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Arr. I—CHRIST'S KNOWLEDGE,

NY controversy that seems to derogate from the honour
A and glory of our Lord must excite thoughts that are
painful to any Christian mind. Of late a warm discussion has.
arisen concerning both the quality and the quantity of the
knowledge possessed by Jesus Christ in the days of His sojourn.
in the flesh. Some who have taken up the question, it may
be, are simply desirous of increasing in our minds a sense of
the perfect sympathy which Christ has for His people, by
bringing Him down more to the level of our weaknesses and
our wants, our mental trials and perplexities. Others, assuming
that He, as man, did not know more than those that sur-
rounded Him, would lead us to believe that His acquaintance:
with such subjects as science and criticism was limited by the
education He had received in the same way as others of the
same age, station, and locality, and, therefore, that Tis
sayings, which involve reference to such questions, are not
authoritative or necessarily exact—His infallibility comprised
only piety and morals, And some there are who seem as if
their object was to lower the Lord altogether to the standard
of ordinary humanity, by implying thatwhen He took on Him
our nature ‘“ He emptied Himself ” of Deity altogether, with all
the attributes, powers, and properties of Deity. He became
man in such a sense that He ceased to be God; or if they
would shrink from making this startling confession in plain
words, at all events, He ceased to retain any of the activities
of the Godhead. They were in suspense and quiescence.

The doctrine which has sprung up of late, both inside the
pale of the Church and among the various Christian com-
munities, appears to be the exact converse of the heresy of
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Eutyches, which was condemned at the General Council of
Chalcedon (o.D. 461). He held that the two natures of God

and man were united in our Lord, but afterwards the latter

was entirely absorbed by the former, so that there remained in

the glorified Christ only one nature—the Divine. The new

school appears to adopt & contrary error, and to teach that when -
“ the Word became flesh,” it was not the Deity that assumed

humanity, according to the Cathdlic faith, but humanity the

Deity, and, further, that the humanity absorbed the Deity,

and only the humanity remained; and this humanity was

subject to all the laws, the infirmities, and imperfections that

belong to the nature of mankind. It would follow, according

to this theory, that the perfect knowledge which is one of the

attributes of Deity was so laid aside, so voided, that it might

be compared to what any one of us might have known at one

time, but forgotten at another. This strange heresy, for it

deserves that name, is euphemized with a Flausible gloss that

this state of nescience or ignorance was voluntarily submitted

to and assumed at the Incarnation, in order that He might be

like to His brethren in all things.

Churchmen should possess a safeguard and a guide in their
perplexities in the Athanasian Creed. We are taught to believe
and confess that the Incarnate Lord is *“ perfect God and perfect
man,” yet He is “ not two, but one Christ.” And He is one, “not
by conversion of the Godhead into flesh, but by taking the man-
hood into God ”; and the unity resulting is not by confusion or
commingling of the substances which would make a third
substance, neither perfect God nor perfect man, but is a unity
of Person. Kach nature, the Divine and the human, had its
own properties, perfect and distinct, yet they were indissolubly
bound together in the Person of Christ. Now, knowledge is
an attribute of Deity and also an attribute of humanity—in the
one it is full, immediate, perfect, eternal, unchangeable, and
in the other, imperfect, dependent upon means, and capable of
advance and increase.

These thoughts will tend to show us on the very threshold
of our inquiry that before proceeding further a caution is
necessary. In reading much of the current literature on the
subject, there seems to be often a confusion in the use of the
word knowledge. Kmowledge with us means sometimes the
power or capacity of knowing—the abstract, active attribute—
and sometimes the things which are known, the concrete facts
that have been treasured in the mind. Itis commonly said
that knowledge belongs to the person, and not to the nature;
but a little explanation appears to be required here. Much
depends upon the sense in which the word is used. The
power or capacity of knowledge is a property which divells
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in all living creatures in a graduated scale, according to the
nature of the class to which the creature belongs. This
capacity varies in comprehensiveness with different kinds of
creatures : the natural capacity of an ox differs from that of
a horse, and both from that of a dog, and to this may also be
added the amount of faculty which most animals possess of
receiving training and acting in accordance with it. This
shows certainly a capacity of knowledge. Knowledge must,
therefore, In some degree belong to the nature, as it varies as
a faculty and endowment both in quality and quantity in
creatures of a different nature, and it is the nature that
imposes the distinction, and enlarges or limits its scope. This
power or capacity in man’s nature is a talent of a high order,
far-reaching in energy, effort, and extent. But, on the other
hand, knowledge, in the sense of things that are known,
belongs entirely to the individual, whatever grade it may
occupy in the scale of creation, as this is the result of the
application and use of the capacity—acquisition, education,
traluing, observation, and experience. The former is an en-
- dowment, & natural gift to all of the same species; the latter
is an accomplishment or attainment, which the individual of
the species has gained by the use and exercise of the faculty.
Our Lord, as man, had the human capacity of knowledge,
~and it may fairly be postulated that He had this property in
all its fulness, as much as human knowledge can perceive and
penetrate in its highest conditions.  But, further, our Lord,
being the very Wisdom and Word of God incarnate, remained
all that He was before His incarnation, in essence, in attributes,
and powers, otherwise He would have ceased to be Divine—to
be God ; hence perfect and eternal knowledge, being a Divine
attribute, was His in all its fulness. Perhaps we may suggest
a comparison between this question and that of the two willsin -
Christ which engaged the sixth General Council held at Con-
stantinople (4.D. 681). It was there decided against the Mono-
thelites that as in the Lord there were two perfect and distinct
natures, so there were two distinet wills, the Divine and the
human ; that these were never contrary to each other, but that
the human will follows the Divine, and is subject to it, and is
enlightened and aided by it. So it may be argued that, al-
though will and knowledge are very different attributes, in our
Lord there are two knowledges, the one properly pertaining to
the Divine, and the other to the human nature, that these are
never fused or mixed, but each operates in its own sphere;
but as the manhood is taken into God, so the attribute of
hl}man }mowledge is elevated, aided, and regulated by the
Divine in the mystery of the unity of the Person, as was
hecessary for the accomplishment of the work which the
o 2



172 Christ's Knowledge.

Father had given Him to do. The subject is, indeed, far
beyond the comprehension of man, and yet Scripture brings it
down to the level of our understanding in a very practical way,
by furnishing us with examples of the use made of His know-
ledge in the Person of our Lord. )

Tt occurred sometime since to the writer to collect out of the
Gospels the passages where the knowledge of the Lord is
distmetly referred to. For the sake of brevity it will be
sufficient for our argument to refer more esgema]ly to
those places where the word to know is found. By the
evidence thus furnished we shall be able in some degree
to form a conception of the mnature of the knowledge
possessed and exercised by our Lord Jesus Christ. It must
be observed that there are two verbs in (Greek which are
generally rendered in our tongue by one word, know ; but
they are considered to dlff'er n .thls respect, that one of them
(olda) signifies matwral, intwitiwe knowledge, and the other
(ywdorw) acquired knowledge. The former may well be
explained by “I know,” and the latter by I come to know.”
This distinction, however, does not appear to be universally
observed, as there are instances where the rule is not applic-
able (see, e.g., Luke xvi. 15 and John x. 15), In both these
places ywdorew is used in connection with God the Father;
and in the latter, the restricted meaning would hardly exhibit
the reciprocal knowledge which the Son has of the Father.
Much the same may be said of ver. 27; see also Matt. xi. 27,
where éruywdorew is found. Several exceptions also will be
seen 1n the following quotations.

The texts which refer to the Divine knowledge of our Lord
cldim the first attention. These are examples in which the
knowledge alleged could not have been possessed except in a
supernatural, a Divine manner :

Matt. ix. 2: “ And Jesus seeing (i8dv) their faith.”

Matt. ix. 4: “ And Jesus kmowing (I8éw, v. 1 €idds) their
thoughts.”

Matt. xvi. 8: “Which, when Jesus percewved ”  (yvois).
This seems to have been supernatural knowledge, as it refers
to the thoughts as well as the words of the disciples ; but as
Mark viii. 16 has rpds dAA4Aous, it may be ascribed to human
knowledge, on the ground that their thoughts were expressed
in conversation.

Matt. xxil. 8: “But Jesus perceived (yvous) their wicked-
ness.” '

Mark ii. 5: “ When Jesus saw (i8aw) their faith.”

Mark ii. 8: ¢ When Jesus perceived (émiyvovs) in His spirit.”
This verb signifies accurate knowledge, and the words ¢ in His
spirit >’ determine the supernatural character of the knowledge.
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Mark v. 30: “And Jesus immediately knowing in Himself”
(émiypods éy éavr). 'The same may be said as in the last
instance.—N.B. év éavrg is strictly personal. The knowledge
was personal and supernatural.

Mark xii. 15: “But He knowing (eids) their hypocrisy.”
The parallel in Matt, xxii. 18 (see above) is yrods.

Lu]{(e vi. 8: ““But He knew (06e:) their thoughts.”

Luke ix. 47 : “And Jesus perceiving (i8cv) the thoughts of
their heart.” : ,

Luke xx. 23: “ But He perceived (kaTavojoas) their crafti-
ness.” This word signifies complete perception. In Matthew
the parallel has qwods (see chap. xxii. 18, and Mark xii. 15,
€l8ws).

John i. 48 : “ Nathanael saith unto Him, Whence knowest
Thou (ywdoxres) me? Jesus answered and said unto him,
Before that Philip called thee, when thou wast under the
fig-tree, I saaw (ei8ov) thee.”

John ii. 24, 25: “ But Jesus did not commit Himself unto
them, because He knew all men, and needed not that any
should testify of man, for He knew what was in man.” In
both places the verb ywdorew is used. The sense clearly
demands that the knowledge should be regarded as intuitive,
and not acquired.

John iii. 11: “* Verily, verily, I say unto thee, we speak that
we do know (0l8auev), and testify that we have seen.”

John.v. 6 : “ When Jesus saw him lie, and knew (yvois) that
he had been now a long time in that case.” The sense here
must be supernatural, for no one had told the Lord the
particulars of this man’s suffering.

John v, 42: “But I know (¥yvwwxa) you, that ye have not
the love of God in you” Here, again, the knowledge must
have been Divine, for God alone searcheth the hearts.

John vi. 15: ““ When Jesus therefore perceived (yvobs) that
they would come and take Him by force,” etc. This might be
Divine or human knowledge, but it seems most probably the
former,

_John vi. 61: “When Jesus knew in Himself” (eldds év
€avrg). This is strictly personal and Divine knowledge.

John vi, 64: “For Jesus knew (#8e:) from the beginning
%ho they were that believed not, and who should betray

lm.”

John vii. 15, 16: “ And the Jews marvelled, saying, How
knoweth (o18¢) this man letters, having never learned ?  Jesus
answered them and said, My doctrine is not Mine, but His
that sent Me.”

John vii. 29: “But I know (028a) Him, for T am from Him,
and He sent Me.”
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John viil. 14: “For I know (018a) whence I came and
whither I go.”

John viil. 55 : “I know (cl8a) Him (God).”

John x. 15: ““ As the Father knoweth (ywwore) Me, and I
krow (ywdokw) the Father” This must be Divine know-
ledge. The verb cannot be used in its radical sense.

ohn xiii. 8: “Jesus knowing (el8ds) that the Father had
given all things into His hands.”

John xiii, 18: “I know (0?8a) whom T chose.”

John xvi. 30: “ Now are we sure that Thou knowest (oidas)
all things.”

John xvii. 25: “O righteous Father, the world hath not
Ienown (¥yvw) Thee, but I have known (&yvwr) Thee, and
these have known (¥yvocav) that Thou hast sent Me.” The
same verb is used here with reference to the world, and to the
disciples, and to our Lord. In the two first it must point to
human knowledge, but in the case of the Lord it could not be
meant that He had come to know the Father. Both verbs are
used to signify Christ’s supernatural knowledge (see above,
chaps. viil, 14, and x. 15). It would seem to be used here to
bring out both the comparison and the contrast between Him-
self and others.

John xviil. 4: “Jesus therefore knowing (el8ds) all things
that should come upon Him.” Here is a clear knowledge of
futurity.

These passages containing verbs which specify knowledge
are sufficient to show the absolute and perfect knowledge
which was possessed by our Lord. We have restricted our-
selves to the occurrences of these verbs, but every reader will
remermnber how many examples are given in the Gospels of abso-
lute and perfect knowledge displayed by our Lord, such as the
history of the Samaritaness, His perception of the touch upon
the fringe of His garment, the stater in the mouth of the fish,
the exact description beforehand of His own persecutions and
sufferings at Jerusalem, the signs of the destruction of that city,
the place of preparation of the Passover, the ever-living memory
of the act of anointing His feet, the denial of Peter, and the
treacheryof Judas. These and numberless other exampleswhich
will occur to the reader’s mind corroborate the testimony of the
texts that definitely declare the perfection and divinity of our
Lord’s knowledge. Neither can the knowledge possessed by
our Lord be compared, much less identified, with that which
llumined the prophets, as some have recently argued,
because the knowledge of the Lord, as being one with the
Father, comprehends and unfolds the eternal past as well as
the proximate and eternal future; and further, the Lord
claims this knowledge as His own proper prerogative, whereas
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the prophets declare that their knowledge was derived from
the revelation and inspiration of God—a borrowed light, a gift
received.

In searching for passages that refer to the human know-
ledge in our Lord, as contrasted with and distinct from the
Divine, it is surprising that so few are to be found, we might
almost say none, containing the verbs which definitely signify
to know, though one or two cases may be doubtful; but
there are other passages which are claimed as belonging to
the category of human knowledge, such as those that relate to
our Loxd’s inquiry for information, or His receiving intelligence
of certain facts, e.g., Matt. iv. 12: “ When Jesus had heard
that John was cast into prison” (see the same in ix. 12;
xiv. 18). Again in Mark ix. 33 : “ He asked them, What was it
that ye disputed among yourselves by the way #”

Luke vii1, 80: “ And Jesus asked him, What is thy name ?”

Luke viil. 45 : “ And Jesus said, Who touched me 7’

John vi. 5, 6: “He saith unto Philip, Whence shall we buy
bread that these may eat?’ This looks at first like an
ordinary inquiry based upon ignorance and desiring informa-
tion, but the context sets this aside: “ And this He said to
prove Him, for He Himself knew (%8e) what He would do.”

John xi. 17: “ Then when Jesus came, He found (edpev)

“that he had lain in the grave four days already.”

John xi. 34 : ¢ Where have ye laid him ?”

None of these passages contain either of the verbs to know,
and all these passages, and others like them, have really little
or nothing to U{Jo with the question, as such expressions are only
used in the ordinary course of conversation or narrative, and
imply nothing more than intercommunication, as may be seen
by similar expressions in the Old Testament, where no doubt
can exist as to the meaning—eg.: ¢ Where art thou ?”
(Gen. iii. 9) ; «T will go down and sezc whether they have done,
ete.” (xvill. 21); “ Because the Lord hath fieard that I was
hated” (xxix. 33); and in the frequent expression that God
hears prayer, though He knows our necessities hefore we
ask Him.,

One or two places may be doubtful, as John vi. 15 : *“ When
Jesus therefore perceived (ywovs) that they would come and
take Him by force and make Him king.” This may be attri-
buted to Divine knowledge of the purpose of the throng, or it
may be a natural and merely human conclusion from the
excited appearance of the multitude.

One feature in this body of texts is certainly noticeable, that
all the passages, except one or two of doubtful application,
which contain the definite words for knowledge, set forth the
knowledge of Christ as absolute, infallible, and exact—in one
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word, Divine. Indeed, from the passages which speak cate-
gorically of Christ’s knowledge, we should not gather the exist-
ence of a lower or limited knowledge atall ; if such existed,
acting independently,it must be sought for elsewhere. Hence
from this inquiry thus far the only conclusion we can arrive at
is that, as the manhood was taken into God, the human know-
ledge was so united with the Divine in the Person of Christ,
though without mixture or confusion, that they were never used
apart, and thus the knowledge which He possessed and
exercised was full and perfect, and His authority, therefore, on
all points final, infallible, and indisputable.

But although the texts which contain reference to the
human knowfedge, under the form of the verbs to Znow,
are so few and fractional, or even undiscoverable, apart from
the Divine knowledge, there are two C%JELssages in the Gospels
which have been produced and pressed with no inconsiderable
amount of zeal, as furnishing proof positive of limitation in
the knowledge of our Lord when on earth. The first of these
is Luke 1i. 52: ¢ And Jesus iIncreased in wisdom and stature,
and in favour (or grace) with God and man” We have no
desire to evade the force of this or any other testimony of
Holy Writ; but it is a matter of importance to ascertain what
was the intention of the writer, or, in other words, what is the
truth. In order to get at the real meaning, we must consider
the whole passage. The statement that Jesus was advancing
(mpoérorrre) in wisdom creates the difficulty. We must there-
fore compare this with the other words with which it stands
connected. ‘ Jesus was advancing,” we are told, ‘“in stature”
(or age). This was a fact that was visible to the eyes of all
around Him. And He was advancing in favour with men;
this was the impression made upon the minds of His friends
and neighbours. Both these are parallel with each other, and
both clearly refer to the evidence before the eyes of men.
Now, the “favour or grace with God ” was the cause of the
favour with men, and this stands parallel with wisdom, an
abstract and invisible attribute, which can only be made in-
telligible to us by its results. Thus it would appear that by
the advance in wisdom we are to understand that, as Jesus
developed in His physical frame before the eyes of men, so to
their appreciation, in His mental powers He appeared to grow
in wisdom as He gave evidence of His abilities. All is spoken
in a general way, as an ordinary observer would express his
impressions as he witnessed the remarkable youth growing u
as a pattern of intelligence and piety. It may be observeg
that many writers of late, when quoting this passage, confound
wisdom with knowledge, whereas the words are different both
in form and meaning. That the above must have been the
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intention of the Evangelist or of the Virgin Mary, to whom
this portion of St. Luke’s Gospel has been attributed, seems
clear from a passage which stands in close connection with
this verse. In ver. 47 we find the great teachers of the day
« gstonished at His understanding and answers.,” This en-
tirely refutes, as all must admit, the limitation theory that
Jesus knew only what could be gathered from His own sur-
roundings, and that His knowledge was not above the ordinary
level of a Galilean peasant, as it appears it surpassed that of
the most learned Rabbis of Jerusalem when He was only twelve
years of age. And that without having received the special
training of their schools. On the other hand, is not the presence
of supernatural knowledge here recognisable ? and do we not
find here an answer to the question which was afterwards
raised by His neighbours, who knew what His education was
and what it was not, “ How knoweth this man letters, having
never learned ?” (John vii. 15). Further, it is to be noted that
the text tells us that ¢ Jesus was advancing in favour (or
grace) with God.” * Grace with God ” ““and wisdom ” are, as
we have seen, in parallel connection with each other; but how
could Jesus really increase in God’s favour 2 How could the
Father love or regard His Son more at one time than at
another? The thought is Impossible. But it is easy to
conceive that as the fruits of God’s grace and wisdom were
ever increasingly manifested, as the time for His entering on
His public career drew nearer, all men recognised and bore
witness to the preparation that was being made to effect the
tedemption of the world.

The second passage is Mark xiii. 82: “ But of that day and
hour knoweth no man—no, not the angels which are in heaven,
neither the Son, but the Father.” This is the passage which
1s most tenaciously held to prove the limited nature of the
Lord’s knowledge. When a text seems to any extent to be
at variance with the rest of Scripture testimony, it demands
the most careful investigation to see if the apparent meaning
1s really the true one. A doctrine which depends on a solitary
text has always excited some hesitation. In this case the
context must be carefully and candidly examined, and then
search must be made to discover some parallel passage which
may throw light upon the difficulty. The first thing that
strikes us in the context, going back to the beginning of the
chapter, is that our Lord cerfainly did possess and exercise
on this occasion supernatural knowledge, and that of a most
minute and accurate kind, when He predicted to His disciples
that not one stone should be left upon another of all that

orgeous temple that reared its glovies before their gaze.
Moreover, when they asked Him what would be the sign when
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all these things should be fulfilled, He informed them of a
series of events concerning themselves, the Jewish people,
the temple, the city, the setting-up of the abomination, the
captivity, the banishment—matters many of which have all
become history long ago. But to the question when the last
things should be, our present passage was intended to be the
reply. Now, if this is pressed by some to prove that Christ
had only human knowledge, and that of a limited character,
it is equally open to others to press the} Proof He gave of
Divine knowledge in the preceding predictions, and to urge
the reminder that one part of Scripture is not to be inter-
preted contrary to another. There must be a mode of recon-
ciliation even in this place. Could any one of the disciples
who asked the question have furnished such an answer as
Jesus did? If not, why not? The only rejoinder possible
is that the Lord possessed what they did not, a knowledge
far above the reach of man. The discourse certainly contains
an argument as valid for one as it does for the other. In the
next place, we must prosecute a search for a passage which
shall supply a similar statement. It is granted by most of
the advocates of the limitation theory that after His resur-
rection the Lord resumed His attributes, which, they say, He
had laid aside; but in Acts i. 6, 7, we find the Apostles coming
to our Lord with practically the same question, for the mani-
festation of the kingdom and the second advent are contem-
poraneous events: ‘‘Lord, wilt Thou at this time restore
again the kingdom to Israel? And He said unto them, It is
not for you to know the times or the seasons, which the Father
hath put in His own power.” It is to be remembered that
Christ was now risen from the dead, and about to ascend into
heaven. Any limitations to which he had been subjected
were now removed, and yet His testimony on this point is
precisely the same: “The Father put it in His own proper
authority "—év 75 iSig éovoig. Further, in this passage there
1s a special emphasis of position given to the words rendered
“It is not for you,” Ody dudv édori, at the beginning of the
sentence which discloses the purpose of the secrecy. “It
would not be good for you, or for mankind in any generation,
to know the period of the Lord’s veturn. Such knowledge
would have the effect of curtailing, or even of cancelling, the
duties of watchfulness and prayer” Comparing the two
passages, both as to the times when and the terms in which
they were uttered, the meaning of the former one can be no
other than that which has been most widely adopted by the
Catholic Church, that the secret of the exact date of the
winding-up of God’s dealings with men has not been entrusted
to any ministering angel to disclose, nor even was the Son,
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either in the depths of humiliation or on the summit of
exaltation, commissioned to reveal this mystery. Our Lord
has told us on other oceasions that the words which e spoke
were the words which the Father had given Him to speak;
and this one word, the date of His descent in glory, was, in
the deep mystery of the union of Deity and humanity in the
Person of Christ, not given Him to utter or make known.
A distant comparison may be made between this and the case
of St. Paul, who in his rapture heard and knew unspeakable
words, and adds, “which 1t is not lawful for a man to utter”
(2 Cor. xil. 4).

This interpretation satisfies all demands; it removes diffi-
culties, does not set one passage of Scripture against another,
but yields a sense harmonious throughout; for inasmuch as
Christ was perfect God, and His Person was Divine, in His
personal knowledge He must of necessity have known the
day and the hour, the exact particulars of which He had
already disclosed and defined, and so given proof of His
omniscience ; but in His office of Teacher it was not in His
function to make known that which the Father had not
entered in the code of revelation which it was His purpose
to consign to mankind.

There is a passage in St. Paul’s Epistle to the Philippians (ch.
il 7) to which teachers of the limitation-school always have
recourse: ‘‘ He emptied Himself’— Eavrov éeévoce. It is
astonishing to see how some people are satisfied the moment
that a text is quoted. It does not seem to occur to some minds
to ask here, “%mptied Himself ”” of what? Is it of the Divine
essence, or powers, or attributes, or of what? The passage is
perfect in its enunciations, hence the answer is ready. What

oes it say that Christ originally had? He subsisted wn the
Jorm (uopdr) of God. What was it He assumed? The form
(wopen) of servamt, by becoming im the likeness of men. What
was it, then, of which Christ divested Himself? It was the
form of God. Now, popgsf (form) is the recognisable side of
essential or intrinsic reality—that which makes it knowable
tous. Tt must,therefors, be the external and intelligible tokens
of the Deity of which the Lord divested Himself. The essence
of Deity He could not lay aside, as this was His own very
Self and Personality, the core and centre of His Being. Such
an nterpretation as severing Himself from Deity, though
only for'a time, involves a patent impossibility which would
neﬁ&tlve_the whole testimony of Scripture on this doctrine,
and nullify the Incarnation, as the Nestorians of old did, and
set aside the work of redemption altogether. Neither could
1t be the Divine attributes or operations, as these were the
necessary concomitants of Deity, which were manifested
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throughout His earthly career. Neither could it affect the
Divine knowledge, as Deity without omniscience would be
no longer Deity. Further, without perfect knowledge how
could He be a Teacher sent from God? how could He reveal
the Father, and how be the Light of the world? Hence the
only conclusion is that the “self-emptying” must refer to
that which concerns the form, the recognisable and intelligible
tokens of Deity. He unrobed Himself of the ¢nsignia of
the Godhead, such as the glory which He had with the
Father before the world was; the equipments of the Deity,
which if exhibited would have compelled submission and
belief, and rvendered humiliation and death impossible; but
the intrinsic and eternal qualities of Deity, with all the powers
and attributes, knowledge included, remained unchanged and
unchangeable, for “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, to-day,
and for ever” (Heb. xiii. 8), “in whom are hid all the trea-
sures of wisdom and knowledge” (Col. ii. 3).

It is to be feared that on some lips the “truly human life
seems to mean a truly human life minus the Divine life; but
the creed of the Church has ever taught us to believe in the
“truly human life” plus the Divine life and all that appertains
thereto. F. TiLyey Basserr.

Dulverton Vicarage, October 28, 1891,

)
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Arr. II—THE CHURCH AND SOCIAL QUESTIONS,

HE discussions and disputes in connection with labour
questions during the }a.st two or three years have ex-
tended far beyond the limits of the trades and communities
more directly affected by them. There is, therefore, no impro-
priety, but rather the contrary, in the Church collectively and
the clergy interesting themselves to some extent at least in the
issues raised. Whilst I distinctly deprecate the clergy doing
anything to lay themselves open to the imputation of being
political partisans, I neverthe%ess see no reason why, in due
and moderate measure, and on suitable occasions, they should
not consider themselves, and invite their flocks to consider,
some of the political and social problems of the day. I do not
wish to be misunderstood herein, and therefore had hetter
préeiser, as a Frenchman would say, just what I mean and
~what I do not mean. I do not mean that they should indulge
in advice, scolding_, and denunciations from the “altar,” such
as are in vogue with the Romish priests in Ireland ; nor do I
mean that the clergy, under the pretence of preaching sermons,
should indqlge in Pulplb deliverances in the nature of Contem-
porary Review articles, as do some of the Broad Church clergy.




