 
replaced any human Fatherhood, and that according to the 
analogy of human sonship, in His case too, there was no 
other who could in any sense share the name of Father 
with His One Father. In this connection we may notice 
Luke 2 48-51), Ka£ elm, 7rpor; auTOV<;, Ti lht f.'7JTE'iri µe; 
OUK §OetTE OH f.V TOb<i 'TOV 7raTpoc; µov oe'i elvai µe; ,cal. 

auTOI OU UVV~Kav 'TO jn'}µ,a (J {Jt.,i),/l]Ufl/ auTO£<;; and the 
significant contrast with TOV 7raTpor, µov in Matt. 12 
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ei7rEV 'Ioov ~ µ~T'IJP µov Ka£ oi aoe°'Jl.</)oi µov. Q(J'Tt<; ryap 
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&v 7TOt~IT'!] 'T"O BeA-17µ,a 'T"OV 7Ta'T"po<; µ,ou 'T"OU EV oupavo'i<;, 

au'T"O<; µ,ov aDEA.cf,o<; Kat aDeA.cJ,h Kat µ~'T"'l'JP EtT'T"Lv. 

There is another point to be borne in mind. We are not 
led to believe that the Lord's relation to humanity is 
exhausted in saying that He was land is) a man. '0 AO"/O'i 

utip~ i,yevETO means that, but much more; the Lord took to 
Himself the whole of human nature, which, as we see it, is 
widely differentiated and, so to speak, dispersed in various 
individuals according to their sex, age, country, temper
ament and so on. But the Lord took the whole in its 
completeness, and thus He is for all men in His Humanity 
the centre of union to which all alike are potentially united; 
and thus through the union of the two natures in His 
One Person He is the one link between men and 
God, Ek .. µ,etTLT1/<: 0eoii Kat av0pw7TWV (1 Tim. 2 6).' This 
consideration underlies St. Paul's characteristic teaching in 
connection with the phrase iv XPttT'T"'f' and the second 
Adam ; it underlies the parable of the vine, and finds 
expression in Gal. 3 28

, 7TaV'T"€', ,yap vµe'i<; et<; (not ev) ftT'T"E 

EV XpttT'T"ffJ 'I71uov. This aspect of the question however 
has been somewhat fully dealt with in the present writer's 
essay 'De Filio Hominis,' to which reference may be per
mitted. If the Lord had been born as any other man, 
his human nature would, so we must suppose, have been 
individual and not universal; He would in His human 
nature simply have become one more man among many 
others, but He would not have occupied an inherently 
unique position in regard to the race. Had the Lord had 
a human father, His human nature would have been limited 
by that of His father and His mother and circumscribed 
on both sides, and thus would have been confined within 
the limits of His descent. The Virgin Birth prevents 
such a restnchon as ordinary heredity would have 
mposed, while at the same tirr1e it makes the human 



nature real and is opposed to any docetic error, and shews 
'l17(1'ovv XpiaTov iv (Tapict EA'IJA.vfHJTa. 

The manner in which the hypostatic union was effected 
is, as we have said, quite beyond our apprehension, and if the 
doctrine of the Virgin Birth was no more than a theory on 
that point it would be merely a matter of opinion. There 
may be some who regard the doctrine in this light, and while 
believing in the Incarnation find themselves unable to 
accept this as the particular manner of it, supporting their 
disinclination by such readings of the text of Matt. 1 18 as 
represent Joseph as the father of Jesus, or by difficulties 
arising or supposed to arise, with reference to the meaning 

of;, 7rap0evor; (Heb. n97.vry) in Isaiah 7 H as quoted, and 
on one view misapplied, by St. Matthew. To such persons 
we may, if in a new sense, apply the language of Ignatius, 

e>,,a0t:v ... ;, -rrap0t:via Mapiar; ,cal a TO/C€Tor; avT~<;. But 
they are in a very different position to those who do not 
accept the Incarnation of our Lord at all; they may be wrong 
in their views as to the early chapters of St. Matthew and 
St. Luke, and they may have failed to appreciate the true 
position and underlying importance of the doctrine. But 
we may still accept them as fellow believers in Christ as 
God made Man. Such a friendly attitude however towards 
them will not change the personal view of those who 
on the one hand are prepared to accept the statements 
of St. Matthew and St. Luke, as we find them in the better 
attested texts, and on the other hand could not give their 
adhesion to any statement of the case which regarded the 
Virgin Birth as merely affecting the mode of the Incarnation, 
and as having no special relation that we can follow to the 
intention of it. For this is, to say the least, an incomplete 
view. No doubt the Virgin Birth may be said primarily 
to concern the manner of the Incarnation, yet the considera
tions just urged seem to show that the denial of the Virgin 
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Birth really touches the efficacy of the Incarnation. Though 
we might not have been able to predict the Virgin Birth, 
or, before experience, have regarded it as the divine manner 
of an Incarnation, yet none the less, as we look back, we 
can in the light of God's revelation humbly recognize 
and welcome its necessary fitness. 

T. 

The view of the early Church. 

In this dissertation the actual words of Scripture have 
been closely adhered to. It has been no part of the essay to 
discuss the attitude of the early Church after the close of 
the Canon. But in interpreting what Holy Scripture said 
and says, we may aid our own attempts to recognise its 
meaning, by considering the views and attitude of believers 
of early days; and it is only proper to carry the 
matter one step further by at least a reference to this 
question as dealt with in the concluding portion of the 
article in Hasting's Dictionary, vol. 4, p. 578, and ,in 
'The Apostles' Creed,' by Dr. Swete, pp. 26-29. 

In this case, as in dealing with the words of the 
New Testament, it is difficult to get away from the 
inherent difficulty belonging to the word vior;, which may 
refer to the Son as Incarnate, and may refer to the 
preexistent Sonship, and thirdly may include both 
references. Thus Ignatius (Smyrn. i. 1) uses the words 
'1T'E7rA.'l'}pOq>Op'TJJ1.€VOV, dr; TOV Kvpwv {,µwv UA.1']0W<; OVTa €/C 

ryevov~ .dav1:tO KaTa rrap,ca, viov 0€0u /CaTa 0e)..,,,µ,a Ka~ 

'Suvaµ,iv, "f€"f€VV'l'}Jl,€VOV a">..'1'}0wr; I EiC I '1T'ap0evov. Here, 
as in the New Testament, we may find it hard absolutely 
to contradict those who maintain that 'the Son of God' 
refers to the Incarnate Sonship, though it is more natural 
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to take the first two clauses as complementary, than to take 
viov as either coextensive with or including the fact ex
pressed by EK ryivou<; L1avdo; the "/f'YEVVTJ/J,€VOV, especially 
with aA'TJ0w,, seems not to explain u:ov but rather to be in 
contrast to it. Another passage of Ignatius telling for the 
preexistent Sonship is Magn. vi. I' T,,aov xpunou i .. 7rpa 

alwvrJ>V 7rapa 7raTpL ~v Kat EV 'Tf.AH l<f,av,,,. Here it will 
be observed that the Fatherly-and presumably the Filial
relation is before the worlds (7rpo alwvrJ>v). Dr. Lightfoot in 
di~cussing the relation of aryevv'T}TO<; to a1yEl''TJTO, (Ignatius 
Ep. to Eph. p. 92) writes" \,Vhenever. . .in Ignatius we have 
u,yrvV1JTO,," which refers to generation, "where we should 
expect a1yrv'TJTOr:;," which refers to creation, "we must ascribe 
the fact to the indistinctness of the writer's theological 
conceptions, not to any obliteration of the meaning of the 
terms themselves. To this early Father for instance the 
eternal 1evv1J<rtr; of the Son was not a distinct theological 
idea, though substantially he held the same views as the 
Nicene Fathers respecting the Person of Christ." 

The words of Aristides tell in this direction, oVTO'- OE o ut'o-. 
TOV 0eov TOU uyiuTOU oµo"h.o,ye'iTat ... a1r' ovpavov KaTa/jas. 

(See John 3 13, and above p. 115). In Barnabas we 
have the plural of Gen. 1 26 "Let us make" taken as 
spoken to the Son. In Hermas the Son, by that title, 
is spoken of as prior to creation o µiv u[or; TOV 0eov 
7/"Cl.U'TJ'- Tfj<, KTLuew-. aUTOV -rrpo1evfoupo<; lanv. Thus it 
is in Hermas that Harnack finds the first fusion of the two 
Christologies referred to in App. A. In Justin the pre
existence of the Son as such is clearly spoken of, and He 
is unreservedly identified with the Logos. He writes 
µovoryev~r; ~v T,ii 7raTpt TWV OArJ>V, lo{r,>r; E~ O,VTOV A.oryoc; 

Ka2 U,vaµ.t<; "fE"'fEVV1)µ£voc;, and o s; uio-. EKEivou, o µ.ovor; 
"\ I / t I ' ' '\ "' ' \ I\.E"'fOJJ,f.VOr:; Kuptr,><; uwr;, O AO"fO'- -rrpo 'T(J)V 'TT'OL'TJJJ,IL'TrJ>V 1'at 

·auvwv Kat ryevvwµevo~. The only way to evade the force 
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of such passages as this, is to say that when the word 
vio,; is used, it means Him who subsequently came to be 
known as uio,; through the human birth and was not yet 
vlo, at the time to which the phrase refers. But this seems 
out of the question; indeed it comes near to refusing to 
allow any language to convey the idea of preexistent 
Sonship. 

It should be pointed out that the question as to the belief 
in the preexistence of the Son in the minds of those who 
in earliest days used the Apostles' Creed, is not quite the 
same question as the first meaning of the words unicum 
Filium eius in the Creed itself. So far as concerns the 
actual words of the Creed, it may be possible to suppose that 
the assertion contained in unicum Filiitm refers to the historic 
birth when it is taken in connection with the clause Qui 
1tatus est de Spiritu sancto ex Maria virgine (EK 7rvEvµaTo<; 

cry{ou H:at Map{a<; TlJ, 7rap0ivou); this is maintained by 
those who consider that the first interest in this paragraph 
of the Creed is in historical facts. But even so it may yet 
be truly said that there "is still no antithesis to the 
Christology of preexistence. The question is not really 
raised; and yet, as we might perhaps put it, the concepti"'n 
of Sonship is left open on that side. The Creed is in its 
origin Western and not oriental. And for \Vestern thought 
more especially, the denial of a purely natural birth may 
be taken to imply preexistence." It is however rather 
a large concession to suppose that in the second paragraph 
of the Creed the historical complexion of the clauses which 
refer to the Lord's life and death on earth and His 
exaltation, necessarily colours the first clause, which may 
be regarded as more introductory and defining in its 
character. \Ve have already seen that the belief in 
the preexistence of the Son is clearly found in Hermas 
and in Justin, and therefore, even supposing for the 
moment that we were indisposed to accept such a 



IJI 

belief as belonging to the earliest age, we should still 
have to allow that it was probably contemporary with, 
if not earlier than, the formation of the Apostles' Creed. 
The difficulties that have been shown (App. C.) to attach 
to the pursuit of the question as to the meaning of ut'or; 
in the New Testament as applied to the Lord will be 
remembered; and there need not be repeated here what 
is said there both as to the Incarnation of the Lord being 
the central thought of our religion, and as to the necessary 
difficulty of absolutely excluding any possible reference 
to the Sonship of the Son as Incarnate in passages where 
the word vio, occurs. 

The attitude of Marcellus of Ancyra1 must not be 
entirely passed over; though different views are maintained 
as to his sincerity and as to the ideas he held, or was 
supposed to hold, on this subject. He has been regarded 
as a trimmer on the one hand, while others have spoken 
of the "earnest zeal and high character of the man who 
for years stood side by side with Athanasius." As to his 
views, it is plain that he limited the title Son to the 
Incarnate Son; what he really meant by doing so is less 
clear. It may have been his way of denying the pre
existence of the Son altogether under any name or form 
of existence ; when he claimed that the title Logos was 
the correct designation of the Preincarnate, it may have 
been for the reason that to the Logos he allowed no 
personality at all, and therefore considered it the proper 
phrase to use, just because it carried no meaning of pre
existence. So he both refused the title Son and allowed 
the title Logos to the Preincarnate for the same reason, 
which was that he wished to deny His preexistence ; 

1 For various appreciations of Marcellus see Hasting's Dictionary, 
Vol. 4, p. 578, Gwatkin, 'Studies of Arianism,' pp. 75-83, Moberly, 

'Atonement and Personality,' pp. 208-2r5. 
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for to call Him Son before the human birth would have 
allowed Him already to be personally existing, while to call 
Him Logos did not, as it was, on this view, an impersonal 
title. Accordingly Marcellus has been thus criticised1: 

"The danger from Marcellus was not imaginary. As far as doctrine 
went, there was not much to choose between him and Arius.... . . . 
Instead of destroying Arianism by the roots, he returned to something 
very like the obsolete error of Sabellianism. In his doctrine the Son 
of God is a mere phenomenon of time ; and even the Logos is as 
external to the divine essence as the Arian Son...... Resting on the 
doctrine of the Logos like the apologists and Iren.:eus, Marcellus 
abandoned the eternal Sonship-the one solid conquest of the last 
generation, and brought back the whole question into the old 
indefiniteness from which a century of toil had hardly rescued it." 

Others have understood Marcellus more favourably and 
have considered that what he meant to do was not to deny 
the preexistence of the Son altogether, but only a pre
existence as Son. The Second Person in the Blessed 
Trinity was preexistent, but as Logos (implying a 
distinct personal existence) not as Son; the name Son, 
and the fact of Sonship belonging to the Incarnate and 
not to the Preincarnate. His aim was to answer the 
Arians who from the idea of Sonship argued the inferiorit,y 
of the Son, and maintained that He could not have been 
existent from all eternity. Marcellus meets their contention 
by removing the whole ground of the argument with a 
denial that in the Bible the term Son was applied at all 
to the Lord otherwise than as Incarnate, the apparent 
exceptions being capable of satisfactory explanation. On 
this side we may quote the concluding words of the 
article already referred ta1: 

"The assertion of Marcellus in regard to the biblical usage was 
really very much in the right direction, though-as is so often the 
case with the ancients, when they have got hold of a right principle 
in criticism or exegesis-it is rather too sweeping and unqualified. 

1 See the references given on the preceding page. 
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As compared with Marcellus and the modern revivers of his opinion, 
our own conclusion from the evidence passed in review would be, 
that while it 'is undoubtedly true that the biblical writers and the 
other early Christian writers before Justin start from the Incarnation 
and are thinking primarily of this, their thought does not necessarily 
end with it. It seems to point backwards into the dim past behind it. 
Certainly there is no sharp line of demarcation restricting the meaning 
of the title to the incarnate state and no other. The writers are so far 
from guarding themselves against any reference beyond the Incar
nation that they seem rather naturally to suggest it. The Son is so 
called primarily as incarnate. But that which is the essence of the 
Incarnation must needs be also larger than the Incarnation. It must 
needs have its roots in the eternity of Godhead." 




