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AbRtract of the Thesis 

On going up to Oxford in 1846, Liddon came under the 

influence of Pu~ey and formed a lifelong devotion to him. 

Liddon gained an early reputation as a preacher and an analy~is 

of his sermons suggests the particularly determined character 

of his apology for Catholic Cbristo10gy. Alarmed by current 

theological developments, he used his Bampton Lectures to 

refute the new Socinianism, and hi~ appointment as Canon of 

St. Paul's in 1870 provided occasions for a more popular 

influence. His work constitutes, therefore, the exemplar of 

later Tractarian orthodo~ and of what was thought useful to 

reaSRure believers amidst growing ~cepticism. That the 

theologian whom Liddon had proposed to continue his work of 

opposing 'rationalism' ~hou1d have seemed to Liddon to have so 

signally departed from that orthodo~ is thus a matter of some 

interest. 

Gore certainly seemed to Liddon and others to belong 

within the same High Church tradition. Liddon secured his 

appointment as first Principal Librarian of Pusey House. Only 

by a careful reading of Gore's larger theological work can 

we come to assess how far Liddon was justified in seeing a betr~al 

of Pu~eyism in Gore's contribution to Lux Mundi. Gore used the 

Bampton Lectureship to clarify his position and to develop 

an imaginative restatement of it and any subsequent assessment 

of his concept of orthodoxy must take these and later writings" 

into account. 

Prom the examination of the Christo1ogica1 apologetics 

of Liddon and Gore, it is possible to open upon the large 

questions of the relation of scientific, historicist culture to 

the doctrinal structures of Catho1io Christianity. The 

elucidation of the differences between Liddon and Gore, Which 

have been both exaggerated and underestimated, m~, therefore, 

be expected to exhibit not on~ the pecularities of their 

theologies, but also the difficulties inherent in ~ attempt 

at Catho1io apologetics. 
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Chapter One - Introduction 

Dean Cupitt describes Liddon's Bampton Lectures as 'the last really' 

able defence of a fully orthodox doctrine of Christ in Britain.' But he 

follows this by s~ing, 'The leader of the next generation, Charles Gore 

(1853-1932) found himself unable to continue the tradition.,1 Cupitt 

continues : 

Somewhere between Liddon and Gore a view of Christ which took shape 

in the fourth and fifth centuries began to collapse; and to 

collapse, not just in the minds of rationalist critics, but in the 

minds of the leading Churchmen of the day.2 

That he should link Liddon end Gore at all seems to me significant. 

It implies some common bond between them, something which would have 

ensured close continuity of thought between the two men had not other 

factors intervened. But they did intervene and the line of tradition 

was broken. 

Desmond Bowen suggests something similar, but without the explan-

ation that external fectors were responsible for the break, when he says 

that Liddon, along with Denison, looked upon Pusey as 'The great champion 

of orthodoxY and represented his school of thought in 1889 - a 

theological position which was abandoned by Gore and his companions.,3 

The aim of this study will be to examine the work of Liddon and Gore 

and to enquire whether such judgments as these about their relationship 

are true. Did Gore depart so radically from the tradition handed on to 

him through Liddon or was the real situation more subtle and complex than 

these bald statements indicate? Has the rift been exaggerated end over-

simplified? Were the differences between them greater than the similar-

ities? 

I shall begin with a brief biographical sketch to introduce each 

man. 

On the Sundq following his death in September 1890, his friend, 

Henr,y Scott Bolland, preaching in St. Paul's Cathedral, said of Liddon: 

~ Cupi tt, D., The MYth of God Incarnate, p. 134 
ibid. p. 137 

3 Bowen, D., The Idea of the Victorian Church, p. 183 

.! 
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••••• he has bequeathed to us the solace and the succour of some 

imperishable memories - memories that you and I shall carry with 

us to our dying days, 'lmeffaced by all that the coming years may 

bring us. 

He spoke of the two maj or spheres of Liddon' s influence and dealt firs t 

with Liddon in his 'lmiversity setting: 

To some here, it will be perhaps some memor,y of St. Mary's, Oxford, 

crowded with the black mass of gowned men, thick packed in gallery 

and on floor, the out burst of organ and of hymn, the quick passage 

of the preacher up the pulpi t steps, the low Bidding Prayer wi th 

its delicate articulation, and then across our life, our young life, 

giddy with light gaieties, glittering and bubbling with all the 

fleet goes ips of the changing hours, we s hall for ever remember 

how there shot the voice, alive with passionate insistence, that 

told of the Eternal things that can never fade away! 

Then he turned to the metropolitan preacher and to Liddon as a Canon 

of St. Paul's: 

To others - to mos t who are here, - it will be the memor,y of the 

motionless crowd of upturned faces in this great house of God, as 

the yellow lights flickered and shone through the illuminated haze 

of some heavy December afternoon, while all the walls were yet 

tremulous with the lingering music of the Service. And they will 

never forget how up and up there rose, higher and higher, filling 

all the mis~ hollow of the Dome, the piercing tones of that most 

beautiful of all voices, as with kindling figure and flashing eye, 

he "reasoned of Righteousness and of Temperance and of Judgment to 

come" 1 • 
Such a description is not to be dismissed as the conventional 

l:tYPerbole of a memorial oration from a devoted friend. Its accuracy is 
I 

borne out b7 what Liddon achieved and bY' the testimoll1' of others who 

could claim no such personal closeness. 

1 Johns ton, J. O. , Life and Letters of Henry Pam Liddon, 
PP. 389-90. Hereinafter referred to as Johnston. 
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St. Paul's in 1870, when Liddon accepted a Canonry, was 'a 

magnificent architectural monument, waiting, in a dignified renown, for 

the discover.r of its activities. Its main bulk 183' practically idle, 

except for special occasions, such as the Fes tiva1 of the Charity 

Children, or on great public functions, such as the burial of a hero. 

J t all other times, over the length and breadth of its large area, cold, 

naked and lmoccupied, mooning sightseers roamed at large. Its Daily 

Services had always been hidden away in the Choir, behind the thick 

organ screen against which Wren had so vehemently protested. There, 

in seclusion, a ti~ body' of cultivated musicians sang to a sprinkled 

remnant of worshippers ••••• An eloquent preacher could, of course, 

make a difference at St. Paul's, as well as elsewhere, $Dd no one would 

wish to forget the stir caused by the beauty and nobility of sermons 

like Henry Melville's. For him the small space of the ChOir, which 

alone could be used, would be thronged. But any such momentar,r stir 

came and went with the preacher. It had no relation to the Cathedral 

as such; it had no bearing upon its corporate worship, nor did it 

affect its ordinary existence, except for the one afternoon Service on 

. 1 
Sundays, when this or that preacher was in residence.' 

But Liddon made a dif~erence to St. Paul's which was more than a 

'momentar,r stir'. His preaching 'carried the ordinar,r Sunday service 

out of the choir into the dome,2 for the Simple, but good, reason that 

the crowds came to hear him. 

He could manage a similar impact in Oxford even when he was 

delivering a lengt~ academic sermon. E.A. Knox recalls the impression 

which Liddon made upon him as an undergraduate: 

The morning sermon was usually preached by someone conspicuous 

in the University, such as Dr. Pusey, or one of the great preachers 

of the day, an Archbishop, Bishop, or other Church dignitary. or 
such discourses the most memorable in TIrI' time were Liddon's Bampton 

~ Mar,y C. Church (Ed), Life and Letters of Dean Church, PP. 208-9 
~. p.215 
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Lectures on the Divinity of our Lord, when St. Mary's was crowded 

for each of the eight lectures from gallery to floor, wherever 

standing room could be found, and that for a whole hour or hour and 

a quarter. 

Liddon's personality - resembling }~tine in ft~ Scheffer's 

ftugustine and Monica - his silver,y voice - his forceful gestures 

all added to the eloquence of his speech and gave to his arguments 

their full weight and perhaps a little more.1 

By common consent, Liddon was one of the greatest Anglican preachers 

of the nineteenth century. His sermons may not be as easily read as 

those of Newman or Robertson but they are models of ordered construction 

and lucid expression. More than that, they are powerful expositions of 

Catholic faith dealing with great themes. This popular preacher was no 

intellectual lightweight. With careful scholarship and wide erudition, 

he expounded the doctrines of the creeds. In the process, both a 

skilful communicator and a serious theologian were revealed. 

It is true that Knox, with hindsight, -wonders how far the 

presentation and personality of the preacher made the arguments of the 

Bampton Lectures, Liddon's major work, seem more persuasive than they 

really were. He thinks that Liddon • too easily took for granted the 

- 2 
his torici ty of the Gospel narratives.' But a man whose work did not 

give rise to some questions sixty years later would be remarkable 

indeed. What is impressive about Liddon is the fact that assessments 

of his Bemptons show such unanimity. Cupitt's comment was noted above. 

To that may be added the statement of Horton Davies that 'The best 

Victorian re-statement of the orthodox two-natures Christolog was 

Liddon's Bampton Lectures of 1866. ,3 

1 Knox, E.A., Reminiscences of an Octogenarian, PP. 71-2 
Cf. Russell, G.W.E., Leaders of the Church 1800-1900 

Dr. Liddon, p. 24 2 
3 ibid. p. 72 

DaVies, Horton, Worship and TheolW in England. From Newman 
to Martineau 1850-1900, P. 196 
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But as well as e~pounding doctrine, they.elso defended it. Dr. Owen 

Chadwick has described them BS not only 'the finest Bampton lectures 

of the century' but also 'the best defence of conservative Victorian 

religion. ' He adds, "Edi tion after edi tion showed how the public 

valued these lectures as the most cogent defence of traditional be1iefs.,1 

This assessment is confirmed by S.C, Carpenter who says of Liddon, 

'In his Bampton Lectures on the Divinity of our Lord (1867) he used 

every argument that a consecrated intellect could suggest, which 

eloquence could clothe in language of commanding power, to restate the 

full orthodox belief. He claimed too much. He used evidence that was 

too slight to bear the weight attached to it, and his object was to 

prove thBt our Lord acted, spoke, and thought of Himself as the Christ 

of subsequent orthodox theology. And it is the book all through rather 

of the advocate than of the judge. Yet never was there a more eager. 

more eloquent, more devoted pleading by a gifted disciple for belief in 

2 the divine majesty of the Redeemer.' 

Elsewhere he seys, 'Liddon's Bampton Lectures on the Divinity of 

our Lord were genuinely learned.,3 },S a theologian, Carpenter places 

Liddon in high company. Speaking of the threat of materialism and 

scepticism to the Christian faith, he says, 'As t~e attack became more 

specialised and fiercer, and developed into a confident rejection of 

Christianity, the Christian theologians, Maurice, Westcott, Hort, Liddon, 

in their several w~, with more help given on the wing of the battle 

than mos t of them at the time suspected, by the Broad Churchmen, 

Jowett and Stanley, and by the amateur lay theologians, Matt~w 

~rnold, Tennyson end Browning, restored the figure of Christ to the centre 

of the picture. When they had done their work it was not possible to pess 

Him by. ,4 

1 Chadwick, 0., The Victorian Church, Part II, p. 75 
~ Carpenter, S.C., Church and People. 1789-1889, p. 512 
4 ibid. p. 143 

Carpenter, S,C., Church and People. 1789-1889, PP. 534-5 
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Within the English Church of the late nineteenth century, Liddon 

was a major figure. Delicate in health, and, despite pressure from 

men like Gladstone, almost always refusing preferment, he exerted 

considerable influence and was the most accessible spokesman of a 

particular tradition and churchmanship. 

Liddon articulated and defended the thought of later 

Tractarianism, amidst all the challenges of the Victorian age, in a 

manner unparalleled by ~ other preacher. In an article in the 

Theological Review, C. Kegan Paul wrote: 

What Newman was to the men of his time in his Un Iv ers 1 ty, that is 

1 !1r. Liddon to those of the present. 

It was an assess~ent about which Liddon himself felt some 

embarrassment. He wrote to protest at such an identification but 

Kegan Paul replied: 

I have been several times in Oxford lately, and from under-

graduates and dons I hear the same story. You are looked on as 

practically the great influence in the reaction against 

Liberalism which is so marked jus t now in Oxford. This I hear 

from Liberals and High Churchmen alike, and leading men on the 

Liberal side consider you their most dangerous opponent. I 

only mention this to show that I have not, as I think, 

exaggerated your influence.2 

In his day, Liddon was clearly recognised as a man of genuine 

stature. His work demands closer examination than has usually been 

accorded to it. 

Henry Liddon was born on Jugust 20th, 1829, into an evangelical 

family in North Stonham, Hampshire. His father, Matthew, was a captain 

in the Royal Navy. His mother, Ann, end his aunt, Louisa, who was also 

his godmother and his father's sister, both devout evangelicals, saw to 

it that Henry had a sound s tart in the faith and influenced him 

1 Theological Review XIX (1867), 589, quoted by Bowen, D., 
The Idea of the Victorian Church, P. 191 

2 Jolmston, PP. 80-1 
• 
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profotmdly throughout the first half of his life. His mother died in 

1849. His biographer records: 

Many years afterwards he notes in his diary on the anniversary of 

her death, "My dear mother's death seventeen years 'ago. Requiescat 

in pace, dulcis anima: How often do I think of her words during 

the last Oxford vacation that I spent with her! - "You mcq become 

a great scholar, but will you become a true Christian?t,1 

Louisa Liddon died in 1859. Liddon wrote of her to John Keble: 

To me she had given all that is best worth having. 2 

One fruit of the influence of the two ladies was that at the age 

of fourteen he was already wri ting s ermona with an Evangelical flavour 

wi th such titles as 'Reading the Scriptures', 'The Danger of 

Procrastination', and 'Preperation for Judgment. ,3 Traces of these 

early Evangelical influences remained with him all through his life. 

For instance, compared with sOlDe of his Tractarian contemporaries, 

he had a strong Biblical emphasis. 4 There wes also a pronounced anti-

Roman streak in him. 

Liddon went up to Christ Church, Oxford, in 1846. Already he was 

a very serious young man but W2S beginning to display the chaxm which 

a,ttracted so many to him in his adult years. . There he came tmder 

TrBctarian influence quickly. Soon after arrival, he made the 

acC!uaint2.nce of Pusey and began frequent visits to his house. By this 

time the Oxford Movement was past its height. Newman had gone to Rome 

and public opinion had tlmled agains t the Cetholic revival. Liddon 

himself says: 

tt no time in his life was Pusey so largely cut off from hUlD8J1 

sympat~ as during the ten years which followed Newman's secession. 

During this time he was an object of widespread, deep, fierce 

~ Johnston, P. 11 
3 ibid. P. 41 
4 ibid. p. 5 

Cf. A Clergyman of the Church of England, 
An Examination of Canon Liddon's Bampton Lect1lrea (1871) 
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suspicion. 

As evidence, Liddon cites the fact that: 

Some Heads of Houses would not speak to him when they met him in 

the street, 

Liddon regrets that: 

Not a few of the younger and more brilliant minds, shocked by 

Newman's secession, yet unprepared to follow him, were already 

drifting away, under the stress of an unbalanced logic, towards 

this or that form of infidelit.1. His intercourse with junior 

members of the University was more restricted than in former 

years; acquaintance with him was regarded by the governing 

authorities in the University as a reason for viewing those who 

enjoyed it with suspicion, or as at heart possible converts to the 

1 Church of Rome, 

Clearly it cost Liddon something to enjoy the friendship of 

Pusey and to belong to the Catholic movement, Unfortunately he does 

not refer directlY to the manner of his meeting with Pusey nor explain 

how or by what quality he was so strongly attracted. But there is no 

doubt that he became firmly committed to Puseyism and it resulted in a 

measure of alienation from his family. 

Li(ldon was ordained deacon in 1852 •. For a very short time be 

served as curate under W.J. Butler in Wantage, where his reputation 88 

a preacher was immediately established, but his health rapidly proved 

too delicate for the rigours of parish work. J·fter only' two montbl he 

had to leave, and a further brief trial in the perish of Finedon in 

Northamptonshire was ell he was to know of the work of a parish priest~ 

Ordained priest in December 1853, he became Vice-principal of Cuddesdon 

Theological College the following year, 

His enthmiasm for ritual, though by no meeDS 88 pronounced 88 

SOlDe of his successors in the Catholic movement, necessitated his 

resignation in 1859 and, after a period of great uncertainV' 88 to what-

1 
Liddon, B.P" Life of E.~. Pusey, D.D., vol. iii p. 137-8 



- 9 -

he should do, he became Vice-principal of St. Edmund Hall. Here he 

became more widel1 known for his preaching but his poor health again 

forced his wi thdrawal in 1862. He went in to rooms in Chris t Church 

end once again became strongly associated with Pusey. Together they 

planned to write a Bible commentary, partly to meet what both saw as 

the negative criticism of the day and partlY to deal with Evangelical 

criticism of Tractarianism. It was a project about which Pusey was 

rather more enthusiastic than Liddon end, in fact, it was never 

completed. But, during the next eight years, Liddon read widelY and 

his concern to combat Rationalism, Germanism and Liberalism deepened. 

In 1870 Gladstone offered him a Canonry of St. Paul's. Pusey 

and others were anxious to keep him in Oxford and were keen that he 

should become Ireland Professor of Exegesis. In the event Liddon 

managed to do both, arranging his times of residence in London to fit 

in as far as possible with University vacations. Consequently m8.lV 

of his published sermons are concerned with the great Christian 

festivals of Advent, ChriStmas, Passiontide and Easter. His dual role 

continued for twelve years until he resigned his Oxford chair in order 
-

to have the time to write his massive biograplv' of Pusey. 

His publications were m8JIY; mostl1 volumes of sermons but e1so 

commentaries on the Epistle to the Romans.and the Pastoral Epistles, 

his bj.ograp~ of Pusey and, most important of all, his 13ampton Lectures 

on 'The Divinity of Our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ.' 

His career was free from the burdens of higher ecc1esias tical 

office and continued in the same even manner over a long period. His 

association with ~ford lasted for forty four years and with St. Peul's 

for twenty. :But his infiuence was enormous. 

He died quietly on Tuesday, September 9th, 1890, at Weston-auper­

Mare. The fatal bout of illness had begun in Oxford that summer. His 

biographer records: 

On July 3, although feeling very ill, he went to Highclere for the . 

fmeralof Lord Carnarvon, and on17 managed to set back trom Oxford 
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wi th the greatest difficulty. He had to put himself at once into 

the hands of Sir Henry lcland; and, in spite of all remedies, for 

a fortnight he suffered such intense pain from acute neuralgia in 

the neck that he could only call it "agont' and "unspeakable' 

distress." "If it should please God that I should ever again 

preach at St. Peul's," he said one day, when speaking of that pain, 

"I shall try to tell them what life would be like without God." 

Johnston continues: 

He could see very few people. When he was first taken ill, he used 

every day to ask one of those who was allowed to see him if he had 

been to Pusey House; and, if he had been there, he would add, "Ind 

did you see Gore? How was he?" One day, when he asked that 

question as usual, he was asked, "Shall I ask Gore to come and 

see you?" "No, dear friend, I cannot bear it now. But give him rrr:r 

love when you see him again." Th~n, after a pause, he added very 

slowly, "Will you tell him that I am too ill to talk to him? But 

if he will come down and let me see him without speaking to him, 

I shall be very glad." From that day the Principal of Pusey House 

was one of his mOB t regular vis i tors. 1 

In his will Liddon left his. manuscripts end copyrights to Gore end 

two others and charged them-wi th responsf~ili ty for the completion of 

the publication of his biograpqy of Pusey. 

Charles Gore was some twent,y three years younger than Liddon and 

was expected by many to take over the mantle of Liddon and the leader­

ship of the later Tractarians. Liddon was chiefly responsible for 

Gore's appointment as the first Principal Librarian of Pusey HOlale. 

This Oxford centre was to be a memorial to Pusey in which h1a library 

would be stored and which ,would serve, in Liddon's own words, as a 

'Home of sacred learning and a rallying point for Christian faith'. 

He went on: 

1 

It will form a centre of moral and intellectual and spiritual 

J obns ton PP. 383-4 
• 
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enthusiasm, in which all that is solid in inquiry and learning, 

and all that is lofty and aspiring in moral effort, shall find 

encouragement \U1der the consecrating shadow of a great name. 1 

. 
Charles Gore was, at that time Fellow of TrW ty College and, 

like Liddon before him, Vice-principal of Cuddesdon Theological 

College. G.L. Prestige recalls a contemporary joke that 'Cuddesdon is 

more celebrated for its Vices than for its Principals.,2 

Preaching to a congregation which Gore had once served as curate, 

Liddon said of him: 

You know something of his devotion to truth and duty, of his high 

and varied capacity, of the unstinted charity which has spent, in 

the service of your souls, year after year, the few weeks of 

leisure which could be spared from exacting labours. To others 

who have had opportunities of studying his mind and character, he 

has seemed to combine a lofty simplicity of purpose with that 

insight and lmowledge of the things of the Faith which makes him 

3 not \U1wort~ to represent, even in axford, the great name of Pusey. 

For his part, Gore had no less admiration and affection for Liddon. 

He had been attracted to his sermons as an \U1dergraduate. From that 

moment his respect for Liddon never varied. He valued his cOUJ'l$el and 

when he founded his religtous community which eventually settled in 

Mirfield, it was Liddon who suggested the name Gore adopted for it. 

Liddon said: 

Do not call it the Society of the Christian Hope; make it object­

ive; call it the Societ;r of the Resurrection.4 

So strong was the bond between the two men that it is a supreme ir~ 

that it should often have been suggested that it was Gore's work which 

1 Liddon, B.P., Clerical Life and Work, PP. 372, 3'75. 
2 Prestige, G.L., The Life of Charles Gore, p. 39 

(Hereinafter referred to as Pres t1ge. ) 
3 Liddon, H.P., Clerical Life and Work, PP. 3'16-'1 
4 Prestige, P. 86 

• 
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aggravated Liddon's final illness, Gore's essay on 'The Holy Spirit 

and Inspiration', in the volume of essays entitled, Lux Mundi, first 

published in November, 1889, so grieved Liddon that it is said to have 

hastened his death, Provost Edwards, for example, says simply: 

When it appeared, it broke the heart of Pusey's biographer, 

Henry Liddon, who died wi thin a year, 1 

The reasons for this need to be closely examined. 

Charles Gore was born in Wimbledon on January 22nd, 1853. His 

father, the Honourable Charles Alexander Gore, belonged to the house 

of Arren but his aristocratic origins were not accompanied by wealth, 

His comfortable settling in a pleasant house, off Wimbledon Common, came 

only when he was appointed Commissioner of Woods and F,orests. His mother 

was Jugusta, Countess of Kerry. Like Liddon, Gore always felt an 

enormous devotion to his parents, Writing, towards the close of their 

lives, a birthday letter to his mother, he said: 

I do indeed feel, whenever I think, that I owe you almost 8l1Y'thing 

that is worth having in me, I hope I am grateful to God, as I 

ought to be, for it all, and pray the bes t prayers I can pray for 

you and m::r father, 2 

He was brought up within the Church of England and attended Low 

Church services but at the age of eight or nine years, he discovered a 

book called, Father Clement, written by a Protestant author, It told 

the story of the conversion of a Catholic priest to Protestantism, Ita 

effect upon Gore, however, mus t have been vert different from BlV'thing 

that author intended or hoped to produce. He read the description ot 

Catholic religion, about which he latew nothing, with ita contession and 

absolution, festing, the Real Presence and the use ot incense and 

immediately' he said it was 'the religion for me, ,3 

1 Edwards, David L" Leaders of the Church of England. 
p, 259 

Ct, Ramsey, A,M" Fran Gore to Temple, p, '1 
Knox, E,A" Reminisciences of an Octogenarian, p, 

2 Vidler, A,R" The Church in An Age of Revolution, 
3 Prestige, p,3 

ibid, p.4 -

1824-1944, 

125 
P. 193 
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From a very early age, it seems to have been taken for granted by 

Gore and his family that he would be ordained. This was not because the 

family was narrowly' religious. His interes ts were probably wider than 

Liddon's and his environment gave him a broader outlook and an interest 

in wider culture. One of his brothers became a lawyer. }.nother played 

both cricket and tennis for England. Gore went up to Balliol College, 

Oxford, during the mastership of Jowett. It is said that his study walls 

at Cuddes don were hung wi th two portrai ts • One was of the s ain tlY' Edward 

King, Bishop of Lincoln and the other of Benjamin Jowett' to remind him 

when he was pressing an argument too fer.,1 

Now his friendship with Henr,y Scott Holland, whom he had known all 

his life as a neighbour in Wimbledon, developed and the two became very 

close and remained so lD'ltil Holland's death in 1918. When he died, Gore 

said of him: 

For the last fort,r years and more, there was no question, speculative 

or practical, which has presented itself to ~ mind, on which I have 

not found myself asking, "What will Holland sq?" and been dispQ8ed 

to feel that I mus t be wrong, if I turned out to be thinking differ­

ently' trom him.2 

In 1875 he was made a Fellow of Trinit,r College and in the following 
~ . 

year was ordained deacon on December 21st. Two years later he became a 

priest. Vacations were spent serving in parishes in BootIe and Liverpool 

and, in 1880, Bishop Mackarness of Oxford offered him the position of Vice­

principal of Cuddeadon in succession to Edward Willis. 

When Liddon suggested that he become the first Principal Librarian 

of the new Pusey House in 1883, Gore's acceptance was influenced b1' 

Holland's judsment that: 

You could do in Oxford what no-one else at all could do.3 

It was during his time in the Librarianship that Gore did his moat 

~ Chadwick, 0., The Founding of Cuddeadon, p. 122 
3 Prestige, p. 18 
~. p. 52 
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formative work including the essay in Lux Mundi and his Bampton Lectures 

on The Incarnation of the Son of God in 1891. 

In September, 1893, Gore was inducted to the benefice of Radley, 

just five miles from Oxford. But, although he was still within such 

easy reach of the university city and friends, the move was not a success. 

He seems not to have understood the ordinary country folk to whom he 

minis tered and the work wore him down quickly. He wrote to his .friend, 

E.S. Talbot: 

I am very doubtful whether it was not a dire m1s take coming to a 

country parish - not that I can see what other course was open, 

practicall.y'. The responsibilities of a country parish are to me at 

1 present crushing and its refreshments not great. 

The result was that, as was also true of Liddon, his experience of 

parochial work was very limited. Gore remained only eight montbJ after 

which hia health broke and be was forced to take a holiday. Fortunatel1 

for him, he was then offered a canom')" at Westminster, a position vert 

much to his liking. Hls contribution to the life of the Abbey is 

described in terms very reminiscent of those used of Liddon's work at 

St. Paul's: 

1 

In those few years he had, altered the very nature of the Ab~'s 

great appeal to Englishmen. He, more than ~ in our time, 

helped to make that memorial to the illustrious dead a place once 

more of hope and comfort for the living. The mists of the deed 

past yielded to the sunlight of present comfort and hope for the 

future. Men and women of ever:r class and type, bus:r men, sick men, 

men who rarely' went to church, were drawn to those Lenten services, 

attracted to a man who practised what he preached and preached 

nothing beyond the compass of ordinary men to understand end do. 

They would spend precious half-hours in the waiting queue rather 

than risk the disappointment of being turned aw~. 

And when the doors opened, every available space from which the 

Prestige, P. 156 
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preacher's voice could be heard was quickly and silently filled. 1 

Again, as with Liddon, it was his preaching that had the 

greatest effect upon people, The scene in the a.bbey is recalled in 

these words: 

The choir-boys in their pageantr,y of white and red, the clergy 

following, and last, the preacher whose conviction and ma.gnetism 

had brought the great congregation together. Ind when evensong 

was finished and he went up into the pulpit, there was in his eyes 

a hint of perplexit,y, of Wistfulness, almost of doubt, as he looked 

down on that sea of upturned faces; till, with a characteristic 

twist of his shoulders, he shook off a momentary mood of contem-

plation, and his clearly enunciating and penetrating voice broke 

the silence, He said nothing that the youngest could not under- . 

stand nor the wisest fail to appreciate as essential truth and the 

refined ore of intense labour and research; and behind every simple 

statement of faith he put the force of his own triumphant 

conviction. Before that argument, that plain tele told so plainly 

(and yet with such consummate art), difficulties of faith seemed 

to vanish and even workaday anxieties to fade,2 

Gore became Bishop of Worcester in 1902 and when that diocese was 

finally found to be too unwieldy as urban areas expanded, Gore moved to 

become Bishop of the new see of Birmingham which was created out of it. 

He was translated to Oxford in 1911 where, sadly, his final years of 

episcopal office reveal him as a rather tiresome hunter of heretics, 

several times threatening resignation in defence of what he thought was 

orthodoxy. Liddon had travelled extensively in Europe and Egypt. Gore 

travelled even more widely', notably to India to see the work of the 

Oxford Mission. Prestige reports that when Gore went to the United States 

of America in 1918 they had never met suoh a voracious reader nor one 

1 Gore, John, Charles Gore. Father and Son, p. 80 
2 ibid. PP. 81-2 
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who was acquainted with so wide a field of literature. 

He says: 

On his journey to Washington, he was found in the railway coach 

with a pile of books beside him on the floor. He was actually 

engaged on a novel of P~old Bennett, but among the other books 

were a new Greek commentary on the New Testament, volumes of 

economics and theology, and a treatise on the social and political 

adjustments reouired after the world war. 1 

When, in 1919, Gore retired from the see of Oxford, his work was 

by no means finished. He took a lectureship in King's College, London, 

made his las t vis it to India and wrote several books, inc I uding his 

three volumes of the Reconstruction of Belief. In his final years, he 

remained remarkably active despite deteriorating health until he died 

on January 22nd, 1932. 

Gore merits careful consideration more than fift,y years after his 

death on several counts. His influence wi thin the Church of England 

of his day was enormous. Speaking first of RRndall Davidson, Canon 

Lloyd says: 

There were, however, at least two other men of whom it could be 

said that every word they uttered was widely listened to, and 

really counted. They were Charles Gore, bishop first of 

Worcester and then of OYford and Hensley Henson, first canon of 

Wes'bninster and then Dean of Durham and Bishop of Hereford and 

later of Durham. No one else, not even Talbot of Winchester, or 

Percival of Hereford, or, among the laity, Lord Halifax, counted 

as these three men did.2 

Hensley Henson himself, whose appoin'bnent to the see of Hereford, 

was bitterly opposed by Gore, graciously said of him: 

I judge him to have been the most considerable English Churchman 

of his time, not the most learned, nor the most eloquent, but so 

1 Prestige, P. 413 
2 Lloyd, Roger, '!'he Church of England 1900=1965, P. 77 

• 
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learned, so eloquent, so versatile and so energetic that he 

touched the life of this generation at more points, and more 

1 effectively, than any of his contemporaries. 

Gore's rise to prominence came quickly and Dr. Chadwick claims 

that he exerted more influence in the Church of England by the end of 

1894, six years before he became a bishop, than did most ·of the bishops.2 

Horton Davies asserts that William Temple: 

admitted his indebtedness to Gore as a paramount influence. 

In his dedication to Studies in the SpiTi t and Truth of Christianity 

( 191 7) , Temple acknowledged his gra ti tude to Gore as "one from whom 

I have learnt more then any other now living of the Spirit of 

113 
Christianity. 

Davies also says that on many occasions in Temple's public life, when 

he had to decide whether or not to accept preferments or appointments, 

Gore was consul ted as a second father. 

Pretige concludes his biograpl\Y of Gore by saying: 

Les t of all come the words of a dis tinguished theologian who was 

never a blind disciple of Gore, and not infrequentlY criticised 

his judgment: "Though I have had many tutors in Christ, he was 

perhaps above all others rny father; and so" far as I can picture 

Jesus Christ, I picture Him as not unlike the father whom I have 

lost"",4 • 
Horton Davies identifies the unnamed distinguished theologian as 

William Temple.5 

:But for this study the most important fact about Gore is not his 

influence as churcbman or counsellor so much as h1a s!snificance 88 a 

1 Letter to Albert Mansbridge, March 25th, 1932 .. in Letters or Herbert 
2 Hensley Henson,_ed. E.F. :Braley, PP. 68-9 

Chadwick, 0., The Victorian Church, Part II, P. 106 
3 Davies, B., 'Worship and Theology in England, 1900-65, P. 151 
4 Prest1Be, P. 538 
5 Davies, H., Worship and TbeolOQ' in England 1900-65, P. 151n. 
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theologian. Here again Davies is in no doubt. He describes Gore and 

Temple as: 

the two leading theologians of the .Anglican Communion in the 

twentieth centur.r.1 

The assertion is somewhat bold for a writer who is only covering the 

period up to 1965. 

Dr. Alec Vidler is more precise when he calls Gore': 

the most prominent and influential Anglican theologian of the 

first quarter of the twentieth centur,y.2 

~~ with Liddon, the area of theolog;r in which Gore's most vital 

work was done, and for which he is most remembered, is that of 

Christology. The following assessment of it is given by Dr. Michael 

Ramsey: 

Of Anglican works on the Incarnation none had a more formative 

influence than Charles Gore's Bampton Lectures, delivered in 

1891, with the title, The Incarnation of the Son of God. In 

this book we see what were to be the chief characteristics ot 

Gore's teaching throughout his life, and we see also the opening 

up of a line of exposition of the Incarnation which was, in the 

main, to be followed in A~lican theology for ~ years to come.3 

There is clearly no lack of support for the view that in Liddon 

and Gore we are confronted with two men of great interest, whose 

influence on the English Church has been very significant. In their 

separate generations they were representatives of and spokesmen for an 

important wing of the Church of England. The closeness and intensiV , , 
of their involvement with one another adds a peculiar interest to their 

work, especially if, despite all their affinities and similarities, 

jud8ments such as those with which this chapter began are made about 

1 Davies, H., Worship and Tbeolog,r in bland, 1900-1965, p. 150 
~ Vidler, A.R., The Church in an Age ot Revolution, P. 193 

Ramsey, A.M., From Gore to Temple, P. 16 

• 
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their respective theological positions. Those judgments hint that 

the times in -which the two men lived and worked were challenging ones 

for Christian theology. Liddon was profoundly disturbed by the 

ferocit,y of the onslaught on orthodox faith of which he was aware, 

especial~ from German Rationalism. In 1865, he recorded: 

November 14 - Rea,d some of Strauss's new Life of Jesus, and felt 

wretched. His cold infidelity chills one's soul to the core. 1 

Gore was no less aware of the challenges in his day. He began his 

Reconstruction of Belief by s~ing 

The world in which we live today. oan on~ be described as 

chaotic in the matter of religious beliefs ••••• wherever men 

and women are to be found who care about religion and feel its 

value, and who at the same time feel bound, as they say, "to 

think for themselves", there we are apt to discover the 

prevailing note - not the only note, but the prevailing note -

to be that of uncertainty and even bewilderment, coupled ver;r 

often with a feeling of resentment against the Church or 

against organized religion on account of what is called its 

It failures" •2 

Neither could be accused of living in an ivor;r tower, out of touch 

with the real world. One thing they had in oommon was that they were 

incredib~ well and widely read. Lord Acton writing to Glads tone in 

Merch, 1844, could s BY: 

Liddon is in contact with all that is doing in the world of 

thought. 3 

Prestige cOOlJDents on the speed and comprehensiveness of Gore's reading: 

He perused with savage swiftness each new book of importance, snd 

gutted it in his mind of all but ita essential practical utili~. 

~ Johnston, 
3 Gore, C., 

Johnston, 

P. 82 
Belief in God, p. 1 

p. 309 

• 



- 20 -

A chElracteristic if exaggerE'ted comment was mede by Gore to one 

of his correspondents on the publication of the third volume 

of ~stings' immense Dictionary of the BIble, ~hich contains 

1,?92 columns: "I read. it all through las t night: There is 

1 
nothing interesting." 

Their reading led them to recognise that the clwllenges to the 

Christian feith, ~hether from :Biblical criticism, science or ~herever, 

were not concerned merely ~ith peripheral matters but with the 

fundamental doctrine of the Christian gospel. Consequently, their 

concentration was with the doctrine which both held to be centrel to 

Christian truth, the doctrine of the Person of Christ. 

The opportunit,y to give the Bampton Lectures in Oxford came to 

each of them somewhat unexpectedly and each chose to use this major 

apologetic oppor tuni ty to expound Chris tology as it is expressed in 

the creeds Bnd conciliar definitions end to defend it. The 

respective titles they chose, namely The Divinity of our LOrd and 

Saviour Jesus Christ and The Incarnation of the Son of God indicate a 

difference of approach to the subject but for each this doctrine was 

the linchpin of the faith end both sought to commend the Catholic 

unders tanding of it. The examination of these lectures will form a .. 

major part of this stu~. 

IV aim will be to see how each went about the vindication of 

orthodox Christology, in their respective contemporary Situations, pnd 

at the same time to trece a:ny development or movement of thought which 

took place between them. 

1 Prestige, P. 222 
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Chapter Two - Liddon's Early Writings 

In 1861, Liddon wes invited to become the first Vicar of St. Albans, 

Ho1born. He consulted Pusey and found him less than enthusiastic at the 

prospect. Pusey wrote to him on the 5th August S2Ying: 

We went a dam against all this wild speculation on Holy Scripture 

and the Feith; end your calling is to do what lies in one man with 

most of life, please God, before him. It is amazing what with Godts 

help may be done by one concentrated energy. The Westminster Review 

speaks of one who, not without effect, gave thirty years of life to 

oppose Voltaire. Mr. Hubbard would sympathise with you if you tell 

him that you think your calling to be, or that your calling is 

thought to be, to concentrfte yourself in resisting Rationalism. 1 

In the outcome Liddon accepted Pusey's advice and there is good reason 

to think that the role which Pusey saw for him was both natural and 

congenial to him. Certainly, if he did not entirely please Pusey since 

he became a pulpit apologist rather than the writer of commentaries for 

which Pusey hoped, he largely accepted the role. That it was a 

conscious choice is evidenced by the title and preface of his first 

volume of sermons. It was published in 1865 under the significant title, 

Some Words for God, ~hich was later changed to University Sermons. 

Liddon ex-ple.ins his aims and purposes in selecting the sermons. His 

original intention bB.d been to produce a volume with a common theme. 

He wanted to show that what was usually, though vaguely, described as 

'Liberalism' in contemporary thought could be traced to a Christian 

source. But, he goes on: 

1 

The plan of attempting any thing like a course of Sermons was 

abandoned in deference to what seemed to be a higher duty in a 

Chris tian Preacher, that namely, of dealing as well as he can wi th 

such misapprehensions respecting truths of faith or morels as he 

Johnston, p. 62 
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knows to be actually current among those whom he has to address. 1 

He firmly opted, therefore, for a variet,y of topic. A glance at the 

index confirms that his intention was re~lised. The sermons covered a 

wide range from 'God end the Soul' to 'The Law of Progress', from 'The 

Lessons of the Holy Manger' to 'Irr~ortalit,y·. Liddon's own assessment 

is that: 

The sermons contained in this volume have little in common with 

each other beyond a certain apologetic character, such as is 

suggested by the title.2 

The roots of his apologetic concern should probably be traced beck 

to his earliest environment and the atmosphere of Evangelical piet,y in 

which he waB nurtured. Both his mother and her sister-in-law, Almt 

Louisa Liddon, had been tr~ined in the Evangelical school and impressed 

upon the yoUJl8 Henry the full seriousness of the Christian religion. 

For them sOlmd faith and true devotion were the results of constant 

vigilance against the enemies, within 2nd without, who would lure the 

Christian from the straight and narrow path. That discipleship involved 

a kind of warfare ag2inst evil and error was a fact of which Liddon was 

made aware from the first and what he learned at home was confirmed when 

he went away to boarding school at the age of ten. His biographer says: 

The only religious instructions which he received were the 

vigorous and impressive anti-Roman discourses with which Dr. Hodges, 

the Vicar of ~e, tried to protect his flock eech week from one ot 
3 the leas t imminent of their dangers. 

The mood of watchful self-defence encouraged in his earliest 

years was jus t as necessary when he exchanged his Evangelical earnest-

ness for the similar intensit,y of Tractarianism. There was more at 

stake, however, than the protection of his own churchmanship frOOl 

~Liddon, H.P., University Sermons, Preface to the First Edition, p. viii 
ibid. p. vii 

3 'Johi1"s ton, p. 5 
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critics within the Church. He was concerned with the" presentation of 

the gospel and its commendation within the world in general. He was 

convinced that its neglect imperilled a man's soul eternal~ end went 

about trying to influence people towards its acceptance with energy. 

Entries like the following appear in his diar,y in Mey, 1859, ~ediate~ 

after he took up residence in St. Edmund Hall: 

Dined at Ch Ch· -----'s room afterwards. A conversation in . . , 
which I tried to persuade him that we are really answerable for 

the s oula of the undergraduates. 

fl painful feeling that I have done no real good today to any one. 

If my Oxford life is to be like this, I cannot go on. It is not 

saving souls. It is a waste of strength. 

Entries of this kind occur again and again in his diary at this time. 

He devotes himself to anyone with whom he comes into contact. On one 

day, when he had taken the train to Wantage to see a ~ing man, he notes 

about other people whom he met: 

Gave X a "Steps to the )1 tar", an "Invitation"; and a porter at 

Didcot a copy of the Vicar of Wantage's sermon and a Ridley's 

"Holy Communion"; and a ''Lyra Innocentiwn" to -----• o Lord, I 

thank thee." 

fl~ Pro-proctor he aveils himself of the opportunities of his office to 

speak to those whom he arrests about their souls, as he did to all 

others about him. He records: 

Saw the messenger and had a talk with him about his prayers etc., 

which led me to see how very much there is to do. 

A long talk with our Hall messenger boy about his soul. He is 

1 sadly ignorant of Divine Truth. 

His motivation in accosting men about their souls in this fashion is 

clear from a sermon he preached on the 'Aim and Principles of Church 

Missions' in which he said: 

1 Johnston, PP. 50-1 
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III with whom we pass our daily life, all whom we meet when 

travelling, all who pass us in the street, all who are at this 

moment in this crowded church, are seen of God to be written among 

the living in Jerusalem, or among the dead. The division lasts 

from age to age; it is not softened away by possible cases of what 

looks to us like spiritual neutrality; it is absolutely exhaustive 

of the race of men. The line may be passed on this side of the 

grave; those who have lived may lapse into death; and those who 

are counted dead before God may rise to newness of life. But in 

another world there will be no such passage across the gulf that 

is fixed between the place of torment and the bosom of fbraham. 

There is no repentance in the grave or pardon offered to the 

unholy dead. The tree will lie as it falls; and God's love will 

not fa1sif,y those threatenings against sin which it, no less than 

His justice, has so often uttered in the ear of the sinner.1 

A man who believes thet human response to the Christian message in this 

world is as decisive as that passage sugges ts and who is convinced that 

he possesses the truth to which response must be made cannot be indiff-

erent when he feels thBt attacks are being made upon it or that it is 

being misrepresented. For him theology is no academic pastime but a 

m?tter of life and death. Apologetic concern is simply the natural 

accompaniment of evangelistic passion. 

Precisely because of the seriousness of what is at stake in the 

Christian religion, doubt and speculation are unacceptable and amount 

to trifling with the truth. Careless educated folk and strong, buoyant 

young people may be able, Liddon says: 

1 

to speak of religiOUS truth as versatile and impalpable; to 

depreciate or ridicule the prophetical office of the Church of 

Christ; to insist on the equal claims of contradictory interpre­

tations; to indulge in feats of ingenuity which mske the sacred 

Liddon, R.P., Sermons on Special Occasions, p. 37 
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words of Holy Scripture mean anything or nothing; to hazard the 

false and humiliating paradox, that in the things of God faith 

befits only the infancy of mankind, and that doubt end speculation 

are the higher and more intellectual notes of maturer years and 

of a more advanced civilisation; and so at length to volatise the 

Divine message, that, while God affirms that He has made a 

Revelation, they can bring themselves to believe that hardly ~ 

1 one nameable truth has been certainly revealed. 

Liddon is sure tha t the s inner concerned with his eternal s ecuri ty can 

afford no such luxuries. He says: 

But that broken-hearted, desponding Sinner, - but that povert.1-

stricken, homeless wanderer, - n~ your educated man himself, when 

he comes to lie, face to face with eternit.1, upon his bed of death, 

needs something stronger and better than the residuary probab-

iIi ties which may perchance have been suffered to escape from some 

crucible of a destructive criticism.2 

Liddon offers certainty in place of probabilit.1. He shares with Newman 

the conviction that religion and dogma are inseparable3 although he 

recognises that the dogmatic approach causes offence in some parts of 

the contemporary Church. Describing this anti-dogmatic point of view, 

he says: 

"But at least", it exclaims, "revelation shall not be dogmatic. 

If she is still to meet with public acceptance, Christianity must 

abandon the pretension to offer a fixed, sharply-defined boqy of 

truth to the acceptance or rej ection of the soul of man. It Let 

the religion of J esue only come to the men of our time as a 

finished poem; and they will read, they will learn, they will love 

it. They will not inquire too accurately whether it be literally 

true. Nor will it put such force upon their thought and will as 

~ Liddon, H.P., Clerical Life and Work, PP. 109-10 
3 ibid. p. 110 

Cf. Newman, J.R., Apologia Pro Vita Sua, PP. 109-11, 132 
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to make ~ violent or serious change in the natural current of 

their life. They will indeed be much as they would have been 

without it. And yet, it will exercise a kindly, gentle SW~ over 

thought and society. It will breathe upon human character a Boft, 

yet elevating influence. And if it exacts little intellectual 

homage, and e~erts no tangible moral force, it will at least have 

the merit of provoking no keen reSistance. Such, we are told, 

must be the religion of our d~. Intellect has condemned the 

principle of religious dogma; and religion is according~ bidden 

to accommodate herself to the changed circumstances end 

imperious necessities of the time. 1 

Liddon has no sympat~ with Buch an approach. He suspects it of 

ins inceri ty • He s aye , 

On close inspection it will probably be fOlmd that the dislike 

of clear doctrinal statements is only a disguised form of 

opposition to the truth which those statements embo~.2 

He is often apt to suspect that those who experience doubt do so 

because they lack seriousness in their concern with religion. They 

could believe if only they would. The task of the apologist is, 

the~efore, to defend and commend the truth given, once for all, b.1 

revelation in Christ and transmitted through Bible and Church. To 

be a "dam" against opposition to the faith, as Pusey suggested, 

would be an entirely appropriate image for the apologist as Liddon 

conceived him. 

In his own day Liddon was recognised as a man of great intensity' 

and conviction. During the time of his Vice-principals hip of 

Cuddesdon Theological College, ~ishop Wilberforce noted that he 

possessed: 

a strength of will - an ardour - a restlessness - a dominant 

~ Liddon, H.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, p. 183 
llli. p. 183 
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imagination - which makes him unable to give to the young men 

1 
~ tone save exactly his own tone. 

Thus, if his earnes tness was in large part the result of his religious 

experience and theological style, it was also an intrinsic element in 

his psychological make-up. Be was a man of fierce loyalties, Committed 

to a cause or a person, his allegiance rarely wavered, His energetic 

support could be relied upon. If he wes sometimes depressed by the 

growing force of opposition to orthodoxy, it never resulted in a 

paralysis of effort, He took on the enemy with energy, courage and 

robustness and used the opportunities available to him to refute those 

movements of thought which threetened the faith as he saw it, When, 

in a sermon, he describes the attitude of St. Peul, it is difficult 

to a.void the impression of some self-projection. He writes: 

Be is invading the region of human thought; and as he fights 

for God, he is sternly resolved upon conquest. He sees rising 

before him the lofty fortress of hoa tile errors; they mus t be 

reduced and razed, Every mountain fas tness to which the enell\Y of 

Light and Love can retreat must be scaled and destroyed; and all 

the thought of the human soul which is hos tile to the authority 

of Divine truth, must be "led away as a prisoner of war" into the 

camp of Christ,2 

The Bishop of Oxford, in a final chapter he contributed to Liddon's 

biography, s ugges ted that perhaps Liddon was too fond of controversy, 

Francis Paget, who had lalown Liddon since coming to Christ Church as 

an undergraduate in 1869, wrote, 

1 
2 

While he was too good a man to love ~thing more then truth 

and peace, there were elements in his cheracter which made him 

peculiar~ unlikely to hang back when the claims of truth seemed 

to make it necessar,y to forgo the enjoyment of peace. When he 

Russell, G.W,E., Dr, Liddon, p. 11 
Liddon, R.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, p. 166 
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was a small boy, there was a feud - if the story is rightly 

recalled - between his school and another. It was agreed that 

the feud should be fought out by champions from either side; his 

school fellows discreetly chose him their champion, until further 

notice; and day after day when morning school was over, he went 

out, ready to do battle with any boy who might come from the other 

camp. The chOice, end the acceptance of it, and the indefatig~ble 

fulfilment of the task which it involved, all seem to find some 

representc1tion in his la.ter life. .And the c.onsequences of a 

perpetual championship when one is grown up, though they may be 

less obvious, are more serious than those which attend the 

1 office at a preparatory school. 

Pgain here the appropriateness of Pusey's choice of Liddon as the 

champion of orthodoxy is borne out. Russell, on the other hand, in 

his short life of Liddon, denies that there was ~ untoward 

readiness for controversy in his personality. Nevertheless he seys: 

When a sacred cause was imperilled, he flung himself into the 

thick of the fighting with absolute end calculated self-

surrender. He did not stand aloof to see which side was going 

to win. To imagine that he loved controversy is ridiculously to 

misconceive the men. He simply regarded it as a duty which 

could not be shunned with unfaithfulness, when the Honour and 

2 Truth of God was at stake. 

This combativeness influences his preaching style in these early 

years even when he is not dealing with the more controversial issues. 

He has one ear cons ten tly open to his critics end is ready to answer 

them. He anticipetes questions and objections which m~ be raised 

3 against what he is saying. For example, in an essay on 'The Priest 

~ Johnston, p. 398 
3 Russell, G.W.E., Dr, Liddon, PP. 192-3 

His method here is reminiscent of that of St. Thomas Aquinas 
and William PE-ley. 
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in His Inner Life";- he makes the innocuous stetement that the Church 

of England reauires the priest to read the office twice daily. Liddon 

commends the practice end explains its Value and then immedia.tely turns 

to a considerG.tion of the objections which may be raised introducing 

eech with a phrase like 'It will objected that' or 'It will be asked'. 

Similarly, in the sermon on the Whole Counsel of God, he discusses the 

certainty that everlasting punishment awaits the sinner. If Christ 

has made anything sure, Liddon thinks, this is it. But he goes on: 

Brethren! I seem to interpret to myself the thought of your 

hearts: men are won, you say, by the mercies rather than the 

terrors of the Lord. 

And so he proceeds to deal with the objection.2 Sometimes the 

objections are actual.r~ther than simply imagined. His Christmas 

sermon on the 'Lessons of the Ho~ Manger,3 is not allowed to progress 

very far until he has refuted naturalistic accounts of the story of the 

shepherds. Surprisingly, he calls Strauss to his aid in doing so 

but then has to go on to deal with the fact that Strauss himself offers 

the theory that the story is -a myth, the creation of the after-thought 

of the Church. 

Liddon was an instinctive apologist. He would have been one in any 

age. But there were strong factors in hiS current situation which he 

saw as demanding that he should make this his particular task. Al though 

his life up to 1870 was mostly lived in the comparetive seclusion of 

Oxford, he was in no way insulated from events and movements in the 

wider world. Even his opponents had to admit that he had taken the 

trouble to acquaint himself with developments in the world of thought 

and was remarkably well-informed. C. Kegan Paul. said of him: 

We admit that the opposite side to our own is put 

~ Liddon, H.P., Clerical Life and Work, p. 1 
ibid. p. 145 

3 LIddon, H.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, p. 189 

,. 
" 
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most forcibly, that the writer does not inveigh as do so ,many 

others, against that of which he is ignorant, but that, as a man 

of culture and deep and veried learning, he has looked the problems 

of our modern life in the face and deliberately adopted the Catholic 

resolution of them. 1 

Whether Liddon actually arrived at the Catholic position in such a cool, 

reflective manner is ouestionable - it seems to have been more the result 

of the personal influence of Pusey - but it is a fair description of 

Liddon's awareness of the contemporary intellectual climate. His 

early writings reveal Liddon as possessed by a growing sense of the 

menace of the forces opposing not only Christianit,y but religious 

belief in general. Indeed, he appears to develop something of a seige 

mentalit,y. A letter to the Bishop of Peterborough, in 1867, says: 

Some years ago, at Oxford, you said to me that "with infidelity 

around us, Chris tiens ought to lmders tand each other." .And 

since then, although public attention has been given to other 

ma tters, this reas on for union bas not become weaker. The 

questions raised year by year appear to me to be more and more 

fundamental - to strike at almost Theistic as well as Christian 

truth 2 • 

His sermons give clear indications of his· feelings at this time. In 

one on 'Our Lord's Example the Strength of His Minis ters " he s aye : 

Let us not forget that the emraissaries of error, ever watchful 

and active, stand by to make the most of our shortcomirlgs.3 

This was in 1860. Three years later, he wri tes : 

Theology is a focus of intellectual activity: it is ever being 

attacked; it is continually adapting its terminology and its 

literature to the successive phases of human thought; it is 

~ Johnston, P. 80 
3 ibid. P. 85 

Liddon, H.P., Clerical Life and Work, p. 113 

• 
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alwClYs and jealously guarding the integrity of that Divine deposit 

which was commi tted to the Apos tIes. 1 

In 1864, he contrasts the progress of science with that of religion 

when he says: 

Never before in the histor,y of the world were the lower districts 

of human knowledge so wonderfully enlarged, 2S has been the case 

in our own day, through the astonishing triumphs of the natural 

sciences. Never before in the histor,y of Christendom has it 

seemed ~s if those higher summits of thought, which cen only be 

reached by faith, were shut out from the view of so many noble 

souls by a cloud of almos t Pagan darlmess. And when in the 

imperishable creeds of Christendom, essential dogmatic truth, 

like the lightning flash playing around the mountE.in peak, 

discovers for a moment to some enthusiastic experimentalist the 

existence of a higher world than that in which he so meritoriously 

pursues his observations, he is sometimes rather irrita.ted than 

2 delighted and cheered by the discovery. 

Liddon identifies a number of enemies whom he regards as 

responsible for reducing the world to its state of 'almost Pagan 

darkness' in these early writings. 

Chief among them are those who he links together under the 

inclusive tem 'rationdist'. Here are included Bishop Colenso for 

his work in Pentateuchal critiCism, the contributors to 'EssayS ~nd 

Reviews', a. voltm1e of wri.tings published in 1860 2nd intended as 'an 

attempt to illustrate the advantage derivable to the cause of 

religious and moral truth, from a free handling, in a becoming spirit 

of subjects peculiarly liable to suffer by the repetition of 

conventional language, and from traditional methods of treatment',3 

end, above all, Germans like Hegel, Baur and Strauss. Liddon saw 

1 Liddon, H.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, p. 208 
2 ibid. PP. 91-2 
3 ES"Se:ys and Reviews, Prefactory Note to the reader 
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Rationalism as guilty of creating spiritual anarchy through its 

throwing off of authority. He complained that it rejected all ideas 

of revelation and the supernatural and surrendered any notion of 

fixed truth. , 
He describes the spirit of Rationalism as follows: 

In human opinion all is true and yet nothing is true. 

All truth is partial and limited; all statements of truth are 

true and false at once. Contradiction is essential to real 

knowledge; you only complete an assertion when you have stated 

its contradictory. Truth does not admi t of simple pos i tive 

statements; "its real utterances must perforce flow in a 

ceas eless rhythm of anti thes es • II Name this temper of mind as 

you will; it is in truth the genuine spirit of Hegel. .And 

such a form of intellectual activity is necessarily hostile to 

the Christian principle of dogma.1 

Nevertheless, Liddon asserts, although Hegelian philosop~ may 

relativize truth, its exponents are not above exalting their 

assumptions and prejudices practically to the level of fixed axiOms. 

Strauss, for instance, objects to the story of the shepherds and the 

angels on the grounds that it involves the admission thab angels 

exist and perform a ministry for God. Strauss argues that angels 

a.ppear late on the Old Tes tamen t scene and are no proper part of 

Jewish thought but are imported from Babylon. In SXIY case, there is 

no useful purpose served by their appearance in this story. Liddon, 

however, believes that: 

the real objection lies not merely against angels, but against 

the whole principle of the supernatural. No evidence of 

particular facts can make head against the force of an invincible 

prejudice which has alrea~ oondemned them.
2 

~ Liddon, H.P., Sermons preaohed before the University of axford, p. 91 
.!!?J!. p. 192 
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It is, first and foremost, this refusal to countenance the 

supernatural in sny form end thus a tendency to set limits to God' B 

activity which offends Liddon about the Rationalists. 

The disparagement of revelation and the supernatural encourages 

a criticism of Scripture which Liddon finds abhorrent. For him, the 

~ible is 'the very voice of God.,1 

The Rationalists in indulging in the kind of criticism which questions 

the historicity of some parts of Scripture and trpditional idees about 

such matters 2S the authorship of the Pentateuch or the Psalms and the 

literal truth of many passages are not merely mistaken but, in Liddon's 

eyes, even guilty of moral failure. 

They refuse to put themselves under the authorit,y of God and with 

arrogant presumption challenge his word. Liddon's dispute with the 

Ra tionalis ts is, therefore, much more than an academic one. Their 

assertions have serious implications for the nature of God's dealings 

with men and the method of his self-revelation to them. The 

Rationalists strike at the very basis of the Gospel and Liddon finds 

it hard to believe that they are other than wilfully anti-Christian. 

Materialism receives less a.ttention from Liddon than Rationalism 

but he is no less hostile to it because it too refuses to countenance 

the supernatural and because of its denial of the existence of any 

reality beyond the physical, or, at'least, its agnostiCism about any 

such reali t,y. Liddon says: 

1 

It accepts what it sees, touches, eats and smells. It is 

sceptical of all that lies beyond. Of course it will shrug ita 

shoulders when you speak of a world, of movements, of beings, 

inaccessible to sense ••••• Those who do not seriously believe 

in the existence of a Personal Living God, unfettered and all­

powerful in His action, are in no position whatever to understand, 

Liddon, H.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
p. 204 
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I will not say the precise definition of the supernatural, but 

the bare possibility of any thing which could deserve the name. 

They "believe" in nature; and the frontier of nature is the 

1 boundar,y of their creed. 

Liddon finds the tendency towards materialism encouraged by the 

growth of science and empiricism. Here too he notices a refusal to 

allow for the possibility of the operation of the supernatural. He 

objects : 

The prevelence of experimental methods of inquiry leads many 

minds among us tacitly to assume that nothing is real, the truth 

of which cannot be established and tested by observetion. 2 

The challenge of Darwinism does not yet receive any specific mention 

in Liddon's work but he does sense E threat in the growing prestige 

of the scientific method which he already sees as imposing a veto on 

metap~ics and theological claims to lmowledge. His remark about the 

irritation experienced by the 'enthusiastic experimentalist' who 

stumbles across some pointer to a higher world was noted above. 3 

An older enemy than science identified by Liddon is Pentheism. 

In his sermon on 'The Risen Life', he shows how seriously he regards 

it. He says: 

1 

Pantheism confuses and crushes those great distinctions with 

which metap~sical science reverently surrounds and fences the 

idea of God, throned, in His majestic separation from creatures, 

at the sunmit of human thought. It huddles together in the 

entanglement of a hopeless intellectual disorder the finite and 

Infini te, Subs tence end the phenomenon, Cause and its effect. 

Instead of seeing in natural order the manifest imprint of 

Creative Intelligence, it can even suppose that intelligence 

itself is the unaccountable product of a still more inexplicable 

Liddon, R.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
PP. 265-6 2 

3 ibid. P. 91 
"S"e'8' above, P. 31 
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order. vii th perfect cons is tency PEn theism does not tolers te a 

distinction between natural life, or natural intelligence, and a 

sphere which transcends them. For such a distinction pre-

supposes the idea of God, the absolutely free and Almight,y 

Creator, inflicting His Will upon a pessive creation by the 

establishment of two distinct conditions of intelligent and 

conscious being. .And the very idea of God Himself is destroyed 

by the annihilation of those distinctions which guard, to our 

apprehensions, His incommunicable nature and creative energy. 

Pantheism cannot distinguish between nsture and that which is 

above it; because to Pp.ntheism nature is everything. To 

Pantheism nature is God, or God is nature. .And in order to 

believe in the supernatural, we must first of all believe in the 

existence of a Being, Who is distinct from, and superior to, the 

work of His hands. 1 

If Pentheism is true, the supernatural which is so fundamental to 

Liddon's thought disappears again and, although he does not develop the 

point in detail at this stage, the ideas of a divine incarnation and 

of a uniquely divine Christ become impossible. His opposition here 

too, therefore, is to a philosopq, which undermines the Gospel as he 

unders tends it. 

Finally, in these early years of his ministry, Liddon is very 

conscious of an attack upon one particular area of Christian belief, 

namely, the doctrine of the las t things. In 1864, he was invited by 

Dean Stanley to preach in Westminster Abbey. In Februar;r of that 

year, the judicial canmittee of the Privy Council had heard the case 

against Rowland Williams and H.B. Wilson whose contributions to 

Essays and Reviews were alleged to be inconsistent with the formularies 

of the Church of England. Liddon replied to Stanley's invitation, 

declining to preaoh. He wrote: 

1 Liddon, H.P., Sermons pres.cbed before the Universiv of Oxford, 
p. 265 
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The recent judgment of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 

Council has thrown not a few minds among us into the greatest 

complexit,y ••••• There is a current report that you will esk 

Professor Jowett, Mr. Maurice, and other clergymen of the same 

school to preach at the abbey..... If, at the present serious 

juncture, I should involuntarily range myself side by side with 

men who notoriously rejoice at the recent disastrous Judgment, 

such conduct on my part would be understood by not a few people 

to mean that, after all, I believed the questions at issue to be 

of little real importance. 1 

On February 21st, 1864, in a sermon preached at the Ordination Service 

of the Bishop of Sa.lisbury, Liddon made clear one of his major 

objections. He said: 

That jud8ment would seem, among other points, to have ruled, 

that it is permissible in law for a clergymen to express a 

"hope" for the final restora.tion of the lost •. No man can mow 

anything of his own sinful heart who does not mow how much 

there is wi thin him which is ready to welcome such a permission; 

but the question is a question not of the inclinations of a 

sinful creature, but of the Revealed Will of a Holy God. May 

we, consistently with that Will, indulge that "hope"? Assuredly 

not. For nothing is more certain th£n that by the terms of the 

Christian revelation ~ such hope is delusive and vain, since 

it is opposed to the awful Truth, that they who die out of 

favour with God and are lost, are lost irrevocably, lost for 

2 ever. 

All matters relating to death, judgment and punishment Liddon took with 

the utmost seriousness and preached on them with great severity. In a 

collection of private meditations entitled The End of Life, which be 

1 2 Johnston, PP. 72-3 
Liddon, H.P., Clerical Life and Work, P. 135 
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compiled in 1858, Liddon considers both the na.ture of punishment 

and its consequences for himself in the context of the punishment of 

the rebel angels. He notes that God's wrath was not stsyed by 

considerations of the number or rank of those who had sinned against 

him, nor by the poss ibili ty of his glory being advanced if he allowed 

them to repent, and he reminds himself thet God punished the rebel 

angels for a single sin only 2nd did not consider his former relation-

ship of love with them. All this Liddon takes as sign of the severity 

with which his own sins will be treated. In hell, Liddon reflects: 

there are probably souls condemned for single unrepented sins, 

and there may well be thousands. 1 

Taking 80 Ii teral and personal a view of Biblical teaching about 

eschatology, Liddon could not regard attacks upon it lightly. 

When Pusey expressed the wish that Liddon should fulfil the 

role of 'a dam against all this wild speculation on Holy Scripture 

and the Faith', Liddon would both feel it to be a congenial task end 

recognise a clear need for it to be undertaken in the contemporary 

situation. J~ hesitation he showed would only concern his personal 

adequacy for the task. This becomes clearer s till when the precise 

content of 'the Faith' and th~ impact of the various attacks upon it, 

as Liddon understood them, are appreciated. Until this point, Liddon's 

theological outlook has been mentioned only in the most general terms. 

His early writings mue t now be 8 earched in order to find whether he 

had yet developed any personal emphases or a doctrinal focus of his 

own 80 as to be able to understand what he was anxious to defend and 

w~ he felt the sceptical, critical and empiricist tho~ht of his day 

to be so acutely menacing. 

It has been shown that his earliest volume of sermons had a 

uni ty of apologetic concern rather than theological content. Style 

1 Rowell, Geoffrey, Hell and the Victorians, PP. 109-10 
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rather than subject matter dictated the selection. Other e2rly 

sermons were pUblished separatelY and later most of them were 

collected in two volumes, published after his death. The first, 

entitled Clerical Life and \-lork, emphasised the responsibilities of 

ministerial vocation and contained a large proportion of sermons 

preached at Ordination and Consecration Services. The second, Sermons 

Preached on Special Occasions. 1860-1889, was a collection of sermons 

preached in a variet.1 of churches for such bodies as the Church 

Peni tentiary ..association and St. George's 11ission in East London. 

The selection of the earliest sermons to be preserved was not, 

therefore, in any way dictated by any theological concern. Had 

Liddon or his later editors been anxious to choose works intended to 

sum up the eSsence of his thought, they might have chosen different~. 

But, if a cornmon thread can be discerned in sermons chosen for 

publication on the basis of other criteria and without aiming at a 

deliberate presentation of the core of his thought, this must be 

significant. If a common theme can be identified in sermons whose 

publication was even somewhat random or fortuitous this is a surer 

indication of where his real interests and convictions lay than any 

self-conscious presentation of the 'essential Henry Liddon.' 

A theologian or preacher who has thought his way through to a 

personal theology will usually be found, hO"lever all-embracing the 

range of topics he discusses, to depend upon a few key concepts in 

the light of which he interprets ever,ything else. 

In Liddon's case, there is good reason to think that such basic 

beliefs would show themselves early in his work. A school friend, 

Frederick Harris on, s aid of him: 

What was Canon Liddon like as a boy of seventeen? 

Well, so far as I can remember, he was at seventeen just whs.t 

he was at twenty-seven, or thirty-seven, or forty-seven - sweet" 

grave, thoughtful, complete. Others perhaps recall growth, 



- 39 -

change, completeness coming on him in look, form, mind, pnd 

character. I cannot. To me, when I heard him preaching in 

St. Paul's, or heard him speak at Oxford of more recent years, 

he was just the same earnest, zealous, affectionate and entirelY 

other-world nature tha.t I remember him at seventeen ••••• His 

interests even then were entirely with Theology, the new Church 

Movement, and the preaching end teaching of the day. J.t seventeen 

Liddon was just as deeply absorbed in Dr. Pusey and his work as 

at twenty-seven. 1 

The most significant word1here is 'complete'. Even Liddon's earliest 

works give the impression of wide erudition, comprehensiveness of 

thought and solid conviction. In a young man of such maturity it 

would not be surprising to discover some basic frame of reference, 

some pivotal doctrine which he has m~de his own and which is there 

from the moment at which he begins to make an impact on the Chris tian 

world. His life was spent wi thin two brands of churchmanship which 

pride themselves on both their orthodoxy and comprehensiveness in 

Christian doctrine. Even so, in finding personal conviction within a 

party, be might well establish a fixed point within his thought around 

which satellite doctrines cohere and by which they are held together 

in a. sye tern or pa ttern. 

A clue to what it might be ought to be found in his religious 

experience and especially in his conversion from the Evangelicalism of 

his family to Puseyism. Converts are naturally often more zealous in 

their adherence to the tf'nets of their adopted party" than those who 

have grown up wi thin it. I t would be odd if Liddon did not exhibit 

clearly the marks of the ~actarian movement in his thinking. 

In some ways the differences between the Evangelicals end the 

Tractarians were not great. The latter gave greater stress to the 

Church and Sacraments, of course, but in other areas of doctrine there 

was a basic unanimity of belief. Both were based on the Creeds end the. 

1 Johnston, PP. 6-7 
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Thirty Nine Articles, Both would express many of their doctrines 

in precisely the same language, Peter Toon points out that Evangelicals 

did not criticise Liddon for his Bampton Lectures,1 

Where Tractarianism did differ from Evangelicalism was in some 

of its emphases, For the latter, for exam~le, the Atonement dominated 

their thought and spirituality rather than the Incsrnation. Liddon 

himself says: 

1 

In its earlier days the Evangelical movement was mainly if not 

exclusively interested in maintaining a certain bo~ of positive 

truth, The great doctrines which alone "make repentance towards 

God and faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ" seriously possible 

were its constant theme. The world to come, with its boundless 

issues of life and death, the infinite value of the one Atonement, 

the regenerating, purifYing, guiding action of God the Holy Spirit 

in respect of the Christian soul, were preached to our grandfathers 

with a force and earnestness which are beyond controversy ••••• 

But the Evangelical movement, partly in virtue of its very 

intens i ty, was, in respect of its advocacy of religious truth, 

an imperfect and one-sided movement. It laid stress only on such 

doctri~es of Divine Revelation as appeared to its promoters to be 

calculated to produce a converting and sanctifYing effect upon the 

souls of men. Its interpretation of the New Testament, - little 

as its leaders ever suspected this, - was guided by 8 traditional 

assumption as arbitrary and groundless as a:ny tradition which it 

ever denounced. The real sources of its" Gospel" were limited to 

a few chapters in St. Paul's Epis tIes, perhaps in two of them, 

understood in a manner. which left much else in Holy Scripture out 

of account; and thus the Old Testament history, and even the 

Life of our Lord Jesus Christ, as recorded by the Evangelists, 

were thrown, comparatively into the background. The needs and 

Toon, Peter, Evangelical Theology. 1833-1856, P. 9 

• 



~ .. 

- 41 -

salvation of the believer, rather than the whole revealed Will 

of Him in Whom we believe, was the growing consideration. 1 

This was written towards the end of his life but it indicates sane of 

the ga.ps which Liddon was aware of in Evangelical doctrine. He goes 

on to emphasise the lack of any developed doctrine of the Church and 

Sacraments. Nevertheless the omission of the Incamation from the 

list of great doctrines prea.ched is significant as is the alleged lack 

of interest in the life of Jesus in the Gospel record. 

Tha t the A tonemen t was so central to Evange 1i cal fal th, and that 

the focus of attention was Christ crucified rather than Christ incarnate 

is clear from Evangelical statements such as the following from 

William Wilberforce: 

If we would love Him as affectionatelY, and rejoice in Him as 

triumphantly, as the first Christians did, we must learn like 

them to repose entire trus t in Him, and to adopt the language of 

the Apostle, "God forbid that I should glory, save in the cross 

of our Lord Jesus Chris t ... 2 

Dr. B.M.G. Reardon confirms Liddon's assertion that what mattered 

to Evangelicals was individual salvation and claims that this led them: 

to dis parage man t s inherent moral capacity, although without it 

the preaching of repentance itself could bar~ have much meaning; 

as also to lose sight of the wider significance of that incarn-

ation of the Son of God whence the death on Calvar.r necessarilY 

drew its efficacy. 

On the other hand, he goes on to show, again \D'lderlining Liddon's 

suggestion, that it was precisely from the stress given to the 

Incarnation that the Tractarian movement drew so much of ita 

inspiration. He s aye : 

1 Liddon, H.P., Life of E,B
t 

Pusey, D.D., Vol. i, p. 255 
2 Wilberforce, W., Sermons 1820Y; i, p. 207, quoted in 

Reardon, B.M.G., Religious Thought in the Victorian M!, p. 27 
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This incarnationalist motif in Tractarian thought was to reveal 

its broader implications in the work of a subsequent generation 

of High Churchmen; but its immediate result was an enh2nced 

appreciation of the sacramental means whereby the divine life 

is communicated to the believer and an insistence upon his 

gradual conformation to the morel pattern of Christ's own 

1 supreme example. 

Liddon's ea.rliest sermons provide evidence for the point Reardon 

is making here. His first published sermon was preached on Good 

Friday, 1859, in Christ Church, Oxford. He entitled it, 'The Divine 

Victim'. In it he said: 

this our Saviour, Who was judged and crucified as on this day, 

is "The Son Which is the Word of the Father, begotten from 

everlas ting of the Father, Very and Eternal God". He is "the 

Only-begotten Son of God, begotten of His Father before all 

worlds, God of God, Light of Light, Very God of Very God". 

His oneness with the Father, of ~~om He was begotten before 

all worlds, is imaged by the connexion of the ray of light with 

its parent stm, from which, to the eye of sense, it seems to 

stream down to earth in unbroken continuity..... And jus t as 

the impression of a seal is co-extensive with, yet distinct from, 

the seal which produces it, so is the Son at once equal with, yet 

hypostetically distinct from, the Person of the Everlasting Father, 

Whos e Image and Impres s He is. 2 

This is the first reference to the divinity of Christ in Liddon's 

writings and it is typical of him that he should be careful to state 

it fully with the help of the second of the Thirty-Njine Articles end the 

Nicene Creed. 

In 1860, in a sermon entitled, 'Christ's welcome to the Penitent', 

~ Reardon, B.M.G., Religious ThOught in the Victorian A&e, p. 110 
Liddon, R.P .. , Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, p. 232 

• 
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he says: 

It is God the Holy Trinity, the Father, the Son and the Holy 

Ghost, Who receives the penitent; it is "the Death and Passion 

of our SavioUr Christ, both God and Man", which secures our 

reception. N~y, more, it is our Saviour, Who, besides 

announcing to our race the welcome which awaits sinners et the 

Hands of God, administers that welcome in His own Human Nature, 

since "God was in Christ reconciling;" administers it whether 

in the days of His flesh, or through the ordinances and ministers 

of His Church; adminis ters it with a love which is as Divine as 

it is human, and as human as it is Divine. 1 

Liddon is saying here that the sinner's reception would be somewhat 

different if Christ was merely a human agent, acting on behalf of God. 

Christ would then be an intermediary declaring acceptance on the part 

of God. But, in fact, he is more than this. He is God himself, not 

merely communicating God's acceptance but effecting it. Liddon does 

not argue with the Evangelical affirma.tion that the needs of humanity 

are met by Christ and atonement made between God and man. The 

difference between his view and theirs is a subtle one of emphasis 

and approach. For the Evangelical the need for atonement demands a 

divine Christ. For Liddon the divine Christ makes atonement possible. 

Given his divinity, the death of Christ must be significent and must 

change the relationship of men with God. If Chris t were not divine, 

there would be no reason to think that his death bad achieved more than 

tha t of any martyr. 

Liddon sqa, 

1 

Those who deny the Incarnation naturally do not admit that 

Jesus Christ offered on the Cross Ita full, perfect, and 

sufficient sacrifice, oblation and satisfaction for the sins of 

the whole world". But any thoughtful man who serio\8ly. end 
. . 

intelligently believes that God was really manifest in the Flesh, 

Liddon H P Sermons preached on Special Occasions, P. 8 , .. , - -
• 
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would a t leas t have grea,t difficulty in believing tha. t the 

Incarnate Victim could die, yet with no results distinct in 

kind from those which follow upon the death of His own 

missionaries and me.rtyrs. Christians who adore the self-

humiliation of Infinite Charity in the manger-cra,dle at 

Bethlehem, will alrr.ost expect some new insights into the Mind 

1 and purposes of the Supreme Being on !>1ount Celvery. 

The conviction that Christ is God incarnate leads Liddon to a very 

high view of the ltonement. The importance of the Cross for him does 

not lie in its moral appeal or even its revelation of the divine love. 

It is a transaction through which a new situation is created, a new 

relationship between God and man effected. He says: 

What wonder that when the Only-begotten Son" has truly suffered 

to reconcile His Fe,ther to us and to be a Sacrifice, not only" 

for original guilt but also for all actual sins of men", the 

relations which previously subsisted between earth and heaven, 

between God and His creatures, should have been changed, and that 

a New Creation should have entered into HistOry.2 

He is quoting here from the second of the Thirty-Nine Articles and 

the unscriptura1 reference to Christ reconciling the Father to us is 

allowed to pass without comment. Elsewhere in the same sermon, when 

he is expounding the New Testament view of the atonement, he is 

careful. to correct the statement by adjusting the direction of the 

reconciliation. Nevertheless this does not detract from the 

thoroughgoing and decisive nature of Christ's work. 

He says: 

The Apostles teach tha,t mankind are slaves, and that Christ 

on the Cross fumishes their ransom. Christ crucified is 

voluntarily devoted and accursed. He is p~tng the penelt,r 

~ Liddon, H.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, p. 235 
~. p.238 
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which sin inevitably merits. He is washing human nature in the 

stream of His own Blood. He is reconciling sinful man to a holy, 

loving, but offended God. 1 

The satisfFction of the search for the doctrine central to Liddon's 

thought is now in sight. I'1ost significant for it is the fa.ct thflt 

Liddon follows up these words by showing thBt the doctrine which 

underwrites them is thet of the divinity of Christ. So he insists: 

The truth which underlies and illuminates the Ppostolical 

lenguage is the truth of our Sevicur's Godhead. 

He calls Hooker to his aid and says: 

"It is," Se'ys Hooker, "the Son of God condemned, the Son of God, 

and no other person, crucified; which only one point of 

Christian belief, the infinite worth of the Son of God, is the 

very ground of all things believed concerning life and salvation, 

by that which Christ either did or suffered as man in our 

behalf ,,2 • 

Just as the doctrine of a divine incarnation gives meaning to the 

atonement so it also provides Liddon with a fixed point of reference 

by which he can interpret Scrillture. For example, he claims: 

For us Chris tians, the whole of the Old Tes tament is, in 

different degrees and senses, Christian ground. We see Christ 

everywhere in Scripture, and we see God everywhere in Nature.3 

110reover, the Divinity of Christ is sometimes used to guarantee the 

truth of Scripture. The sermon on 'The Whole Counsel of God' supplies 

an example. Liddon is discussing the recent judgment in the cese ot 

Fendall versus Wilson in which James Fendall brought a suit against 

H.B. Wilson for his contribution to EEsays end Reviews. It was 

alleged thet Wilson had said that the Bible was not in all parte the 

~ Liddon, H.P., Sermons preached before the University ot Oxford, p. 236 
3 llli. P. 236 

..!'!?M:. p. 197 

• 
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Word of God and ha.d in effect denied a future judgment and an eternal 

state of rewards and puniShments. 1 Liddon is appalled that a temporal 

court has ruled' that it is pennissible in law for a clergyman to 

express a "hope" for the final restoration of the lost. ,2 The reason 

for his horror is clear: 

If Jesus Chris t has told us anything certain about the other 

world, we cannot doubt that the Penal fire must last for ever.3 

The implication is that no serious Christian can doubt that Jesus has 

told us something certain. The reason is, Liddon says, that: 

you can only thus empt,y the Words of Christ of their native 

power, if you will consent to forget thet they are the Words of 

One Whose horizon was not bounded by the things of time. 4 

The doctrine of Christ's divinity is presented here ~s both the 

guarantee of the truth of Scripture and the starting point for the 

doctrine of the last things. It can be seen from this why Liddon was 

so concerned about attacks on the doctrine of everlasting punishment. 

The denial of this particular doctrine had implications for the more 

basic doctrine of the Incarnation. fs Liddon sees it, if the veracit,y 

of Christ's teaching about jud8ment and the future life is called in 

question so is the doctrine of his divinit.Y. Liddon puts the spme 

point more positively when he says: 

The authorit,y of our Lord Jesus Christ, Divine and Infallible, 

is the true E!nd sufficient basis of this doctrine in the Christian 

soul. He sanctionlthe anticipatory statements of the Old 

Testament and the dogmatic enunciations of the .Apostles whom Be 

sent. His own utterances cover the whole area of what is revealed 

upon the subject, He thus relieves His servants of responsibili t,y 

in teaching a doctrine, against which in its fUlness the unbelief 

1 2 Liddon, H.P., 
3 Liddon, H.P., 

Life of E.B. Pusey. DeD., vol. iv, PP. 43-5 
Clerical Life and Work, p. 135 

ibid. p. 140 
4 ibid. p. 141 
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and the passions of man would often have especial and fierce 

. 1 prepossess lOns. 

The doctrine of the divine incernation gives, then, internal coherence 

to Liddon's theological system. It binds together and gives meaning 

to such things as the efficacy of the atonement, the uniqueness of 

Scripture and the hope of rewards Fond punishments beyond death. To deny 

any one of these is to strike at the very foundation of the Christian 

faith because of their relation to this central doctrine and this 

explains the vigour and seriousness with which Liddon defends points of 

doctrine which others might be willing to regard 2S dispensable. It 

made it very haxd for him to understand how a man like Wilson, for 

example, could continue to regard himself as a Christian. In Liddon's 

eyes he was trifling with matters of life and death. 

Sometimes this insistence on the interr~latedness of doctrines 

sounds like a weakness. It seems to be motivated by fear that if one 

brick is removed, the whole Christian edifice will come tumbling down. 

Liddon says: 

But if it were morally in our power to sacrifice one truth of the 

creed, we could not thereby insure the rest.2 

But it,would be unfair to see it merely as a negative thing. Liddon 

can state it more positively. To him it is part of the grandeur and 

beaut,y of the Christian faith that it holds together so completely. 

He seys: 

1 

2 

The Faith is, if I m~ say so with reverence, so marvellouslY 

compacted, so instinct with a pervading life, as to resemble a 

natural organism, I had almos t said a living creature ••••• 

so in the Creed, no one truth can be misrepresented, strained, 

dislocated, much less withdrawn, without a certain, and 

frequently an ascertainable injury resulting to other truths 

Liddon, R.P., 

Liddon, H.P., 

Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
p. 116 
Clerical Life and Work, p. 146 

• 
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which are supposed to be still unquestioned and intact. For there 

are nerves end arteries which link the very extremities of 

Revealed Doctrine to its brain and heart; and the wound which 

a strain or an amputation may inflict, must in its effects extend 

far beyond the particular doctrine which is the immediate seet 

and scene of the injury.1 

This is a crucial passage for the understanding of Liddon's thought. 

'vlere it not for this view of Christian doctrine as a coherent system 

of interlocking beliefs, he could have been a little more relaxed in 

his attitude to at least some of the contemporar,y intellectual 

c ha 11 enges • 

The linchpin in this theological system is always the divinity 

of Christ. This is the article of faith with which he begins and 

from which everything else follows. He objects strongly to those who 

make their own need of God the starting point for their thinking. 

Here aga.in we see the change of focus which his move from Evangelicalism 

to Tractarianism produced. He speaks disparagingly of those who leave 

their selfish imprint on 'the sacred structure of Theology'. They 

make the assurance of the believer, or his setisfaction,the centre of 

'a theological panorama, while the revealed,Nature or economies of God 

are banished to its circumference. Thus, for exemple, the sense of 

acceptance demands a theory of justification; the doctrine of 

justification requires a. doctrine of the Atonement; the Atonement is 
~ 

insufficient unless the Victim be Divine; the Divinity of the 

Saviour necessitates the doctrine of the Blessed Trini~t if it is 

to be held consistently with the primal truth of the Uni~ of God.,2 

l>rgumen ts of this kind reduce Chris t end his di vini ~ to POB tuletes of 

the human condition end are in this way derogatory to him. Liddon 

1 
2 

Liddon, H.P., 
Liddon, H.P., 

Clerical Life and Work, P. 125 
Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
PP. 286-7 

• 
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prefers to begin where such arguments end. He says: 

To the Jpostolical Christian, the Being of God, the Natures 

and Person of Jesus Christ, the mysteries of His Human Life, end 

His seet at the Right Hand of the Majesty on high, are precious, 

for a higher reason than any which is personal. They open out to 

his soul the awful and serene beauty of that Existence, in the 

contemplation of Which he utterly forgets himse1f. 1 

Here is the characteristic Catholic rejection of evangelical subject-

ivity in f~vour of something more objective. The basic truths of the 

Christian faith are grounded not in human need for salvation but in 

the revelation of God. The truth which hps precedence over all others 

concerns the person of Chris t. Liddon, in the same sermon, says: 

The manifested glor,y, the vindicpted honour of Jesus Christ 

takes rank before a.ll other considerations.2 

Precisely what Liddon believed about the divinity of Christ is 

clearly set out in his sermon on the 'Lessons of the Holy Manger', 

preached in 1863. He writes: 

1 

2 

~ brethren, Jesus Christ is God. His Divinity is not any 

acquired decoration of His Human Soul in His maturer years. - . 
It is not merely the highest degree of creature1y likeness to 

the Uni vers a.l Father ••••• It is not a me~aphor, it is a fact. 

The Godhead of Jesus is the great and solemn fact which makes 

the record of the Life of Jesus in the Gospel unlike any other 

record in the world. This fect it is which underlies ~nd 

illuminates the Gospel history throughout. It is as true that 

Jesus Christ is God, when he lies in the manger at Bethlehem, 

as when the Resurrection and the Pscension have witnessed to 

His indestructible Life, and He reigns at the Right Hand of 

Power. His own references to His pre-existence are as really 

Liddon, H.P. to Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
P. 288 

ibid. p. 288 -
• 
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proofs of His Divini ty as are His more explici t declarations 

of this truth; since, (as wes aga in end again shown by the 

great Father who, unrler God, carried the Church through her 

struggle with ~rianism) if you admit Christ's existence before 

His Incarnation, you must perforce accept the doctrine of His 

Consubstantial Oneness with the Father, or you must fall back 

upon a theory which is reelly polytheistic - the theory of a 

superior and an inferior deit.Y. 1 

This is strong meat for a Christmas Dey sermon but it shows his tone 

and makes his theology clear. He rules out any form of ldoptionism 

whether at the baptism or the resurrection of Christ. Divinit.Y is not 

something added to an elready existing human n8ture. Nor is it enough 

for Liddon merely to sey 'God was in Christ' and certainly not that 

Christ was godly. He is sure that the language he uses of Christ 

is literally true. }ny suggestion thBt doctrinal statements are 

anything other than literal statements of fact, such as value 

judgments, poetic e~rpss ions or metaphors to convey truth by illus-

tration or picture wes anathema to Liddon. In Christ God himself has 

visited the earth. His coming was the incarnation of God. Christ, 

Liddon insists, is of the essence or substance of the Fsther. Again 

and again this is the theme which recurs in the, early sermons.2 

1 

2 

Liddon, R.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
PP. 200-1 

Cf. Liddon, H.P., 
1860 The A ims end Principles of Church }1iss ions, Sermons preached 

on Special Occasions, P. 35 
1860 Our Lord's Example the Strength of His Ministers, 

Clerical Life and Work, PP. 100, 102, 112-3 
1862 Active Love a Criterion of Spiritual Life, 

Sermons preached on Special Occasions, p. 65 
1863 fpoatolic Lcbours an Evidence of Chris tian Truth, 

Clerical Life and Work, PP. 282-3 
1863 Lessons of the Holy Menger, Sermons preached before the 

University of Oxford, PP. 189ff, especially P. 200 
1864 The Law of Progress, ibid. P. 50 
1864 The Whole Counsel of God, Clerical Life and Work, P. 146 
1865 ImmortE.li ty', Sermons preached before the univers i ty of" 

Oxford, P. 116 
1865 Humilit,y ana Jction, ibid. P. 163 
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In his serrr;on on the Divine Victim (1859), Liddon makes his 

position even more explicit. He insists that the Christ must be 

known under the two titles of the Son end the "lord since it is the 

combination of the two which guards agains t any misunders tending or 

one-s idedness. Liddon says: 

As the Son, He is personally distinct from the Everlasting 

Father. }s the Word or Reason of God, He is the Father's Equal, 

the Sharer of IH.s inmost counsels, the PErtaker of His Substance 

and of His Intellectual Life. If He hed been revealed only as 

the Son, the unbalanced phrase might have tempted us to 

Arianism. If only as the Word, we might have been attracted by 

the plausible heresy of Sabellius. In their combination, the 

two words teach and guard the Catholic doctrine, that the 

Eternal Son is of one Substance with, yet personally distinct 

1 
from, the Eternal Father. 

The early writings, therefore, demonstrate that the cornerstone 

of Liddon's presentation of the Christi~n faith is the doctrine of 

the Pers on of Chris t and that his emphas is here lay upon the divinity 

of Christ. But if his thought is undeniably weighted in this 

direction, it must not be thought that the humanity of Christ is not 

importEnt to him. He took it seriously end neeied to for the seke 

of his total theological system even though his interpretation must 

seem ra ther curious to modern minds. He wri tes : 

1 

Christ does not belong simply end altogether to another world, 

so that we men feel that we have Ii ttle or no part in Him. He 

has human Blood in His Veins. He has, let us reverently 

remember it, a human Countenance. He has taken upon Him not 

merely a human Body, but a human Soul. His Soul is human 

Liddon, H.P., Semons preached before the University of Oxford, 
p. 231 

Similar insistence on this balance in ChristoloBY is found in 
Newman, J.R., Letters and Diaries, vol. xix, p. 335 
11aurice, F .D., The Gospel of St. John, P. 411 

The Epistles of John, P. 28 
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in Its endowments of reason, memory, affection, imagination, 

will. He has pre-eminently and manifestly human sympathies. 1 

But it was not our fallen nature that Jesus took. Liddon says: 

The Human Nature Which our Lord assUIIled was none other theln the 

2 very nature of the sinner, only without its sin. 

Horeover, the human nature which Jesus took lacked individuality or 

particular! ty. He says: 

The Son of God took on Him human nature, not a human personality.3 

The idea, which was not unconunon in Liddon's day or amongst some of the 

early Fathers, 4 is that Christ was 11m but not e man. Liddon's reason 

for holding to it is not so much that this makes it easier to see how 

there can be two ne tures in one pers on as tha t he finds it ess ier to 

see Chris t as a representative of the human race this way. To regard 

Christ as another human personality amongst many would, as Liddon sees 

it, be to restrict him. His argument is that Christ's experience 

would be his alone and not necessarily typical of that of other human 

beings and, therefore, he would not be the redeemer of humanity in 

general. This is Liddon's way of trying to meet Irenaeus's requirement 

that Christ must become what we ere in order that he might make us what 

he is. He follows up by saying: • 
He becomes the Redeemer of our several persons, because He is 

alreaqy the Redeemer of this our common nature, which He has made 

for ever His own. "As in Adam all die, even so in Chris t shall 

all be made alive." As human nature was present in Adam, when 

by his repres en ta ti ve s in he ruined his poe teri ty; sow as Human 

Nature present in Christ our Lord, when by the voluntar,y offering 

of His sinless Self, He "bare our sins in His o.m Body on the 

tree." For Christ is the Second Head of our race. Our nature is 

1 Liddon, H.P. 

2 ibid. P. 240 
3 1bTci. P. 240 
4 ~Baillie, 

Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
PP. 223-4 

D.M., God was in Christ, P. 85 ff. 
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His own. 1 

}~d as well as being diminished in merit, Liddon thinks that the 

appeal of Christ's sacrifice would be reduced for us were it not 

for this genuinely human quality in him. He says: 

When, then, He hangs upon His Cross in the anguish and in the 

shame of death, we are not contemplating the strictly 

unintelligible woe of a Being Who belones only to a dist~nt 

world. He appeals directly and powerfully to the fellow-

feeling of our common nature. He appeals to its tenderness, to 

its experimental knowledge of suffering, to its purest, to its 

most unselfish compassion.2 

The humanity of Christ is, therefore, vital to Liddon's thought. 

Yet, even here, he brings us back to his starting point, the divinity 

of Chris t. Humanity by itself would be impotent. The human offering 

only becomes effective as it is facilitated by the divine power. 

He seys: 

Our na.ture is His own. He carried It with Him through life to 

death. He made It do and bear that which was utterly beyond 

Its native strength. His Eternal Person gave infinite merit 
• 

to Its acts and Its sufferings. In Him It died, rose, 

3 ascended, and was perfectly well-pleasing to the All-Holy. 

The early writings, then, introduce us to a theologian of mature 

conviction. His mind is both .f1 rm and informed. He gives no 

impreSSion of any continuing search after truth. For him most 

questions are settled on the basis of the historic Creeds and the 

Councils. His thought is comprehensive and it would be quite unfair 

to suggest that he was a man with only one string to his bow. 

1 Liddon, H.P., 

~ ibid. P. 224 
ibid. p. 240 

Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
P. 240 
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Nevertheless the indications that his prime concern was with 

Chris tology are there and as the work of the German critics and of 

men like Bishop Colenso became more widely known and the implications 

more clear, Liddon was bound to feel that he had a vital work to do 

in defending Cetholic doctrine. His theological system was so 

tightly-knit and its constituent parts so closely interrelated that 

an attack on ~ one p~t made the whole vulnerable. The doctrine 

of the divinity of Chris t was the corners tone of the whole edifice and 

it. was necessarily involved in the questioning of even seemingly 

remote issues such as the Nosaic authorship of the Pentateuch. It 

remains to ask whether these early writings offer any clear signs 

of the means by which Liddon seeks to stave off attacks on his 

position and to defend it. 

It is, of course, important to remember that the whole of this 

early material, covering the period from 1859 to 1865, is made up 

almost entirely of sermons. Even though Liddon's style is more 

precise and cla3ely argued than that of most preachers, it remains 

true that this is hardly the mos t sui table medium for extended and 

complex reasoning. Liddon was not averse to preaching for an hour or 

more but even this is a short time for adequate treatment of complicated 

matters. The details and length of a fuller exposition would surely 

have been more than congregations, even in those days, could be 

expected to take. Preachers inevitably cut corners. Liddon probably 

did so less than most. Still, fOO much should not be expected. On the 

other hand, it must be said that Liddon sanetimes preached extempore -

though it is not entirely clear what the word meant in his case - and 

not from a full manuscript. The writing out of the manuscript for 

publication sometimes followed the actual preaching and this might 

have meant that the written version was more carefully put together 

than the original. In any event, Liddon was too conscientious and 

cared too much about the truth as he saw it to be slipshod or glib in 



- 55 -

anything he said or wrote. The early sermonsare typical if fragmentary 

and abbreviated representations of his thought. 

The lack of extended discussion is felt acutely in those passages 

in which Liddon offers a natural theology. For the existence of God 

and for a general religious or theistic interpretation of life, he finds 

some pointers in ordinar,y experience. The popular craving for progress, 

for example, hes, Liddon believes, its source in God and is: 

the effort to satisfy an unquenchable thirst for the Infinite. 1 

Again, he says, 

Why then does the human intellect cr~ve perpetually for new fields 

of lmowledge? It was made to apprehend an Infinite Being; it was 

made for God. Why does the human heart disclose, when we probe 

it, such inexhaustible capacities for love and tenderness and 

self-sacrifice? It was made to correspond to a love that had 
for' 

neither stint or limit; it was made,..God. Wh,y does no employment, 

no success, no scene or field of thought, no culture of power or 

fa cul t.y , no love of friend or relative, arrest definitely and 

for all time the onward, craving, restless impulse of our inner 

being? No other explanation is so simple, as that we were made 

for the Infinite and Unchaneeable God compared wi~h Whom all else 

is imperfp.ct, fragile, transient and unsatisfytng.2 

This style of apologetic, with its echoes of Augustine, in which there 

is a leap from the phenomenon to its explanation in religious terms 

is typical of Liddon. 

For one who opposes rationalism it might seem that Liddon gives 

a surprisingly high place to reason. But rationalism to him is more 

than the use of reason. It is the denial of the supernatural. He says: 

It were a libel on the All-wise Creator to suppose that between 

intellect and spirit, between thought and faith, there could 

1 Liddon, R.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
2 p. 31 
~. PP. 16-17 
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be any original relations other than those of perfect harmony.1 

The scope he gives to reason is ver,y considerable. He writes: 

Reason, indeed can do much, even beyond the province in which 

she confessedly reigns. She can prove to man that he possesses 

an immaterial soul; that his will is really free; that deep in 

his secret heart there is the mysterious but indelible law which 

distinguishes right from '-.Tong. Reason, as she studies hUl7lan 

societ,y, can give shape to those principles of justice and order, 

which are essential to its stability. She can even ettain to a 

certain shadowy lmowledge of the First Cause of all. She can 

demonstrate His existence by two or three lines of argument. She 

can infer that He is One, that He is a personal Being, that He is 

infinite in His· perfections, 2nd unfettered in His action end His 

will, and that His creatures are under the strangest possible 

obligations to seek and obey Him. 2 

Unfortunately Liddon gives no demonstration here of how reason can 

achieve all that is claimed for it. Consequently it is difficult to 

lmow how serious ly he can be taken. Would Liddon be so confident of 

the powers of reason if he hed not himself already arrived at conviction 

by another route? In fairness to him, however, it must be seid that 

there are places in which he is prepared to argue rather than merelY 

assert. In his sermon on Immortalit,r, for instance, while he notices 

that the real ground for faith lies in Scripture and especially in the 

witness of Christ, at the same time the burden of his message rests 

more on argument. A being capable of the idea of an Infinite God and 

an endless life implies for Liddon one who is also immortal. 

Immortalit,r is also implied in the universal desire for a deeper 

happiness than this world provides. It is demanded by the lack of 

1 Liddon, H.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
2 p. 167 
~. PP. 174-5 
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correspondence in present experience between moralit.Y and sUffertng.1 

ftgain, there is the tendency to jump from phenomenon to a single 

explanation. 

This optimistic assessment of reason's powers has to be set 

alongside other statements which make clear its limitations. It must 

always be assisted by revelation. Liddon says that reason's: 

highest conquests do but suggest solutions which she cannot 

solve; they only afford glimpses of a world on which she m~ 

not presume to enter. She has at best discovered enough to 

make life a dreary myster,y end the prospect of death a frightful 

nightmare. 2 

Consequently, he sPY'S: 

Reason must accept her providential place. She must make 

room for faith. She mus t act as fai th' s handmaid, not as 

faith's substitute. 3 

This must be so since there is inevitably some myster,y to be 

encountered and accepted in all our thinking about God. Indeed, 

he claims: 

The Highest Truth ••••• is necessarily mysterious. 4 

Pnd he explains what he means: 

1 

2 
3 
4 

Myster,y, it may be imagined, is but another name for a 

confused statement, or for a contradiction or for an 

impossibilit.Y, or for e purely unintelligible process, or 

for something which is believed on no su!'ficient grounds whatever, 

or for a reverie of the heated religious imagination. No, believe 

it, a myster,y is none of these things. A mystery is a truth, but 

a hidden truth ••••• It is apprehended as true, it is not 

comprehended. It does not lie on the sln"face of things, It 

Liddon, H.P., 

~. p. 175 
~. p. 175 
~. p. 207 

Sermons preached in the University of Oxford, 
PP. 107ff. 
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cannot be seen in itself. It can only be lmown from the 

evidence or symptoms of its presence. Yet the evidence whatever 

it be, proves to us that the truth is there; and the truth is 

not the less a truth because it is itself shrouded from our 

direct gaze. 1 

Liddon finds in this concept of mystery the explanation for the 

limitations of reason and the necessity for faith. For him it is the 

necessary concomitant to the uniqueness pnd sov~reign freedom of God. 

One of his major criticisms of the Rationalists is their refusal 

to recognise it end to leave room in their thinking for the super-

natural. They must reduce everything to human categories. Liddon has 

a strong case against them but his problem is to be able to show the 

difference between theological statements which may justifiably be 

labelled mysterious or supernatural end those which are merely arbitrary 

or nonsensical. He believes that general, theistic ideas are accessible 

to us through reason. But he is not, of course, content with these. 

The doctrines of Christ's person and incarnation, for example, were 

conspicuous by their absence from the list of doctrines to which reason 

can lead us. Liddon mus t now find a way to jus tify these and for this 

purpose reason must be supplemented by revelation, Religion, he thinks, 

must be definite. He saY'S: 

She must have doctrines; she must speak with precision and 

authority; she must undertake the responsibility and bear the 

odium of asserting that which will be assuredly and energetically 

contradicted; or she will make no adequate response whatever to 

the deepest needs of man. But, you ask, has God made any such 

response? Undoubtedly He has. 2 

Supremely that response has been made in the Incarnation. 

1 Liddon, R.P., 

2 Liddon, H.P., 

Sermons preached in the Univers i ty of Oxford, 
PP. 176-8 
Clerical Life and Work, P. 110 
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Speaking of Chris t, Liddon s aye : 

Certainly, when He came, to ~~om, directly or indirectly, by 

implication or explicitly, all His prophets pointed, He brought 

from heaven a Body of Truth, containing whatever we now know in 

respect of questions which must always possess the deepest interest 

for the human soul. He told us all that is to be apprehended here 

concerning life and death, and God and eternity. Thus the 

essential faith of Christendom is fixed. 1 

Liddon acknowledges: 

that Revelation leaves as less than absolutely certain some 

truth which it appears to intimate; that there is a margin round 

the Central Verities of faith, in which there is a lawful place 

c.nd home for mere opinion. 2 

Nevertheless the essential faith is fixed. 

The importance of the doctrines of the incarnation and the 

divinity of Christ in Liddon's theology is now clear. Through them 

the whole body of Chris tian truth is guaranteed. But how are they 

themselves to be secured? Liddon's answer is to introduce a dilemma. 

It makes its first appearance in the very earliest of his published 

sermons, 'The Divine Victim'. He asks, 

Is it granted that Chris t is, morally speaking, a perfect 1'1an? 

Assuming a positive answer, he continues: 

Then He is more than I1an; since He puts forward claims, which 

if they are not simple and necessary truths, are blasphemous 

3 pre tens ions • 

The argument rests on the insistence tha.t the New Testament presentation 

of J esUB mus t be taken as a whole. The moral quality of his life and 

his ethical teaching cannot be separated tram what he bad to sey 

about himself end his relationship with the Father. 

1 
2 
3 

Liddon, H.P., 
Liddon, H.~., 
Liddon, H.P., 

Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, p. 32 
Clerical Life and Wort, P. 112 
Semons preached before the Univers ity of Oxford, p. 235 
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To accept the former while denying the latter is to make a nonsense 

of Christ. In his ministry dogmatics and ethics are inextricably 

interwoven in Liddon's view. If Jesus is not what he claimed to be 

in his relation with God, then neither is he a person to merit our 

moral approval. 

Underlying the argument is the assumption that the New 

Tes tamen t record of the sayings of J es us is reliable and that it does 

confront us with the authentic message he taught. Liddon has no doubts 

on this matter. Not only can he say: 

Our Bible is essentially unlike all merely human books. 1 

But also: 

To faith it is throughout inspired End unerring; it is the very 

Voice of God speaking in human language to his lis tening 

children.2 

So the inspiration of the Bible guarantees the truth of Jesus's 

words and consequently the divinity of Chris t. 

Here Liddon betrays some circular! ty in his argument since it 

was earlier pointed out that he uses the doctrine of Christ's 

divinity to guarantee the truth of Scripture.3 But the circularit,r 

is mitigated by that fact that the Bible is not the only authorit,r on 

which his theology is based. Equally important to him in this respect 

is the Church. When he says: 

1 

The poei tive revelations of Scripture and the doctrines of the 

Church's primitive Creed claim to be God's truth: they are this 

or they are falseho.ods. 4 

Liddon, H.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
p. 275 

2 Cf. Jowett, B., EBsays and Reviews, PP. 377ff 
ibid. P. 204 

3 see-above, P. 46 
4 Liddon, H.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 

P. 98 
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he is putting both together as the twin bases of doctrine. 

F1na1~, Liddon also employs an apologetic based on the effects 

of the outworking of the Christian gospel in the world. Here the 

tendency to leap from phenomenon to explanation is particularly in 

evidence end it is difficult to avoid the suspicion that sometimes the 

description of the phenomenon, both before and after the influence of 

Christien religion, has been coloured by the conclusions he wants to 

reach. It is certeinly reasonable to esk whether his belief about 

Christ has not a1reaqy been allowed to influence his evaluation of 

both the world without Christ and the Christian effects upon it. 

Even so, this serves to underline the centrali~ of the doctrine of 

Christ's Godhead in Liddon's thought. Given this doctrine, he 

expects the Christian impact to be radical and extensive. 

In his sermon on 'Active Love a criterion of Spiritual Life', 

he makes the bold claim tha.t, without Christ, the world does not 

really know love. There is, he knows, something which, at first 

glance, looks like love but, on closer examination, it turns out to 

be quite different. He says: 

There is the love of relations, friends and country; the love 

of those whom we benefit or who do us good; the love which is 

secure of its return, whether of service or affection. But 

this love of those whom we like, or who like us, is obviously 

and from the nature of the case, a narrow love ••••• it turns 

out to be only a disguised form of the love of self. The truth 

must be spoken: in a state of nature man does not love His 

fellow-man. 1 

The transformation of this situation was brought about through the 

coming of the Divine Christ. He says: 

1 

We Chris tians love, because we believe; our belief is the motive 

and the measure of our love. Because we believe in the 

Liddon, H.P., Sermons on Special Occasions, PP. 61-2 
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Incarnation of God, descending from His throne, out of pure 

love, to the lowliness of Bethlehem and to the ignominy and 

anguish of Calvar,y - therefore there arises in our hearts a 

responsive love, evoked by His transcendent charity. We love 

Him, because He first loved us. Because He b2de us love one 

another as He had loved us, therefore ours may be no narrow 

love. He died for us end for all poor sinners, that we might 

eob2lm the memor,y of His precicus death in a love which shrinks 

not from opening its arms to all for whom He died. 1 

The argument works in two directions. It is because Christ is 

divine that he has made this difference in human relations end 

because he has made this difference, we can recognise him as divine. 

In a similar vein, Liddon argues that it is the incarnation of 

the Divine Word which has injected a new morel qualit,y into the 

world's life. Not that ever,ything was totally corrupt previously. 

Stoicism, for example, he recognises 2S a noble philosophy and 

ethica.l theor,y. It produced 'a rare example of philosophical 

integri ty' in Marcus Jure 1 ius • Yet at heart it wes selfish and it 

had as little influence upon the masses, he SflYS: 

as have the midnight speculations of an as tronomer who is 

pacing the roof of his observatory upon the thought and habits 

of the sleeping cottagers around him. The worldwide principle 

of spiritual death needed to be expelled by a stronger Bnd not 

less universal principle. It demanded a regenerating force, 

resting not on theor,y but on fact, a principle human in its form 

and action, but Divine in its strength and origin. 2 

Having established the need for a divine regenerating influence, to 

his own satisfaction at least, he now applies the remedy and satisfaction 

for the need with some vigour. The principle the world requires is 

found in the coming of Christ, the Divine Word. He says: 

1 
2 

Liddon, H.P., 
Liddon, H.P., 

Sermons on Special Occasions, p. 65 
Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
PP. 213-4 • 
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The Incarnation was the source of a moral revolution. It was 

the uplifting of the standard of moral reform. By saving man, 

it was des tined to save human society. The Incarnation confronted 

sensuality by endurance and mortification. It confronted 

covetousness by putting honour before poverty. It taught men 

that a man's highest life consisteth not in the abund~nce of 

the things that he possesseth. But its great lesson was a lesson 

of humility. 1 

Again the argument moves both from cause to effect and from observed 

effect to cause. Liddon is sure that the effect is such that it must 

have a divine ceuse. 

LEstly, in this connection, there is the relationship which 

Liddon sees between the incernation ~nd the Church. The Church 

requires a. divine incarnation to explain it. That it exists at all 

and in the wey it does is evidence that Christ is divine. Liddon 

is impressed by the vigorous life and continual expansion of the 

Church and mows the explanation. He says: 

1 

2 

The continuous missionary and self-expanding action of the Church 

is a truth which we generally fall back upon or enforce for the 

practical purposes of supporting I'1issions. But it has a 

distinct speculative valuej it is in itself an evidence of the 

divini ty of Chris tieni tYj its history, often intermittent and 

disappointing, is yet (taken as a whole) a living Bnd perpetual 

testimony to the presence in Jesus of a something which wes 

higher than the highest human foresight or human genius: it 

is a feature of Christianity which, if Christianity were not 

divine, would be nothing less than inexplicable; - it flows from 

Words of Christ, which if Christ had been merely human, would 

2 have been words of startling audacity or of unprecedented folly. 

Liddon, H.P., 

Liddon, H.P., 

Sermons preached before the Universi!l of Oxford, 
p. 214 
Clerical Life and Wo~, p. 27.2 
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In the last few words of that passage, the dilemma previously 

noticed as part of his apologetic recurs in a less strongly stated 

fom. 

This degree of empiricism in Liddon's apologetic, however 

naive end unsatisfectary it may seem, does save him from being 

thought of as a theological positivist offering his hearer no point 

of contact and demanding that his message be simply swallowed whole. 

The early sermons are few in number and must be no more than 

samples of his total output during these opening years of his work. 

Nevertheless they do give an impression of a theologian of firm 

conviction who has worked out for himself a cohesive doctrinal 

system end also of an earnest and committed apologist. We can take 

them as typical of his thought. They represent a mind already 

formed and mature but are not complete in themselves. Some refining 

of the argument and expression and some filling of the gaps will be 

looked for in Liddon's later work fnd especially in the Bampton 

Lectures, which were his magnum opus. 
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Chapter Three - Liddon's Bampton Lectures 

John Bampton, Canon of Salisbury, died in 1751 leaving, in his 

will, a sum of money for the inauguration of a series of eight Divinity 

lectures or sermons to be preached' at St. Mary's in Oxford, between 

the commencement of the last month in Lent Term, and the end of the 

third week,.1 The first Bampton Lectures were delivered in 1780 and 

they continued annually until 1895, with four exceptions.2 Heavy 

outlay on the estate from which the endowment of the lectures was 

derived then made it necessary to suspend them in alternate years. 

Their popularit,r with the public was not alw~ great nor were 

they always reckoned by every commentator to be valuable. But a change 

came about in 1858 when Henry L. Mansel lectured on The Lim! ts of 

Religious Thought. On this occasion eager crowds gathered attracted 

by both the superb delivery of the lecturer and the manifest importance 

of the subject. Even so, what was said was not to everyone's liking. 

One report of the occasion reads as follows: 

1 

Dr Thomson, the present Archbishop of York, at that time. 

Preacher of Lincoln's Inn, came up from Oxford at the beginning 

of each term to preach at the morning service. In those days he 

sometimes walked back to luncheon at Russell Square between the 

services. At the beginning of one of the terms of 1858 he came, 

full of the subject of the Bampton Lectures, of which two or 

three had been already delivered. He described the crowded 

audiences eagerly listening to discourses of which it was certain 

that at least large portions were wholly lmintelligible to the 

great maj ori ty of the hearers. He spoke of the matter as in ita 

essence the most lmalloyed Atheism that had been heard in 

England for generations. He described the immense popularity' 

The last Will and Testament of the late Rev. John Bampton, Canon 
of Salisbury. 

2 No lecturers were appointed in 1834 and 1835. In 1841 Samuel 
Wilberforce was appointed but was unable to deliver the Lectures 
becaus e of a domes tic calamity. In 1847 the lecturer died before 
the delivery of the third lecture. 
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which the lectures were nevertheless acquiring, because they 

served as such an admirable excuse for laughing at all troublesome 

German end English thinkers, enabling all those, who never thought 

at all, to feel their own superiorit,y to the fools who searched 

after wis dom. 1 

Thomson's description suggests that he detected a certain nervousness 

amongst orthodox believers concerning contemporsr,y criticism and 

scepticism and even a somewhet hysterical and irrational reaction. 

The times were changing. Where once the Christian faith had been seen 

as essential for the maintenance of the moral and social order, there 

were now some who dared to contemplabe civilisation without it. Others 

who found such a prospect unthinkable would welcome an annual event in 

which a Churchman of some distinction set out' to confirm and establish 

the Christian Faith, and to confute all heretics and schismatics,.2 

Certainly it was a task which might now be undertaken with a greater 

sense of purpose then in some earlier days. As the second half of the 

nineteenth centur,r progressed, the lectures assumed a new significance 

and pres tige • 

In March 1865 William Bright persuaded Henry Liddon to offer himself 

as a candidate. Pusey was very much oageinst Liddon's undertaking the 

Lectures, despi te his ins is tence tha. t Oxford was the place for Liddon 

and the f!:lct that he had cast him in the role of dam against attacks 

on Scripture and faith. Pusey apparently thought that it would 

distract Liddon from the task of helping with the commentary on the 

3 Bible on which Pusey had set his heart. Liddon's application to the 

lectureship committee was consequently del~ed. Nevertheless his 

response to Bright's suggestion was positive and Liddon did apply only 

to find that he was too late. When the Vice Chancellor and the Heads 

of Houses met to make the appointment, they chose A.W. Haddon. But 

1 

2 

3 

Maurice, Frederick, The Life of Frederick Denison Maurice, 
vol. ii, p. 333 

The Las t Will and Tea tament of the late Rev. J olm Bampton 
Canon of Salisbury 

Johnston, PP. 81
0

-2 
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in November Haddon was compelled to resign because of ill-health end 

Liddon was now unanimously elected. 

The terms of reference for lectures are such as to make the task 

very coneenial to Liddon. They direct that: 

the eight Divinity Lecture Sermons shall be preached upon either 

of the following Subjects - to confirm and establish the 

Christian Faith, and to confute all heretics ?nd schismatics -

upon the divine authorit,r of the Holy Scriptures - upon the 

authori ty of the authori ty of the wri tines of the primitive 

Fathers, as to the faith and practice of the primitive Church -

upon the Divinity of our Lord 2nd Saviour Jesus Christ - upon 

the Divinity of the Holy Ghost - upon the Articles of the 

Christian Faith, as comprehended in the Apostles' end Nicene 

1 Creed. 

They are intended to be apologetic in character and to concentrate 

upon what are perceived to be the central doctrines of the Faith and 

Liddon's ea.rly writings have been shewn to exhibit, in both mood and 

content, that this was work to which he was naturally suited. 

The urgency with which he viewed the task is clear from his own 

comment upon the times: 

Never since the first ages of the Gospel was f~damental Christian 

truth denied and denounced so largely and with such passione.te 

animosity, as is the case et this moment in each of the civilised 

2 nations of Europe. 

This attack from outside the ranks of believers is, he thinks, resulting 

in widespread unsettlement within. He seys: 

1 

2 

People have a notion thet the present is, in the hackneyed 

phrase, "a transitional period", and that they ought to be keeping 

The Last Will and Testament of the late Rev. Jolm Bampton, Canon 
of Salisbury. 

Liddon, H.P., The Divinity of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, 
p. 506 (Hereinafter referred to as Divini$Y.) 



- 68 -

pace with the general movement ••••• Their mos t defini te 

impression is that the age is turning its back on dogmas and 

creeds, and is moving in a negative direction under the banner 

of tI freedom" 1 • 

Even within the Church, as Liddon sees it, the mood is against dogma 

but strongly for morality. This has implications for Christology. 

It leads to a modern version of Socinianism in which the essential 

divinity of Christ is exchanged for a oneness with God which stops 

short of Nicaeen orthodoxy and to what Liddon calls tlHumanitarianism." 

He says: 

It regards the great statements whereby Christ's Godhead is 

taught or guarded in Scripture and "be Creeds, if not with 

impatience and contempt, at least with real although silent 

aversion. Church formularies appear to it simply in the light 

of an incubus upon true religious thought and feeling; for it 

is insensible to the preciousness of the truths which they 

guard. Hence as 1 ts aims and actions become more and more 

defined, it tends with increasing decision to become Humanitarian. 

Its dislike of the language of Nicaea hardens into an explicit 

denial of the truth which that language guards. Yet, if it exults 

in being unorthodox, and therefore is hostile to the Creed, it is 

ambitious to be pre-eminently moral, and therefore it lays 

special emphasis upon the beauty and perfection of Christ's 

Human character. 2 

It is with the recognition of this tendency amongst those who would 

call themselves followers of Christ that Liddon is most concerned. The 

preface to the Second Edition of the Lectures makes this explicit. 

Liddon identifies three groups into which mankind is divided. 

First, there are those who have no doubt about Christ's Godhead. TheT 

are orthodox Catholic Chr!stiens. He doubts whether his lectures will 

1 
2 

Divinity, p. xv 
Divinity, pP. xv, xvi 
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be of any great service to them. They maY even find them distressing 

because they offer a review of the grounds of faith which ought not to 

be necessary. 

Secondly, there are those who question or deny the possibility 

of any divine revelation. He says: 

They may admi t the ex is tence of a, Supreme Being, in some 

shadowy s ens e, as an Infini te Mind, or as a res is tles s Force. 

They may deny that there is any satisf2ctory reason for holding 

th?t any such Being exists at all. But whether they are Theists 

or Atheists, they resent the idea of any interference from on 

high in this human world, and accordingly they denounce the 

supernatural, on a priori grounds. The trustworthiness of 

Scripture as an his torical record is to their minds sufficiently 

disproved by the undoubted fact, that its claim to credit is 

staked upon the possibility of certain extraordinary miracles. 

When that possibility is denied, Jesus Christ must either be 

pronounced to be a charlatan, or a person of whose real words 

and actions no trustwort~ account has been transmitted to us. 1 

Liddon does not propose to address himself to these people. His 

concern is not to engage the world at large by offering a fundamental, 

thoroughgoing apologetic. Some things he assumes in order to perform 

wha t he sees as his proper pas toral care: 

Under these circumstances, the present writer deliberately 

assumed a great deal which is denied in our day and country byDany 

active minds, with a view to meeting the case, as it appeared to 

him, of a, much larger number, who would not dispute his premises, 

but who fail to see, or hesitate to acknowledge, the conclusion 

which they real~ warrant. 2 

Among the things assumed as in all his earlier writ~, are the fact 

of revelation, the inspiration of Scripture and the existence of God. 

1 
2 

Divinity, p. xiii 
ibid. p. xiv 
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The reality of these and the propriety of using them as tools in his 

apologetic he will not take time to establish, The limitations which 

this involves for his lectures are frankly admi tted. They are 'rather 

calculated to reassure a believer than to convince a sceptic: 1 

Liddon's real interest is in the third group, the Socinians. 

This group want to be: 

still loyal in some sense to Jesus Christ, although under new 

condi ti ons: if it dis cards ancient formularies, it maintains 

that this rejection takes place only and really in the interest 

2 of moral truth. 

It is broad and embraces a variety of schools of thought. Pantheism, 

for instance, is included. It claims to uphold the divinity of Christ 

but what it means by that is much less than the orthodox doctrine. 

Sometimes it is a divinity which he must share with the universe. 

Sometimes it claims that: 

Chris t is divine in a higher sense than any other man because 

he has more clearly recognised or exhibited ttthe eternal oneness 

of the finite end the Infinite, of God and humani~,3 

thus making his divinity different only in degree from that which 

every man possesses. A special incarnation is denied by such thinking. 

Rationalism, in the broad sense in which the term appeared in the 

earlier writings, is also included. 

Sometimes Liddon describes it in language which suggests that it 

belongs to the second of his groupings rather than the third. He 

accuses rationalists of 'an explicit and total rejection of the 

Christian creed. ,4 In their refusal to countenance the supematural 

they come close to denying Theism. But Liddon includes them wi thin 

the third group became it is what they have to say about Chr!stology 

~ Divinity, p. 72 
3 ~. PP. rv, rvi 
4 .!!!!2. P. 26 

ibid. P. 125 
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which really interests hi~. For all their antagonism towards 

orthodo~, they apparently find it impossible to leave Christ alone. 

Es tima tes of him very. Ewald makes him 'the altogether humen source 

of the highest spiritual life of humenity'. Renan reduces him to 'the 

semi-ff)bulous pnd somewhat immorCll hero of an oriental story, fashioned 

to the taste of a modern Parisian public.' The writer of Ecce Homo, 

not yet identified as Seeley, represents him ~s embodying end 

originating all that is best and most hopeful in the spirit of modern 

philanthropy'. Liddon addresses them all triumphantly with the claim: 

Pye, though you salute your Saviour in Pilate's words, Behold 

the I'1an! at least you cannot ignore Him; you cannot resist 

the moral end intellectual forces which converge in our day with 

an ever increasing intensity upon His Sacred Person. 1 

The attitude of 'historical' rationalism towards Christ is summed up 

by Liddon, in the fourth lecture, in this way: 

It proposes to fashion a Christ who is to be aesthetically 

graceful ~nd majestic but strictly natural end humen. This 

Christ will be emancipated from the bandages which supernaturalism 

has wrapped around the Prophet of Nazareth. He will be divorced 

from any idea of inca.mating essential Godhead; but, as we are 

assured, He will still be something, aye more than the Christ 

of the Creed has ever been yet, to Christendom. He will be at 

once a livir.g man, and the very ideal of humanity; at once a 

being who obeys the invincible laws of nature, like ourselves, 

yet of moral proportions so mighty and so unrivalled that his 

appearance among men shall adequately account for the phenomenon 

of an exis ting and s till expanding Church. 2 

So the gTeatness of Christ is not denied but it is a greatness which 

Liddon finds unsupportable in the light of the gospel record, the 

1 
2 

Divinity, p. 15 
Divjnity, p. 154 
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greatness of a supremely good man. 

Liddon is now more concerned than he was in the early writings 

about the menace of materialism. At first sight it would seem to 

belong better to the atheistic grouping but he includes it here 

because it also has Christological implica,tions. Its pure forms 

leave no room for God but the term may also include the new 

evolutionary science wr4ch, he thinks, can be theistic but is also 

dangerous to incerr.ational Christolo€y. This is Liddon's first 

clear treatment of this topic. It is not favourable tD'~ards it. 

He says: 

It fixes its attention exclusively upon the gra.duated veriety 

of form perceptible in a long series of crania which it has 

arranged in its museum, end then it proclaims with enthusiasm 

that a Newton or a Herschel is after all only the cultivated 

descendent of a grotesque and irrational ape. 1 

He continues: 

We cannot consent to suppose ourselves to be mere animal 

organisms, without any immaterial soul or future destiny, 

parted by no distinctive attributes from the perishing beasts 

around us. For the true nobility of our nature has received 

the seal of a recognition which forbids our intellectual 

complicity with the physics or "psychologr' of materialism.2 

What he means here by "the seal of a recognition" is the taking of 

human form by the divine Christ, the direct entry of God into the 

life of man. He goes on: 

The hopes which ere raised by the Incarnation utterly forbid 

speculations that would degrade man to the level of a brute 

3 incapable of any real morality. 

~ Divinity, P. 459 
3 ibid. p. 460 

ibid. P. 461 
c 
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His interest here is, in one sense, anthropological. He is 

defending the dignit.y of man. But, at the deeper level, his interest' 

is Chris tological since it is man as defined by the Incarna.tion or 

man endowed with dignit.y through the Incarnation that is the object 

of his defence. For Liddon, to regard man as part of the animal 

world, even as the highest product of the evolutionary process, is to 

tr~eaten the very idea of a divine incarnation since he cannot 

conceive of God stooping to the level of the animal creation. 

The Bampton Lectures, therefore, confirm that the concerns 

revealed in his earlier writings Ere the primar,y interests of Liddon. 

The tr~eats to tr~ CatholiC faith which he identifies are the same 

and it is supremely their impe.ct upon orthodox Christology that 

worries him. Precisely how 2nd when the subject of the lectures 

was chosen is not known. Surprisingly, since he had offered himself 

as a candidate previous~, Liddon had no clear conception of the form 

they would take when the delayed offer of the lectureship came. On 

November 8th, 1865, he wrote to a close friend, Walter Kerr Hamilton, 

Bishop of Salisbu:t'7: 

It will interest you to hear that, Haddon, who was elected 

Bampton Lecturer in the spring, having been obliged to resign 

from ill-health, the electors have appointed me to take his 

place. To a certain extent this places me in a difficulty, as 

I have nothing but the vaguest idea of my subject, and, of course, 

have not written one line. 

But one mus t trus t in God and set to work. 1 

It was, however, the natural subject for him to choose. Given the 

kind of opportunit,r which the Bamptons offered, ~ man would be 

likely to select the subject dearest to him. Liddon lesves no room 

1 Johnston, p. 82 . 
Liddon t s friends hip wi th Hamil ton had begun in 1859 and wes 
strengthened when the Bishop appointed Liddon to be one of his 
Chaplains in 1863. Johnston sqa that 'after Dr. Pusey end Mr. 
Keble, Blshop.liamilton had the greatest influence on his life. 
p. 115 
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for doubt as to 'Nha t that is ,.,hen he says: 

The auestion of Christ's Divinity is the question of the 

truth or falsehood of Christianity. 1 

Moreover, it was a topical issue. Perhaps the las t thing Liddon 

read before beginning the writing of the lectures was Strauss's 

Life of Jesus. He noted in his diary: 

November 14 - Read SOCle of Strauss's new Life of Jesus, and 

felt wretched. His cold infidelit,y chills one's soul to the 

core. 

November 17 - Wrote the beginning of my first Bampton, but 

unsatisfactorily.2 

Christological issues were clearly at the forefront of his mind at 

this moment. 

The style and deliberate limitations of the lectures may well 

be due to Liddon's recognition that these were what suited his gifts 

best. He was not a philosopher nor a creative thinker. His one 

attempt to elucida.te the fEi th through argument, in the BemptonS, 3 

is unsatisfactory as even he appears to have recognised. He did not 

possess a flexible or subtle mind. But he was a man of strong and 

clear convictions and of wide learning. He was not always able to 

sympathise with opponents in their doubts and was apt to pass harsh 

judgments on their motives but he had an incisive grasp of the 

implications of their teaching for what he perceived to be the 

fundamentals of the faith. He was also a natural preacher, 

accus tomed to speaking to people who wanted to believe. Be never 

lmew what it was to live without faith or to be outside the community' 

of faith. Consequently he was better at defending the faith from 

within the Church to the Church than he was at arguing for its truth 

amongst those who did not share his basic assumptions. 

~ Divini~, p. 506 
Jolmston, p. 82 

3 DiVinity, pp. 260-7 
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Given all this, it is not surprising that he entitled his 

lectures, The Divinity of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Chris t. 

The fact that Liddon's purpose is apologetic and that he is 

primarily addressing people with a measure of Christian faith and 

knowledge means that he is assuming some understanding of the 

Catholic doctrine of the Person of Christ. He does not need to 

present a systematic exposition of the doctrine. The position to 

be maintained is succinctly stated: 

Our Lord Jesus Christ, being truly and perfectly ~lBJl, is also 

according to His higher Pre-existent Nature, Ver;r and Eternal 

God; since it was the Second Person of the Ever Blessed 

Trinit.y, Who, at the Incarnation, robed Himself with a 

Human Body and a Human S ouI. 1 

His defence of that position begins with a review of the Old 

Testament evidence for Christ's divinit.y. Immediately he recognises 

that the validity of any claim that such evidence exis ts there depends 

upon the existence of a unity or continuit.y of revelation through 

the whole of Scripture. In Liddon's view, Biblical critics are too 

ready to surrender such unity by overemphasising the differences which 

exis t between its different writers and. parts. Liddon does not deny 

that such differences are to be found and he is willing to allow a 

measure of progression in Biblical thought. Be says: 

This oneness of Scripture is a truth compatible with the 

exis tence wi thin ita compass of different measures and levels 

of Revelation.2 

He compares it with the experience of growth and development in a 

human being. He seys: 

The unity of cons ciousness in a human life is not forfeited by 

growth of lmow1edge, or by difference of circumstances, or by 

~ Divinity, p. 34 
~. p.48 
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1 varieties of experience. 

So any historical conditioning of the Biblical writers is easily 

explained and its effect cancelled out by their possession of a 

common source of inspiration. Liddon claims that the discovery of 

difference and progression is not new. The Fathers themselves were 

aware of it. He ci tea an example: 

Novatian compares the unfolding of the mind of God in 

Revelation to the gradual breaking of the dawn, attempered as 

it is to the human eye, which after long hours of darkness could 

not endure a sudden outflash of noonday sunlight.2 

This characteristic Tractarian device of searching the Fathers for 

supporting quotations has a twofold usefulness. It gives respect-

abili ty to the idea being propounded and it disarms the critics who 

imagine that their ideas are novel end destructive of orthodoxy. 

Liddon can now say that the intensity of revelation may vary in 

different parts of Scripture but it is still revelation and its 

source is one and the same. He feels able to describe the Biblical 

writers as 'docile organs of One Infallible Intelligence,3 and the 

way is clear for him to find the divine Chris t in the Old Tes tament. 

He says: 

There are explicit references to the doctrine of our Lord's 

Divinity in the Old Testament, which we can onlY deny by 

discrediting the historical value of the documents which contain 

them. But there are also occult references to this doctrine 

which we ETe not likely to detect, unless, while seeking them, 

we are furnished with an exegetical principle, such as was that 

of the organic m'li ty of Scripture, as unders tood by the Ancient 

Church. 4 

1 Divinitl, P. 48 2 
3 ~. P. 48 

ibid. P. 47 
4 -!M,g. P. 49 
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Occult references include the plural nature of the name 'Elohim', the 

priest~ three-fold repetition and the three mysterious men who came 

to Abraham, all of which point to the Trinity. More explicit 

references occur in the revelation of the divine vlisdom and the 

expected Messiah. 

To the objection that the idea of a divine Christ cannot be 

reconciled with the rigid monotheism of Judaism, Liddon replies that 

the Jewish revelation was not to be final nor does it imply that God 

led men into error. Unity and Trinit.y in God are not contradictory but 

complementarY. To the other question as to why the Old Testament does 

not set forward the divinity of Christ more clearly, he replies that 

the evidence concerning Christ in the Old Testament is more copious 

and elaborate than rationalists are willing to admit. 

Liddon continues to amass Biblical witness to a divine Chris t 

with an impressively detailed exposition of New Testament writings. 

He depends heavily on Christological statements in the Fourth Gospel 

and has, therefore, to begin by defending the authenticity of the 

Gospel. He has no great difficulty in showing that the Tubingen 

School is mistaken in dating the book sometime after 160 A.D. 

There are allusions to Jolm's Gospel in the writings of early 

fathers and heretics which clearly require a date somewhere around 

the end of the first century. But he allows this to lead him to 

unwarranted conclusions about the apostolic authorship of the 

Gospel. He says: 

We are already in a position to admit tha.t the facts before us 

force back the date of St. Jolm's Gospel within the lines of the 

firs t century. And when this is done the ques tion of its 

authenticity is practicallY decided. It is irrational to suppose 

that a forgery claiming the name and aut..~ority of the beloved 

disciple could have been written and circulated beneath his 

very eyes, and while the church was s till illumine ted by his 
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Once this question of date end author has been established, 

Liddon turns to examine the contents of the Gospel and finds there 

that combination of the titles 'Son' and 'Word' for Christ which he 

insisted, in his early writings, was so necessary. The topic now 

receives fuller treatment. He says: 

The Divine Logos is God reflected in His own eternal thought; 

in the Logos, God is His own Object. This Infinite Thought, 

the reflection and counterpart of God, subsisting in God as a 

Being or Hypostasis, and having a tendency to self-communication, 

- such is the Logos. The Logos is the Thought of God, not 

intermittent and precarious like human thought, but 

subs .ist;ing with the in tens i ty of a pers onal form. The very 

expression seems to court the argument of Athenagoras, that 

since God could never have been ~~.~.s , the Logos must have 

been not created but eternal. It suggests the further inference 

that since reason is man's noblest faculty, the Uncreated Logos 

must be at least equal with God. In any case it might have 

been asked why' the term was used at all, if these obvious 

inferences were not to be de~uced from it; but as a matter 

of fact they are not mere inferences, since they ere warranted 

by the express language of St. John. St. John says that the 

Word was "in the beginning." 2 

Liddon has no doubt that the Word, as described in the Fourth Gospel, 

'is in the absolute sense God. ,3 But it is also true that the Word 

is the Son. He goes on: 

In St, John He is the Only-begotten Son, or simply the Only­

begotten. This last epithet surely means not merely that God has 

1 Divini~, p. 220 
~ ibid. PP. 230-1 
~. p.231 
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no other such Son, but that His Only-begotten Son is, in virtue 

of this Sonship, a partaker of that incommunicable and irnperish-

able EEsence, Which is sundered from all created life by an 

impassable chasm. 1 

Nevertheless, the use of the title, 'Son', preservesan i.'nportant 

distinction between Father and Son which might be lost if he were only 

lmown as the Word. Liddon says : 

The Son is His Father's equal, in that He is partaker of His 

nature; He is His Subordinate, in that this Equality is 

eternally derived.2 

The importance of this for Liddon is made explicit when he says: 

Each of these expressions, the Word and the Son, if taken 

alone might have led to a fatal misconception. 3 

'Logos', he claims, ca.n lead to Sabellianism or r10dalism since an 

Eternal Thought or Reason does not necessarily imply a Personal 

Subsistence. Equally the Son alone could lead to Arianism since it 

does not sugges t eternity. The two words together preserve the full 

Catholic doctrine. 4 He says: 

Taken together they exhibit Christ before His Incarnation as at 

once personally distinct from, and yet equal with, the Father; 

He is !hat personally subsisting and "Eternal Life, Which was with 

the Father and was manifested to us." St. John's Gospel is a 

narrative of that manifestation. 5 

1 
2 Divini~, p. 236 
3 ~. p.236 

ibid. p. 236 
4 Sabellianism was a form of modalism derived from Sabellius in the 

early third century. It described God as by nature a monad with 
three names representing three successive modes of revelation. 
Arianism taught a view of Christ as a being in whom the divine 
was immanent in a superlative degree but who was essentially less 
than God. . 
Cf. Richardson, A., (ed.), 

5 Divinity, P. 237 

A Dictiona;r of Christian Theology, 
PP. 56, 299 
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The same emphasis on the two titles was met in the early writings. 

Liddon's theology has not changed. It is now given fuller and clearer 

expression and supported by Biblical evidence, as Liddon sees it, in 

order to establish its antiquity. Nothing here, however, is original 

to Liddon. A similar concern for this balance in Christology is 

shown, for example, by J.B. Newman and F.D. 11aurice.
1 

After all he has said about the unity of the Biblical witness, 

Liddon cannot allow his argument to rest too heavily on Johannine 

material. It is important to him to be able to find the same 

doctrine in other parts of the New Testament. The Fourth Gospel is 

different from the Synoptics but he says that the reason is that its 

purpose is different. It supplements them as a kind of historical 

appendix. It is a polemical treatise and it is also a gospel with 

a direct, positive and dogmatic purpose. The Synoptics tell the 

stor.y in a different manner but is essentially the same story. 

Liddon is sure that they: 

do teach the Divine Nature of Jesus, although in the main His 

Sacred ;1anhood is most prominent in their pages.2 

He bas no doubt that Jesus is not merely Son of God for these 

ev~elists in the ethical or theocratic sense in which the title 

was used of a king or a prophet in the Old Testament. When, for 

example, Matthew refers to Jesus as 'Em:l:lanuel' he is pointing to the 

full truth of his divine essence. Liddon thinks that the Nativity 

stories rule out Ebionism or Docetism. So he quotes Dorner with 

great satisfaction when he says, 

1 

2 

The entire representation of Christ which is given us b.r the 

synoptists, m~ be placed side by side with that given b,y St. 

John, as being altogether identical with it. For a faith 

cr. Newman, J.R., Parochial and Plain Sermons, Vol. iii 
PP. 161-5. Newman actual~ combines the two titles and calls 
Christ 'His only-:Begotten Word.' 
See also his ESsay on the Development of Christian Doctrine, P. 78 
Maurice, F.D., Theological Essays. EBsays V, V1 PP. 76ff. 
Divinity, P. 249 
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moulded in obedience to the synoptic tradition concerning 

Chris t, mus t have essentially the same features in its 

resulting conception of Christ as those which belong to the 

Christ of St. John. 1 

P.n examination of the epistles of Paul, James, Peter and John 

convinces Liddon that here too, although each writer has his 

individual approach and intprests, there is fundamental agreement 

about the Person of Christ and that that agreement is reflected in 

the faith and practice of the early Church. The worship paid to 

Jesus in the apos tolic age acknowledged him as God. Fundamental to 

Liddon's argument is the assertion that Catholic Christology is 

grounded in the united witness of the Scriptures. 

The unanimity of the Gospels is the vital background to 

Liddon's fourth lecture. He entitles it 'Our Lord's Divinity as 

Witnessed J3y His Consciousness', a title which suggests that it 

will be one of the most important for his general argument. 

He begins by noticing that some modern writers see the 

question of Christ's Person as one between the 'historical spirit' 

and the 'spirit of dogmatism'. They regard the latter as the 

resul t of ignoring current cri tical sc~olarship and relying on 

what they see as baseless superstition end worn-out metaphysics. In 

contrast, the historical spirit depends on what they would term hard 

facts and undertakes 'to disentangle the real Person of Jesus from 

the metaphysical envelope within which theology is said to have 

"encasedll Him. ,2 The historical school 'proposes to fashion a 

Christ who is to be aesthetically graceful and majestiC, but strictly 

natural and human' not enj oying div ini ty • 3 On the other hand, the 

dogmatic spirit offers us a Chris t who is divine, not sharing our 

~ Divinity, p. 257 
ibid. p. 153 

3 ibid. p. 154 
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humani ty • So a dilemma is created. Liddon des cribea it in this way: 

"You must choose", men seem to say, "between histor,r and dogma; 

you must choose between histo1"7 which can be verified, and 

dogma which belODg$ to the sphere of inaccessible abstractions. 

You mus t make your choice; since the Catholic dogma of 

Chris t' B Divinity is pronounced by the higher criticism to be 

irreconcilable with the historical reality of the Life of Jesus. 1 

Liddon does not accept that any such choice is, in fact, necessar,r. 

For all his insistence upon Christ's divinity, he claims to believe 

equally in the humanity of JesUB. That humanity is shown in the wrq 

in which Jesus experienced childhood and growth, the p~ ical 

necessity for food, drink and rest and the pain of suffering and 

death. As a man he loved, was &ngrT, compassionate and sorrowful. 

He developed mental1;y and showed a creature1;y dependence on God. 

Nor was this humanity destroyed by his sinlessness. Be says: 

Christ's manhood is not unreal, because It is sinless; 

because the entail of BZrT taint of trBl'lSmi tted sin is in Hill 

cut off by a supematural birth of a Virgin Mother. 2 

It is true, he thinks, that there was an ideal qualiV about the 

humani V of Jesus but he. argues tba t this actwLllJ' makes him more 

human rather than less 'since in Him our nature does but resume ita 

true and t,ypical excellence as the crowning glor,r of the visible 

creation of God. ,3 

Nevertheless, for the sake of argument and in order to 

strengthen his own position, Liddon is prepared to go along with 

those who pose the dilemma. If the choice is between his tor;r and 

desma, be will choose h1a tory. Indeed, he cleJ.ma that Catholic 

doctriDe does justice to the h1stor,r of Jesus 88 we bave it 

~ Divinity, P. 154 
3 ~. p. 23 

ibid. p. 23-4 
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whereas the so-called 'historical school' actually does violence to 

it. }~ an example he cites the treftrnent of miracle stories cont2ined 

in the Gospels. The 'numani tarian' is embarrassed by them, especially 

by what Liddon calls the 'miracles of power'. They are dismissed as 

part of a 'torrent of legend' which came to be attached to Jesus. 

But far from being historical, Liddon argues that this repudiation of 

miracles is based on a priori rejection of the supernatural end no 

such rejection, no foreclosing of any auestion is appropriete when 

it is the activity of the livlng God in human history that is being 

cons idered. 

This matter is crucially important when it is wha.t Liddon terms 

'the chief of the miracles: the Resurrection of Christ, that is under 

discussion. He allows that the Ratione1ist critics are themselves 

divided. Some explicitly refute the idea 'of the literal 

Resurrection of Jesus from the grave', while others stop short of 

denying it. Those who deny it are, says Liddon, rejecting 

Christianity itself. The Resurrection cannot simply be subtracted 

from the Gospel history without changing the whole nature of that 

his tory. It is inextrica.bly bound up with the message and progress 

of the apostolic church. But the Christ who rose from the dead on 

the third day must, he asserts, be an altogether superhuman being. 

So, he says: 

The Catholic doctrine then is at home among the facts of the 

Gospel narrative by the mere fact of proclaiming a superhuman 

Christ, while the modern Humanitarian theories are ill at ease 

among these facts. 1 

Liddon's most important argument is that the miraculous is 

inseparable from the ethical in Jesus. 

He says: 

A neutral attitude towards the miraoulous element in the 

1 
Divini~, p. 161 
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Gos pel his tory is impos sible. The claim to work mira.cles is 

not the least prooinent element in our Lord's teachine; nor 

are the miracles which are said to have been wrought by Him a 

fanciful or ornamental appendage to his action. The miraculous 

is inextricably interwoven with the whole life of Christ. The 

etticel beauty, nay the moral integrity of our Lord's character 

is dependent, whether we will or not, upon the reality of His 

miracles. It may be very desirable to defer as far as 

possible to the mental prepossessions of Qur time; but it is 

not practicable to put asunder two things which God has joined 

together, namely, the beauty of Christ's character and the 

bona fide reality of the miracles which he professed to work. 1 

and what he means is certainly most obvious in connection with the 

Resurrection. The event is not only important in itself but also 

as something predicted by Jesus in advance. To deny it is, therefore, 

to bring into ouestion the honour and credit of Jesus. He says: 

To have admitted the stupendous truth tr...at Jesus, after 

predicting that He would be put to a violent death, and then 

rise from the dead, was actually so killed, and then did 

actually so rise, must incapacitate any thoughtful man for 

objecting to the supernatural Conception or the Ascension into 

heaven, or to the more striking wonders wrought by Jesus on 

any such ground as that of intrinsic improbability. 2 

It is the prediction as well as the event that matters. Thus the 

resurrection is bound up with the dilemma on which the Bamptons are 

founded and which was present in the early writings, 'Christus. si 

non Deus, non bonus.' To deny the resurrection, Liddon thinks, is to 

make Jesus a liar. If that is unthinkable, he must be admitted to be 

God. 

~ Divini~, P. 163 
~. P. 158 
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The claims he thinks Jesus made for himself, implicitly or 

eXplicitly, impress Liddon greatly and it is on them that his argument 

chiefly res ts. He recognises two stages in Jesus's teaching minis try. 

In the first he urges absolute moralit,y without any need to confess 

his unworthiness to do so. Liddon makes a new apologetic argument 

here: 

The silence of Jesus respecting any such sense of personal 

unworthiness has been ~ccounted for by the unrivalled closeness 

of his life-long communion with GOd. 1 

Yet, Liddon reminds his readers, it is precisely those who are 

closest to God who are usually first to acknowledge their faults. 

At this stage also Jesus speaks with complete authority and even sets 

himself above Moses in claiming to complete the Law. 

In itself this is remarkable but, in the second stage of his 

teaching, Jesus goes even further and actually preaches himself. 

lt this point Liddon again becomes very dependent upon the Fourth 

Gos pel. In the fifth chapter, for ins tance, he takes it tha t Jesus 

is revealed as claiming parit,y of working power with God and, 

therefore, equal right to the homage of mankind. Jesus also, says 

Liddon, distinctly.asserts 'His absolute oneness of Essence with the 

2 
Father' when he says, 'I and MY Father are One Thing.' But if John 

is the prime witness here, such self-assertion on the part of Jesus 

is not, in Liddon's view, confined to the Fourth Gospel. He says: 

Indeed so entirely is our Lord's recorded teaching penetrated 

by His Self-Assertion, that in order to represent Him as simply 

teaching moral truth, while keeping Himself strictly in the 

background of His doctrine, it would be necessary to deny the 

trustworthiness of all the accO\mts of His teaching which we 

3 possess. 

1 2 Divinity, p. 166 
3 ~. p. 185 

.!.lli. p. 175 
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Horal teaching and self-assertion are interwoven throughout Jesus's 

teaching. Liddon claims that the most destructive of critics - and he 

cites as examples F.W. Newman in his Phases of Faith and Baur in 

Vorlesungen uber NeT, Theologie - has to admit that Christ, in ths 

synoptics, goes as far as to say that he will return one day to earth 

as the Judge of all mankind. He goes on: 

In other words, He will proceed to discharge an office involving 

such spiri tual insight, such discernment of the thoughts and intents 

of the heart of each one of the millions at His Feet, such awful, 

unshared supremacy in the moral world, that the imagination recoils 

in sheer agony from the task of seriously contemplating the assump­

tion of these duties by any created intelligence.1 

Indeed, the self-assertion of Jesus in the synopticB is, s~ Liddon 

strengthening the dilemma further, sometimes even more explicit. For 

example, they describe Jesus displaying a clear consciousness of his own 

pre-existence. Jesus says, 'Before Abraham was, I am'. In those words, 

there is, Liddon thinks: 

a double contrast, in respect both of the duration and of the mode 

of His existence, between Himself and the great ancestor of Israel. 

o-P'" 'A~p~r ~fnr&Gl'. Abraham, then, had come. into existence at 

some given point of time. Abraham did not exist until his parents 

gave him birth. But '£lw l."u. Here is simple existence, with no 

note of beginning or end. Our Lord says not, "Before Abraham was, 

I was," but "I am. It He claims pre-exis tence indeed, but He does 

not merely" claim pre-existence; He unveils a consciousness of 

Eternal Being. He speaks as One on Whom time has no effect, and 

for Whom it has no meaning. He is the I AM of ancient Israel; He 

knows no past, as He knows no future; He is unbeginning, unend1.ns 

-2 
Being; He is the eternal "Now". 

1 
2 Divinity, P. 176 

.!lli. P. 190 
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Liddon is in no doubt about the enormit,y of the claims that Jesus 

made for hims elf. There is a note of moderni t,y in his words, when 

he says: 

He taught the highest theology, but He also placed Himself at 

the very centre of His doctrine, and He announced Himself as 

sharing the ver,y throne of that God Whom He so clearly unveiled. 

If He was the organ and author of a new and final revelation, 

He elso claimed to be the very substance and material of His own 

message; His most startling revelation was Himself. 1 

It is because he is so sure of this that Liddon finds the dilemma, 

, Chris tu.~! sinon Deus, non bonus' so ver,y convincing, He expands 

. it to bring out its force: 

If Jesus was merely Hen, was He, I do not say morally perfect, 

but morally eminent at all? Was not His self-assertion such as 

to be inconsistent with any truthful recognition whatever of the 

real conditions of a created existence?2 

The argument is impressive and Liddon might justifiably claim 

that it is the result of taking the whole New Testament witness 

seriously rather than being content with an a.pproach to Scripture 

which is arbitrarily selective or based on a priori notions of what 

is and is not possible. But it depends for its force on the possibility 

of being able to demonstrate the integrity of teaching and character 

in Jesus. Jesus must be consistent and the general picture of him 

must preclude the possibility of our rega.rding him as evil, mistaken 

or mad. 

It is generally accepted, Liddon affirms, that Jesus is Sincere, 

unselfish and humble. But, he asks, can he be ~ of these things if 

he is not God in view of his self-assertions? Liddon answers that he 

could not be unselfish, ,After all; 

~ Divinity, p. 5 
~. p. 314 
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He bids men make himself the centre of their affections and 

1 their thoughts. 

To the suggestion that Jesus was insincere, Liddon replies that, 

on the contrary, sincerity was the mainspring of his thought and 

action. He says: 

But Jesus Christ, speaking to us from the Gospel pages, or 

speaking in the secret chambers of conscience, is a 11onitor 

Whom we can trust to tell us the unwelcome but wholesome 

truth; and could we conceive of Him as false, He would no 

longer be Himself in our thought; He would not be changed; 

He would s imply have disappeared. 2 

And he can only be humble, Liddon continues, if he is God since 

humilit,y is the honest recognition of truth respecting the self. 

Despite the fact that Jesus is charged in the Gospel record 

with madness, Liddon considers this to be not a serious possibilit,r 

for one who commands the adoration of the oivilised world and 

al though he does not expressly consider the idea that Jesus might 

simply have been sincerely mistaken, Liddon's response to it 

would probably have been similar to his reply to the suggestion of 

madness. There are he thinks only two real possibilities: 

The choice real~ lies between the hypothesiS of conscious ~nd 

culpable insincerit,y and the belief the.t Jesus speaks literal 

3 truth. 

From what has been said earlier about Liddon's insistence on the 

authenticit,y and apostolic authorship of the Fourth Gospel, it will 

be evident that Liddon could not countenance ~ possibilit,r that the 

assertions of oneness with God were ~thing other than dominical 

sayings. His conclusion is-, therefore, not tmexpected when he says: 

The moral character of Christ viewed in connection with the 

~ Divinity, p. 199 
3 ~. p. 197 
~. p.206 
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preternatural facts of His Human Life, will bear the strain 

which the argument puts upon it. It is easier for a good man 

to believe that, in a world where he is e.ncompassed by mys teries, 

where his own being itself is a consummate myster,r, the Moral 

Author of the wonders around him should for great moral 

purposes have taken to Himself a created form, than that the 

One Human Life which realises the idea of humanit.1, the One 

Han Who is at once perfect strength and perfect tenderness, the 

one Pattern of our race in Whom its virtues are combined, ~nd 

from Whom its vices are eliminated, should have been guilt.1, 

when speaking about Himself, of an arrogance, of a self-seeking, 

and of an insincerity which, if admitted, must justly degrade 

Him far below the moral level of millions among His unhonoured 

1 wors hippers • 

Despite all that has been said about the witness of the New 

Testament to Christ's divinity, however, Liddon mows that its 

language is still not thet of the creeds end conciliar deciSions. It 

might still be said that early Christianit.1 was.unformed, simple and 

vague ~md that it was only in the fourth century that the Church 

learned how to fix her creed in.precise, rigid, exclusive moulds. 

The process of doing so involved the risk of altering the faith end 

he asks whether this, in fact, happened. Has the fixing of the 

'homoousion' clause, the insistence in the Nicene Creed that Jesus 

was of one substance with the Father, in particular, changed the 

apostolic faith? 

Liddon is certain that it has not. The Gospels themselves 

describe instances in which Jesus was worshipped which he must 

surely have checked had they been incidents of mistaken devotion. 2 

In the first deys of the Churoh; Christians were mown as those who 

1 
2 Divinitr, p. 207 . 

Liddon cites such passages as Ma.tthew 2:11, 8:2, 9:18, 20:20, 
25 :25. 
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called upon the name of Jesus Christ.1 Prayer to Jesus Christ was 

the universal practice of Christians2 and the apostolic practice of 

offering to Christ the worship' due to God alone' was passed on to 

succeeding ages as an integral part of the Church's spiritual life.3 

The popular language of the Church expressed Chris t' s divinity 

as did the more cautious, measured language of the higher minds in 

the early Church. Maybe there were times, Liddon admits, when the 

fathers used language which fell below the doctrine of the Nicene 

Council but occasional lapses on the part of individuals are only 

to be expected and prove nothing. Liddon sums up: 

From the firs t the general current of Church language proclaims 

the truth that Jesus Chris t is God. 4 

He is convinced that the Nicene language simply formalised what the 

Church had always believed. It did not represent a development of 

primitive faith except in the sense of explanation and elUCidation. 

Liddon says: 

1 

2 

Ananias (~ 9:14) and Paul (~. 1 :2) are quoted in support 
of this statement among others. 

The prayers of Stephen (~ 7:59, 60) and of Ilnanias (~ 9:13-14) 
are cited by Liddon as early examples. Of Paul he writes: 

If we had no explicit records of prayers offered by 
St. Paul to Jesus, we might be sure that such prayers 
were offered, since otherwise the language which he employs 
could not have been used. But, in point of fact, the 
tpost1e has not left us in doubt as to his faith or his 
practice in this respect. "If," he asserts, II thou shalt 
confess with thY mouth the Lord Jesus and shalt believe in 
thine heart that God hBth raised Him from the dead, thou 
shalt be saved •••••• For whosoever shall call upon the 
Name of the Lord sha11 be saved. 

(Divinity, PP. 389-90) 
John's example is cited from 1 John 5 :13-15 

3 Liddon finds support for this in Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Clement 
of .Hexandria, Tertul1ian, Origen and Novatian among others. 
Early Chris tian hymnody als 0 witnesses to it as well as pagan 

4 testimony such as Pliny's correspondence with Trajan. 
Divinity, P. ~ 
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The Nicene fathers on~ affirmed, in the philosophical language 

of the fourth century, what our Lord and the apostles had 

taught in the popular dialects of the firs t. 1 

The formal definition was made necessary by the threat of Arianism. 

The Homoousion was simply the result of the translation of the 

language of the apostles into that of another intellectual period. 

It did not add to the number of articles in the Christian faith. 

This is another very significant aspect of Liddon's thought 

and it demonstrates the particular school of Catholic theology to 

which Liddon belonged. His insistence that Nicea correctly interprets 

the New Testament has a two-fold importance. In refusing to allow 

development in the content of the Christian faith during these 

initial centuries of the Church's history, he refutes Newman and 

others who do see development here and who would use this precedent 

to justify the development of new doctrines in the later Church. 

Liddon is sure that the growth within the Roman Church of doctrines, 

in recent times, like that of the Immaculete Conception of the Virgin 

Mar,y is quite unwarranted. The Church must not add new articles to 

the faith once delivered to the saints through Chris t. He Says: 

1 

Therefore between the imposition of the Homoousion and the 

recent definition of the Immaculate Conception, there is no 

real correspondence ••••• The Nicene fathers did but assert a 

truth which had been held to be of prima~, vi tal import from 

the first; they asserted it in terms which brought it vividly 

home to the intelligence of their day • ••••• But the recent 

definition asserts that an hypothesis, mheard of for 

centuries after the first promulgation of the Gospel, and then 

vehemently maintained and as vehemently controverted by 

theologians of at leas t equal claims to orthodoxy, is a fact 

of Divine revelation, to be received by all who would receive 

the true faith of the Redeemer. In the one case an old truth 

Divinity'. P. 4!38 
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is vindicated by an explanatory reassertion; in the other the 

assertion of a new fact is added to the Creed. 1 

Implici t in this refusal to allow the addition of anything new to 

the Creed is the conviction that there must be Biblical warrant for 

any dogma. Liddon's high view of the inspiration of Scripture which 

leads him to describe it as the very 'voice of God' and his 

conception of revelation as propositional, the disclosure of a 

'body of truth' through Jesus Christ, combine to make Scripture 

enormously important to him. To go beyond what is implicit or 

explicit in Scripture is, for him, a very serious step to take. 

A t the s arne time, it would be wrong to think of him as 

taking a Protestant view of the Bible as the sole authority in 

doctrine. Authority for him lies in Scripture as it is interpreted 

by the Church. As well as limiting doctrine to what can be 

demonstrated to be found in the New Testament, he is also concerned 

to fix the interpretation of the New Testament for all time on 

Nicaean lines. For him the Church means the Church of the Creeds 

and Councils. 

Liddon's approach to Scripture and dogma is very much that 

which Newman. says he heard from Dr. Hawkins of Oriel, and which he 

tr.J.nks was original to HaWkins, in a semon preached in Oxford. 

Newmen reports Hawkins as laying down the proposition that: 

the sacred text was never intended to teach doctrine, but only 

to prove it, and that, if we would learn doctrine, we must have 

recourse to the formularies of the Church; for instence to 

the Catechism, and to the Creeds. He considers, that, after· 

learning from them the doctrines of Christianity, the inquirer 

must verifY them by Scripture.
2 

Liddon belongs to that wing of Tractarianism for which it is the 

1 
2 Divinity, p. 441 

Newman, J .H., l.£ologia Pro Vita Sua, P. 102 
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task of the Church to teach and the Bible to prove. 

The major purpose of Liddon's Bemptons is to defend the doctrine 

of Christ's divinity, his essential unity with the Father. But 

Catholic doctrine also insists upon the humanity of Jesus. Liddon 

cannot, therefore, escape the question of how the hlo natures can 

co-exist within the one person of Christ. He is fully aware of the 

objections raised against the orthodox position and he states them 

clearly; 

It represents Christ on the one hend as a Personal Being, while 

on the other it asserts that two mutually self-excluding 

Essences are really united in Him. How can He be personal, 

you ask, if He be in very truth both God and Man? If He is 

thus God and rrlCm, is He not, in point of fact, a "double Being"; 

and is not unity of being an indispensable condition of 

personali ty? Surely, you insist, this condition is forfeited 

by the very terms of the doctrine. Chris t is either not both 

God and !1an, or He is not a single Personality. To say that 

He is one Pers on in Two Natures is to affirm the exis tence of 

a miracle which is incredible, if for no other reason, simply 

on the score of its tmintelligibili ty. 1, 

Liddon's answer to this question in the Bamptons confirms what 

he had already said in the early sermons and asserts that Christ's 

?1anhood is impersonal. By this he means that the centre of Christ's 

personal being is not a created, human individuality but the Person 

of the Eternal Word. His Manhood has no existence apart fram the 

Incamation. He says that the Eternal Word: 

wrapped around His Being a created nature through which, in 

'2 
its unmutilated perfection, He acts upon humankind. 

This comes close to saying that, in the incarnation, the divine Word 

merely takes on a vehicle of flesh rather than becoming human nature. 

1 2 Divinity, PP. 258-9 
~. P. 23 
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To speak of impers onal humanity sounds like a contradiction in terms. 

It evidently suggests some compromising of the humanity of Jesus. In 

the fifth lecture, Liddon treats the matter at some length. He says: 

Thus to speak of Christ as !: Man, at least without explanation, 

may lead to a serious misconception; He is the l1an, or rether 
.. 

He is Han ••••• Chris t' s I1anhood is aves ture which he hes 

enfolded around His Person; It is an instrument through which 

He places Himself in contact with men and whereby He acts upon 

humani ty • 1 

Now he atteopts to explain himself by the use of a psychological 

analogy. He says: 

His Manhood no more impaired the unity of His Person than each 

human boQy, with its various organs and cepacities, impairs the 

unity of that personal principle which is the centre and pivot 

of each separate human existence, and which has its seat within 

the soul of each one of us. 

II P.s the reasonable soul and flesh is one man, so God end man is 

one in Christ". J..s the personality of man resides in the soul, 

after death has severed soul and body, so the Pers on of Chris t 

had Its eternal rest in His Godhead before His Incarnation.2 

This auotation from the Athanasian Creed is not taken by Liddon as 

meening that the soul of Christ should be equated with the Godhead and 

the flesh with the 11anhood. Liddon is too well aware of the history 

of Christian theology and too afraid of heresy to make any such crude 

equation. By manhood he means both man's physical nature and his 

immaterial nature and he is clear that Christ possessed both a human 

soul and a human will. To say otherwise would be destructive to 'the 

in tegri ty of His Manhood, to the reality of His incarnation, to the 

3 completeness of His redemptive work' - phrases which contain an echo 

1 
2 Divinity, p. 262 

ibid .. p_ 263 
3 ~. p. 264 
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of the early sermons. But, realising perhaps that the quotation is 

a dangerous one, Liddon atte~pts to refine the analogy and to be more 

precise. He says: 

In tima te ly as the "r', a pers onal principle wi thin each of us, 

is ass ocia ted with every moverr:ent of the body, the "I" itself 

resides in the soul. The soul is that which is conscious, 

remembers, which wills, and which thus realises personality. 

\'lhen divorced from the personal principle which rules and 

inspires it, the body is but a lump of lifeless clay. The body . 

then does not superadd a. second personality to that which is 

in the soul. It supplies the persona.l soul with an instrument. 1 

The personal principle in Christ, which is to be distinguished from 

his human soul, was the Eternal \oJord. The distinction is a somewhat 

subtle and imprecis e one and there is s till a danger that Chris twill 

be thought to be a person in whom there are two centres of 

individuali ty and volition, Liddon recognises this end asserts thet 

it is only true in the sense in which it is true of all men. In every 

man there are two wills, a higher pnd a lower, and he cites the 

testimony of Pf'ul in Romans 7 to this fact. But whereas in men the 

two wills are in a state of continw:.l conflict, in the incarnate 

Christ the human will was always in a.bsolute harmony with the will 

of God. Liddon says : 

The Human Will of Christ corresponded to the Eternal Will with 

unvarying accuracy; because in point of fa.ct God, Incernate in 

Christ, willed each volition of Christ's Human Will..... As 

God and Men, our Lord has two Wills; but the Divine Will 

originates and rules His Action; the Human Will is but the 

docile servant of that Will of God which has its seat in Christ's 

Divine and Eternal Person.
2 
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At which point, and abruptly, Liddon retires gracefully 

admitting that we are here at the line where revealed truth shades 

off into inaccessible mystery. A more rigorous and speculative 

theologian would not be so content to leave the matter. Liddon's 

comments about mystery in the early sermons have prepared for this 

moment however. His role is to defend received doctrine and his 

confidence in its truth allows him to leave some rough edges without 

expecting to unders tand fully. 

Confidence is, in fact, one of the marks of Liddon's apologetics 

and it leads him into being too optimis tic and sanguine about the 

effectiveness of his argument. He jumps too easily to conclusions 

because he cannot really believe that doctrine which has stood firm 

for at leas t fifteen centuries can now be genuinely undermined by new 

thought nor can he doubt that the Church's contribution to the 

world's life has been beneficial or that Western Christendom is 

superior to ~ other civilisation. This becomes very apparent when 

Liddon moves from the discussion of Christ's person to the consider-

ation of his work. 

Jesus came, says Liddon, to found a world-wide society, the 

kingdom of God. Three things strike Liddon about this plan. 

First, there is its originality. The obscure origins of Jesus 

and his early isolation from the world of thought guaranteed his 

originali ty. But, in any case, there was nowhere in the ancient 

world from which he could have learnt anything like the moral quality 

of the teaching he gsve concerning the kingdom. Others bad certa.inly 

spoken of the kingdom but none had given it the content he gave it. 

Liddon says: 

His originality is indeed seen in the reality and life with 

which Be lighted up the language used by men who had been sent 
--

in earlier ages to prepare His w81'; but if Ria cree.tive thought 

employed theae older ma teriala, it did not depend on them. He 
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actually gave a practical and energetic form to the idea of 

a strictly independent society of spiritual beings, with 

enlightened and purified consciences, cramped by no national or 

local bounds of privilege, and destined to spread throughout 

earth and heaven ••••• His plan can be traced in that 

masterful completeness and symmetr.r, which is the seal of its 

intrinsic originality, to no source beyond Himself. 1 

Secondly, there is its audacity. The most a~bitious ideas are 

presented complete and without the slightest sign of tentativeness. 

Horeover, Jesus is certain of their success. Liddon says: 

The Son of Man speaks as One 'vlho sees beyond the most distant 

possibilities, and Who knows full well that His work is 

indestructible. "The gates of hell", He calmly observes, "shall 

not prevail against it;" "Heaven and earth shall pass away, 

but .rtr words shall not pass away." ••••• a Galilean peasant, 

surrounded by a few followers taken like Himself from the 

lowest orders of society: yet He deliberately proposes to rule 

all human thought, to make Himself the Centre of all affections, 

to be the Lawgiver of humanity and the Object of man's 

adoration. 
2 

Thes e two marks of the plan of J esue Liddon takes, in a rather 

facile maImer, as indications of the divinity of Christ. But he is 

still more impressed by the success of the plan which Jesus launched. 

Here Lid.don is very Tractarian. You have only, he thinks, to look at 

the Church, its expansion, <its intellectual and moral influence and 

its effects for progress in \vestern SOCiety to see that success 

clearly. He says: 

The Church herself is the true proof of His suocess. After 

the lapse of eighteen oenturies the kingdom of Christ is here, 

and it is still expanding, still animated bY' its original idea, 

still carried forward bY' the moral impulse which sustained it in 

1 Divini~, PP. 114-5 
2 ibid. p. 118 
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. ts . f 1 J. m ancy. 

The ripples of the Church's influence reach out over a wide 

area of human life and Liddon explains the advance of civilisation 

by the direct influence of Chris tiani ty. He asks: 

Is it not a simple matter of fact that at this moment the 

progress of the human r~ce is entirely identified with the 

spread of the influence of the nations of Christendom? What 

Buddhist, or Mohammedan, or Pagan nation is believed Qy others, 

or believes itself, to be able to affect for good the future 

destinies of the human race? The idea of a continuous progress 

of humanity, whatever perversions that idea may have und.ergone, 

is really a creation of the Christian faith. 2 

The Christian religion, in his view, has worked as leaven in the 

lump to raise the whole quality of the world's life. He clail"Ds: 

Christianity is the power which first gradually softened 

slavery, and is now finally abolishing it. Christianity has 

proclaimed the dignity of poverty, and has insisted upon the 

claims of the poor, with a success proportioned to the 

sincerity which has welcomed her doctrines among the different 

peoples of Christendom. The hospital is an.invention of 

3 
Christian philanthropy. 

Further, he says: 

The Hospital, in which the bed of anguish is soothed by the 

hand of science under the guidance of love; the penitentiary, 

where the victims of a selfish passion are raised to a new 

moral life by the care and delicacy of an unmercenar:r tenderness; 

the school, which gathers the ragged outcas ts of our great 

Cities, rescuing them from the ignorance and vice of which else 

theY' must be prey; - what is the fountainhead ot those blessed 

and practical results, but the truth of His Divinity, Who bas 

~ Divinity., Pp. 133-4 
3 ~. p. 123 
~. p. 132 
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kindled man into charity by giving Himself for man? 1 

All these are the words of a man who belongs still to an age in which 

a measure of romantic triumphalism and confidence in the superiority 

of Western Christian civilisation is possible, though even he has to 

acknowledge some blemishes. He knows that there have been failures 

such as the loss of territory to Islamic invaders, failures in 

missionary enterprise, and the rise of rationalism and heresy. 

Nevertheless he takes the overall view and is confident. What would 

have happenp.d had he been writing a little later we can on~ 

conjecture. The Crimean vIar was coming and in 1870 that between 

France and Germany. World War was not too far distant. So bold an 

apologetic could not be so easily maintained when Christians were 

tearing each other apart. But, for the moment, he can say: 

It is precisely this belief in the Divinity of our Lord which 

has enriched human life with moral virtues such as civilised 

paganism could scarcely have appreciated and which it could not 

·2 
have created. 

The argument is that the moral effect of Christianity is such as to 

require Christ to be nothing less than divine - an argument impossible 

to prove and. one which owes everything to the fact that Liddon has 

decided the conclusion long before advanCing the evidence. 

He is equally sure tha t this moral argument applies to 

individuals as to nations. He says: 

The moral intensity of the life of a sincere Christian is a 

more signal illustration of the reality of the reign of Christ, 

and of the success of His plan, than is the territorial range of 

3· 
the Chris tian empire. 

He confirms the view expressed in the early sermons that there is no 

such thing as love without Christ. He says: 

~ Divinity, PP. 504-5 
3 ibi~ P .. 496 

ibid. P. 127 
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The sensualism which Pagans mistook for love has been placed 

under the ban of all true Chris tian feeling; and in Chris tendom 

love is now the purest of moral impulses; it is the tenderest, 

the noblest, the most refined of the movements of the soul. 1 

Consequently, the imps.ct which Christ makes upon the minds of 

Christians is total. He says: 

Christ is not a limited, He is emphatically an absolute monarch. 

Yet His rule is welcomed by his subjects with more than that 

enthusiasm which a free people can feel for its elected 

magis tracy. Every sincere Chris tian bows to Jesus Chris t as to 

an Intellectual Master. Our Lord is not mere~ listened to 

as a !eacher of Truth; He is contemplated as the absolute 

2 Truth itself. 

So Liddon brings us back once again to the essential divinity of 

Christ. 

The final lecture introduces a new approach to the subject. 

Liddon begins a fresh line of argument in which he points out some 

of the consequences of the doctrine of Christ's divinity. He thinks 

that belief in Christ's divinity protects truths which are prior 

to it, belonging both to natural and revealed th~ology. 

First among them is the existence of a Personal God. Deism finds 

it easier to believe in a Supreme 13eing if he is detached from 

orthodox Christianity. Doctrines like those of Incarnation and 

Trinity only serve to complicate matters. But, in practice, Liddon 

thinks, Deism has little to offer. He claims: 

Where an abstract deism is not killed out b,y the violence of 

atheistic materialism, it is apt, although left to itself, to 

die by an unperceived process of evaporation ••••• When God is 

regarded less as the personal object of affection and worship 

1 .. 
2 Divinitz., p. 132 
~. p.128 
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than as the necessar.r term of an intellectual equation, the 

sentiment of piety is not really satisfied; it hungers, it 

languishes, it dies. And this pure17 intellectual manner of 

apprehending God, which kills piety, is so predominant in every 

genuine deistic system as to bring about, in no long lapse of 

time, its impotence and extinction as a popular religious 

force. 1 

Liddon argues that the God of Deism is remote and inactive, no 

lively PrOVidence, whereas the Incarnation brings God down to earth 

and bridges the abyss between him and man. He B aye : 

Instead of presenting us with some fugitive abstraction, 

inaccessible to the intellect and disappointing to the heart, 

the Incarnation points to Jesus.2 

Pantheism, to take a second theory, recognises the human 

craving for union with God and satisfies it by making him the on17 

existing being whose existence absorbs and is identified with the 

whole universe and human! ty. Its fatal error is to involve God 

in human evil. The incarnation brings God down to man yet also 

exhibits a gulf between God and creation. Pantheism overlooks 

God's dis tinctness from creation, his independence of our thought, 

his sus taining power and his pers onal nature, all of which, Liddon 

3 
says, are asserted in the doctrine of the incarnation. 

There is, therefore, a shift in this lecture from the defence 

of the doctrine of Christ's divinity to its use as an apologetic tool. 

He uses it to show the inadequacy of other theories about God and to 

give sense and meaning to other aspects of Christian faith and 

devotion. Their truth and power are guaranteed b,. this doctrine. 

Soteriologr, for example, requires the doctrine of the hanocrusion. 

~ Divinity, PP. 453-4 
ibid. P. 455 

3 ibid. PP. 456-9 
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Wi thout it, Chris t can offer no salvation. Liddon asks: 

Can He really justify' if Be is only Man? Does not His power 

to "save to the uttermost those that come unto God by' Bim" 

depend upon the fact that Be is Himself Divine? 1 

This ques tion from the firs t lecture is answered in the las t when he 

says : 

Alas! brethren, if Jesus Christ be not God, the promises of 

redemption to which penitent and dying sinners cling with 

thankful tenacit.r, forthwith dissolve into the evanescent 

forms of Jewish modes of thought and unsubstantial misleading 

metaphors. If Jesus be not God, we stand face to face in the 

New Testament, not with the unsearchable riches, the boundless 

mercy of a Divine SaViOur, able "to save to the uttermost 

those that come unto God by' Him," but only with the crude and 

clinging prejudices of Bls uneducated or semi-educated followers. 2 

On the other hand, he says: 

Vast as is the conclusion of a world of sinners redeemed, 

atoned for, reconciled, the premise that Jesus Christ is truly' God 

more than warrants it.3 

The whole sacramental life of the Church, so vital to Liddon 

because through it the grace of God is channelled to men, depends 

upon Christ's divinit.r. Without it, he saya: 

The one Sacrament is only "a sign of profession and mark of 

difference, whereby Christian men are discerned from others 

that be not christened". The other is at best "onl7 a sip of 

the lave that Chris tiBllS ought to have one towards another." 

Thus the sacramenta are viewed as altogether human acts; 

God gives nothing in them. 4 

1 
2 Divinitz, P. 42 
3 ~. p. 486 
4 ibid. p. 48'1 

ibid. p. 488 
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On the other hand, if the one who instituted these things is the 

Eternal Son of God then, says Liddon: 

Baptism will be the real laver of a real regeneration; the 

Eucharis t will be a real It communion of the Body and Blood" 

of the Incarnate Jesus. 1 

It is by this doctrine that the whole Christian faith stands or 

falls. This is the linch-pin of Liddon's theological system. But 

precisely because the cons ti tuents of this tightly system are so 

in terdependent, when Emyone of them is called in ques tion, the 

central doctrine is itself threatened. The area in which this is 

most acutely felt is that of the teaching of Jesus. Liddon says 

that the divinity of Christ explains his nature as a teacher. 

Infallibility and virtual omniscience are the necessar,y implications 

of divinity. The qualification 'virtual' has to be used because 

Liddon has to a.ccept that on one point Jesus confess ed ignorance. 

Liddon s aye : 

To charge Him with error is to deny' that He is GOd. 2 

But Old Tee tament criticism was now bringing this issue to the 

forefront. Co1enso and others were questioniDg the Mosaic authorship 

of the Pentateuch. As Liddon s~w it, this was tantamount to charging 

Jesus with error since he himself spoke of DeuteronOl!lY 24:1, for 

example, as a Law of Moses. 3 He notices that these scholars do admit 

the in1"a11ibility of the Eternal Son of God but they also assert that 

as human the knowledge of Jesus was 11m! ted and in support of this 

contention they point to the fact that St. Luke says that Jesus 

increased in knowledge and that Jesus himself admitted ignorance 

concerning the date of the Last Judement.4 Liddon accepts that there 

is a discrepancy between Luke's statement that Jesus grew in lmovledp5 

1 Divinitr, PP. 489-90 
2 ibid. P. 461 
3 'M8rk 10 :3-5 
4 Luke 2:52, ~ 13:32 
5 ~ 2:52 
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and John's description of the Word as 'full of truth. ,1 But he 

explains it. What Luke describes is another example of divine 

condescension and Liddon points to the difference between what he 

calls 'infused lmowledge' and lmowledge which is the result of 

active observation and appropriation. He says: 

If by an infused lmowledge Be was, even as a Child, "full 

of truth" :ret that He might enter with the sympathy of 

experience into the various conditions of our intellectual 

life, He would seem to bave acquired, b:r the slow labour of 

observation and inference, a new mastery over truths which He 

alread;r, in another sense, possessed. Such a co-existence 

of growth in knowledge with a possess ion of all its ultimate 

resul ts would not be without parallel in ordiner;y human life. 2 

He offers examples of what he means from other fields of knowledge. 

Observation D1B1' verify sOIDe fact which we mq previously have known 

only through mathematical calculation. In any case, even if the 

human soul of Jesus acquired lmowledge not previously possessed, it 

does not warrant the notion, Liddon thinks, that he was ever 

ignorant of the truth about the authorship and worth of the Old 

Testament. 

Liddon admits that many of the Fathers such 88 lrenaeus and 

Atbanasius accepted that Jesus's own words about his lack of 

knowledge of the date or the Last Judsment did involve a real 

ignorance an his part. He knows that some will see in this an 

obstacle to belief in the unitT of Christ's person. The co-

existence of knowledge and ignorance in ane person mq seem to dissolve 

the unitT of the God-man but it need not do a:ar more than does the 

coDj1D'lction of divine omnipresence with human particulariV. The 

s sma difficul tT is common to all the contras ta ot the divine 
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incarnation. He says: 

For example, as God, Christ is omnipresent; as Man, He is 

present at a particular point in space. Do you sq that this, 

however mysterious, is more conceivable than the co-existence 

of ignorance and lmowledge, with respect to a single subject in 

a single personality? Let me then ask whether this co-

existence of ignorance and knowledge is more mysterious than 

a co-exis tence of absolute blessedness and intense suffering? 1 

All that this instance of ignorance amounts to, sqa Liddon, is that 

at this one particular moment in time: 

the Human Soul of Christ was restricted as to its range of 

knowledge in one particular direction. 2 

There need be nothing strange or remarkable in this since at other 

moments he was deprived of other aspects of deity. He continues: 

If then His Human Intellect, flooded as it was bY' light 

streaming from His Deity, was denied, at a particular time, 

knowledge of the date of one future event, this ma:r be compared 

with that deprivation of the consolations of Deit,r, to which 

His Human affections and will were exposed when He hlD'lg upon 

the Cross.3 

It is all, as Liddon sees it, part of the grace of Christ. 

He sqa: 

If we cannot specif;y the motive which ma:r bave determined our 

Lord to dellT to His Human Soul at one particular date the 

knowledge of one fact; we mq presume that it belonged to 

that love which led Him to become in all thi.nBB like unto B1a 

bretbren. 4 

Despite this identification of limitation with the demonstration ot 

grace, Liddon insists that it is restricted in the case ot knowlec1ee 

~ Divini;tz, P. 471 
3 ~. p.472 
~. p. 475 

4 ibid. P. 475 -
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to this one ins tance. He warns: 

'!'hat He was ever completely' ienorant of aught else, or that 

He was ignorant of this one point at any other time, are 

inferences for which we have no warrant and which we make at 

our peril. 1 

Further, he pointe out that limitation. of knowledge is not 

the s sme thing as liability to error. He says: 

When we say that a teacher is infallible, we do not mean that 

his knowledge is encyclopaedic, but merely that when he does 

teach, he is incapable of propound.ing as truth that which, in 

point of fact, is not true.2 

For critics of the Pentateuch to defend the idea that Jesus was 

wrong about Mosaic authorship of Deuteronom.y by' pointing to his 

lack of knowledge about the Last Judgment is, therefore, nonsense 

to Liddon. 

Liddon's discussion of this issue is particularly' interesting 

and important in i te bearillg on future Tractarian thought. The 

elucidation of infallibility is not unlike Roman Catholic arguments 

for the papacy. Most important for the present stu~ is the fact that 

in comparing 'the co-existence of knowledge and ignorance in Jesus with 

similar contrasts implied in the orthodox view of the incarnation and 

in his use of phrases like' that deprivation of the consolations of 

Deiv', 'another example of divine condescension' and 'that love 

which led Him to becaae in all thirlBs like unto His Brethren', there 

is saae anticipation of a kenotio view or the incarnation. TheT 

suggest the Tolunt&17 surrender by' Jesus of some or the divine 

attributes as part or the process or incarnation. Here Liddon is 

establishing a ver,r important principle which might help him to meet 

the challenge of the Old Tes tameD t critics. Wq then does he not 

allow ita wider application and emplOT it more thoroughly? 

1 
2 Divinity, P. 475 
~. p.476 
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The answer is that Liddon is a1'raid to pursue it further tor 

fear of weakening the case for Christ's Divinity. His intuition 

seems to tell him that a divine Chris t mus t really be as tree of 

limitation as possible and the one case of ignorance which he has 

no choice but to allow appears to embarrass him. He shows some 

intensity about it because to him this is no academic matter. It 

is profoundly serious. His torical knowledge and moral judgment 

cannot be separated here. To say that Jesus was wrong about the 

authorship of Deuteronom"y is to accuse him of an 'unsuspected 

selt-deception' which would be unacceptable in a human teacher. It 

would mean that this Christ who knew 'the secret heart of man' and 

the 'hidden thought and purpose of the Most High God' was unable 

to spot a forgery and was, therefore, deficient in moral judgment. 

So the moral character and perception of Christ are, in Liddon's 

judgment, in question here and for this reason he finds it bard to 

understand how anyone can go on believing in the divinity ot Christ 

while denying the Mosaic authorship of this book. Liddon assumes that 

~ane who repeats the accepted conventions of the ~ is thereby 

setting the seal of his authority upon them. If Jesus does it, then 

those conventions are granted divine authenticati~. Liddon says: 

The man who sincerely believes th8.t Jesus Christ is God will 

not doubt that His every word standeth sure, and that whatever 

has been sanctioned by' His supreme authority is independent ot, 

and lmSSsailable by, the fallible judgment ot His creatures 

respecting it.1 

For Liddon, then, this detail of critical Biblical scholarship 

entails questions about the ontological status of Christ. Be sees a 

danger tba t the removal of the small brick of the MosaiC authorship 

of the Pentateuch f'rom the wall ot orthodox teacbiDg could lead to 

1 Divinity, p. 480 
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the collapse of the whole edifice. He says: 

If when He sets the seal of His authority upon the wri tin8s of 

Moses as a whole, and upon the most miraculous incidents which 

they relate in detail, He is really only the uneducated Jew who 

ignorantly repeats and reflects the prejudices of a barbarous 

age; how shall we be sure that when Be reveals the Character 

of God, or the precepts of the new Life, or the reality and 

nature of the endless world, Be is really trustwortlv'.1 

Liddon is inevitably involved in a direct encounter with 

critical scholarship. The brittleness and inflexibility of his 

position are now exposed. His Whole theological system is based on 

the dilemma, t If Chris t is not God, be is not a good man. ' But the 

dilemma only bas force if a unity of thought between Scripture and 

the Church of the Creeds end Councils can be established. By 1866 

Biblical criticism was challenging that unity. In particular, ita 

understanding of the Fourth Gospel, on which Liddon was so / 
dependen t, W88 changing. The Gospel might well be the mature 

reflection of an elderly saint rather than a verbatim report of 

Jesus's conversations with his disciples. Statementa which Liddon 

takes to be evidence of Jesus's consciousness ot his own divinity 

might be the result of this sage's reading back into the teaching ot 

Jesus the conclusions which his meditation on the life and impact ot 

Jest8 bes reached and so represent a development in Christian thought 

and not part of the earliest message. In the face of that kind of 

cri tic ism, Liddon baa little room for manoeuvre. 

It is interesting to compare Liddon's BamptODB with a review of 

them published in 1871. It W88 written an~o'USly by 'A Clergyun 

of the Church of England' under the title, .An Examination of Canan 

Liddon's Bampton Lectures. Be regards Liddon as far too Protestant 

in the importance be puts upon Scripture. Be sqB: 

1 Divinity, PP 479-80 
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However far Mr. Liddon's phraseology may at times diverge from 

that of ordinar,r orthodox Protes tants , he here proceeds upon 

distinctively Protestant principle, and proffers his dogma to 

be tested by the Eible thoroughly investigated and reasonably 

understood. To prove his confidence justified, and his 

conclusions sustained, by the Eible, is the one great end of 

his carefully - compiled, and, from his own side virtually 

exhaustive, pleadings. If he had not thus chosen to stand upon 

indefensible ground, I should not have ventured to criticise 

his Lectures. 1 

The Clergyman prefers to rely upon the authority' of the Church 

rather than the Eible. His reason is that: 

The Christian Church is as grand a fact in the world's history 

as is the Eible and, with reference to the doctrine lmder 

consideration, the mind of the Church Universal has long 

displa;red a perspicui t.r, explicitness, and uniform! V of 

expresSion, of which the Eible is conspicuously destitute. 

If Orthod027 is to be retained, some comprehensive prel1m1nar,r 

assumption must be made, and the assumption that the Church is 

t~ divinely-appointed organ and vehicle of Christian 

revealment, the Eible being a subordinate factor in the Church's 

bands, seems to me incomparably more simple, expedient, and 

valid than the assumption that the Bible is the one inspired 

and sufficient repertor:r of the dogmatic faith proclaimed by 

the later two of the three great Creeds. 2 

In his examination of the BamptODS, he resolved to proceed on the 

l\Ypotbes:l.a, which be takes to be Liddon's also, 'that Protestant 

prinCiple in relation to the sufficiency and sole supremacy of 

1 A Clergyman of the Church of England, An Examination of Canon 
Liddon's B:rton Lectures, p. 2 (Hereinafter referred to 88 

Examinati~ 
2 ~. PP. 2-3 
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Scripture is true! 1 But working on that bn>othes is, he was led to the 

conclusion that the doctrine of Christ's divinity was false. He bas 

read the contemporary Biblical scholars and with them, and against 

Liddon, he accepts that passages like 1 Jolm 5:20, Titus 2:13, and 

Romans 9:5 are ambiguous, what they have to say about the person 

of Chris t is ambiguous. There is no certainty' that the divine title 

here actually refers to Christ. Again, he argues that the lack of the 

definite article in the phrase, 'The Word was God', means that it 

does not necessarily point to Christ's absolute divinity. The Fourth 

Evangelist 'did not in,tend to affirm the Word's absolute deity' is 

his conclusion.2 

Referring to Liddon, he s aye : 

The fact is patent; men who are, at the ver:! least, his 

equals in ever:! qualification entitled to respect, unbeaitatingly 

affirm the interpretation which he refuses to allow. 3 

Concerning Christ's self-assertions, he claims: 

In the New Testament, the Great Speaker, Who is in the Church's 

preaching Ver:! God veiled in Human! ty, gives no hint of His own 

bO'W'ldless Uncreated Goodness ••••• Be never approaches an 

affirmation that Be is internal to the Self-subsisting Nature, 

and, by independent necessity of Being, the Father's Co-equal 

Partner. 4 

Three passages sum up his position: 

The supposed Scriptural evidence for Christ's Godhead crumbles 

vexingly away as the meaning of text after text is explored. 5 

The Chris t of an mcri tical Biblical Protes tant1s11 is an Arian, 

superhuman Christ. The Christ of a critical Protestantism is a 

1 Examination, p. 3 
2 £e!g. PP. 82-88 
3 ~. P. 94 
.. ~. P. 317 
5 ~. P. 316 
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mere17 human, but extraordinari17 endowed Chris t. For the 

Catholic Christ there is, without the admission of the Church's 

revealing inspiration and authority', no logical basis anywhere. 1 

No fact in the history' of opinion is more clearly provable, 

than that the Orthodox dogma was a growth, developed amid 

controversy, and fixed in the face of strong opposition.2 

The Clergyman insists that he is not opposing the dogma of 

Christ's divinity itself. Be believes it as firmly as Liddon himself. 

What be denies is the bas is on which, he thinks, Liddon is trying to 

support it. And this is what makes him interesting. Like Liddon 

he belongs within the Catholic wing of the Church of England. 

Unlike Liddon, as he thinks, he res ts on • the Catholic prinCiple 

which acknowledges, within the human exterior of ecclesiastical 

organization, the secret infallible guidance of the Holy' Ghost as an 

abiding source and guarantee of dogma.· 3 He understands that 

principle as giving sole authority to the continuing Church and as 

allowing development in doctrine. Be is not, therefore, threatened 

by the findinBs of :Biblical critics in the wrq Liddon is. The 

security of orthodox Cbristology lies in the Church and not in the 

Bible. 

It is not certain that Liddon would, as the Clergyman thinks, 

disallow that statement of the Catholic principle. But he would 

certa.inl.7 interpret differently. The accusation of being too 

Protes tant and of failing to take the authori V of the Church 

serious17 must have been hurtful to Liddon. In an appendix to the 

Bamptons,4 he rejects it and claims that his position has not been 

fair17 represented. Be does not, he SqB, stand Ilerely' upon the 

inspiration of Scripture but also upon the iDspired interpretation 

1 Examination, p. 248n. 
2 3 ibid. p. 323 
4 ibid. p. 3 

Note I, Divinity. 
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of Scripture by the Church. The difference is that far Liddon the 

Church is that of the first five centuries, not the nineteenth. 

The stated purpose of the Bamptons is to answer those who take 

a Socinian view of Chris t. Liddon wants to oppose liberal or 

Rationalist anti-dogmatism. The mood of the age, as he perceives it, 

wants to separate the moral nature of Jesus from dogmatic assertions 

about his divine nature. It can do this if it can show that Hicene 

Christolo~ is a late development within the Church which bas 

complicated the original, simple religion of Jesus or even if ! t can 

demonstrate development within the Hew Testament itself, by'showing, 

for instance, that the Fourth Gospel is much later than the Synoptics 

and is the tree composition of the Evangelist. Rationalists may then 

argue that in removing superhuman elements £rom Christianity as 

la ter accretions they are mere17 res toring the original purity of 

the Gospel. Liddon's response is to insist that dogma and sublimity 

of teaching and character have belonged together in Jesus tram the 

first. For this he needs to be able to defend the authentic! ty ot 

Scripture and the unanimity of its teaching about Christ as well as 

to show that lUcea and Chalcedon in no WB.7 developed what was alre~ 

there in Scripture. 

The Clergyman thinks that Liddon would be better advised to 

abandon Scripture to the critics and to rest his case solely on the 

authori t;y of the Church. But for Liddon this is a dangeroua process. 

To allow the ClerQ1llan'a view that orthodox Cbristologr is the 

product ot development in doctrine in the course ot the Church's 

life would be to set a precedent far other developments. In the 

seventh lecture, Liddon objects to the nev17 formulated dopa ot the 

Roman Catholic Ch1n-ch about the sinless conception ot Mar7 88 an 

unwarranted creation of Dew doctrine. And he seems to be atraid 

that more ot tbia will tollow unless there 18 some authori tativ. 
:-.. 
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check on the Church's activity". If, therefore, Liddon's main 

conce:m is with the Socinians, he also has a wary eye on Roman 

Catholicism and will not make concessions to it. This seems to 

explain w~ he quotes, with apparent approval, the jud8ment of 

Vance Smith on the Examination: 

The marvel attending it is, that the author should annOlmce , 

himself, on his title-page, as a "Clergyman of the Church of 

England. It 1 

The price Liddon bas to pay for basing his apologetic on the 

authorit,y of the Church of the Fathers and the Bible together is a 

loss of freedom and fiexibili ty. The claim of the Clergyman that the 

Church is divinely inspired is hard to substantiate. He has to be 

content with calling it an assumption. But, because it is this, it 

is not easi17 refuted. It is a piece of theological positivism 

to be accepted or rejected but not subject to verification or 

falsification. 

Liddon's position is different. It is no more verifiable that 

the Clergyman's. But it is falsifiable because the inspiration of 

the Bible is not be70nd examination. An identification of internal 

. contradictions and incons is tencies would put the doctrine under strain. 

So would the discover,r of theological variety, ambiguity and mis taken 

claims about authorship of Biblical writings or the historicity of 

recorded events. Further, a revelation of these thinss in Scripture, 

especially theological variety, would make the tenet that the New 

Testament and Nicaea are 'manimous an impossible one to hold. Liddon's 

pOSition, therefore, might seem to his contemporaries to be one which 

was becoming increasing17 difficult to adhere to in 1866 not so much 

because of attacks from science or other secular intellectual movements 

but because of developments within theology itself. 

The abidiDg impression left b7 the Bamptcms is of a man standing 

at the close of an 888, impressive when judged by the standards and 

1 Invinity, p. 551 
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assumptions of that age, but soon to be left behind at the dawn 

·of a new one. Liddon's later writings must now be investigated for 

indications of adjus tment and adaptation. 
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Chapter Four - Liddon's Later Wri tinss 1867-90 

After the deliver,r of the Bampton Lectures, the settled life 

Liddon enjoyed in Oxford began to change. The lectures were sent 

for publication in 1867 and, soon afterwards, he left for a two 

months tour of Russia. Keble had died in 1866 and, on his return 

from the continent, Liddon became engrossed in the es tablisbment of 

Keble College as a memorial to his friend. Be was himself pressed 

to become its first head but he stedfastly' refused. Both his father, 

Captain Liddon, and his great friend, Bishop Hamilton of Salisbur,y, 

died in 1869. The old order of things was breaking up for him. 

A new era dawned in 1870, when, not without some misgiving in 

each cas e, Liddon was almos t s imul taneous 17 made a Canon of St. Paul's 

Cathedral and Ireland Professor of Exegesis in Oxford. For the first 

time he had a regular congregation representing more of a cross­

section of the general public than he could ever e%pect in Oxford. 

The disreputable s tate of St. Paul's would make him anxio'US to improve 

the qualiV of the worship and the size of the congregation. Be seems 

to have recognised the need for a pulpit minis tr.r in which the fa! th 

of his hearers might be nurtured and assured in an age of growing 

intellectual ferment and scepticism. The svle of his sermOlUl 

changed and they became more diverse in topiC. 

But his preaching still ranged around the doctrine of the 

person of Christ. Thus in 1872 he suggests to his congregation: 

We cannot conceive the best man we have ever known in life 

speaking of himself 88 the Good Shepherd ot men. To do so 

would be to forfeit his claim to our love, our reverence, 

even to our respect. Wk\T is it not so in our Lord? Beca .... 

there is that in Him, be70Dd yet iDseparable frail Bia Perfect 

Manhood, which j'USt1fiea His luguage •• ••• W. f •• l in shor" 

that Be is Divin. ••••• But it ill b.ca_e Be ill alao Man that 
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such a title befits Him, Because He is no abstract providence, 

but a Divine Person, Who has taken our human nature upon Him, and 

Who, through it, communicates with us and blesses us, He is the 

Good Shepherd of His People, 1 

As on previous occasions, it is the unity of speech and character in 

Jesus wi th which he wishes to impress his hearers, But now references 

to the doctrine ot the person of Christ are used to make devotional 

points and without pausing to present a theological justification. 

After his first :rear in residence, Liddon changed his months 

in London from May, September and January to April, August and 

December in order to be able to fulfil his responsibilities in 

Oxford, This meant that he was always there for part ot Advent, 

Christmas and often Passiontide and Easter, These are obvious times 

tor sermons on Chr1stological themes and it might be thought that azq 

emphasis on this aspect of Chris tian doctrine is due more to 

circumstances than to the preacher's natural inclinations, But this 

is not so, In the last year of his life Liddon is still sqing: 

Undoubtedly, 'II'q brethren, the Divinity of our Lord is the 

cen tral article in the Faith ot the Church, 2 

His Chris tmas res iclence gave him the opportunity to expound his 

understanding of the person or Christ, Easter was the chance to 

stress the conviction, which seems to have become increasingly 

important to him as the years progressed, that it is the Resurreotion 

which es tablishes mos t clear13' the divinity of Chris t. There can be 

little doubt that Liddon's emphasis would have been the same in &DT 

circumstances and that the clumge in times of residence vas not 

mere17 convenient but also congenial to him. 

The sermons and writinsB during this long period or Liddon's 

life reveal no essential changes 1n his Chr1stologr. Certain aspecta 

~ Liddon, R.P., Easter at St, Paul'a, PP. 318-9 
Liddon, R.P., Sermons on Some Worda ot St, Paul, p. 223 
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ot it receive more attention at times, for example, the represent­

ative nature of Christ's manhood. Others are more fully expounded. 

But they are not new. Indeed, Liddon's conviction that there could 

be no development in doctrine beyond elucidation is e%emplified in his 

own thought. Be IDa)" see and express things more clearl;r than before 

but there is never 8.1V' novel ty in his teaching. The examination of 

tvo sermons, one earl;r in the period and one almos t at the end, ~ 

serve to illustrate the point. In 1870, Liddon preached a series ot 

sermons at St. James's Church, Piccadilly, designed to present the 

Christian faith in what is described in the preface to the published 

collection as 'an age of feverish scepticism,.1 Liddon dealt with 

such topics as the Idea of Religion, God, the Soul, Sin, Pr~er and 

finally, 'The Mediator, the Guarantee of Religio'US Life'. 2 In this 

last sermon, Liddon describes the character of Jes'US as be is presented 

in the Gospels. The moral seDSe recosnises in Jes'US a quality ot life 

which is complete and supreme. But, he sqa: 

The ideal Character of the Gospels is, on one side, at issue 

with what we should abstractedly conceive to be a perfect human 

ideal. For Be who presents it to us proclaims HilEelt, in terIIB 

and to an extent which are altogether incODS~tent with a:rq true 

ideal of a purel;r creature~ perfection.
3 

He continues: 

His attitude is that ot One Who takes Hie claims for sranted; 

Who has no errors to confess, no deDI8Dds to e%plain, or to 

apologize for; no restraining iDatinct ot aelt-diatruat to keep 

Him in the ba.cksround; no shrtaking f'roID high oCIDIIUIDd, baaed 

upon a ae.e ot the impossible auperiori t.T ot those around Bia. 

It is the bearing ot One Who claJ.. to be the Pirat ot all, the 

~ Liddon, R.P., Scme Elements ot ReligiaD, P. Tii 
ibid. P. 204 

3 ibid. P. 218 
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Centre of all, with entire simplicity indeed, but also with 

unhesitating decision. 1 

What the bearing of Jesus suggests is made explicit by his own 

selt-assertions. In what can now be recognised to be his custana.r,r 

tas hi on, Liddon piles up the evidence from the Gospels, mainly from 

,John but some also from the Synoptics, to show what Jesus said about 

his own status. Then he goes on: 

And the question arises, how to account for this earnest self­

assertion on the part of Jesus Christ; how to acquit such 

language of the charges to which it would expose Im7 religious 

man who should use it at the present day? Bow are we to adjust 

it, on the one hand, with the sobriety and truthfulness of a 

perfect human character; on the other, with a due recOBUitiOD 

of the rights of God?2 

The language of Jesus might seem an imposture but for the fact that 

'the entire drift and atmosphere of His Life' justif.y it. It !a, for 

instance, entirely in harmony with the nature of the miracles ascribed 

to him. T~ are miracles or power or merc,y or both. Liddon remarks: 

Some of this class or miracles are, in fact, objected to b7 a 

recent writer, on the sp~cific ground that they only beri t a 

superhuman personality'. We therefore do not strain the import 

of such miracles in saying that they' are, at least, in barmOD1' 

with Christ's language about Bia claiDm and His superhuman 

Peraon.3 

Equally, the self-assertions of Jesus are in ba%'m0JV' with his 

sinlessness. He S81'S: 

Jesus' cballeDgeB B1a enemies to oonvinoe HiIIl ot SiD, it the7 can. 

Be never hints that Be has done or said &IV' ODe th1JIg which 

needs forgiYeness. Be teaches Hi. disciples to pra.y, "J'orgiye 

~ LiddoD, B.P., SCIIle Elements or Rel1«iCllll, PP. 219-20 
3 .!!!!. P. 223 

ibid. P. 226 B.r' t~i8 class ot miracles' Liddon me8D8 miracles ot 
power ar nature miraoles. The recent writer he baa 
in mind 18 Schenkel in Cbaracterbild J .. u. 

" 
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us our trespasses": Be never pr~ for pardon Himself. 1 

Of modern cri ties, Liddon s ~ , 

Ei ther they must consent to (orfei t the moral ideal which they' 

admire in the Gospels, and which, to do them justice, they are 

sincerely anxious to preserve; or they must fall back upon those 

very statements of the creeds which, by' affirming Christ's 

personal Divinity, really' and only justifY His constant references 

to Himself, and His unbounded claims upon mankind. 2 

All this rests upon the familiar dilemma. It is precise17 the 

argument employed in the Bampton Lectures and it continues to be the 

basis of Liddon's apologetic. 

The second sermon was preached in 1887 and is published with the 

title, 'The Word made flesh'. Here he e%pounds the doctrine of the 

Pers on of Chris t and again the thought is exactly that of the Bamptons 

if a little more clear17 and fully' expressed. Liddon notices certain 

misconceptions which have been entertained at times concerning the 

Incarnation. Be s~: 

Sanetimes Christi8lJ8 baTe been supposed to hold that two peracma 

were united in Christ, iDBtead of two natures in Bis single 

PersoD; sometimes that the Infinite Being was confined wi~ 

the bounds of the finite Nature which He assumed; sometimes that 

God ceased to be really Himself when Be took on Him man's nature; 

sometimes that the Ruman Nature which Be took was absorbed into 

or annihilated by ita union wi tlJr the Dei V. 3 

All these ideas have beeD rejected by the Church in favour of the 

position stated in the AtbaDasian Creed: 

The right fal th is, that we belieTe and cantess that our Lord 

Jesus Chris t, the Son of God, 18 God and Man. God of the 

substance of His Father, begotten betore all worlc1a, and Man ot 

~ Liddon, R.P., SCIIle Elements of Religion, p. 227 
ibid. PP. 228-9 

3 Liddon, R.P., Chris tmastide SermODS, p. 124 
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the substance of His mother, born in the world: perfect God 

and perfect Man, of a reasonable soul and human nesh 

subsisting. Equal to the Father as touching His Godhead, and 

inferior to the Father as touching His manhood. Who al though 

1 He be God and man, yet is Be not tvo but one Christ. 

Liddon s~: 

He Who was born, as on this day, did not begin to be when He was 

conceived by' His human Mother; since He had a1rea~ existed from 

before all worlds - !'rOIl an eterniv ••••• He had alread.r lived 

far an eternit,r when He condescended to make a human boq and a 

human soul in an entirelY' new sense His own, by' lmiting them to 

His Divine and Eternal Person.2 

In order to explain the two natures, Liddon turns again, as in the 

BamptODS, to the illustration of the lmion of bod-T and soul in JI&!1. 

Again he relies upon the Atbanasian Creed with its statement, 'As the 

reas onable soul and fles h is one man, so God and man is one Chris t' 

and be goes on: 

He Who could thus bring together matter and spirit, nowi th-

standing their utter contrarie\y of nature, and could constitute 

out of them a single h'WD8D personality' or being, might sure17, 

if it pleased Him, raise both matter and spirit - a human bod1' 

and a human soul - to lmion with His DiviniV, under the control 

of His Eternal Pers on. 3 

For a Christmas Dq sermon this is heactr stuff. The argument is rather 

subtle and complex for an ordinary' congregation to take in and it 

indicates how weighv a preacher Liddon was. He is too careful a 

theologian to s q that the divine in Chris t took oyer the 8 oul in the 

human Jeslll and that the human vas flesh but the argument, noticed 1D 

1 2 Liddon, B. P • , Chris tmas tide Sel'lDODS, p. 124-5 
3 ibid. P. 123 

ibid. P. 127 -
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the Bamptons, 1 that the personal principle within the soul of Jesus 

was divine is not repeated here. 

Most striking about this sermon is that it contains the fullest 

statement in Liddon's writings of the 'communicatio idiomatum.' 

He says: 

So real was and is this union, that all the acts, words, and 

sufferings of Christ's Human Body, all the thoughts, reasonings, 

resolves, emotions of His Human Soul, while being properly' human 

are yet also the acts, words, sufferiDgs, the thoughts, 

reasonings, resolves and emotions of the Eternal Son, Who 

controls all, and imparts to all the value and elevation which 

belong to the Wini te and the Supreme. Thus, although Chris t 

suffered in His Ruman Soul in the garden, and in His Human Boq 

on the Cross, His sufferins;a acquired an en tire17 superhuman 

worth and meaning from the Pers on of the Eternal Word to whom 

His Manhood was joined; and St. Paul goes so far as to s81' that 

God purchased the Chm.-ch with His own Blood - meaning that the 

Blood which was shed by the Crucified was that ot a Human Bodl' 

personally un! ted to God the Son.2 

This passage e~lains wl\Y it is so important to Liddon to be able to 

maintain the inerrancy of Christ's knowledge. If Christ could be 

shown to be mistaken about ~thing, on this view, it would reflect 

not only' upon his human! ty but also upon his divini V • 

Nothing in Liddon' s Chris tology could be said to be original to 

him. The ve1')" idea would have appalled him. Be saw his role 88 a 

theologian in the elucidation and vindication of the taith ot the 

Church Counci18. But a number ot dis tinotive empbaa ea bave been Doted. 

and these are reiterated. with more or less trequena,v during thia period. 

For, example, the stress upon the necessiv for reCosnJ,aing Christ 

1 Divinity, pp 263-4 
2 Liddon, R.P., Christmastide Sermans, p. 125 
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as both Son and Word appears in a sermon in 1874. He says: 

His Son: Let U9 dwell on that prerogative Name. It must mean 

a Being 'Who shal:-es the Father's Nature, yet is personallT distinct 

from Him; one Being Who, by nature and right, stands towards the 

Eternal in this unique rels.tion. But les t we should think of some 

inferior and created nature, Scripture gives the Son another Name; 

He is called "the Word", that is, the Thought or Reason, uttered 

or unuttered, of the Everlasting Father. What is more intimately 

a part of a man than his thought? What more clearly' distinct 

from him, while yet inheriting his nature than his child? Thus 

Scripture teaches us the existence of One Who is of one 

substance with the Father, yet personally distinct from Him; His 

Peer and His Companion from everlas tinge 1 

The insistence upon the impersonal humanity of Jesus is also 

there. There is a hint of it in the sermon on 'The Word Made Flesh.' 

Liddon tells us tba. t Chris t wore his human body end human sou! as a 

garment. He SlqS: 

After having existed from eternity, He united to Himself for 

evermore a perfect and representative Sample of the bodily and 

immaterial nature of man, and thus clothed with It,. as on this 

day t He entered into the world of sense and time. 2 

'A perfect and representative Sample of the bodily and immaterial 

nature of Man' hardl;r sounds l:l.ke en actual person. And indeed Liddon 

elsewhere firmly states that it W88 not. He sqs: 

It baa been said, vi th truth, that when the Eternal Word, or 

Son of God, was made flesh, Be united BiJEel! t not to a human 

person, but to human nature. Bia HumaniV bad nothing about it 

that was local, particular, appropriate only to a single 

his torical epoch, to a COUll tl7, to a race. He was born 1Jl 

~ Liddon, R.P., Aclvent in St, Paul's, p. 146 
Liddon, H.P., Christmastide Sermons, P. 124 
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Palestine, and of a Jewish mother, yet He was without the 

narrowing characteristics of a Jew; He was born a member of a 

down-trodden and conquered race, when the Roman empire had 

reached the zenith of its fortunes, yet in Hind and Character 

He might have belonged as well to the race of the conquerors, 

or to any other epoch in the his tory of mankind. All races, all 

countries, all ages had a share in Him, yet He could be claimed 

as an exclusive possession by none. 1 

Ideas like these sound very strange to a great many readers today. 

New Testament scholarship in this century hes tended to emphasise 

the Jewislmess of Jesus, highlighting such things as his attitude to 

the Law, his tendency to employ rabbinical methods of a.rgument and 

his evident insistence, during at least part of his ministry, tha.t his 

mission was essentially to Israel rather than to the nations. Liddon 

offers no evidence for the fa.ct that Jesus lacked racial particularity 

or cultural and his tori cal conditioning. But Liddon is motivated here 

by dogmatic interests rather than concern for biographical accuracy. 

For Liddon particularity in Jesus would militate against the presentation 

of him as representative of mankind. Some modern readers may welcome 

the fact that Jesus was rooted in a particular experience of human life, 

limited and expressed through family traits, racial chBracteristics, 

a specific culture, time and geogra,phical location. Not to be so 

gromded would make him un typical and mreal by removing him fran the 

stream of human life. But for Liddon it is the impersonal nature of 

-Christ's humanity and the fact that he is not characterised by any of 

these localising factors which makes him representative of mankind. , 
He continues in the same passage by saying: 

This representative character of our Lord's Manhood is insisted 

on by St. Paul, when he calls Jesus Christ, the second Adam. 

1 Liddon, H.P., Passiontide Sermons,. P. 45 
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As the first Adam represented the whole human familY by being 

the ccmmon ancestor, from whom all human beings derived the 

gift of p~ical life, so that his blood flowed in their veins, 

and their several lives, whatever their individual characteristics 

may be, are traceable to and meet in him; so the Second Adam 

was to represent the human family, not as the common source of 

bodily life, but as the parent of a moral and spiritual existence, 

which those children of the first Adam who could, might receive 

from Him. The Second Adam was, says the Apostle, a Quickening 

Spiri t: He held towards the spiritual and higher life ot 

mankind a relation as intimate, and, in its purpose, as universal 

as the first Adam had held to man's natural lite.1 

This view ot Christ receives tuller treatment in the 1870's and 

earl,. 1880's than at a.D1' earlier time. He even suggests the curious 

notion that somehow Jesus's humanity is more human than 8D1' other 

man's and actually uses the word 'human' in a derogatory sense. In 

1873, he says: 

Our Lord is not merely human, but the Representative or Ideal 

Man ••••• This is what st. Paul means by calling Him the 

Seoond Adam, the counterpart of the tirst tather ot, our race. 

Unlike the first Adam, He is always true to the idea of a 

pertect humanity; and so He stands alone, as the first ot a 

new race ot men, as the taultless Pattern and Type ot human 

goodness.2 

The use of tbe word 'merely' here is very strange. Liddon oome. 

olose to compromising the real humanity ot Jesus tor the word .e_ 

to denote both man in his tallen • ta. te and man in his partioulari V. 

Liddon will not accept that Jesus experienced either ot these aspects 

ot human! ty • 

1 2 Liddon, H.P., Passiontide Sermcma, P. 45 
Liddon, H.P., Advent in St, Paul's, p. 133 
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If it is asked why Liddon can countenance the idea of Adam, a 

particular man, as representative of all later generations and yet 

refuse particularity to Christ in order that he should be repre~ent­

ative, it is hard to find a satisfactory answer. Perhaps, under­

standably, he found Paul's ideas on this subject difficult to 

understand. Part of the answer may be though that he did not regard 

Adam as being quite like other men since as the parent of the human 

race he was specially created. Liddon did not think of the First 

Adam as merely a theological model or symbol. He had to be an 

historical figure to have had the effect on human history that is 

described in the doctrine of the Fall. As the special creation of 

God he may have transmitted tendencies and characteristics to his 

children but he did not inherit them from anyone. A further element 

in the answer and probably one that loomed larger for him is found 

in Liddon's insistence upon the sinleesness of Jesus. He is 

confident that all we know about our Lord goes to ehow that Jesus was 

sinless and he takes this quite literally to mean that Jesus was 

conceived without Sin and never committed a sin. Again his real 

interest is not biographical. This time it is soteriological. He 

s~s : 

In considering our Lord's birth of a Virgin-Mother, we have 

alw~s to remember that it was a first necessity that the 

Redeemer of mankind should be sinless. If He was to help our 

race out of its tradition of moral degradation, He must have 

no part in the evil which it was His work to put away. 1 

Similarly, in his sermon on the 'Sinlessnesa of Jesus Christ', 

(1811), he s~s, 

1 

Had He been conscious of any inward stain, how could He have 

desired to offer Himself in sacrifice to free a world from sin? 

Liddon, H.P., Christmastide Sermona, p. 81 
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Had there been in Him any pers onal evil to purge aWIq, His 

Death might have been endured on account of His own guilt: 

it is His absolute Sinlessness which makes it certain that Be 

died for others. 1 

Although he does not actually say so, it seems likely that Liddon 

would think that Christ, the Second Adam, could only inaugurate a 

new humani V, released from the power of sin, if he were himself 

sinless and that his sinlessness would be very much in doubt if it 

were possible to think of him as a particular man, grounded within 

the stream of human his tory • 

Despi te all this, he is careful to ins is t that the humanity 

of Jesus was real. His divinity and his impersonal lmman nature 

do not, as Liddon sees them, remove Jesus so far from us that we 

cannot follow the example of his life. Liddon sa;yB, 

Our Lord's true Divinity did not interfere with the truth 

of His Manhood; or lessen the value of the Example which He 

set us ••••• Our Lord's Eternal Person does not make the 

virtues which are so apparent in his earthly life inimitable bT 

us; since theT belong to that common nature which is ours by' 

inheritance, and which in His love and condescension Be took 

upon Bims elf. 2 

Liddon sa;ys that there are JI18!J1' thJ.nBs which Christ did that we 

cannot but 'we can show the mind, if we cannot reproduce all the worlca, 

of our Divine Lord.' 3 

In these later writings, as in the earlier, the doctrine of 

the divinity of Chris t is the linch-pin of Liddon' 8 theolog,r. This 

is most obvious with regard to the Atonement. In 1868, he stq8: 

1 2 Liddon, R.P., P88siontide Sermons, p. 15 
3 Liddon, R.P., Sermons on Some Words of St. Paul, p. 225 
~. p.225 
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If He were a mere man, then so far would His death be from 

having ~ atoning virtue, that it ~ be fairly questioned, 

1181', it has been questioned, whether such a death was not 

morally indefensible, as being in fact an act of voluntar,r 

self-destruction; since He might have avoided the encounter 

with Jewish opinion which more immediately precipitated the 

action of the Sanhedrim. But being, as He is, Very and Eternal 

God He imparted to His passive as to His active obedience 

a priceless value; and He wrought out, in intention, the 

salvation of the whole race of men, when He hung d1'ing upon the 

Tree of Sbame,1 

Again, in 1887, he S81'S: 

B.r a Death which crowned a Life perfectly conformed to the 

Divine Will, and invested with incalculable value through 

association with His Divine Nature, He made for human sin a 

perfect atonement ",., since He is God, as well as Man, we 

too mq approach, nay, be united with, that Being in ~ alone 

our weak and distracted nature can recover its repose and 

strength,2 

The doctrine also affects the force of Christ's teaching, It 

gains ita power became it is the teaching of a divine person and 

not simply through its intrinsic merit, He sqa: 

Doubtless His Words are, bey'ond a:tI¥ others, the stq of the 

soul; He spoke as never man spoke, But they are this, not 

simply because of their intrinsic merit, or rather because ot 

our power of doing justice to it but because theY' are His, 

His Person is the foundation, 3 

Be SUIIS up: 

His Person is for us the fundamental fact which underlies, 

explains, juatifiea, sustains all that is built upon it,4 

~ Liddon, B.p., Se1'DlOD8 preached betore the tJniveraiv ot Odord, p, 64 
Liddon, H,P., Advent in S t, Paul'., p, 589 

: Liddon, H,P" Sermons on Special Occasions, P. 225 
~. p, 225 
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A passage in a sermon on the 'Gradualness of Divine Teaching,' 

preached in 1883, serves as a sU1DJ118.!7 of Liddon's position at this 

time as at all other times on the centrality of the doctrine ot 

Christ's divinity, the gro\D'lds for believing in it and ita nature 

as the connecting link for the various cons ti tuenta of the Chris tian 

fa! th. Liddon S83'S: 

The world-wide invitations to trust and obey and love; the 

great sayings, but half \D'lderstood when they were uttered, about 

His Oneness with the Father, His Eternal Existence when Jbrabam 

as yet was not, His passing the knowledge of all save the Father, 

Whom He alone also could really mow; the claim to judge the 

whole human race from the throne of heaven; the absolute 

unhesi tating assertion of Self - so unpardonable if the Speaker 

was merely human, so inevitable if Be was indeed Divine - all 

this would be brought to a focus by the teaching, unveiling, 

systematising spirit, till the great central truth ot Christian 

Faith, the Absolute Deity of Jesus Christ, as the Everlasting 

Son of the Father, bad stood forth in all ita awe and all ita 

beaut;r in the fa! th and teaching of the Apos tIes. And trom this 

central tru:th how much else would radiate: the infinite value 

of His death, incalculable by any merely human es timate; the 

virtue of those appointed instrunentB of contact of His Human 

Bature with mankind, the Sacramenta; the infallibility of all 

language that can fairly claim His aanction; the power to aave 

to the uttermost all who need and claim His helP.1 

A further reason, apart fran the rationalist attack, wh3' Liddon 

felt the need to go on asserting theae thiD8Bao atronglJ' in this 

period of his ministry and the extent to which they mattered to hill 

are clear fran the controversy over the use of the Athanasian Creed. 

to which he often made aD appeal. For generatiODS of Churchlllea, t'rGII 

1 Liddon, H.P., Easter at St. Paul's, p. 435 
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the Reformation onwards, the Creed had caused difficulties because 

many found it hard to understand and some objected to the terrible 

judgment with which it threatened those who could not altogether 

accept its teaching. The disuse of the Creed was common and it is 

claimed that more than half the parishes in England were unaccustomed 

1 to the creed. In September 1870 Archbishop Tait had said that the 

use of the Creed in public worship should be discontinued. For some 

years the matter was the subject of debate and Liddon wrote to the 

Archbishop on December 23rd, 1871, sqing: 

As I gather from a letter signed "Anglicanus" in todq's Times 

that the attacks recently made on the Athanasian Creed are likely 

to be renewed at no distant date, it is not, I trust, obtrusive 

or other than right in me to state formally to your Grace, 

that if this most precious Creed is either mutilated by' the 

excision of the (so-termed) Damnator,r Clauses, or degraded, by' 

an alteration of the rubric which precedes it, from its present 

position in the Book or Common Prqer, I shall feel bound in 

conscience to resign my prerementa, and to retire from the 

minis tr.r or the Church or England. 2 

Tait was not impressed by the element or threat in the let~er and 

replied sqing that it should not have been held out: 

in the midst of a calm discussion on a verydirricult question 

amonest learned and attached members of the Church of England, 

when the results or such discussion are on the point or being 

submi tted to the consideration ot the provincial Synods ot our 

ChurCh.3 

The threat, a weapon which Gore was alao prone to -plo.r, is 

unpleasant but, at the same time, it does indicate the strength ot 

1 Davidson, R. T., and Benham, W., 

2 ibid. p. 131 
3 ibid. P. 138 

Lite ot }rchibald Campbell Ta1 t, 
vol. iI, p. 126 , 
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Liddon's feeling on the matter. His reasons were explained, first 

in a letter to Pusey on February 24th, 1872, and then in an Oxford 

sermon in October of the same year. They are primarily Christological. 

To Pusey, Liddon writes: 

The moral effect of the removal of the Warning Clauses will be 

a proclamation of indifference to the Doctrine of the Blessed 

Trinit.Y, and the Divine Incarnation; a proclamation that the 

man who, with his eyes open, adopts the blasphemies of Sabellius 

and !rius, will be jus t as well off as a Catholic believer in 

the Eternal World. 1 

If this shows the nastier side of Liddon, it also shows the seriousness 

with which he viewed the matter of holding what he regarded as the 

correct doctrinal view. It was a matter of eternal salvation! 

In the sermon, Liddon s qs : 

each statement is seen to be an indispensable part of a living 

and integral bod1' of truth, whereby' the two terms of our Faith, 

the perfectness of our Lord'a human character regarded in the 

light of His self-assertion and the lmit.Y of the Godhead are 

brought into flmdamental ha:rm0Dy'. It is the trustworthinesa of 

Jesus which is the master-truth asserted by' the AthaDasian 

Creed. In the last anal.ysis it will be fOlmd impossible to 

jus tit)' the pranis es which He held out to the human race, and 

the language which His apostles used about Him, except upon 

such grolmds as thos e which are taken by the Creed. 2 

Tbematter was finally resolved in Mq 18'13 when, large17 

as a result of the efforts of Pusey and Liddon, the Meetings of 

Convocation decided to leave the Creed in its place UDal tered except 

for the addition of an explanatory note. 

The change of cong.regation in 1870, necessitating salle chaDge 

of a vle in Liddon' a preaching did not mean that he ceased to be ar1 

1 Johnston P. 166 
2 Liddon, 1I.p., Sermons Preached before the UmiTeraitrof Oxford, 

Second Series, p. 136 
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apologist. Gladstone, writing to Jrchbishop Benson as late as 

J anuar;r 1885, could say of Liddon: 

To hear him is, I apprehend, the advice (that) would be given 

to, or the course which would be spontaneously' taken by an 

inquiring unbeliever. May he not perhaps be called the firs t 

champion of belief?1 

Lord Acton, a prominent Roman Catholic, described himself' as 'not in 

harm~ with Liddon and scarcely in sympathl". Nevertheless, he 

could say in a letter to Gladstone in March 1884: 

Liddon is in contact with all that is doiJ2g in the world of 

thought. 2 

Again in June specifYing a particular area of thought which Liddon 

had investigated, he wrote: 

Evidently' Liddon is in no peril from the movement ot modern 

science. He has faced those problems and accounted for them. 

If he is out of the perpendicular, it is because be leans the 

other wa:r.3 

As one would expect, contemporar,r science is more important for 

Liddon in this later period than it was previously'. In 1871, the year 

of The Descent of Man, there is ~ passing reference to Darwinism but 

no extended treatment. He sqB: 

Science mq unveil in nature regular modes of working, and name 

them laws; she mq substitute and to a degree be:rond present 

anticipations, some doctrine of gradually' developed forms of 

life for the older belief in permanent distinctions between 

llviJ2g species. But the great ques tion 8 till awa! ts her. Who 

furnished the original material for the presumed development?4 

1 Jolmston p. 312 
~ ~. p. 309 
4 ibid. p. 309 

"Lfcid011, R.P., Sermons preached before the Unive1'8iV of Oxford, 
Second Series, P. 41 
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He appears to assume that evolution and development are synOJ\Ylllons. 

It is not until 1882 that he pays greater attention to the 

subject in his writinBs. Apparently' he was not involved in the 

original controversy, despite his closeness to Samuel Wilberforce. 

Indeed, he reveals a more detached attitude to evolution and is 

apparently less alarmed by' its implications than might have been 

expected of him. A comment from 1882 reflects the earlier statement 

of 1871 and maY' indicate the position he had alw~ held. Liddon 

s~: 

It maY' be admitted that when the well-known books on The Origin 

of Species and on The Descent of Man first appeared, theY' were 

largelY' regarded bY' religious men as containing a theory 

necessarilY' hostile to the fundamental truths of religion. A 

closer study has generally' modified BDY such impression. If the 

theory of "natural selection" has given a powerful impulse to the 

general doctrine of evolution, it is seen that whether the 

creative activit,.. of God is manifested through catastrophes, so 

to call them, or by' w~ of a progressive evolution, it is still 

His creative activity, and that the reallY' great questions 

beY'ond remain untouched. The evolutionary process, suppoaiJ2B it 

to exist, must have had a beginning; who began it? 

He suggests that there are three gaps in the evoluti0D8.ry sequence 

requiring the intervention of God: 

There is the great gap between the highest animal iIlstinct, 

and the reflective, selt-measuring, selt-ana.l7ziJ2B mind ot maD. 

There is the greater gap between lite, and the moat highl7 

organised matter. There is the greatest gap ot all between 

matter and nothiJ2B. At theae three pOints, as tar as we can 

see, the Creative Will must have intervened otherwise thaD b7 

wq ot evolution out ot existiJ2B material, - to create mind, -
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to create life, - to create matter.1 

This more or less placid acceptance of Darwin was encouraged 

by Liddon's conviction that the scientist himself remained a believer 

in God. Liddon's renewed interest in Darwin in 1882 was due to 

Darwin's death early' in that year and the fact that Liddon was 

invited to join the committee which was to arrange for a Memorial to 

him. Liddon himself was inclined to accept the invitation but in the 

end gave up the idea rather than upset Pusey who had alrea~ refused. 

His diar,y for May 10th records : 

If I had only to think of my- own convictions, I think I should 

join, as we owe Darwin much for his courageous adherence to 

Theistic trutb3 under a great deal of pressure, as I cannot 

doubt. 2 

Liddon thought Darwin's view of God impoverished and probably derived, 

consciously or unconsciously', from Deism and he thought that Darwin 

sometimes spoke as though natural laws had somehow had an existence 

independently' of God.3 Still he was glad to call Darwin a Theist. 

Liddon was not greatly dis turbed by the effect of Darwinism on 

Genesis. He thought it quite possible to reconcile the two. He 881'8: 

Holy Scripture tells us that" the Lord God formed man of the 

dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of 

life, and man became a living soul." If the Church should 

hereafter teach that this It formation" was not a momentar.r act, 

but a process of development continued through a lang series ot 

&ges, she would not vary the tr~ tiODal interpretation so 

seriously as was done in the case of passages which appeared to 

condemn in terms the teaching of Galileo. Nor would the earlier 

description of the creation of man in the Sacred Record present 

1 2 Liddon, H.P., The Recove1'l of Thomas, PP. 26-7 
3 Johnston, P. 276 

Liddon, H.P., The RecoveR of Thomas, p. 6 
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any greater difficulty. It is very fu from clear that the 

Darwinian bn>othesis has so established itself as to make such 

a modified interpretation necessary; only' let it be considered 

that here, as elsewhere, the language of the Bible is wider than 

to be necessarily' tied down to the terms of a puticular account 

of man's natural histori. 1 

More serious in Liddon's eyes are the implications of Darwin's 

thesis for man's understanding of his own dignity within creation and 

beyond this for the Incarnation. This was noticed briefly in the 

Bampton Lectures.2 Now, for a moment, Liddon approaches the question 

from the other end, as it were, and says that the Incarnation bestows 

such a dignity upon man that it will take more than an evolutionary 

theor;y to diminish it. He says: 

Man's true dignity depends not upon the history- of his pl\Ysical 

frame, but upon the nature of the immaterial principle within 

him, and above all upon the unspeakable honour conferred upon 

both parts of his being when they were un! ted to the Etemal 

Person of God the Son, in the Divine Incarnation. 3 

But he returns to his earlier teaching in 1887 when he says: 

Sometimes, in a strange spirit of paradox, he (that is, man) 

baa combined theories which ascribe to himself an origin and 

a nature as degraded as well can be, with passionate assertions 

of his capaci V to judge of all things in earth and Heaven. 4 

Later, in the same sermon, he sqa: 

But the human nature in which the Etemal Word condescended and 

condescends to dwell can never be treated by a Christian believer 

88 other than a nature capable of the hls-hest destinies.5 

1 
2 Liddon, H.P., The Recovery of Thanas, Pi. 12-13 
3 Divinitz, P. 459 
4 Liddon, B.P., The Recove1'1 of Thaaas, P. 12 
5 Liddon,. B.P., Christmastide Sermons, P. 129 
~. P. 134 
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The implication is that once Darwin's theory is fullY accepted, 

if it is not already, Liddon will find it hard to. imagine the. t 

God is not somehow demeaned by such involvement with the animal 

creation. 

There is, moreover, a further implication for Liddon's 

Christology in Darwinism. Liddon empbssises Christ as Ideal or 
, 

Representative Man, the Second Adam, and this, far trom being merely' 

a piece of theological imagery, must be taken quite literally'. So 

insistent is he on maintaining this position that even if Darwin is 

to be accepted, there must still be only' one man, an historical Adam, 

through whom the evolution to human bei.nes takes place. He says: 

One man only', too, there must have been to whom the gift of a 

soul, with free will and self-ccmsciollSness, was thus 

originallY given, and from whom all other men are since 

descended. The great antithesis of the First and Second Adam 

would disappear from our fal th if we could suppose that mankind 

were derived from more than one natural parent.1 

There is, therefore, a certain tragili ty about the facile manner 

in which Liddon takes evolution into his STB tem. For one who nomallT 

1lnpresses by his grasp of the ramifications .of even dete!ls of new 

scholarship, it is odd that he should not apparentq have seen more 

of what Darwinism entails for theology. The fact is though that, in 

the later Tears of his life, Liddon is less inclined to take new 

thought seriously'. His motives are mixed. First, there is the 

confidence that the truth bas been onoe delivered to the saint. and 

cannot be touched. Then there is. the further confidence, implied in 

The Recove" of Thomaa,2 that since all knowledge comes fran God, the 

Chris tim need not be atraid of genuine new d1s COTeries frOll 8ZlT 

quarter. Liddon would not be able to c01lllteJW1ce the idea of 'truth 

1 2 Liddon, R.P., The RecoverT ot Thomas, P. 14 
~. PP. 14-15 
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arising from any source but God but so convinced is he of God's 

revelation through Scripture and Church that he is bound to take 

general revelation through science or art less seriouslY. Apparent 

conflicts are certainlY to be settled in favour of, what he saw as, 

the more direct revelation. He knows that fashions come and go in 

thought and that it is not wise to be too seriouslY committed to any 

one of them. Liddon would have agreed wholeheartedly with Dean Inge's 

dictum that the man who marries the spirit of the age will soon find 

himself a widower. UnfortunatelY his attacbment to the authori~ of 

the past in Scripture and Church bas robbed Liddon of his ability to 

distinguish fundamental and significant change from 'the merelY 

fashionable and ephemeral. ThoroughlY typical of Liddon is the 

comment: 

No Christian who believes in the essential barmOD1' of all truth 

will be other than anxious to reconcile the statements of men of 

science with the truths of Divine Revelation, so fa:r as our 

present knowledge enables him to do so. But God's Word in 

Revelation will never pass aw~; while theories respecting God'. 

working in nature a:re, as we know, changing &!moe t from yea:r to 

year. 1 

To this m~ be added another characteristic canment from the last 

sermon Liddon ever preached, on Whit Sundq, 1890: 

1 

And yet we might observe that JD8Jl1' a past generation baa 

cherished this notion of an absolute value attaching to the 

thought and temper of its dq, while we, 88 look back on it, 

with the aid of a· larger experience can see that it was the 

victim of an illus017 enthUSiasm. When we aDB.l3se the iDsredient8 

that go to malee up the spirit of the time, of an:r one phase ot 

time; and when we obae"e that, notvithstancliDg its stout 

8SSertiODB of a right to rule it melts away before our verr 8788 

." Liddon, R.P., The Recove17 of Thomas, pp. 14-15 
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like the fashions of a lady's dress, into shapes and moods which 

contradict, with equal self-confidence its fomer self, we mq 

hesitate before we listen to it as if it were a prophet, or make 

a fetish of it, as though it bad within it some concealed 

divinity. 1 

These remarks were directed towards developments in Biblical 

cri ticism rather than Darwinism although the)" sum up his approach to 

both. He could not be nearly so sanguine about what was happening in 

Biblical studies as he was about science. He began to lose touch with 

the younger men within his own school of churcbmSllShip, in these later 

years, as far as their attitude to critical scholarship was concerned. 

He took it for granted that they would remain as implacabl;y opposed 

to the new criticism as he was himself. His biographer thinks that 

this was largely due to the fact that from 1883 his attention was 

absorbed by the task of writing his Life of Pusey and that this caused 

him to be more concerned with the literature and needs of the .firs t 

half of the century than with theae of the second.2 Liddon, who had 

never favoured novelty' in Chris tim thought and bad alW81'S regarded 

Pusey as his supreme guide in matters of doctrine, was hardl.;y likely 

to deviate from the path now that the old man was dead. Loyal ty' to 

the old wqa was the supreme requirement and he assumed that the new 

generation of Tractarians would feel the ssme and thus hardly troubled 

to discover what they were t b 1nkjng. 

But even more fundamental to Liddon's attitude to Biblical 

cri ticism than his devotion to Pusey is the fact that the heart of 

his Christological apologetics is still the familiar dilemma, 'Either 

Christ is not divine or he is not a good man.' It is expressed in. a 

'Variety' of ~ through the 7eln'8 but the essential idea is the sue 

in 1870, he SQ'B: 

1 2 Liddon, R.P., The Inspiration of Selection, p. 18 
Jolmston, p. 298 
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It is strictly impossible to maintain our faith in the fault-

lessness of His charaoter if we deDT that a fundamental necessit,r 

of His Being forced Him to draw attention so persistently, so 

imperiously, to Himself. But, on the other band, if His words 

about Himself are sober truth, they only afford another 

illustration of His compassionate love for those whcm He came to 

enlighten and to save ••••• His precepts about bum1li ty are 

contradicted by His example, lmless His statements about Himself 

are diotated bY' that true humility whioh would rather incur the 

suspioion of pride than conceal the simple fact ••••• If on the 

other band, we bow before the general impression produced by 

Christ's character, and He be taken at His word, He must be 

believed to be, in the absolute sense, Divine.1 

As late as 1887 this argument whioh has sl1Stained him fran the 

beginning is expressed again: 

His proclamation of Himself would be intolerable, if Be were not 

more than man; but as God and Man in One Person, Be spans the 

abyss which bad yawned between earth and Beaven. 2 

The validity of the dilemma depends upon the fact of a supernatural 

revelation and the reliability of Scripture, both of which, Liddon 

thinks, the rationalist is concerned to de1\Y. In the later writings 

he gives much more attention to their defence than he has previously. 

In a sermon in 1887, he SQ'B that revelation: 

has two concurring certificates of ita realiV. One is miracle, 

whereby the revealing God, the Lord of lature, steps, as it were, 

frQDl behind the veil and gives a sensible proof that Be is 1zl 

cCllllDlU!l1cation with the human agent who clu. to be utteriDB H1a 

Word. And the other is cODScience, the seat ot His original 

Presenoe and legislation; but now illuminated as in ~ with 

1 2 Liddon, B.P., Some Elementa in Rel1«icm, PP. 230-1 
Liddon, B.P., Advent in St. Paul's, p. 589 
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its first and earliest lessons. 1 

This use of the word, 'certificate' is now a habit with Liddon.2 

It will be convenient to look at what he bas to sq about miracle 

along wi th the closely' related topic of the inspiration of Scripture 

and then go on to cons cience. 

In an Oxford sermon on 1874, Liddon defends the possibility of 

miracle and the supernatural. He s sys : 

No a priori doctrine about the absolute invariabilit.1 of natural 

law will persuade us Christians that Jesus Christ did not real17 

rise fran the dead. The Resurrection rests upon adequate 

testimony, and a really comprehensive science will recognise 

and account for it, whether by supposing the intervention of a 

higher law or otherwise. It is irrational to demand that 

Christians shall forget the great fact which sustains their faith 

because science bas formulated a doctrine of invariable law; 

Christianity ~ be denounced as unprogressive or reactionar,y, 

but Chris tiana will keep their eyes on the evidence which has 

sus tained the highes t minds and the nobles t efforts for eighteen 

centuries. 

He complains against 'a strange indisposition' on the part of 

scientific men which, he say'S: 

at least rivals Sl\Y private theological prejudice in its irrational 

tenacit,r, to admit facts of a different order fran their own. 3 

Hume is cited as an example of this scientific mind. Liddon sqB: 

Hume affirms that the credibilit,r of a fact or a statement DlU8t 

be decided by' its accordance with the established order ot Bature, 

and by this standard on17. This would be true enough, if it were 

1 2 Liddon, H.P., Advent in St, Paul's, p. 144 
Ct. Liddon, R.P., Sane Elements of Religion, p. '15; SemOD! preached, 

before the University of Oxford. Second Series, p. 103; Easter.1a. 
St. Paul's, p. 151. It is possible that Liddon's use ot the word 
"certifioate" owes something to Bewman's discussion ot certitude 
in tt A Grammar ot Assent", especiall7 PP. 210-58 

3 Liddon, R.P., SemODS :preached before the UniTerei. of Oxtorcl, 
Second Series, p. 218 
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certain that there is no Being in existence above and beY'ond 

Nature; if Nature really included all exis ting forces. But if 

there does exist a being higher than what we call Nature, and 

indeed its Author of Whose mind and character we bave independent 

knowledge, then occurrences which, l1ke miracles, are Y'et out of 

agreement with the order of Nature, m~ Y'et be credible, if theY' 

can be shown to agree with the known attributes and purpose of 

this Being. 

Hume suggests that whatever sense experience ~ tell us, we must not 

deny the 'order of Nature.' But, says Liddon: 

this very idea of a settled order of Nature is itself the product 

of a continuous exercise of the senses of m8l1Y' generations ot 

men; and it the senses are to be credited when theY' report that 

order which is the rule of Nature, theY' do not deserve less credit 

when theY' report the exception to the rule. 1 

The argument i tselt is not new. In his earlier work, Liddon, as 

part of his apologetic, pleaded tor some allowance to be made for' the 

possibility ot the supernatural. 'What he did not otfer in either the 

early sermons or the Bampton Lectures, was a clear statement ot the 

reason for thinking that the supernatural was a realiV. Now CClles 

the bold suggestion that there is empirical ground for accepting the 

supernatural which can be seen by anyone not blinded bY' his own 

preconceptions. This empirical evidence is to be found in miracle. 

This is the 'certificate of identity between the Lord of Nature and 

the Lord ot Conscience,2 and the supreme miracle is the Resurrection 

of Christ. But this, Liddon thinks, is precise17 the great stumbliDg 

block for the 'scientific mind'. He says: 

It the testim~ which can be produced in proot ot the 

Resurrection concerned only a political occurence, Or a tact or 

natural hiat017 witnessed eighteen centuries ago, nobOC\Y would 

1 2 Liddon, R.P., Christmastide Se~ona, PP. 6-7 
Liddon, R.P., Sqae EJ.MtJlta of Rel1sion, P. 75 
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think of denying its cogency. Those who do reject the truth 

of the Resurrection quarrel, f~ the most part, not with the 

proof that the Resurrection occurred, but with the supposition 

that such a thing could happen mder any circumstances. No 

proof would satisfy' them; because they have made up their minds 

that the thing cannot be. 1 

The Resurrection is now central, in Liddon's view, to the Christian 

faith. He s aye : 

Enough to sq that the supreme certificate of the reality' of 

the Christian Revelation is the fact that Christ rose from the 

dead. Deny this fact, and ••••• the moral consistency of Christ, 

no less than His redemptive power, mus t f~thwi th disappear from 

earnest thought. Admit this fact, and the religion which it 

attests must mean not only much more than, but something 

al together distinct in kind from, the highest lessons God has 

ever taught to the best heathen through nature and consCience; 

TOU are in the presence of a supernatural Revelation.2 

It is the Resurrection which clinches the argument for the divinity' 

of Christ. One of the last sermons which Liddon preached was devoted 

to this theme. He took his tex.t from Romans I vv. 3,4: 'Who was 

born of the seed of David according to the flesh; and declared to be 

the Son of God with power, according to the Spirit of holinesS, by 

the resurrection from the dead.' Liddon SqB that the text makes clear 

that Chris t was man, yet more than man. The Resurrection is the 

single event which declares this great truth. Christ bad foretold 

his resurrection on at least six occasions. So The Resurrection of 

Christ, sqB Liddon: 

was a verification of the proot which Be had offered ot Bla 

own claim. 
3 

'1 2 Liddon, B.P., 
Liddon, B.P., 

Easter at St. Paul'. PP. 158-9 
Semons preached before the Universitz of Oxford, 
Second Series, P. 103 

3 
Liddon, B.P., Semona on Some words of St. Paul, P. 6 

... 2J 
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It is the irresistible and overwhelming demonstration that Christ is 

divine. Liddon goes on: 

All who think seriously' about the matter lmow that the 

Resurrection is the point at which the Creed, which carries us 

to the heights of heaven, is most securely' embedded in the soil 

of earth, most thorough1y' capable of asserting a place for its 

Divine and living Subject in the history of our race. Disprove 

the Resurrection and Chris tiani ty' fades away into the air as a 

graceful but discredited illusion; but while it lasts it does 

its work as at the first; more than any other event, it 

proclaims Chris t to be the Son of God with power in millions 

of Chris tian souls. 1 

Liddon thinks that Christ himself used the Resurrection as the 

guarantee of his divine work. He says: 

Our Lord pointed to it as the certificate of his mission. He 

rebuked indeed the temper which made men ask whether He could 

show a sign of having a mission from above: but he granted the 

reques t. The prophe t Jonah was the type of the S on of Man: 

"As Jonah was three days and nights in th8 whale's belly, so 

would the Son of Man be three ds1a and nights in the heart of 

the earth." 2 

The fact that Christ predicted the Resurrection is crucial to Liddon'. 

argument. It gives the greatest force to the dilemma for it Chr1at 

colild have dared to malee so enormous a claim and not been able to 

fulfil it, be would have been 1'iDiahed. Be sqa: 

It ~thiDg is certain about the teachiDg ot our Lord, ! t 18 

certain that Be toretold BiB resurrection, and that Be pOinted 

to it as being a comiDg proof or BiB being what Be claimed to be • 

It Be had not risen BiB author! V would haM been tatallT 
.. 

1 2 Liddon, R.P., Se1'SlOll8 on SOIle Worda ot St. Paul. P. 11, 
Liddon, R.P., Easter in St. Paul t ., p. 151 
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dis credi ted; He would have stood forth in human his tory - may 

He forgive me for saying it - He would have stood forth as a 

bombastic pretender to supernatural sanctions which He could not 

1 command. 

Only now does Liddon turn to what he means by the Resurrection and what 

grounds there are for thinking that it actually happened. Here Liddon 

talks in unashamedly physical terms. A resuscitated corpse and an 

empty tomb are fundamental to his understanding of the event. It is 

no merely spiritual or heavenly occurrence. It means for him an 

actual rising of the body' from the tomb and, therefore, its truth can 

be demonstrated by an investigation of the Gospel narratives. other 

arguments may help to support a positive conclusion. For instance, 

he says: 

If Christ did not rise, the existence of the Christian Church 

is unaccountable.2 

But this is not the real evidence. That is more immediate and 

physical. Liddon says: 

Whether our Lord really rose with His wounded Body' from the 

grave, or not, was a question to be settled by the bodily senses; 

and our Lord submitted Himself to the exacting terms which St. 

Thomas laid d own as condi ti one of fa! the 3 

For Liddon, the empty tomb is an event as well attested as any in 

his tory. When the apos tIes taught the Resurrection, it was not as a 

doctrine but as a faot of experience. They reported w~t they 

witnessed, namely, the appearances 'of the risen Christ. Be sqa: 

10 doubt there are states of hallUCination, states of mental 

tension in which a man JD81' fancy that he aees something which 

does not in fact present i teelf to his senses. 

But the accounts or the appearances qf our r~.n Lord do not all 

~ Liddon, H.P. ,Sermcms, vol. i, p. 72 
3 lli!. P. 75 

Liddon, H.P., The Recovery of ThOlDBS, p. 23 



- 144 -

admi t o~ these explanations. He goes on: 

If He bad been seen for a passing moment on11 by one or 

two individuals separately, on11 in one set of circumstances, 

under one set of condi tiona again and again repeated, then 

there would have been room tor the suspicion ot a morbid 

hallucination, or at least of an inward vision. ~ut what is 

the real state o~ the case? The risen One was seen tive times 

on the day that He was raised from the dead; He was seen a 

week atter; He was seen more than a month after that; and, 

frequently', on many occasions, during the interval; He was 

seen by wOlDen alone, by men alone, by parties of two or three, 

b.r disciples assembled in conclave, b.r multitudes ot more than 

tive hundred at a time; He was seen in a garden, in a public 

roadwa;r, in an upper chamber, on a mountain, in Galilee, on the 

shore ot the lake, in the vill88e where His friends dwelt. 

In short, He left on a group ot minds, most unlike each other, 

one protound ineftaceab1e impression, that they had seen and 

lived with One Who had died indeed and had risen again. 1 

Once again Liddon insists that the evidence is so strong that it can 

only be opposed on t:tle strength of the a priori doctrine that such 

thinBs simp17 cannot happen. 

Elsewhere, in a sermon on the grounds ot taith in the 

Resurrection (1879), Liddon considers such questions as Did Jesus 

really die? Did the disciples remove the boq from the tomb? How 

much positive testimODT is there? And he answers ~bjectioD8 such as 

the argument that discrepancies in the Gospel accounts cast doubt 

on the event, the complaint that the Resurrection was not a 

suffiCiently public event to be accepted 88 historical, and, again, 

naturalistic objections to the possibili~ ot such a miracle. 

Throughout he COlle8 dOllD t1rml7 in tavour of a litera! acceptance of 

1 Liddon, B.P., Sermons, vol. i, PP. '73-5 
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the fact of the empty tomb. 1 

Liddon's dependence upon the New Testament witness to the 

events of Jesus's life is now very evident. His understanding of 

what the Resurrection was and of its role as the clinching argument 

for Christ's divinity' rests upon the Gospel record. He must be able 

to say that the record is true and not vulnerable to contemporary 

criticism. As always, he is insistent that his position should not 

be confused with the Protestant view of Scripture as the sole 

authority'. His sermon on the True Use of the Bible (1883) contains 

one of his clearest statements that the twin authorities for the 

Christian revelation are Scripture and Church. He says: 

In point of fact, when we look closely into the matter, we see 

that God committed His Revelation of Himself and of His Will, 

not to one recipient or factor, but to two; not to a book on~, 

not to a society on~, but, in different seDaes, to a book and 

a SOCiety'; to the Bible and to the Christian Church. The 

Church was to test the claim of ~ book to be Scripture ••••• 

And Scripture in turn was to be the rule of the Church's teaching. 2 

But, if' the Bible's task is to prove rather than teach, the need to 

demonstrate ita inspiration remains. Liddon notes that the Ch\1rCh bas 

alw1q8 believed that the Bible is inspired although it has never been 

able to define what it meaDS by' inspiration and has usuallT been 

caref'ul not to try. Liddon s~: 

We do not know enough to draw the line with any' confidence 

whatever between what in each author 1D8.7 have belonged to natural 

disposi tion, temperament, training and what mar be entire17 due 

to a higher guidance or suggestion. 

But, he continues: 

~ Liddon, H.P., Easter in St, Paul'., PP. 50ff. 
Liddon, H.P., Advent in St, Paul'., P. 480 
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It does not by any means follow that inspiration means 

nothing, or that it means anything that we please, because 

we cannot give a complete definition of it. 1 

In fact, inspiration means several things. Sometimes it means 

'revelation, the unveiling to a human soul of some truth which could 

not have been mown to it by the light of Nature.' Sometimes it 

means spiritual impulse. And, most importantly, he says: 

It is also, in whatever degree, a protection and assistance to 

the writer against the errors which beset him on this side and 

on that - a protection which, if it be good for anything, must 

at least be assumed to extend to all matters of faith and 

mora1ity.2 

Liddon's treatment of the book of Daniel is a clear illustration 

of his understanding of inspiration and of the difficulties which it 

created for him. Be mows that the date of the book is a matter ot 

dispute and says that some ID8.7 be tempted to imagine that whether it 

should be placed in the sixth century B.C. or the second is of no 

vi tal importance. But, he S81B: 

in reality upon the settlement ot this quas tion depends the 

further ques tion whether the Book ot Daniel is what it plainly' 

claims to be, or whether it is the torgery ot a later age, 

designed to assist the Jeva in their resistance to the pa88J1 

king Antiochus Epipbanes, but wholly untruB tworttq' as a record 

of what the prophet whose name it bears really did and said in 

his 1ifetillle.3 

If it is the latter, Liddon says: 

it would. be difficult to maintain the authoritJ' of our Lord. 

Jesus Christ Himself as a teacher of religious truth, 

~ Liddon, R.P., Sermons, Tol. iv. PP. 56-7 
3 ~. To1. iT, P. 5'1 

ibid. P. 58 The book ot Daniel vas particular17 illportant to 
-rdddon because Pusey had. made ita particular concern and. bad 

wri tten a commentary' on it. 
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considering that He largely' based His claim to the Messiahship 

on the great prophecY' which the Book of Daniel contains, that 

He adopted from it the title Son of Man, that bY' which He willed 

to be known among men. If the Book of Daniel be the fiction of 

a Jewish patriot of the time of Epiphanes, it can no longer be 

described as inspired, or as the Word of God, unless these high 

titles are consistent with a lack of natural veracity which 

would be fatal to the reputation of works of the most ordinar,y 

and mundane pre tens ions. 1 

An element of circularity is now again detectable in Liddon's 

position and it might be asked of him whether the doctrine of 

inspiration is the basis of Christ's divinity or whether it is the 

conviction about Christ's status that gives rise to the idea of 

inspiration. It certainly seems to be his conviction about the 

divinity of Christ which prevents an objective appreciation of what 

the critics are sq-ing about Daniel. 

For Liddon the Bible is a un! ty of inspiration. He is not 

prepared to dis tinguis h between one part and another for to 

discriminate between the true and the false in Scripture is to 

presume to pu~ oneself above it. He says: 

The propert,y of inspiration attaching to the Bible is felt in 

Its having, from first to last, a constant purpcse of leadiDg 

man to God and to a higher life. This motive is sometimes more, 

sometimes less in the foreground, but it runs throughout the 

sacred volume. It is 88 discemible in the Song ot Solomon as 

in the Book ot Exodus; in the Book of Es tber 88 in Isaiah; in 

2 the Epistle to PhilemoD 88 in the GOBpel ot st. Joma. 

Be has to admit that tor this to be felt the reader requires what be 

calls • certain dis pcs 1 tiou·. 

1 2 Liddon, R.P., Serm0D8, vol. 1v. p. 58 
~. pp.58-9 
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The difficulties which this view creates are strikingly 

illustrated in Liddon's sermon on 'The Blessing of Jael.' (1886) 

He acknowledges that there might seem to be a problem about 

pronouncing any blessing on a woman such as Jael but this 

consideration cannot be allowed to predominate otherwise the 

whole doctrine of inspiration is at risk. The fact is that the 

Bible says she was blessed. Liddon says: 

If Deborah's blessing on Jael is uninspired, it is hard to 

claim inspiration for any part of her song; and if Deborah's 

song is not inspired, it would be difficult to Say' what 

1 portions of the Book of Judges are. 

He might have gone on to sq that if the Book of Judges is not 

inspired, it is difficult to say that any part of the Bible is. 

Even to attempt a sermon on such a topic is to give an indication 

of a view of inspiration. 

To Liddon's inflexible mind to remove one brick from the 

Biblical edifice is to bring the whole thing down. There is a 

revealing entry in his diar.r for Februar,r 4th, 1876: 

Walked out with Master of Ba1lio1. Talked chiefly about the 

Old Catholic Movement. He did not think that it would come 

to very much. Be wished to know how I thought the Bible could 

be made \J3eful to people nowadays? I could only sq by' their 

believing and reading it. The point of the question was, I 

suppose, that they did not believe it.2 

This is typical of Liddon's all or nothing approach. It goes a long 

wa;r towards explaining his tendency to attack the moraliv of critice 

and unbelievers. His comment on Jowett's worda contaiDla note or 

censoriousness because Liddon cannot conceive of BnT middle wq 

between believing the Bible to be iDap1red and tm. infallible and 

~ Liddon, H.P., Semons on Old Testament Subjecte, PP. 86-7 
Jolmaton, p. 189 
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sheer unbelief. To reject the Bible as a unity of verbal inspiration 

is to reject the Christian faith itself in his eyes. 

If this seems an extraordinary attitude to take, it becomes 

more explicable when considered aloneside what he had to sq on the 

matter of the New Testament witness to the nature and extent of 

Christ's human knowledge. It was seen, in the last chapter, just how 

important this was to him. 

Liddon was a serious theologian for whom no detail of critical 

scholarship was of merely academic interest. Theology, in all its 

branches, was for him concerned with truth and thus a matter of life 

and death. The Mosaic authorship of Deuteronost, a remote, even 

trivial, question for ~, was for him of fundamental importance to 

the Gospel, For, if Jesus could assume Mosaic authorship and not 

detect tba tit was, as the new Biblical criticism seemed to suggeB t, 

after all a forgery, then Jesus's moral consciousness must be 

defective, In a letter on January 11 th, 1868, Liddon writes: 

It seems to me, if this was the case, our Lord was not only 

ignorant of a fact of arcbaeologr, but that He was unable to 

detect the moral obliquity which must enter into the structure 

and thoughts of a forged document, But however this may be, 

it seeDlS important to observe that it is not merely the 

. tt authorship" of the Pentateuch which our Lord's quotations 

assume, and which is disputed by modern Rationalism, It is 

whether the Pentateuch contains legend instead of histor.r, 

Our Lord, for instance refers to the ~acbian deluee, to 

to Lot's wife, and - to take another case - to Jonah's being in 

the fish, It is admitted that He refem to the.e thin88 .. 

literal matters of fact, Modern Rationalism aa,ys that tbe7 are 

legends, If we accept this concltlliOl1, I do not see how we can 

trust our Lord when Be .818, in St. Matthew r:n., that Be will 
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come to judge the world. Why' should He not have been mistaken 

here, too; first, in attributing to the prophecy of Daniel the 

force of a description which wes to be literal~ fulfilled, and 

secondly, in claiming Himself to fulfil it? 

In short, I do not believe that it is possible to draw a line 

between Christ's doctrine concerning His Father and Himself, It 

and the other parts of His teaching. To suppose that our Lord 

is really ignorant of a:t1Y' one subject upon which He teaches us 

as One Who believes Himself to know, appears to me to admit a 

solvent which must speedily break up all belief in His authority 

1 and teaching whatever. 

The failure of the rationalists to see the dangers in Biblical 

criticism and their readiness to accept ideas which cast doubt upon 

the orthodox view of Christ, as Liddon saw it, were essy to explain. 

Their failing was not so much intellectual as moral. Liddon, 

putting the emphasis on the Resurrection again, once said: 

It is no mere speculative question whether Jesus Christ did nor 

did not rise from the dead; it is an eminently practical one. 

The intellect is not more interested in it, than the will.2 

What I think he means is that to believe the Gospel is not only to 

accept its ideas but also to live by' them. It requires effort as 

well as assent. It entails a willingness to obey the moral imperatives 

or the Gospel. And that, Liddon W88 sure, was wb.Y the rationalists 

were so intent on proving that orthodox doctrine wes mis taken. Tbe;r 

had no wish to make the necessar,y moral effort which was demanded once 

it was agreed that the doctrine was true. In a letter to the Bishop 

of Salisbur)", written from Moscow in 1867, he describes the impresSion 

made upon him by' Bishop Leonide. Be calla him Ita person of great 

~ Jolmston, p. 125 
Liddon, R.P., Easter in St, Paul's, p. 59 
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intellectual activi~' and continues: 

He bad read Renan, Strauss, etc., with great attention; 

and he was very anxious to mow. how we, in England, dealt 

with the difficulties which were raised by the German 

theologians. He" thought that moral weakness of some sort 

was generally at the bottom of it. People had reasons for not 

wishing to believe" • 1 

That remark would appeal to Liddon greatly. He had himself gone so 

far as to say: 

Doubt is moral weakness.2 

So he brings us to the second of his twin certificates of the 

Christian revelation which is conscience. 

Sometimes he reveals an unwortqy tendency to attack his opponents' 

motives rather than deal with their intellectual problems. Be tries 

to find God in the gaps discerned in the moral make-up of men. 

Speaking of those who claim that they cannot believe the Creed, in 

a sermon in 1868, he says: 

J~d yet, if such objectors were to look a little deeper into 

the real motives which lead them to reject the Gospel, they 

would probably find that it is not the doc.trine but the moral 

teaching of the New Testament at which they really stumble. 

He continues: 

It is, of course, more respectable to except against a dosma 

on intellectual and literary grounds, than to except against a 

high and exactiJlg moral precept on the plain ground that you do 

not wish to have to put it in practice. Therefore, it is quite 

natural that the objections to Christianity which are CCIDIDOIDly' 

stated should be objections to its doctrines; - to the literal 

truth of the Resurrection, or to the Sacritice otfered b.r Our 

~ Jolmston, P. 103 
Liddon, H. p. , Chris tmas tide Sermons, p. 15 
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Lord on the Cross, to the majesty and justice of God, or to the 

grace and power of the Sacraments. But man being what be is, and 

especial17 the middle and upper classes in England being what the;y 

are, it is equal1;y natural that the objections which are felt 

should be moral ones. 1 

He makes the same point in Oxford a fortnight earlier: 

in a Chris tian country hostility to Revelation is more 

frequent17 than not of moral origin, albeit disguised in an 

intellectual dress ••••• The will has a subtle but strong 

purchase over the understanding in matters of belief.2 

All this is despite the fact that be has previous17 complained that 

objectors to orthodox Christology have actuall;y maintained their 

admiration for the moral example. Their objection has been to the 

dogma which, the;y allege, bas been allowed to obscure the moral 

teaching. 

There mq, of course, be some truth in Liddon's accusations 

but it ill becomes an apologist to abuse those be is trying to 

convince. It might be taken as an indication that his real argument 

is wesk. Perhaps Liddon himself became more cons cious of this over 

the years because, although he never altogether relinquishes this 

habit, he does cOIDe to sound less peevish about it. When he presents 

the argument in a more positive manner, he can sound impressive. 

The basic point is that there is more to faith than intellectual 

assent. He deals with it at some length in a sermon on 'The young 

man in Dothan'. He s aye : 

The act of faith is not mere1;y an act of intelligence. It is 

an act of the whole inward nature or the affections and will, 

as well as of the understanding. 3 

1 2 Liddon, H.P., Sermons on Some Words of Christ, PP. 78-9 
3 Liddon, H.P., Sermons on Special Occasions, P. 150 

Liddon, H.P., Semons on Old Tee tament Subjeots, PP. 293-4 
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Intellectual assent can never be enough because the rational evidence 

for Christianity, as opposed to Theism, is not conclusive. He says: 

Faith is indeed spoken of as it is in the New Testament because 

it is a test of the moral nature: because a man believes upon 

adequate although not absolutelY compulsor,r evidence in obedience 

to the prompt1nes of his heart and will. 1 

The fact is, he says, that: 

Reason can do much for faith. Reason stands to faith as did 

the :Baptist to Christ our lord; she is the messenger which 

makes ready the Wlq of faith in the soul. Reason can explain, 

infer, combine, reduce difficulties to their true proportions, 

make the most of considerations which show what is to be 

expected. But she cannot do the work of God's grace: she 

cannot open the eY'es of the Y'oung man, and make him see. If 

this last triumph is to be achieved, it must be bY' grace, given 

in 8llSwer to prayer. 2 

1ft 
Liddon thinks that it would not be 1\ line with the purposes of God to 

provide conclusive evidence for the truth of the Gospel. He SqB: 

God bas made the evidence for Chris tiani ty' less than mathematical, 

because Be desires to make faith a test, not onlY of the soundness 

of our understandfnBs, but also and especiallY of the condition 

or our hearts and wills. 3 

Faith requires openness to the evidence but alao a certain sensitivity' 

towards and a moral affinity with the Christian gospel. Liddon asks: 

Wlv', when Revelation offers itself to two men of equal 

intellectual pavers and equal opportunities, does one accept and 

the other reject it? 

And he 8llSwera: 

1 2 Liddon, B.P., Se1'!DODB on Old Testament Subjects, p. 294 
3 ~. p. 296 

Liddon, B.P., Chris1illla8tlde SermClD8, P. 9 
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~ecause the believer has moral affinities with the Revelation, 

in which the other is deficient; because the non-believer· has a 

mora.l temper which checks and thwarts the movement of the soul 

towards a perfeotly' Holy' Obj ect external to itself. 1 

This is essentially the same point that be has alw~ employed in his 

apologetics but there is a shift of emphasis from the moral deficiencies 

of the sceptic to the nature of faith itself. And the shift is more 

pronounced when Liddon claims that the Christian evidences themselves 

have a certain moral quali ty • Be says: 

Certainly, rrq brethren, it must be admitted that the Christian 

evidences presuppose a certain moral sympat~ in an inquirer. 

They are in fact moral and not mathematical or experimental. 

They are not of so imperative a character as to impose themselves, 

as the serlSible experience of an earthquake or of an eclipse 

imposes itself, upon reluctant wills. We do not accept the 

Apostles' Creed by a mental act identical with t~t which 

accepta the conclusion of a proposition in Euclid. For the 

Creed addresses i teelf not simply to our capacity for speculative 

thought, but also by implication to our serlSe of duV, because 

we know that if it is t~ue, a great many practical consequences 

immediately follow. 2 

This being so, Liddon thinks that conclusive intellectual evidence 

. would be out of place since it would lead to the wrong kind ot 

response to God. He goes on: 

In this senae it IIlUBt be granted that Christianiv expects to 

be met - it not half'vq, yet to a certain point - bT the 

yeamingB of human D8. ture; bT desire based upon a clear 

discernment of ita need of knowledge and of Ita need ot 

1 Liddon, H.P., Sermons on Same Words or Chr1st, PP. 56-7 
2 Liddon, R.P., Se1'll0D8 :preached before the lJ!iIvera iV ot Oxford, 

Second Seri .. , p. 216 
Ct. the discussion ot the Illativ.e SeDSe in lfewman, J.R., 

A Grammar ot Assent, PP. 341-383 
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strength. If the evidences for Christianity were of such a 

character tbab no h9nest and educated man could possiblY reject 

them without intellectual folly, whatever his moral condition 

or history might be, then Christian belief would be like a 

universlt.1 degree, a certificate of a certain sort of mental 

capaci ty', but it would be no criterion whatever of a man's 

pas t or present relation to God. 1 

Liddon seems to be saying here that there are different kinds of 

knowledge, each of which has its awn appropriate facult.1. 

Knowledge of God is not like scientific knowledge. The latter comes 

by observation and experiment and requires only intellectual 

competence and objectivity for its acceptance. Knowledge of God 

requires a certain moral and spiritual predisposition in addition 

to these intellectual qualities. He s81'8: 

In the world of sense the empiric understanding reigns supreme; 

the intrusion of heart, consCience, the moral faculty', would 

here be an impertinence. In the world of spiritual truth the 

empiric or scientific intellect is blind and powerless; the 

moral faculty', ins tructed and guided by Revelation, alone can 

judge. Thus each region of truth has a faculty to investigate 

it 2 • 

This second quotation makes the point more s trongl1' to the extent 

of denigrating the place of the intellect in Christian faith. Liddon'. 

tendency to do this is lmfortunate because it weakens his argument 'b7 

suggesting that he is evading the intellectual issue and because too 

eas ily it leads him to abus e his opponents. But it does s how how 

closely related faith and moralit.1 are in Liddon'. understanding. Be 

1 Liddon, R.P., Sermons preached before the University of Oxford, 
Second Serie., pp 216-7. . 

Ct. Sermons on Some Words of st, Paul, PP. 103ft. and the Latter 
2 to a Laq, 10th April 1875, quoted in Jolmaton, p. 199. 

Liddon, R.P., Sermons on Some Words of Christ, p. 150 
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can speak of conscience as a twin certificate of the Christian 

revelation. It is because he finds it so impossible to resist the 

moral appeal of Christ, so unthinkable that Christ should be called 

8l\Ything other than good, as well as the fact that a good man could 

not wilfully teach falsehoods that makes Liddon feel that the dilemma 

is so strong an apologetic. 

So Liddon is saying that the right moral disposition leads to 

right belief. The lack of the fom.er prevents sane men from finding 

the latter. But what I think Liddon also assumes, without explicitly 

saying so, is that only right belief will lead to right moral action. 

For him the dilemma, 'Either Chris t is God or he is not a good man' 

leads on to 'Either a man believes that Christ is God or that man is 

not good.' This explains why Liddon can, on the one hand, Sfq that 

the rationalists admire the moral quality of Christ and, on the 

other, accuse them of being morally deficient. For him there is 

dishonest,r in revering Christ's morality while ignoring the dogmatio 

teaching whioh he sees interwoven with it. And this also helps to 

explain the extreme shook be felt about Lux Mlmdi. If it had been 

written by Colenso or Strauss, it would not have troubled him so 

much. Men who are assumed to be morally lacking oan be expeoted to 

produoe books which deny orthodox Chris tiani ty • But Gore was a good 

man. Liddon bad no doubts about that. Be admired him as a man ot 

impeccable Christian quality. When this man could write an easq 

which, in Liddon's view, compromised the central doctrine of Christ's 

divini V something verr serious indeed was happening. 
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Chapter Five - Lux Mundi 

In 1875, a small group of friends in Oxford began a practice, 

which became an annual one, of taking over a small country' parish for 

a period during the summer. While the incumbent was on ho1idq, they 

would deputise for him and carry' out his parochial duties. The rest 

of their time they spent reading, discussing and prqing together. 

AmOll8Bt the original members of the group were Charles Gore, J .B. 

Illingworth, Henry Scott Bolland, Francis Paget and E.S. Talbot. 

Others joined them as time went on. 

Amongst themselves they were known as 'The Holy Party', an 

ironical title characteristically coined b.r Scott Holland, and the 

group came to mean a great deal to each member. The motivation for 

the group seems simply to bave been their enjoyment of each other's 

comp~ and a desire for recreation and stimulation in thinking about 

their tai th together and in corporate devotion. They talked about 

the possibility of forming an Anglican religious camnunity on the 

lines of the Oratory. 1 

Catholic in theology and churchmanship, the group was also 

marked by' a certain radicalism in political and social outlook and 

by a concem that orthodox Catholic doctrine should cOllIe to terms 

with current movements in thought. As a result of their talking 

together, in 1887, a decision was made to produce a vol1lDe of essayB 

which would embodT their ccmmon view of doctr:in.e and ita moral 

application.2 Gore was to be editor and, in 1888, while on a visit 

to It~, be wrote to each of the contributors expressing the hope 

that the)" were l18king progress with the composition of their 

respective contributiona and 8U1D11loniDg them to a meet1zag in September. 

Gore'. biographer seys: 

!be .eting took place at Holland'. house in LcmcloD. The 

1 Preat1ge, G.L., !be Lif. or Charle. Gore, p. 25 
2 Bereina,f'ter reterred to aa Prea tip. 
~. p. 98 
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essays were read through, criticised and discussed, and two 

further essays were added to the original list. or the two, 

one was the essay on the Holy Spirit and Inspiration, assigned 

to Gore himself, which changed Lux Mundi from a declaration of 

High Church doctrine into an eccles ias tical typhoon. Gore had 

had the subject in his head for a very' long time. He had been 

lecturing and speaking about it for over ten years, and thinking 

about it since he was an undergraduate. Be wrote the first 

draft in a fortnight. The Party met again at Malvern in June 

of 1889, made their final criticisms, and prepared the book for 

publication. 1 

No preCise reason is given as to wl:\Y' the two extra essays were 

decided upon. But, in a volume which evidently aims to present a 

fairly comprehensive presentation of Catholic doctrine, the omission" 

of any treatment of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit would certainly 

seem strange. It was not, however, the only aaission. One reviewer 

was upset at the failure of the essay-is ts to deal with the subject ot 

s in and complained: 

The subject of sin is so inextricably connected with all that 

relates to the doctrine of redemption, and the d.enial of the 

idea of sin is at the root of so much irreligious philosoplV', 

against which the volume is a protest, that a distinct treatment 

of the subject might have been expected. 2 

A broad area of doctrine was nevertheless covered. Scott Holland 

explored the nature of faith •. AubreY' Moore contributed what was 

described as 'by' far the moat valuable 88S&7,3 on the Christian 

doctrine of God. The problem ot pain as it bears upon fa! th in God 

was dealt with bY' J .R. Illingworth. B.S. Talbot wrote about the 

preparation in h1stor,y tor Christ. Illingworth contributed a second 

1 2 Prestige, P. 98 
3 The Guardian, December 11 th, 1889 

The Reoord, December 13th, 1889 
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essay, on the incarnation in relation to development, and R.C. 

Moberly discussed the incarnation as the basis of dogma. The 

atonement was expounded by Arthur ~tte1ton. Then followed Gore's 

essay on the Holy Spirit and Inspiration. Catholic doctrine on the 

Church and Sacraments was treated by Walter Lock and Francis Paget 

respectively and the final essay was b.1 R.L. Ottley on Christian 

ethics. 

Prestige offers no supporting evidence far his statement that 

Gore had been lecturing, speaking and thinking about his subject for 

some years previously. If it really was in the forefront of his 

mind over a lengthy period, it is surprising that he should not 

have suggested it as one subject to be dealt with among the original 

list of ess~. It is true though that Gore claimed, in a letter to 

Liddon, that the views expressed in Lux Mundi had previously been 

expressed in his Cuddesdon lectures and on other occasions. 1 

There was some dispute over the title to be given to the volume. 

Gore originally wanted to call it The Religion of the Incarnation but 

this was changed at Il1ingwarth's suggestion to Lux Mundi. Oxford 

Univers i ty Press declined to pub 1 is hit but it was accepted b.1 

J olm Murray. 

1 

What the writers hoped to do is clearly stated in Gore's preface: 

The writers found thems elves at Oxford together between the years 

1875-1885, engaged in the common work ot University education; 

and compelled for their own sake, no less than that of others, 

to attempt to put the Catholic faith into ita right relation to 

modern intellectual and moral problema ••••• We are aure that 

it men can rid themselves ot prejudices and mistakes (tor which 

it muat be said, the Church is otten 88 responsible 88 tbe7), 

and will look afresh at what the Christian faith realq me8D8, 

tha7 will tind that it is 88 aclequate 88 ever to interpret lit. 

I&x Mpndi PWD, October 25th, 1889, L.l. 
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and knowledge in its several departments, and to impart not 

less intellectual than moral freedom. But we are conscious 

also that if the true meaning of the faith is to be made 

sufficiently' conspicuous it needs disencumbering, reinterpreting, 

explaining. 

Gore quotes with approval the words of Pere Gratr,y: 

It is not enough to utter the II\YSteries of the Spirit, the 

great mysteries of Christianity, in formulas, true before God, 

but not understood of the people. The apostle and prophet are 

precisely those who have the gift of interpreting these obscure 

and profound formulas far each man and each age ••••• to speak 

the word of God afresh in each age, in accordance with both 

the novelty of the age and the eternal antiquity of the truth, 

this is what S. Paul means bY' interpreting the unknown tongue. 

But to do this, the first condition is that a man should 

appreciate the times he lives in. 

Gore continues: 

We have written then in this volume not as "guessers at truth," 

but as servants of the Catholic Creed and Church, aiming only 

at interpreting the faith we bave received. On the other band, 

we have written with the conviction that the epoch in which We 

live is one of profo1D'ld tr8D8farmation, intellectual and social, 

abounding in new needs, new points of view, new quas tiODS ; and 

certain therefore to involve great cbanges in the outlying 

departments of theolog.r, where it is linked on to other SCiences, 

and to necessitate some general restatement of its claim aDd 

_miDg. 1 

Perhaps Liddon would not have f01D'ld fault with the general texa 

of th.18 statement of intent. Liddon was anxiOWl to prOV'e hilDself 

1 Lu Mundi, ·PP. 'Vii-viii 
The reterence here JD8l" be to the title ot Julius Bare's book, 
Guesses at Truth bz Two Brothers. (1859) 
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aware of the times in which he lived and concerned to come to terms 

wi th some new ideas. His readiness to acknowledge Darwinism is a 

case in point. But his stress fell on 'the eternal antiquity of the 

truth' to such an extent that his appreciation of the present was 

weakened. He underestimated the significance of the intellectual 

change that was taking place and was ready' to dismiss new ideas as 

temporary fashions. 

Gore also tends to pl~ down the implications of current 

developments. Despite speaking of 'profound transformation', he 

cautious 11' res tricts its effect to 'the outlying departments of 

theology.' There is no mention of fundamental consequences for the 

Catholic Creed itself. Is this the deliberate understatement of a 

wri ter who knows he is about to drop a theological bombshell but 

wan ts to cus hi on its effect? Or is ita sign that be too sets 

lim! ts to the effect that contemporary ideas can have upon an age-

old faith supernaturally revealed? It must be both. Gore must have 

known that ~ would be shocked by what he bad to say and m~ well 

have added the words 'outlying departments' as a qualification 

deliberately calculated to reassure. On the other hand, as one 

committed to the Catholic faith, it would be odd if he did not have. 

his own sticking points. Nevertheless, he had a much stronger 

awareness of the seriousness of contemporary movements than Liddon. 

For him they are much more than passing moods and they have made 

SOOle impression on his personal fa! the He says that the effort to , 
put faith into its right relation to modem problems is for their own 

sake (that is, the members of the Holy Party) no less than that of 

others. ' 

Gore chose to entitle his ess~ 'The Ho17 Spirit and Inspiration'. 

He begins his essq with a lengtq exposition of the work and doctrine 

of the Holy Spirit before any direct attention 18 given to the idea 

of inspiration and its relation to modem historical criticism. 



- 162 -

Gore acknowledges dangers in appealing to experience as a 

Christian evidence because it is too often associated with excesses 

of enthusiasm and fanaticism. He thinks that people too often 

fasten on to some individual and eccentric phenomenon which is beld 

to be an effect of the Spirit's activit,r instead of concentrating on 

the general moral, intellectual and p~ical transforming effect 

of the Gospel. Gore likes to argue from general experience to the 

particular as a concentrated expression of the general. He claims 

that experience has often been appealed to in the past nevertheless 

and characteristical~ he demonstrates the point from patristic 

writers. Cyprian describes the transforming effect of his baptism. 

Athanasius argues for the truth of Christ by pointing to his effects 

upon men. Moreover, Gore says that appeal has to be made because 

Christianit,r is what he calls 'a manifested life' or an experienced 

life. It is not known in itself but in its effects. This is so 

because the Spirit is the L1f'e-giver. Indeed, the Spirit is life. 

Negatively he mq be described as unlimited, immaterial, but 

positively he is simp~ life and, he says: 

Where life is most penetrating, profound, invincible, rational 

and conscious of God, there in fullest freedom of: operation is 

the Holy Spirit. 1 

The Spirit, Gore says, is in no ~ remote. He touches the common 

life of man and is our first point of contact with God. He is the 

Divine Spirit, the breath of God, who animates the whole of creation. 

There is no lim! t to the sphere of his activi t,r. Nevertheless, while 

not confined within the Church, it is here that his JDost intense work 

ia done. His special attribute is holiness and his chief work is to 

build, within the Church, a cODlDl1l!1ity' in which human nature realises 

its true freedom and fellowship with God. 

The histo17 of humanity' is a histo17 of 'development', sqa 

Gore, but it is a development in which JDan is seen as a child of 

1 
Lux Mundi, p. 317 
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nature consciously adapting himself to his environment and moulded 

by it. 1 
In this process he exhibits s ODIe freedom and is not merely 

at the mercy of the forces of nature but still Gore regards it as 

part of 'natural evolution' and as such it is less than the full 

development for which man was destined. He says: 

The consciousness that be was meant for something higher has 

tinged his most brilliant pqysical successes, his greatest 

triumphs of civilisation and art, with the bitterness of 

remorse, the misery of conscious lawlessness.2 

Morally and spiritually, man's history has been one of rebellion. 

To rescue him fran this, what is required is not f'urtber 'development' 

but redemption; not natural but supernatural change - supernatural, 

this is, from the point of view of fallen man. The people of God, 

or, at least, the faithful remnant amongst them, represent a sample 

of that reconstituted human nature which God wills for the world. 

Within the Jewish nation, the Spirit of God was continually 

frustrated by the lack of response. It is only, Gore says, in the 

Son of Man that the Spirit finds the perfect realisation of the 

destiny of man. In Christ, humanity is perfect because it displays 

none of the false independence of sin. It is totally open and 

obedient to the Spirit. By his obedience Christ gives humanity a 

fresh start by a new birth from him. Within the Church the Spirit 

perpetuates all the richness of Christ's hllDanity. It is his specie! 

sphere of operation where the ideal of Christian humanity is kept 

alive and the work of human recove17 goes on. 

Gore now turDs to four characteristics of the Spirit's work 

wi thin the Church which are of maj or importance to his thought and on 

which he will baae much of his treatment of the idea of inspiration. 

1 Lux MlDldi, p. 318 
Cf. Temple, F., The Education of the World, ]Bam and Reviews, 

PP. 1 ff. 
Lux Mwldi, p. 319 2 
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First, the work of the Spirit is social. Restored humanity 

can only be expressed in community. Man is redeemed in his 

relationships and not in isolation. In this sense the Church is the 

sphere of salvation. Grace is communicated through a corporate 

sacrament and truth is transmitted through a 'rule of faith' and an 

'apostolic tradition.' 

Secondly, within this corporate emphasis, the Spirit nourishes 

individuality. Gore sa;ys human 'personality and character,1 are 

not replaced or orushed but rather intensified. And the Spirit 

enoourages variety both in individual dispositions and in forms of 

Church life and thought. Even in the realm of the intellect, Gore 

sees the work of the Spirit as encouraging freedom and individuality. 

The collective 'rule of faith' is not meant to suppress the 

individual but 'to pass by' the ordinary processes of education into 

the individual consCiousness, and there, beoause it represents truth, 

to impart freedan. ,2 The effeot is not separatist or divisive since 

as eaoh person beoomes more individualised, he becomes more oonscious 

of his inoompleteness, 'more ready to recoenise himself as only one 

member of the perfect Manhood. ,3 The authorit,r of the Church is 

simply a neoessar.y train~ of the individual temperament. In all 

departments of education, the individual needs to be trained into 

deeper appreciation of the subject bY' extemal discipline. So, a81'S 

Gore, in Christian thought the immature mind needs to be schooled 

until it 'weloanes truth as a friend.' But the individual is active 

in 'testing all things 'and holding fast that which is good.,4 From 

time to time specially gifted individuals are required to bring the 

Church back to 'the undying type ot apostolic teaching'. Gore s.: 

1 Lux M\Dldi, p. 323 
2 ~. p.324 
3 ibid. P. 325 
4 ibid. P. 326 
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Such a reformer is quite distinct in idea from the heretic. 

He reforms; he does not innovate. His note is to restore; 

not to reject. 1 

Individuals ~ with confidence be encouraged to examine the 

Christian faith because it is rational and true. When Christianity 

proscribes free enqu1r,y, it denies its own rationality. 

Thirdly, Gore s~ that a mark of the Spirit is the consecration 

of 'the whole of nature'. 2 Despi te the comprehensiveness of the 

phrase, Gore confines his interest here to human nature. He s~ 

that the Spirit does not destroy or override the faculties of human 

nature, pl\vsical or spiritual, but enriches them. Nature and God, 

material and spiritual are not to be divided. After all, the Word 

was made flesh. 

Fourthly', and finally, Gore insists, alongside what he has said 

about the need for redemption rather than simple development if man 

is to fulfil his destiny, that the Spirit's method in :recover,r is 

gradual. The unity of God and the world, of spirit and nesh is not 

an accomplished fact. The Spirit gradually lifts man with infinite 

patience. The Old Testament is imperfect because it reflects or 

demonstrates a gradual process of education. What is important in it 

is the end result and not 8IlY interim stage. Chr,rsostom is quoted 

with approval as S81'ing that the measure of the effectiveness of the 

Old Tes tament was to be seen in the way it had taught 'IE in the lcmg 

run to judge its parts. As in the earlier section of the essay, 

Gore is careful to claim patristic support for his arguments in order 

to commend them to the Catholic mind. 

He does BO again with regard to the Church. Like the Old 

Testament, it must be viewed with the gradualness of the Spirit's 

method in mind. The ear17 Fathers claimed that: 

~ Lux Mundi, p. 326 
~. p.327 
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what she represented was a hope, not a realisation; a tendency, 
. 1 

not a result; a life in process, not a ripened fruit. 

In a brief second section of the esslq Gore once more appeals to 

the early Fathers of the Church who, he says, knew that the doctrine 

of the Holy Spirit was partly based on experience, as he has been 

arguing, but also partly on revelation. TheY' were cautious in 

speculation about his person and recognised the existence of myster.r. 

But theY' were sure the revelation was real and theY' found security' in 

it. So on the basis of both experience and Scripture, theY' developed 

a theology of his person.2 In the Arian controversy, for example, 

they felt justified in insisting upon the personal distinctness and 

true Godhead of the Spirit. Again, theY' spoke of the Spirit 

proceeding from the Father through the Son, or from Father and Son. 

They ins is ted tba t though the Spirit is one in ess ence with the 

Father and the Son, the doctrine of the TriniV does not lead into 

tritheism. 

In beginning the final section, Gore seys that the Spirit's 

work in the inspiration of Scripture bas been kept to the last in 

order to set it firmlT within the context of the whole work of the 

Spirit. T.oo often the Scriptures have been isolated and the work of 

the Spirit here bas been separated out 88 though it were distinct 

and special. In fact, our general experience of the Spirit's 

operation is paralleled in the specific area of Biblical inspiration. 

Gore wanta to put the Scriptures into a less isolated position bY' 

emphasising the antecedent work of the BolT Spirit in creatil'lg faith 

and the fact that the Scriptures belong to the Church. In lBl1gU8p 

reminiscent of Liddon, he says: 

1 Lux Mlmdi, p. 331 
2 'Person' and 'personaliv' are important words in Gore's writing. 

He usee them in both the theological senee and the pBychological 
sentence. The senae intended is not alwqa clearq identUied. 
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In order to have grounds for believing the facts, in order 

to be susceptible of their evidence, we require an antecedent 

state of conception and expectation. A whole set of presuppos-

itions about God, about the slavery of sin, about the 

reasonableness of redemption, must be present with us. So 

only oan the faots presented to us in the Gospel cClllle to us as 

oredible things, or as parts of an intelligible universe, 

oorrelated elements in a rational whole. Now the work of the 

Spirit in the Church bas been to keep alive and real these 

pres uppos i tiona, this frame of mind. 1 

The Spirit works wi thin the Chris tian canmuni ty to proteot 

its members from any feeling that in wanting forgiveness, redemption 

and reconciliation with God they are doing something abnormal or 

eccentric. The Spirit also generates con£idence that Christ oan 

satisty our spiritual needs. The Creed was revealed once in certain 

his torical events but revelation is continuously" renewed in the life 

of the Church through this action of the Spirit. 

Gore sets the inspiration of the Scriptures wi thin the general 

aotion of the Holy" Spirit in the Church and shows himself to be very 

much in hBJ.om~ with that line of thought which Liddon acoepted and 

which Newman attributed to Hawkins. The apostolic writers of the 

New Testament are, for Gore, the ministers of a 'tradition' to which 

they are subject. They wrote within the Churoh and for the Church 

and so, he s~, their writiDga: 

presuppose membera hip in it and familiari t.7 with ita tradition. 

They are secondal.7, not pr1mar.r, ins tructora ; for edification, 

not far init1at1on.2 

The Scr1pturesbelong to the Church and are not an author! t;y set 

over against it. Once more, Gore claims the support of the earq 

1 
2 Lux Mundi, PP. 337-8 
~. p.339 
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Church for his view. In it, he s aye : 

The Scripture was regarded as the highest utterance of the 

Spirit, the unique and constant test of the Church's life 

and teaching. But the Spirit in the Church interpreted the 

meaning of Scripture. Thus the Church taught and the 

Scripture tested and verified or corrected her teaching: and 

this because all was of one piece, the life of the Church 

including the Scriptures, the inspired writers themselves 

appealing to the Spirit in the Churches. 1 

Gore follows Liddon in wanting to ensure that the interpretation 

of Scripture is the prerogative of the Church. The importance in 

this connection of Gore's first charaoteristio of the Spirit, that 

his work is sooial, is now olear. Churoh and Scripture are not to 

be separated. 

What then does the dootrine of the inspiration of Soripture 

imply' and how does it relate to modern oritioism? 

Gore begins his answer by' asserting that the doctrine is an -

important part of the 'superstructure of the Christian faith' but 

is not among its bases. Acceptanoe of oredal assertions is 

independent of the inspiration of Scripture. This follows from what 

bas just been said. Neoessary to faith are the predispOSing moral 

and sooial outlook whioh the Spirit oreates together with an 

acoeptanoe of the general true worthiness of the Gospels where they 

relate to the great oredal affirmations about the Virgin Birth, the 

divinity of Christ, the cruoifixion, the resurreotion, tbe asoension, 

the founding of the Churoh and Penteoost. No speoifio belief about 

the Spirit's method of inspiration is implied here. Gore sqB: 

Suoh belief follows, does not preoede, belief in Christ.2 . 
Nevertheless, Christianit.T does have a dootrine of inspiratiOD. 

1 Lux Mundi, p. 340 
2 ~. p.341 
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J es us and the apes tIes, Gore claims, clearly taught the inspiration 

of the Old Testament, though he does not specif;y the evidence on which 

he bases his claim. The Church soon said the same of the New 

Testament. Dominical and ecclesiastical authority require the 

believer to a.ccept it. 

What, then, does the doctrine mean? This is the point at which 

Gore begins to move awa:y from Liddon. He has alread1' freed himself, 

through his insistence on setting Scripture within the context of the 

Church, fram too heavy a dependence on Scripture and from aqy need 

for a rigid doctrine of inspiration. He has also insisted that the 

work of the Spirit in the Church is a more intense expression of his 

work in the world and that he uses and enriches rather than 

replacing what is natural in man. The stage is set for an approach 

to inspiration in Scripture which views it as continuous with other 

fOnDS of inspiration. Gore S81'S that the inspiration of the Biblical 

wri ters is different in degree, but not in kind, from that which is 

experienced bY' great men in every race. Every race bas its prophets. 

The distinctiveness of the Jews lies not in the fact that theY' were 

inspired when others were not but rather that their inspiration lay' 

in being agents of the divine work of restoring mankind rather than 

in leading humanity in art or science. However dim it may have been 

at times, there was alwa:rs a direct consciousness of such a vocation. 

Special men were the inspired interpreters of the divine message to 

and in the raoe. They were the instruments of the Holy Spiri" in 

imparting knowledge of God. 

An inspired man is not the passive, unconsoious instrument or 

the Spirit. He 18 free, oonsoious, rational. Individual oharaoter­

istics remain. So the poet is still a poet, the philosopher still a 

philos opher. So Gore employs his seoond mark of the Spiri t, the 

nourishing of individuali V. 
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For Gore, the primary meaning of inspiration is that the 

tradition is given from a special point of view, namely, that of 

God's dealinBs with men. Various kinds of literature are fOlmd in 

the Old Tes tament but each exhibi ts this property'. The psalmis ts 

reveal the soul in its relation to God. The prophets see deeper 

under the surface of life what God is doing. They may be mistaken 

in details but still they are inspired in layine bare God's purposes. 

Liddon could never have allowed such a concession for, to him, 

inspiration implied infallibility. Gore, in contrast, says that it 

is the very fact that the Old Testament is imperfect that makes it 

so valuable. It allows us to trace development, the growth of God's 

scheme far mankind. It is the literature of a nation, marked by a 

uni ty of purpose and character which is the result of the action of 

the Spirit. 

\o1hat is true of the Old Testament, Gore finds equally true of 

the New. Again, individuality is not overruled. John, for example, 

may elaborate the words of Christ with the results of his own 

meditation. A personal element is present in his writin8B. Yet he 

does not distort the message. With all their differences, the 

apostolic witnesses exhibit a clear unit.r. All reveal God's ways 

with men and therein lies their inspiration. 

Gore can say these things because more than LiddOn he appreciates 

the developmental view of history and because, unlike Liddon, he does 

not expect the ancient writers to adopt the methods and standards of 

the modern his torian. This becomes clear as he deals with some ot 

the important questions which mq be asked. Gore says that historical 

truthfulness markB the Old Tea tament record from Abrahalll downwqda. 

The faults and imperfections ot the characters involved are not hidden. 

But doee the inspiration ot the recorder guarantee exact historical 

truth throughout? Doea the record hold good in the light ot his tori cal 
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cri ticism? Gore acknowledges that the facts of Old Testament history 

are hard to ascertain, On the other hand, he thinks it likely' that 

some written records existed from very early' days, Intemal evidence 

encourages the acceptance of the patriarchal his tory and the 

narratives of the Egyptian bondage, the exodus and the wanderings as 

well as of the later events which are not disputed, From Abraham 

downwards, be affirms, the story is substantially' historical, But 

wi thin broadly his tori cal limits, there is room for material less 

strictly' historical, Pentateuchal critiCism, for instance, reveals 

stages in the development of the law of worship, An early' stage is 

represented in the 'book of the Covenant', a second in DeuteronOJ!!Y'. 

a third in the Priestly Code, Each contains a basic germ of 

ceremonial enactment which is Mosaic in origin and the whole 

development has consequently, without any intention to deceive, been 

attributed to Moses. Be makes a nice distinction when he says that 

there is something uncritical but not materially untruthful in 

attributing the whole legislation to Moses under divine command, 

The same is true of attributing Psalms to David end Proverbs to 

Solomon, 

Gore thinlcs the books of Chronicles are later and less reliable 

than those of Samuel and Kings, TheY' are not, however, the result 

of conscious perversion but or what he calls: 

Unconscious idealising of history, the reading back into 

1 past records of a ritual development which was reall1' later, 

By 'idealisiDg' Gore meSDS the reading or history in the light or 

later theological wight so that the purpcsea of God are made to 

seem much clearer and to be understood more completely than was the 

case at the time, If this were a case of consoious traud, 

inspiration would be ruled out, ldealisiDg is not inconsistent with 

1 Lux Mundi, p. 353 "Ideal" and "idealisinB" are now important 
words for Gore. 
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inspiration provided that it represents the real purpose of God and 

only anticipates its realisation. 

This brings Gore to the point at which he can assert that 

inspiration is the spiritual illumination of the judgment of the 

recorder. It does not mean that he can communicate facts not 

otherwise available. The recorder is not lifted out of his time or 

the conti tiona of knowledge which belong to it. Nor is there any 

reason to suppose that an Old Testament historian would adopt methods 

or standards in his work which would not be employed by other 

contemporary historians or be free from methods employed by his 

contemporaries which modern historians find unacceptable. In all 

this Gore reveals the extent to which his ideas differ from Liddon's 

who saw inspiration as protecting the writer from the conditioning 

of his times to the point at which it became the inspiration of the 

words rather than of the writer. 

But Gore begins to reveal his s ticking points when he goes on 

to s BY that while we can admit such things in the Old Tes tament, we 

cannot do so in the New. This is because the Old Testament is the 

record of how God produced 'a need, or anticipation, or ideal' 

whereas the New Testament tells how he satisfied it. 1 Idea and fact 

coincide in the realisation but idea is not necessarily a precise 

pointer to fact. 

All kinds of literature are to be found in the Bible but, on 

Gore's definition, this does not render the description of all these 

kinds as 'inspired' inappropriate. 11 tera1'7 and evidential grounds 

ma.y make it necessary to regard some books, such as Jonah and Daniel •. 

as'dramatic' or fictional but even this does not mean that they 

cannot be inspired. Gore aclmowledges that J onab and Daniel have not 

been seen to be 'dramatic' in the past but traditional vieva 'Il1A'T well 

have to give W81' because, he s8\Y'8: 

1 . 
Lux Mundi, p. 354 
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a 11 terary cr1 t1cism 1s being developed, which is as really 

new an intellectual product as the scientific development, and 

as such, certain to reverse a good many of the literary" jud8ments 

of previous ages. 

Drawing a startling comparis on, he says: 

We are being asked to make considerable changes in our Ii terar.r 

conception of the Scriptures, but not greater changes than were 

involved in the acceptance of the heliocentric astron~.1 

Gore's openness to literar,y criticism is a radical departure from 

Liddon. The comparison would alarm Liddon whose tendencY' to dismiss 

new developments as passing fashions has been demonstrated. 

Moreover, the idea that it was the province of literary" criticism to 

determine this issue would horrifY him. He did not regard the Bible 

as like other literature to be tes ted by' the same cr! teria. 

Gore turns next to an is sue which was among the mos t 

contentious, namely, the possible existence of ~th in the Old 

Testament. He notes that the existence of myth as a product of 

mental activity prior to history, poetry or philosopl\r has been 

recoenised amongst sane races for 8 time. WiG" should it not also 

exist among the ancestors pf the Jews? Genesis, prior to the Abraham 

narratives, he frankly asserts to be ~th but is sure that it is no 

less inspired than other parts of Scripture because it still 

discloses the purposes of God. 

Then, at last, Gore comes to the point at which the relevance 

of all this to present Pne\ll8.tology becomes apparent. He believes 

that Biblical criticism baa arrived at some assured nsul ts • For the 

Church not to realise this would be to repeat the mistake it made over 

Galileo - a cCllllll8nt which again shows the seriousness with which Gore 

viewed Biblical criticism - but the Church need not relinqUish ita 

faith in inspiration. Gore agrees with Liddon that, fortunately', the 

1 Lux Mundi, P. 356 
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Church has never been restricted by a precisely defined dogma of 

inspiration. 

Gore's treatment of this crucial issue is of a piece with his 

whole treatment of the relation between the Old Testament and the New. 

The Old is an anticipa.tion of the full revelation of God's ways with 

men and the New is the realisation. It follows from his insistence 

upon the gradualness of the Spirit's method and his grasp of the 

developing nature of history. 

Gore concludes the essay by' saying that in leaving the field 

open for free enquir,y and the critical study of the Old Testament: 

We shall probablY' be bidden to "remember Tubingen," and not be 

over-trustful of a criticism which at least exhibits in SODle 

of its most prominent representatives a great deal of 

arbi trariness, of love of "new views" for their own sake, and 

a grea.t lack of that reverence and spiritual insight which is 

at least as much needed for lmderstanding the books of the ~ib1e, 

as accurate knowledge and fair inves tigation. 1 

But Gore responds by reminding those who would give such warning that 

when the New Testament was lmder attack, the problem was met not b;y 

forecles ing the. me. tter with an appeal to dogma but b;y facing it in 

frank and fair discussion. Old Testament criticism must be met with 

the same honesty and reason so that what is true in it can be 

appreciated and what is false refuted. There is no danger that 

criticism of the Old Testament will u1timate~ diminish reverence for 

it. The investigation of the New Testament has greatly augmented 

current understanding of it and enhanced the senae of ita inspiration. 

Why should not the same be true of the Old Testament? 

In that optimistic estimate of the s tate or New Testament stud1', 

Gore once again reveals his own sticking point. There is an element 

of wishful thinking in the assumption that the question of the New 

Tea tament is now settled. 

1 
Lux Mundi, PP. 360-1 
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Chapter Six - The Reaction to Lux Mundi 

On October 23rd, 1889, Liddon recorded in his diar.r: 

In Hall sat next to --, who is now at Cuddesdon. He seys that 

it is reported that Gore's essay in the forthcoming volume of 

"Studies" will make great concessions to the Germans. 1 

The unnamed informant is identified by Herold Anson as a young 

undergraduate named Tupper-Carey. Anson goes on to say: 

Liddon was deeplY hurt that he had not been told about this book.2 

The thought that a.nyone should make concessions to Biblical critics 

would have caused pain to Liddon. The sugges tion that Gore would do 

so must have made the hurt intense. Gore was now not only Liddon's 

close friend, he was also the first Principal Librarian of the Dr. 

Pusey Memorial Librar.r. The appointment had been made on November 

14th, 1883, the motion having been proposed by Lord Beauchamp, 

seconded by Liddon and carried unanimouslY. 

Gore's appoin'bnent had brought greet happiness to Liddon. He 

had described Gore as combining: 

a lofty simplici t)" of purpose with that insight and knowledge 

in the things of faith, which makes him not unworthy to 

represent, even in Oxford, the great name of Dr. Pusey. 

He went on: 

It would be impossible, st least for me, to Bey more of him.3 

His approval of Gore and his enthusiasm for the appointment 

were based on the conviction that Gore would perpetuate the teacllinB 

of Pusey and even when Gore had found it necesaar,r to WarD Liddon 

that be was b)" no means diaposed to adhere in "ery point to the 

teachil'lg ot Puse)", 4 Liddon had failed to take aerioua17 what waa beiDg 

said. 

~ Johnston, P. 362 
3 Anson, Harold, T,B, Strcmg, p. 22 

Liddon, H.P. Clerical Life and Work, p. 377 
4 Prestige, P. 53 
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The suggestion that Gore might now be about to publish something 

which Liddon feared would be out of line with Pusey's approach to 

Biblical criticism filled Liddon with alarm. It made him anxious and 

yet was not sufficiently certain information for him to make any direct 

approach to Gore on the matter. Word of his concern reached Gore by 

another pers on. Liddon records: 

October 24 - Told Paget what had told me about Gore's ess~. 

Begged him not to speak to him. But he did. 1 

The fact that Liddon is unwilling, even in his personal journal, to 

name his informant is significant. It indicates the seriousness of 

the matter for him. In his eyes, it amo1mted to an accusation of 

disloyalty, perhaps even of heresy. 

Frencis Paget's communication of Liddon's fears to Gore resulted 

in the immediate dispatch of the essay intended for Lux Mlmdi to Liddon 

at Amen Court. An accompanying letter eXplained that the idees were 

not new. They had been tested in the lecture room. Students troubled 

by the current debate about the Old Testament had fOlmd them he1pN 

in allowing them to continue to affirm the Catholic faith without 

turning their backs on the critics. Gore wrote: 

I hear from Paget that evil rumours have reached you of our 

Essay book, Lux M1mdi. I believe you will approve almost all of 

it. What you will least like are a rew pages at the end, I am 

afraid, of rq Essay. Only I hope if you read it you will read 

the whole Essay..... Whatever I bave said there I have said 

timea out of number to people in all classes of difficulties, and 

have found again and again that it helped them to a.tirm foot1lJg 

in Catholic Faith. Where you have found a certain method 

. spiritually effective and lIIeN, and you believe it to be quite 

orthodox, it seems impossible to retrain froID sayiDg it. 

SomethiDg bad to be aaid on the subject. I do sincerely hope 

1 Jolmston, p. 362 
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that if you read it you will not seriously disapprove. 

I think I should almost die of it if it did hann. But 

certainly experience has led me to hope otherwise. If you 

seriously disapprove, it would be a great misery. But, at 

least, I had better send it without delay.1 

Liddon read the Essay and sent a criticism of it to Gore the 

next day, October 26th. He wrote: 

In speaking to Paget, I did not indeed wish to suggest that you 

should take the trouble you hsve so kindly taken. 's 

language in Hall seemed to make it a duty to ask whether there 

was any real ground for it; and I hoped that if there were, the 

work might still be so far from publication as to leave time for 

reconsideration. 

I have read through your Essay, but notr..ing else in the volume. 

It is needless to say that with the drift of the earlier part of 

the Essay I am in hearty agreement. There are passages which 

command my warmest admiration. 

Then he went on to confirm Gore's worst fears. Be said: 

You will. in your kindness, forgive me if I add how much I wish 

that pages 345-362, or large passages in them, could bav~ been 

modified or abandoned. 

May I go into details? ••••• 

Liddon made it clear that he thought Gore had given too much away to 

the critics, a temptation he had felt himself. Be continued: 

Is there not a temptation in en age like ou:rs to "purchase the 

good-will of the barbarians by repeated subsidies" drawn from 

those treasuries of Revelation which we have no right to 

surrender? I have felt keenly the pressure of this motive ~elf. 

He revealed his extreme conservatism when, 88 one who never yielded an 

inch to the critics, he said: 

1 Johnston, PP. 362-3 
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I wish I could be quite sure that I had always resisted it. 

For a time, no doubt, a concession mar ensure a truce between 

Revelation and its enemies. But not for always, or probably for 

long. 

Liddon reminded Gore of bis obligations to the Church generally and 

to the followers of Pusey in partioular. He wrote: 

You will, I know have thought, as much, or more than I do, of 

what may be due to Dr. Pusey's name, and to the confidence of 

good Church-people in the Pusey House for which you have done so 

much and so well, and to - what is muoh more important - the 

confidence of other minds in the Church of England. 

With its mention of 'concession' the letter betrays Liddon's fundamental 

misunderstanding of Gore's mind. He thought that Gore was tailoring 

the truth of the Bible to make it acceptable to the critics and did 

not appreciate that for Gore it had became a question of his own 

integri ty and faithfulness to truth as he saw it. In his essay, Gore 

does not question the findings of the critios. He takes the soundness 

of their views on the Old Testament for granted. The question for him 

is not whether the critical position is true but how Catholio doctrine 

may be reconciled to it. Liddon ended his letter by expressing a fear 

that: 

.After all that has been done for us by the Olrford Io1ovement to 

recover the authority of Catholio Antiquity, we have again begun 

to slide down the hill towards the pit of unoertainty or unbelief. 1 

Gore, in contrast, believed that be was helping to reassure people that 

faith was still possible. In his reply, he went some wq to making 

this olear and also insisted that be was not saying aDTthing in the 

essay which he had not said previously. His letter carried the same 

da te and be wrote: 

I think the point I am most anxious you should understand 18 

1 Johnston, PP. 363-4 
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that this represents nothing like a lapse. When I first read 

what you said in the Bampton L's on the subject, as an tmder­

graduate, I felt the difference, as compared with the rest of 

the book. I felt then that my conscience went only with the 

Cambridge people in critical matters as it went whol~ or almost 

wholly with Dr. Pusey and you in doctrinal. I said to myself: 

are these two tendencies compatible? I thought that they were 

then and rrr:r whole life has been so far s imply a growth in the 

conviction. What I said in this essay I said 

1. when I was being examined for deacon's orders 

2. to the }.ssociation of Tutors ••••• in 1876 when Burgon 

assailed me. 

3. at CUddesdon diffidently but with increasing clearness. 

Also 4. I told you in a letter before accepting this post that 

my mind was not with Dr. Pusey in matters of O.T. or 

patris tic criticism. (When I talked with the Dean of 

St. Paul's about accepting it he said that he thought 

the great defect of Tractarians had been that they were 

not critical: that our business was to give Catholic 

t~aching a critical basis.) 

5. I have frequently said it in Lectures and private 

conversations to undergra.duates, clergy and theological 

students. 

The Dean of st. Paul's was R.W. Church, Liddon's superior in London 

and a man for whaD Liddon could be expected to have some regard or at 

least respect. It was a shreWd move on Gore's part to claim his 

support. Be went on to empbasise the importance or the issue to him 

and claimed that he thought it vas because Liddon appreciated th1s tba t 

they had not discussed it. Be wrote: 

I am quite unable to tal1c about the intellectual upect ot the 

fa! th and leave it out. I never doubted that TOU knew all tb1a. 
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I thought you never said the things that I heard you saying 

to others, about the O. T., to me becaus e you mew this. I 

thought you did not countenance but acqui~d in it. 

His conviction was, he said, so strong that he could not draw back from 

publishing even though he had now discovered Liddon's true opinions. 

He recognised the difficulty the Trustees might bave about allowing him 

to continue at Pusey House but he was ready to accept the consequences. 

He wrote: 

I dare not teach men what I believe about faith and reason in 

m::r department and. be ailen toni t. If it is ill obs tacle to my 

being here, the obstacle exists. Everything that experience has 

ever shown me reassures me in the line both in general and in 

particular. I.t is bound up with all that makes our case agains t 

Rome so strong, as it seems to me. I hope I do not exaggerate 

what I have said. I believe theologians in the Church have 

always been allowed to suggest lines of freedom, even if the 

Church finally' condemned such lines and stopped them. I am quite 

ready to be condemned and to observe silence. Only on that basis 

I should go as a mission worker among the poor or the heathens. 

I cd. not be a teacher of theology in a Universi1iY. 

His ne",t sentence was extraordinary for one to whom these questions 

mattered so much and who saw Bucb clear implications in them for 

central doctrines. He said: 

I cd. be silent on a Mission Field because what you dislike 

in the critical line, never affects the practical use of Boly' 

Scripture, O.T. or N.T. 

The letter concluded with the suggestion that Liddon was really' making 

more fuss about the essay than was necessary. Gore wro~: 

1 

I do not myself believe that the book will create JIlUCli or a stir. 

So far 88 8J\Ybo~ is interested in lie in particular, I think i~ 

is generally' known that this is the line I sbd. be tald.Dg. 
1 

Lux Mundi Papers, October 25th, 1889, L.I. 
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The correspondence shows the tension Gore felt between the desire to 

be true to what he thought and a concern not to cause more distress 

to Liddon. 

How far Gore was justified in thinking that he had always made 

his views mown and that Liddon should not have been surprised by the 

essay is not easy to determine. Most of the occasions on which he 

claimed to have stated them were private and Liddon is unlikelY to 

have mown of them. The Tutors' Association was one of what Prestige 

calls 'two loosely-formed donnish associations, in which members of 

the Holy Par~ were interested.' He says, 'Its members assembled 

once in each term for a weekday Eucharist at St. Mary's, and twice tor 

meetings for the reading and discuss ion of papers; in the course ot 

these it had already been noted with regret by the conservatives, 

that Gore was disposed to encourage what his elders considered an 

excessively critical and destructive interpretation of Scripture. ,1 

But there is no indication that Liddon was ever a member of the group. 

On the subject ot Gore's lectures at Cuddesdon, Prestige says, 

'Gore did not conceal his real view of the Old Testament' but he adds 

the telling gloss that 'reterring on one occasion to the criticism ot 

Genesis in conversation with a colleague on the statt, he added, 'I 

hope some day to be able to say this publicly. ,2 

Liddon wrote to Gore on this matter on October 29th, 1889. Be 

regretted adding to Gore's burden ot work and admitted: 

No doubt if I had been more observant, or rather less stupid 

than I am, I should bave discovered what you were sqing and 

thinking about the Old Testament. I had. thought ot you as keenl3' 

interested in everything that was said on all sides, but as 

holding tenacious!)" to the principlea which underlie the 

true tworthiness of the Sacred Volume. 

Ot course, I have never he~ you lecture, DOl' bad I been present 

~ Prestige, P. 37 
Prestige, p. 38 
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at the other occasions to which you refer. 

On the question of what Gore bad. said about his opinions at the time 

of his appointment, Liddon wrote: 

When you accepted the Principalship of the Pusey Library, I 

remember your telling me - I thought it had been in conversation 

- that you could not always agree with Dr. Pusey about the 

Fathers ••••• I do not now remember any allusion to the Old 

Testament. But this may be due to my bad memor.Y'; or, if we were 

talking, to TIf1' deafness; or, if you wrote, to a careless way that 

I have of reading letters imperfectly; or from JJI:f turning the 

subject out of JJI:f mind, from thinking at the time that all that 

you meant was that you could not bind yourself to every opinion 

of Dr. Pusey on matters of detail, or to every interpretation of 

particular passages of Holy' Scripture which he has sanctioned. 1 

Of the possibilities, the last seems the most likely. Liddon bad 

heard what he wanted to hear. He concluded by suggesting that Gore 

should submit the disputed passages to a bishoP. He explained: 

If' any of them should bid you publish, you would have something 

to fall back upon in the way of' authority; if they should 

he,itate, you would have a good reason for 8Q1 inconvenience 

which delay in publication might cause to your publisher. 2 

Gore was prepared to go soms way to meet the request. He was sure, 

he said, that no bishop could suppress the essay on theological 

grounds. On the other hand, neither could he be expected to give 

official sanction to new ideas. Instead, wrote Gore: 

I have consulted someone under seal of utmost confidence, whaa 

you would really' true t for age and wisdom and catholici t,y - I 

am sure you would have approved of him as adviser in the matter 

- and be advises me decid.edl7 (baving read the 18s&7) to let it 

~ Johnston, PP. 364-5 
~. p.366 
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be. I feel I bave done all I could. 1 

Prestige says that it was Church whom Gore had consul ted, a good 

choice as one who is said to have known Gore's views already and as 

one who might have some influence on Liddon. Church recognised Gore's 

problem and replied: 

Your trouble is a heavy one - not so much on account of the mere 

opposition of Liddon's views and yours, as because it may mark 

the beginning of a severance which is like the little crack in 

the glacier, and may open out into a great crevasse. 

He wished Liddon had come to closer quarters with criticism but 

thought the critics themselves partly to blame. He wrote: 

A good deal, I think, of his hatred of "criticis~' arises from 

the insolence and brutality of the critics, which make him 

impatient with ever,rthing they have to Say.2 

He thought that, in fairness to the other writers, Gore must publish. 

Gore had said that if Liddon wished to pass the essay to the 

Bishop of Oxford he would have no objection but Liddon thought that 

that would be 'a tacit assumption of authority which would bave nothing 

to say for itself. ,3 

To his friends Liddon's comments on Lux Mundi were much less 

restrained than to Gore and showed his real feelings. To D.L. Lathbury 

he wrote: 

I heve been more distressed than I can well say by the eleven 

concluding pages of Gore's Essay - which has come upon me as a 

thunderbol t out of a clear sky. It is practically a capitulation 

at the feet of the young Rationalistic Professors, by which the 

main positions which the old aplogists of Holy' Scripture have 

maintained are conceded to the enemy, in deference to the 

~ Lux Mundi Papers, November 1st, 1889, L.4 
Prestige, PP. 104-5 

3 Lux Mundi Papers, November 1st, 1889, L.4. 
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"literary" judgment of our time. Not only could Dr. Pusey never 

have written these pages; it would have been difficul t to have 

wri tten anything more opposed to his convictions. Gore's personal 

attractions are so great, and his ability and reading so 

considerable, that be has carried all before him:- and I suspect 

I am very nearly alone in Oxford in feeling as I do on the 

subject. But I am quite clear that these pages will tell power-

fully on many minds in the oppos i te directions of Rome and a 

more cons is tent unbelief. 1 

Liddon's assessment of the effect of the essay is, therefore, exactly 

the opposite of Gore's. He clings to the criterion of Pusey's 

teaching despite the advence of scholarship and is beginning to be 

aware of his isolation. Al2I'Dl about the consequences for Pusey House 

also gripped him. In February 1890, he wrote to Lord Halifax, one of 

the Governors, still claiming to have been taken by surprise. 'I did 

not suspect', he wrote, 'that he bad constructed a private kennel for 

liberalising ideas in Theology wi thin the precincts of the Old 

Testament, and so much of the New Testament as bears upon it.' And 

he went on: 

There is, I fear, no doubt that among all older Churchmen it bas, 

at any rate for the present, destra,red confidence in the existing 

management of the Pusey House, Bnd put an end to those plans for 

2 its enlargement upon which we had set our hearts. 

Gore was also conscious of this problem. Consequently on 4th 

February he wrote to J .J.. Sbaw-5tewart, the Vice-Chairman of the 

Pusey House Governors offering his restgnation from the office of 

Principal Librarian. He said, 'I do not wish to resi81l, but I 

cannot continue to hold the office except with the explicit sanction 

of the Governors. ,3 Once again he maintained that he bad written to 

~ Lux Mundi Papers, November 24th, 1889, L.10. 
J olms ton, PP. 371-2 

3 Lux Mundi·Papers, Februa17 4th, 1890, L.15. 



- 185 -

Liddon indicating his views on the Old Testament at the time of his 

appointment and adding that he had also told his proposed colleagues, 

Coles and Brightman. Gore sent a copy of the letter to the Bishop 

of Oxford, the recently consecrated William Stubbs. At the time of 

writing, Gore was visiting the Oxford Mission in India and knew that 

there was a strong possibility that Stubbs would have become Chairman 

of the Governors during his absence. The election had, in fact, taken 

place and Stubbs wrote to Winfred Burrows, the convenor of the Council, 

telling him of Gore's letter and asking for the longest possible 

notice should a meeting be required. Stubbs was in some doubt as to 

whether Gore's offer of resignation was final. Burrows, apparently 

as a result of talking with Liddon, was sure that it was. Liddon 

had also impressed upon him the harm that the business was likely to 

callS e Pus ey Hous e. Burrows wrote: 

I have his sanction for saying that he is most anxious that Gore 

should withdraw his proffered resignation. If only time can be 

allowed for misunders tandings to be removed, and suspicions to 

be allayed, and explanations made, there might perhaps be no need 

for the question to be raised at all, or at least there might 

open out other ways out of the difficulties. 

The precise action contemplated is not clear but it sounds as though 

Liddon was hoping that Gore could be persuaded to retract the ideas 

expounded in the essay and perhaps thought ,that the Governors' efforts 

should be directed to that end.- Burrows also said: 

If the Governors are now forced to adopt one of the two 

alternatives, either that of giving "explicit sanction" to 

Gore's EBs~, or that of accepting his resignation, nothing but 

harm, so far as one can see, must result. Anyone living in 

Oxford must know how Gore's departure 1 would shock numbers whose 

hesitating faith he has confirmed and emboldened; how it must 

1 'Departure' was a word used by Tractarians to denote secession to 
Rome. It mq indicate the strength of Liddon's feelfnes here. 
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weaken the Pusey House, and render it almost powerless in the 

face of the growing forces of incomplete belief and unbelief. 

On the other hand, should the Governors adopt the other 

alternative (and Dr. Liddon thinks it almost impossible), one 

cannot fore cas t the effect upon the laity and clergy throughout 

England, or what would be the complaints of the subscribers to 

the Pusey Memorial Fund. 1 

The letter clearly shows that Liddon's influence was very strong. 

The phrases describing the consequences of the alternative courses of 

action sound like his as does the interpretation given to the phrase 

"explicit sanction" which is taken from Gore's own letter. In a letter 

to Lord Halifax on March 10th, Liddon wrote: 

Gore has written from Calcutta to Shaw Stewart, to place his 

resignation in the hands of the Governors of the Pusey House 

unless they can explicitly sanction his teaching.2 

While there is a certain ambiguity about Gore's letter, it is 

unlikely that he could ever have expected the Governors to sanction 

his views. The most he can have hoped is tha. t they would not regard 

them as undermining the Chris tian fai th and, though not necessarily 

agreeing with everything he said" sanction his continuing in office. 

Liddon, by misrepresenting Gore here, perhaps through over-ElDXiety, 

was only exacerbating the problem. Nevertheless, Liddon was not 

ready to see Gore resign and perhaps he prompted Burrows to write 

to the Bishop: 

In face of this grave situation, I venture to ask your 

Lordship to consider, whether you could write to Gore on his 

return to England, and ask him not to force you to sUDlllon the 

Governors and, by compelling them to declare themselves, 

1 The letters of both Stubbs and Burrows are in the Lux Mlmdi 
2 Papers, Februar,y 1890, L.15 

Lux Mundi Papers, March 10th, 1890, L. 13 
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foreclose all avenues of accommodation and explanation. You 

could speak with an authority to which he would surely listen: 

at least he might consent to let the matter wait for a while, 

and ever:{ day is 8 point gained.1 

Liddon himself wrote to the Bishop on March 11th making the same 

suggestion. Again he spoke of Gore requesting the 'explicit sanction' 

of the Governors for his teaching. He wrote: 

This explicit sanction, as it appeE!l.'S to me, the Governors could 

not give, without forgetting what is due to Dr. Pusey's name 

and memory, and to the malV subscribers who have so generously 

endeavoured to secure a means of perpetuating, in Oxford, Dr. 

Pusey's theological influence. 

He went, however, to pay- tribute to Gore by BElying: 

On the other hand nobod1' who has lived here during the las t few 

Years can doubt that Mr. Gore's severance of his connection with 

the Pusey House would be a serious misfortune to religion in 

Oxford. It would irritate and unsettle a large number of junior 

fellows, and undergraduates of the more thoughtfUl type: and it 

might have effects upon 1I.r. Gore himself which I do not like to 

suggest. His influence here has been due to a rare combination 

of intellectual and moral qualities; and it would be difficult, 

if not impossible, to replace him. 

That a good man could hold such views was obviously a source of much 

astonishment and horror to Liddon but still he hoped that it may' be 

no more than temporar;y. He went on: 

I cannot resign the hope that be would be willing to reconsider 

positions which are not less than shocking to friends who deeply 

respect and love him; - but then, for such reconsideration, time 

is above all thinBs necessary.2 

~ Lux Mundi Pepers, FebrWU7 10th, 189<), L.15 
Lux Mundi Papers, March 11th, 189<), L. 14 
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He asked the Bishop to delay things as long as possible. The Bishop 

agreed and wrote to Gore asking him to withdraw his resignation. 

At the end of March, Gore returned to England and responded 

promptlY to the Bishop of Oxford's request. He wrote: 

I will, of course, do most gladlY what you wish in regard to 

my letter offering resignation, and consider it hereby not to 

have been written. 

His biographer says: 

He added that he had attempted to remove the distrust of 

certain reasonable critics "by explaining two sentences in 

my 'corpus delicti' which I had not seen to be 'ambiguous', 

and by inserting in the new edition just issued a correction 

to embody this explanation." 1 

These are the alterations which appear in the fifth edition. He 

wrote on April 11th, 1890 to Lord Halifax a letter which indicates 

the distress and anxiet,y which he was now experiencing: 

What to say about ~ I bBrdly mow. Liddon is personally 

angelic to me, but I do feel that he hes made the position 

unnecessarily difficult.2 

His assessment of the part Liddon had played in the controversy is 

fair. He had exacerbated the situation, particularly by interpreting 

Gore's phrase, 'explicit sanction' as a demand for the endorsement of 

his teaching. He would not have been content with anything less than 

a full recantation by Gore. He was evidently still pressing for 

something like this but beginning to realise that it was not likely 

to be forthcoming. The letter to Halifax also said: 

Gore is going to write a public letter to Canon FUrse. I hope 

and Pr81', rather than expect, that it will be what one would 

wish. 3 

~ Prestige, P. 115 
3 Lockhart, J.G., Viscount Halifax 1885-1234, vol.ii, PP. 31-2 

Johnston, p. 382 
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The letter was to be an open letter of explanation which Gore 

proposed to write to some prooinent person. It was Gore's idea 

and the intention was to allay- controversy. Canon Furse who had been 

Gore's Principal during his days at Cuddesdon where he had formed a 

great affection for Gore and was now a Canon of Westminster was 

prepared to have the letter addressed to him. Gore thought it be 

better for it to go to the Bishop of Oxford but, in the event, no 

letter was actually written. Gore considered that the insertion in 

the new preface to Lux Mm'ldi made it unnecess ar:r and s imply wrote an 

apology to the Bishop for not sending the intended open letter. 

It is very hard to see whBt Gore could have said in it that 

would have made ~ significant difference. During the months of 

controversy Liddon preached two sermons in which he criticised Gore's 

essay without actually naming him. 1 In them he showed that his real 

objections to Gore's views stemmed from the dogmatic assumptions with 

which he approached the matter. The first concerned the meaning of 

inspiration. For Liddon it meant infallibili~. After cataloguing 

some of the findings of the critics such as the denial that speeches 

attributed to Moses in Deuteronomy; or to David in Chronicles were 

authentic and the refusal to. allow that the Pastoral Epistles are 

Pauline, Liddon said: 

1 

if, I s BY, these and other such-like theories which might be 

mentioned could be shown to be based on fact, it would surelJ" 

be shown at the same time that the Holy Spirit could not have 

inspired the writings in question..... If the Holy' Spirit is 

in 8lV' degree concerned in the production of its contents we mq 

at least be sure that language is not used in it to create a 

false impreSSion, and that that which it claims, on the face of 

it, to be history is not reallJ" fiction in an historical guise. 

The Worth of the Old Testament - St. Paul's, December 8th, 1889 
The Inspiration of Selection - St. Mary's, Oxford, Mq 25th, 1890 
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The Book of Truth cannot belie either the laws of truth or the 

Spiri t and Source of truth. 1 

Liddon now moved into an even more critical area of the controversy. 

In the St. Paul's sermon, Liddon made similar remarks to those above 

but led on from them into the further matter of their implications for 

the doctrine of Christ. He said: 

It is inconceivable that if Deuteronom,y and the Chronicles were 

composed in the manner that is now asserted by some adherents of 

the new school of criticism, these books could ever have been 

organs of the Spirit of Truth, or could have been recommended to 

us by Him Who proclaimed before His judge, "To this end was I 

born and for this cause came I into the world, that I should bear 

witness mto the Truth.,,2 

Later in the sermon, he elaborated on this in a manner which must 

have been very painful to Gore since Liddon is questioning the 

Chris tian judament of anyone who accepts the views of the critics. 

It is another example of his tendency to ask how any good man can 

possibly disagree with him. Liddon said: 

1 
2 

And if it be obvious that certain theories about the Old 

Testament mus.t ultimately conflict with our Lord's merring 

authori ty-, a Christian will pause before he cOI!lIllits himself to 

these theories. He will reflect that he has stronger reasons 

for his confidence in our Lord than for yielding assent to the 

theories in question, and he will accordingly, at the least, 

suspend his judgment about them, if he does not forthwith 
, .. 

modify them or dismiss them from his mind ••••• Profoundl7 

interesting as must be the least important inquir,y that conce1'l18 

God's earlier Revelation of Hlmself, there is a question compared 

with which the most important that can concern it sinks at once 

Liddon, H.P., 
Liddon, H.P., 

The Inspiration of Selection, PP. 16-17 
The Worth of the Old Testament, p. 11 
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into utter insignificance. That question is whether Be with 

Whom, in life or death, we Christians have to do, is a fallible 

or the infallible Christ. 1 

The attack on Gore was sharpened still further when Liddon said: 

For Christians it will be enough to mow that our Lord Jesus 

Chris t set the seal of His infallible sanction on the whole 

of the Old Tes tament ••••• Nay, more, Be went out of His way 

to sanction not a few portions of it which modern scepticism 

rejects • 

He instanced the stories of Lot's wife, Noah and the Flood, Jonah 

and Daniel. Then he asked: 

••••• 

Are we to suppose that in these and other references to the Old 

Tes tament our Lord was only us ing ad hominem arguments, or 

talking down to the level of a popular ignorance which He did 

not Himself share? 

Could Christ be mistaken? Liddon replied: 

There are thos e who profess to bear the Chris tian name, and yet 

do not shrink from sqing as much as this. But they will find 

it difficult to persuade mankind that, if He could be mistaken 

on a matter of such strictly religious importance as the value 

of the sacred literature of His countr,ymen,He can .a~ely be 

trusted about 8l1Ything else. The trustworthiness of the Old 

Tes tament is, in fact, inseparable from the true tworthinesa ot 

our Lord Jesus Christ; and if we believe that He is the true 

Light of the world, we shall close our ears against suggestions 

impairing the credit of those Jewish Scriptures which have 

received the s tamp of His Divine authori tT. 2 

This is a very sharp attack indeed on Gore which, in effect, oalls 

in ques tion his s tanding as a Chris tian. Be is not mentioned by 

1 2 Liddon, H.P., The Worth of the Old Testament, PP. 13-14 
~. pp.23-5 
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name but the reference to the 'true Light of the world' could leeve 

no one who was aware of what was happening in the Church in any doubt 

about the target of the criticism. 

The two sentences which Gore altered for the fifth edition of 

Lux Mundi occur in those pages 345-62 which had worried Liddon end 

they are concerned not only wi th the inspiration and infe.llibili ty of 

the Old Testament but also with the greater question of Christology. 

Gore recognised that the Christological reference of his treatment 

of the inspiration of the Old Testament was the most important. 

He wrote: 

1 

The only thing that affects my own conscience is the feeling 

of having allowed myself to be misunderstood in the sense of 

admi tting that our Lord could be fallible. I cannot conceive 

hesi tating to accept as Divine Truth anything on any subject 

matter that our Lord taught. There is every difference between 

a limitation of human knowledge, motivated by love and controlled 

by His own will, which accepted it, and fallibility. Limi ta tion 

of knowledge, voluntarily accepted, seems to me to account for 

this, leaving all natural science and literary knowledge also, 

mltouched. Then I do not myself think that while our Lord 

teaches the inspiration and Buthorit,y of the Old Testament, His 

words eas ily', or should I say fairly, edmi t of being regarded 

as positive teaching on literary questions about the Old 

Testament..... The thing that I most wish and believe is that 

supposing our line were a mistake, which of course I do not 

think, it is simply a mistake as to what the Christian faith 

admi ts of. I am sure we all are rooted on that, Bnd rea~ 

honestly to be controlled b.1 that. 

Forgive me, a thousand times over forgive me, the trouble I bave 

caused you all.1 

Lockhart, J .G., Viscolmt Halifax 1885-1934, vol. 11. PP. 31-2 
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The relation of Old Testament inspiration and dominical 

authority works both ways. The Old Testament is seen by Christians 

to be inspired as a prologue to Jesus and so helps to establish his 

authority. Jesus himself said, 'Search the Scriptures ••••• they 

are they which testifY of me.,1 But also Jesus is seen to make an 

appeal to the Old Testament and thus tacitlY to acknowledge its 

inspiration. It is in the detailing of Jesus's appeal that 

contemporary criticism and Gore's approach to it seemed so dangerous 

to Liddon. Gore wished to say generally that Jesus endorses the 

Jewish view of the race's history which implies the inspiration of the 

whole canon and that he is himself the goal of that inspired leading 

and the standard of that inspiration. But he did not wish to 

foreclose critical positions about Old Testament literature. Jesus's 

use, for example, of Jonah's 'resurrection' as a type of his own does 

not imply the his torici ty of Jonah nor does his us e of the Flood as a 

typical instance of the carelessness of men before his coming have to 

mean that it is historical. 

An important passage for such a theory is the Synoptic acco\D'1t 

of the conversation between Jesus and the Pharisees about whether the 

Messiah could be called 'Son of David,.2 Jesus refers to.Psalm 110 

in a way that assumes a Davidic authorship which the critics now 

question. Is Jesus, therefore, to be set against the critics? Gore 

says thBt the point Jesus is making is that the Pharisees are not 

being true to their own premises. Jesus is not making any statement 

about authorship but simply arguing ad hominelll. But the suggestion 

that Christ could argue ad hominelll offended Liddon. It sllgpsted tbat 

Chris t was either lim! ted to the level of ordinary mortals in his 

knowledge on this subject or that he deliberately argued on the 

assumption of Davidic authorship mowing it to be false. Either 

1 Jom 5 :39 
2 Mark 12:35-7 
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suggestion seemed to cast a slur on Jesus. Gore thought that the 

literary issues would only have been settled if Jesus had spoken more 

plainly and that nothing of what he did say gave a:rry ground for 

doubting his domini cal authorit.r. 

Since Gore rec~ised that he had not made his position plain 

and since he felt himself to be wholly orthodox, he changed the 

offending pages in the fifth edition. In the firs t edition of 

Lux Mundi, he had said of Jesus: 

It is surely pressing His words unduly to represent them as 

posi tive teaching on a literary point, jU3 t as it would be 

pressing His conclusion undulY to make Him maintain that the 

relation of sonship to David was inconsistent with lordship 

over him: or, as in another place, it is monstrous to urge 

that "'Wl\r callest thou Me good? there is none good but God" 

is a general repudiation of the claim to goodness. To argue 

ad hOminem, to reason with men on their own premises was, in fact, 

. a part. of our Lord's method.1 

In the fifth edition, this passage was changed to read: 

But it must be noticed that He is asking a question rather than 

making a statement - a ouestion, moreover, whi~h does not admit 

of being turned into a statement without suggesting a conclU3ion, 

of which rationalist critics have not hesitated to E'vail themselves, 

that David's Lord could not be David's son. There are, we notice, 

other occasions when our Lord asked questions which cannot be made 

the basis of positive propositions. It was in fact part of His 

method to lead men to examine their own principles without at the 

time suggesting any posi Uve conclusion at a11.2 

Gore made one further attempt to answer the objections and put 

the minds of his opponents at rest. When the tenth edition of Lux Mundi 

appeared in September 1890, it contained a further prefaoe. In it 

1 Lux Mundi, p. 359 
2 ~. Fifth edition, p. 359 
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Gore confessed to regrets about the way in which the book had been 

received. He thought that a disproportionate amount of attention had 

been given to his ess~ and not enough notice taken of the point of 

view from which the book was produced. He reminded his readers that 

the purpose was 'to succour a distressed faith' by bringing the Creed 

'into its right relation to the modern growth of lmowledge, scientific, 

historical, critical; and to the modern problems of politics and 

ethics. • The aim, he said, was not compromise, which is often a 

tampering with principle 'but readjustment, or fresh correlation, of 

the things of fei th and the things of lmowledge. ' 1 Gore looked for: 

a reconciliation which shall at once set the scientific and 

cri tical movement, so far as it is simply scientific and 

cri tical, free from the peril of irreligion, and the religious 

movement free from the imputation of hostilit.Y to new knowledge 

- as free as any movement can be, which is intensely concerned 

to nouria h and develop wha t is permanent and unchanging in human 

life.2 

There the difference between Gore and Liddon in relation to the 

general tone of contemporar,y culture is seen. Liddon believes that 

what is new is to be viewed with circumspection by those who would 

preserve the faith end that in particular where contemporar,y 

scholarship seriously challenges accepted doctrine, the authorit.Y of 

that doctrine takes precedence end scholership mus t yield. Gore 

believes that readjustment is possible, even though he supposes that 

limits must be set lest readjustment drift into revolution. So while 

he recognises that some Old Testament criticism is arbitrary', 

rationalistic, extreme and must, therefore, be rejected, in general 

he welcomes critical study' 88 a real advance in analytical method in 

Ii tera ture. There is certainly s anething wholly religious in Gore's 

~ Lux Mundi, Fifteenth edition, p. x 
~. PP. x-:lr1 
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insistence that inspiration was to be found 'primarily in the 

subs t8nce of the books as they are given to U3, not in any 

1 considerations of the manner in which they came into existence' 

and somethill8 not whollY' clear-sighted in his belief that because 

modern criticism is concerned not so much with the contents of the 

books as with 'the circums tances of their compos i tion and the method 

by which they reached their present form,2 it cannot invalidate the 

Old Testament as the record of God's dealings with his people or 

deny its inspiration. He was happy to be positive about some of the 

critics' findings because he affirmed that the idealising of histor,r 

which had taken place, instead of obscuring the facts, had served 

to reveal more closely the divine workings in events and so, on Gore's 

definition, had affirmed rather than denied the inspiration of 

scripture. 

On the relation of the Christological question to the Scripture, 

Gore again expressed his regret that he had been misunderstood as 

implying Christ's fallibility as a teacher'. He asked leave to defer 

a full discussion of Christ's person until a later time. l'-leanwhile, 

he only said: 

I would suggest that the longer one thinks of it the more 

apparent it will become that any hypothesis as to the origin 

of any one book of the Old Testament, which is consistent with 

a belief in its inspiration, must be consistent also with our 

Lord having given it His authorisation.3 

Certainly, since nothing in Christ's use of the Old Testament 

depended on questions of authorship or date, in this preface he 

would treat only of one relation between the Old Testament and Christ, 

and affirm that in employing the Old Testament Christ's purpose W88 

always to persuade men to ask where the books of the Old Testament 

~ Lux Mundi, Fifteenth edition p.xix 
3 ibid. p. :xx 

ibid. p. xxvi 
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prepared for the Incexnation, where they testified to him. 

If the preface represents a~ advence on the ess~, it is in 

terms of elucidation rather than adjustment. There is no change 

in Gore's position and it is very unlikely that this new defence 

of the essay would have eased Liddon's mind. In the event, Liddon 

died in September at Standish House, Stonehouse in Gloucestershire. 

He had left Ox.ford in the middle of July. So, although the preface 

is dated July 1890, it is doubtful whether he ever saw it. 

Following the Nay sermon, the last he ever preached, in which he 

had dealt with the issues raised in the essay, Liddon's health 

deteriorated seriously and his appearances in public were severely 

limited. During the last few weeks in Oxford, he frequently asked 

after Gore but was, at firs t, reluctant to see him. Later he said 

he would be glad for Gore to visit him provided Gore would accept 

that he was too ill to speak. Pres tige records: 

Gore paid him a number of visits, but no discussion was entered 
. 1 

of disputed opinions; Liddon was too ill to talk. 

Perhaps Liddon had finally learnt a little sympath3r. It is d1fficul t 

to imagine their silent meeting. But apparently it was not too 

painful, for Gore was among the most frequent visitors during those 

days. They had said all they could to each other, directly or 

indirectly, in correspondence, s ermona, and explanatory prefaces. 

Short o.f capitulation on the part of one or the other there could be 

no further change. Their silence expressed both the depth of personal 

concern end affection between them end the profundi ty of their 

theological estrangement. 

Liddon had seen that Old Testament criticism had Chr!stological 

implications. Gore mus t now have wanted to offer a new approach to 

Christology which would make sense of Old Testament criticiSm. The 

opportunity and stimulus to do so came soon and from, what must have 

been,an unexpected quarter. 

1 Prestige, p. 122. 
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Chapter Seven - Gore's Bempton Lectures 

In 1890, when, as his biographer says, 'Lux Mundi was rolling 

through a cycle of new editions t, 1 the Heads of the Oxford Houses 

offered the Bampton Lectureship to Gore for the following year. 

That it should be offered, completely l.UlSought, was quite unusual. 

The more normal procedure was for candidates to make application 

and to forward a synopsis of the lectures they proposed before ~ 

appointment could be made. With the Lux Mundi controversy now at its 

height, it is doubtful whether Gore had ever entertained the thought 

of making an application. Some previous lectures in the series had 

been controversial and given rise to contention but John Bampton's 

will laid down that the lecturers were expected to offer an apologia 

for some aspect of orthodox doctrine and, while Gore might have 

thought that his contribution to Lux Mundi was preCisely such an 

apologia, its reception in ecclesiastical circles cannot have 

encouraged him to think that it would be generally seen that way by 

the electors for the lectureship. The Heads of Houses must hEve 

realised as they made their offer that Gore would be likely to use 

the occas ion to expand on those Lux Mundi topics which would prolong 

the dispute. They certainly cannot have expected a recantation of 

the views he had so lately expressed. 

The offer represented both a vote of confidence in Gore and the 

recoeni tion that he was dealing with issues which could not be 

ignored. It was thus impressive and significant. If it guaranteed 

the Trustees a packed St. Mary's and a good sale for the published 

version, it also carried a risk of some embarrassment. Presti8e 

reports that the Vicar of St. Mar;y's himself sought to bring a 

charge of heresy agains t Gore before the Univers i ty authori ties but 

his attempt was suppressed by the Vice-Cbancellor. 2 The elector. 

evidently felt that Gore and his views were suffiCiently important 

~ Prestige, p. 134 
~. p. 135 
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to be worth the risk. 

For his part, Gore may well have been delighted and encouraged 

to receive such a highly prized invitation. Prestige reports: 

Its unsolicited offer was extremely' welcome to Gore, who saw 

in it the very opportunity which he sought for vindicating his 

1 loyal ty to the Church a nd to the Chris tian fai the 

Gore worked on the lectures in the winter of 1890 while staying in 

Florence with three young Oxford men. Writing was interspersed wi th 

showing the delights of Florence to his friends end eating meals 

in the city's restaurants and the distractions may sometimes have 

been too great for the good of the serious task on hand. The lectures 

are written with charm but suffer from some imprecision and a lack 

of ordered sequence in the presentation. They give the impresSion, 

at least at a first reading, of being fragmented and disconnected 

and the systematic thought, which is certainly there, is obscured. 

The point may be demonstrated from Prestige's summary of Gore's 

lectures: 

1 

Christianity, he said, meant absolute faith in a particular 

Person, Jesus Christ, incarnate God. The object of the lectures 

was to vindicate the reasonableness of such a faith and to 

expound its rational meaning. 

All nature, said Gore, was a progressive revelation of God, 

culminating in Christ and incomplete without Him. Thus, while 

Christ was in full barmo~ with the course of nature, he was 

as compared with it, strictly super-natural. The Gospel miracles 

were, therefore, not a violation of nature, but a vindication 

of its true, divine order on a new end unexampled level of 

experience. He went on to discuss the evidences for the . 

historical character of his supernatural Christ, and to prove 

that the Christ of Catholic doema was identical with the 

historical Christ of Scripture. Christ revealed both the 

Prestige, p. 134 
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personality, moral character, and order of God, and also the ideal 

perfectioDof human nature; Gore criticised with Vigour, on the 

basis of Scriptural evidence, both the super-orthodox dogmatists 

who minimised the completeness of His submission to human 

limitations, and also the anti-theological theorists who denied 

the infallible authorit,y of His teaching and the moral perfection 

of His character. Christian authority was derived from Christ, as 

interpreted by the minds of the inspired apostles, under whose 

guidance the primitive churches of Chris tendom had been ins tructed 

and the Scriptures of the New Testament had been composed. The 

New Testament was the criterion of the truth of Christian 

teaching, and the Chris t there exh~bi ted was both the example 

for Christian conduct and the spiritual force b,y which it could 

be realised. 1 

Prestige is completely faithful to Gore's order here and this is a 

recognisa.ble summary of the book. It is the result of putting 

together the chapter headings. But there is 11 ttle sequence to the 

argument and it in no way does justice to Gore's work. It is not 

made sufficiently clear to which contemporar,y challenges Gore is 

responding. The quali t,y of original! t,y is not brought out and the 

positive Chr!stological teaching which forms the explanatory 

principle of the lectures is not even mentioned •. Prestige was writing 

a biography and not an exposition of Gore's thought. His precis 

is not inaccurate but it is inadequate. A better appreciation of the 

lectures requires not merely the repetition of Gore's synopsis but 

an attempt at some reconstruction of the pattern of his thought. 

For that, the title Gore gave to his Bamptons is extremely important. 

He called them, The Incarnation of the Son of God. 

The opening chapter provides a useful tool for the taSk of 

recons tructiOD. Gore begins bY' ins is t1ng that Chris tiani ty is 'tai th 

1 Prestige, Pp. 135-6 
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in a certain person Jesus Christ,1 through whom we are brought into 

. union with God. In practice, he regrets, this central requirement has 

been, and is, obscured in the life of the Church. Sometimes the 

ecclesiastical system itself is allowed to occupy the centre of the 

stage. Sometimes undue emphasis is placed upon saintly intercessors 

like the Virgin Mary and attention is diverted from Christ. Sometimes 

an unacceptable subjectivism creeps in and people become obsessed with 

the assurance of personal salvation forgetting that 'to serve Christ, 

not to feel Christ, is the mark of his true servants. ,2 At other 

times Christology gives way to philanthropy with a resulting 'substi t­

ution of zeal for work for zeal for Christ.3 Or again, especially in 

academic Circles, Christianity is converted into a philosophical 

system and the object of interest is the system rather than the 

person of Christ. 

But it is to an lml'eserved self-commitment to Christ that 

Christians must retUJ:'n. Gore thinks that this is the great difference 

between the Chris tian faith and other faiths. In other faiths it is 

the teaching of the founder that matters most. In the Christian 

faith it is the founder himself and the believer's relationship with 

him. From the first, Gore thinks, it was the personal impact of 

Jesus that drew men into disCipleship and it was only gradually, 

through their relationship with him, that they \ere led 'to any' real 

conviction of His superhuman nature. ,4 

Such conviction was bound to arise as fasCination with his 

personali ty was enlarged by the sense of his authori 1:7. Gore s81'S: 

They lis ten to His words of power, as Be s pealca like the 

embodied voice of conscience, "as one having authority", 

convincing~ yet without reason given, setting aside, as 

inadequate, what the lawgiver of old had spoken sa God's own 

1 Gore, C., The Incarnation of the Son of God, p. 1 
2 Hereinafter referred to as Incarnation. 
3 ~. p. 4 
4 ~. P. 4 

Incarnation, p. 10 
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messenger, "It was said to them of old time ••••• But I say 

un to you." 1 

It grew still further as the result of a claim, Gore thinks: 

which is of a piece with His general tone, and yet by itself is 

of staggering import, the claim to pronounce at the last the 

final divine judgment, not on the overt actions of men onlY, 

but on their secret lives. This claim is first expressed in 

regard to F~ professed followers in the Sermon on the Mount. 

n:r.Iany will say to me in tha.t day, Lord, Lord, did we not 

prophesy by tb;r name, and by tb;r name cas t out devils, and by 

tb;r name do ma~ might,r works? And then I will profess unto 

them, I never knew you: depart from me, ye that work iniquit,r." 

It makes itself heard again and again, but it culminates in the 

picture which our Lord draws of Himself before His Passion, when 

before Him shall be gathered, not His own followers only, or the 

Jews, but "all the nations", and He shall pass sentence on them 

individually, as one who knows them better than they know 

2 themselves. 

Jesus trained men to trust him, says Gore, as 'the supreme and 

unfailing resource,3 with a trus t which went beyond anything that 

would be legitima.te between man and .man. Gore thinks that 'A mere 

man, hOl-rever exalted, must always point away from himself up to God.· 4 

But Christ, he says, drew men to himself 'to trust Him with the sort 

of trust which can be legitimately given to God onlY.,S 

So, Gore says: 

After PentecOB t, the apostles bad no doubt at all that Jesus 

Chris t as Son of God wes the summar,y obj ect of fal th and 

worship, and that in committing to Him their whole being, th~ 

1 2 Incarnation, p. 10 
3 ~. PP. 10-11 
4 ibid. P. 12 
S ibid. P. 12 

ibid. P. 13 -
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were not running the risk of idolatr,y, but were only attaining 

union with God through His Son by the Spirit which He had given 

1 them. 

Gore's argument is that the need for a Christolog,y or the 

forming of a theory about the ontological status of Christ was the 

direct result of the personal impact which Christ made upon those who 

encoun tered him. In their experience he was lmique and required a unique 

explanation. Out of their personal attachment to him and the experience 

of discipleship came the doctrine of his divinit.Y. The metaphysical 

theory grew out of the personal relationship. The clainswhich Jesus 

made for himself and the integrity of his character were vital in 

drawing the disCiples into the relationship and so Gore quotes with 

approval the dilemma which was so flmdamental to Liddon's Bamptons, 

'aut Deus aut homo non bonus'. Gore does not ques tion the valid! ty 

of this as an effective apologetic. 

He pays warm tribute to Liddon: 

Pmong all Dr. Liddon's titles to our gratitude, none is more 

conspicuous than the service which he rendered when in his 

Bampton Lectures he put his faultless powers of analys is and 

expression at the disposal of his passionate faith in order to 

exhibit the nature and the significance of our Lord's assertion 

of Himself. He is identified, 8S with hardly anything else, 

with the restatement of the great d!lemma based on the claim of 

Jesus Christ, that either Be was what alone could .orally' 

justify that claim, the very Son of God, or He was indeed BUilty' 

of the supreme arrogance of putting Himself in the place of God.2 

1 Incarnation, p. 15 
2 ~. p. 16 

In an appended note, Gore s eya tba t neither he nor Liddon could 
ascertain the source of the 'epigremmatic sUlllJD8l7 of the argument 
"aut Deus aut homo non bonus".' In subs tance the argIDent 18 found 
in V ictorinus J.fer wri tiDg &geins t Candidus the Arian: .,:' Ba~~C:...Ji!l~!f#L 

t DI n non t· si au m mentitus t non us 
omn a s per ectum.· Recent17 Liddon and Pere Lacordaire have given 
s tress to it. It may be that Liddon leamt it fraD Lacordaire. 
(Note 5, p. 238) 
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Gore believes this to be a dilemma 'the force of which grows upon 

us' end he goes on to s B;f : 

it may be asserted here at the beginning of our discussion, that 

to represent our Lord only as a good man conscious of a message 

from God, like one of the Prophets or John the Baptist, is to 

do violence not to one Gospel only or to single passages in 

ve.rious Gospels, but to the general tenor of the Gospels as a 

whole. 

Gore thinks there can be little doubt as to what Christianity' 

is. But its rational justification is another matter. He says: 

I do not think it can be reasonably gainsayed (1) that 

Christianit,y has meant historically, faith in the person of 

Jesus Christ, considered as very God incamate, so much so 

that if this faith were gone, Christianity' in its characteristic 

features would be gone also; (2) that, thus considered, 

Christianity is differentiated from other religions by the 

atti tude of its members towards its Founder; (3) that this 

a tti tude of Chris tiani t,y towards its Founder is (speaking 

generally) explained end jus tified by the witness of the 

earliest records to His personality' and claim.1 

Taking it for granted now that this is the content of the feith, 

he explains his purpose in the Bfmptons~ He seys: 

I am to ask your attention in these Lectures to the Person of 

Jesus Christ, with especial reference to His incarnation, that 

is, to the truth that being the Son ot God, Be was made verr 

man; and I am to endeavour to express and jus tity the 

conviction that, however slowly' and painfully, the old taith in 

Him is being brought out in harmcmy not only' with our moral 

needs and social aspiratiOns, but also with that knowiedge ot 

nature and that historical criticism which ere the special 

~ Incarnation, PP. 17-18 

.!ill. P. 18 
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growth of our time. 1 

Since this statement is fundamental to the understanding of the 

lectures, it provides the vital point of reference for their 

elucidation and a framework for the reconstruction of Gore's 

argument. I shall select three phrases from it and use them as 

the bases for my exposition of his thought. The first is the phrase, 

'the old fai th in Him'. Gore has already made it clear that the 

content of the Christian faith is chiefly concerned with the 

doctrine of the Person of Christ. The investigation of this phrase 

will Show, more precisely, what he understands by the Catholic 

fei th in Chris t and to whet extent his views are congruous with 

thos e of Liddon. If the second and third phras es , ' the t knowledge 

of ne.ture' and 'that historical criticism' can be analysed end their 

constituent parts mede clear, it will then be possible to see whet 

Gore is seeking to respond to in the current intellectual climate. 

Ne! ther of these two phrases is ever explained or defined. What 

Gore meant by them can on~ be deduced from the topics with which he 

actually deals in the lectures. When Gore's unders tanding of the 

tredi tional fa! th end the contempore.r,y challenges to it is known, his 

purpose in stressing a distinctive interpretation of the incarnation 

can be appreciated end its effectiveness assessed. 

The content of the first of the phrases, 'the old faith in 

Him', is precisely set out by Gore in the fourth lecture. Be turns 

there to a consideration of the creeds and conciliar definitions of 

the early church and lis ts four main determinations concerning the 

Pers on of Chris t which resulted from them. He say'B: 

1 

These definitions consist in substance of four propositions; 

(1) that as Son of God, Jesus Christ is very God, of one 

substance with the Father; 

(2) that as Son of man, He is perfectly Man, in the completeness 

of human faculties and sympathies; 

Incarnation, p. 18 
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(3) that though both God and Nan, He is yet one pers on, 

namely the Son of God who has taken manhood into Himself; 

(4) that in this incarnation the manhood, though it is truly 

assumed into the divine person, still remains none the less 

truly human, so that Jesus Christ is of one substance with 

us men in respect of His manhood, as He is with the Father 

in respect of His godhead. 1 

Gore accepts these determinations as totally in accord with the 

Scriptural understanding of Christ. They are, in his view, suwmeries 

of the Biblical Chris tian fai the They are formulas necess a.r.Y' to 

prevent Scripture from being mldermined. They do not add to the 

content of the Church's faith. Here the views of Liddon and Gore 

coincide and it is plain that both men belong to the same type of 

Catholic theology. Gore insists, with Liddon, that it is the 

function of 'the church to teach' and 'the Bible to prove'. He 

rejects the Roman Catholic view that the Christian faith expands and 

develops and that the Creeds are an e dvence upon primitive Chris tisni ty 

just as recent doctrines are upon the Creeds. Equally, Gore rejects 

liberal notions that conciliar doctrine represents an unwelcome 

distortion of primitive Christianit,y which 'lies undogmatic .and concerned 

only with the moral quality of life. 

Such a view, of course, requires some justification and although 

Gore does not spend anything like as much time and space on it as 

Liddon did in his Bamptons, he does devote the whole of the third 

lecture to a consideration of the Biblical material. Unlike Liddon, 

he begins, not with the Old Testament, but with thase epistles of the 

New Testament which bear the moat unmistakeable signa of being 

authentically Pauline, namely, the letters to the Galatians, the 

Romans and the Corinthians. Here, saya Gore, the enquirer into the 

his torical grounds of the Chris tien fa! th: 

1 Incarnation, PP. 80-1 



- 207 -

finds Jesus Christ co-ordinated with God in the necessarily 

divine functions and offices, both in nature and grace, in a 

manner impossible to the mind of a Jewish monotheist like St. 

Paul, unless the co-ordinated person is really believed to 

belong to the properly divine being. So complete is this 

co-ordination that (to quote the language of Professor Pfleiderer) 

"we need feel no surprise when Paul at length calls Him wi thout 

1 reserve 'God who is over all blessed for evermore. tI' 

Gore thinks that Paul can only ascribe such honour to Christ because 

of what he wes before his appearance in flesh. He haa no doubt that 

these epistles teach a doctrine of incarnation. They witness, Gore 

says, to: 

an act by which the divine Son for our sakes "became poor", 

depriving Himself of the riches of Bis previous state, in order 

for our redemption to become true man, in the reality of our 

nature "according to the flesh," and though He ttknew no sin" 

Himself, "in the likeness of the flesh of sin.tt Thus in order 

of time, He is first divine, afterwards human. :But in the 

order of His self-disclosure He is first human, then divine. 

He showed His Divinity through His human! ty. 2 

Gore declares his conviction that Paul's teaching goes back to what 

he himself was taught at the time of his conversion, not more than 

ten years sfter the death and resurrection of Jesus and that it 

represents the original gospel faithfully. So the doctrine of a 

divine Christ become incarnate was settled, he thinks, at a verr ear17 

stage in the Christian sto%,)". That same doctrine, in his view, is 

formally stated in the conciliar defini tians • 

When Gore turns to the Synoptic gospels, he shows that he is 

very much aware of the problems the)" are thought to raise for modern 

1 
2 Incarnation, P. 59 

,ill.g. P. 59 
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exegetes. He acknowledges the dependence of Matthew and Luke upon 

Mark but is convinced that the material cOl!lDlon to all three brines 

us very near to the roots of the evangelical tra.di tion. The 

discrepancies between the Synoptics are not enough to invalida.te the 

record as a whole. He s2YS: 

The Chris t of the Gospels, if He be not true to history, 

represents a combined effort of the creative imaginetion 

without parallel in literar,y histor.r. 1 

~ particularly impresses Gore with its ring of historical 

truthfulness which is supported by the Petrine influence he detects. 

He finds the authority of Chris tinS t. Mark's Gospel particularly 

striking. 

That authority has its source in his divinitY'. Gore concludes: 

P. sifting of the evidence discloses in the earliest Gospel 

the Christ of the Apostles' Creed. It affords us no 

jus tification for supposing a process of accretion bY' which 

a naturalistic Christ was gradual1;r deified or became the 

subject of miracles.2 

Gore knows that the Fourth Gospel presents special difficulties 

for contemporary readers. John, he says, relies chiefly on his own 

memory and long medi tation on his experience of Chris t. The record 

of discourses Jesus had with his disciples has been influenced in 

both form and tone by the recorder. Gore draws attention to the 

convention of literary freedom with regard to the reporting of direct 

speech which obtained in apostoliC times and which the evangelist 

would accept as normal. Nevertheless, Gore is confident that the 

speeches are, in substance, dominical. Jesus, he says, did teati!)' 

to his eternal relation with the Father as the Synoptica confirm. 

Otherwise it would be hard to account for the rise of the belief in 

his divinity in the earliest churches. In effect Jo1m's theology is 

that of Paul. He plainly asserts Christ's pre-existence and 

1 
2 Incarnation, p. 63 
~. p. 66 
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divinity and this is ell the more impressive because the writer is John, 

'the disciple wham Jesus loved.' 

Gore is convinced th~t the apostles were reliable witnesses. 

They were plain men who could receive the impress of facts and they 

witnessed to the facts despite opposition. There was no precedent for 

what they had to s BY. It was original but the originali t.Y was due 

not to their imaginative invention but to the freshness and power 

of their new experience. Their reliabilit.Y ?nd objectivity are 

evi:ient in, for example, their fairness to opponents like Pilate. 

That same reliabilit.Y should be recognised when they report events 

that are unexpected or unique. We must recognise, says Gore, that: 

The resurrection moulded them, they did not create the 

1 resurrection. 

At the close of the lecture, Gore jumps from the final events 

in Christ's incarnate life to its beginning. There are those, he 

says, who believe in the resurrection but not the Virgin Birth. 

He admits that the latter was not part of the primarY apostolic 

teaching because this was limited to what the apos tles had actually 

wi tnessed and experienced for themselves. But once the apostles 

believed in the incprnation, it was natural for them to want to 

enquire into ita manner. They could question Mery and Joseph. He 

finds evidence that they did BO in the fact that Matthew appears to 

have been written from Joseph's point of view while Luke tells the 

story from Mary's. The important thing is, he says, that: 

Whatever the independence of the two narratives of St. Matthew 

and St. Luke, at least they asr" on that which alone concerna 

us at present, the virgin-birth at Bethlehem. Further, that 

event holds a firm place in the earliest traditions of East 

and Weat.2 

In all this Gore is maintaining that view of the relationship 

1 
2 Incarnation, P. 76 
~. p. 78 
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between New Testament and Church which he put forward in Lux Hundi. 

He sets the Bible firmly wi thin the context of the Church. The 

books of the New Testament were preceded by an oral rule of faith 

or tradition so that the primary depoei tary of the Christian 

tradition is the Church. The Bible bas no independent history or 

authori ty' over agains t the Church but as the written record of the 

primitive tradition it checks unwarrented or improper development 

in Christian thought and it guarantees the tradition. 

The apostolic churches formed a confederation of spiritual 

societies linked by a cammon faith in the Trinit,y and the Incarnation 

and a common rule of life. In response to the threat of heresy, the 

churches moved from the vigorous but ine)f'8ct express ion of its fei th 

to 8 clearly worked out theology and terminology. Gore says: 

The faith of the Church as it expressed itself in life, in 

worship, in fervent statement, in martyrdom, was vigorous and 

~istakable in meaning; it referred back for its authorization 

to apos tolic teaching and apos to1ic wri tinge; but it W88 a 

faith, not a science; a faith which in some sub-apostolic 

documents finds such inexact or even careless expression as 

impresses upon us the difference between the writers within, 

and those without, the canon. 1 

Out of a turbulent period, there emerged that balanced antithetical 

theology which is found in the Cha1cedonien Definition. This 

Definition, says Gore: 

can be regarded wi th the s eme truth as the express ion of the 

consciousness of a historical sociev, gradually through JD8l11' 

efforts of IIl8l1Y individuals, elaborated into e%plici t and 

formulated utterance.2 

Gore thinks that the creeds and Definitions represent the 

1 Incarnation, p. 85 
2 ~. PP. 87-8 
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crystallization of New Testament teaching. They m~ be expressed in 

the philosophical language of the day but they are a development on 

the New Testament only in the sense that they elucidate it. In 

elucidating, on the other hand, he says that, the Church also 

interprets end the interpretation is authoritative. So the Church 

is the primary authori ty in matters of faith but it mus t be able to 

demonstrate that its faith can be found to have a basis in Scripture. 

Gore is thus revealed as a Churchman of the same kind as Liddon, 

steeped in the early Fathers, valuing the primitive tradition and the 

decis ions of the Councils highly and anxious not to depart from the 

limits of Catholic theology but also giving a vital role to Scripture. 

He sounds somewhat like Liddon when he says: 

Necessarily a great deal in human life changes; science grows, 

criticism advences, institutions var,y, society makes its w~ 

to new forms of organisation, the outward fashions of life pass. 

All this is obviOUS, and inevitable, end the ground of hope for 

the future; but it causes all of us, who are not shallow­

hearted, only to love more intensely' 8J1Ything in human life 

which does not Change.1 

But tQ.is emphasis upon the unchanging in Chris tian thought and 

on the interdependence of Chm-ch end Scripture lim! ts the extent to 

which his thought can progress. In Lux Mundi he took a developmental 

view of histor,y and of God's revelation in order to explain the 

imperfections of the Old Testament. There religion was seen as the 

sphere of constant movement from lower to higher levels ot perception. 

That same process of development is not recosnised in the subsequent 

Christian thought. Doctrine, or, at the least, the limits within 

which theology ~ speculate, is now seen as tixed tor all time with 

the torming ot the creeds. 

The qualifying clause is nece8Sar,y became Gore d08ll see the 

1 Incarnation, p. 102 
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function of the creeds as negative rather than positive. In this 

large matter he differs from Liddon. With Liddon it would not be 

too much to say that the propositions of the creeds are the 

revelation of God in Christ. For Gore they are not the revelation 

but the attempt to articulate it and preserve it against heresy. 

Gore thinks that: 

The dogmas are only limits, negatives which block false lines 

of development, notice boards which warn us off false 

approaches, guiding us down the true road to the figure in the 

Gospels, and leav.ing us to contemplete it unimpeded and with 

the frankest gaze. 1 

Dogma can never be edequa te as the express ion of the truth of God. 

There is value, Gore aclmowledges, in the age and the permanence of 

the creeds. They ask the right questions - Is Christ really God? 

Is his chnracter God's chp~acter? Is his love God's love? Their 

answers s ateguard apas tolic Chris tiani ty • But human language can 

never express divine realities fully and, therefore, the creeds are 

limi ted in their usefulness. So, although Gore thinkB that the 

Church is to teach and the Bible to prove, he also says: 

But in fa.ct the dogmatic decisions of the Churoh, like other 

good things, have been greatly' misused. J.nd how? By being 

treated as souroes of our positive infomation about Christ, 

practically overriding the Gospel Picture.2 

To illus trate this misuse of dogma, Gore turns to the recurring 

question of the knowledge of Christ during his incarnation. In 

doing so, he discloses both his particular interest end also his 

reasons for insisting on the limitations of dogma. Mediaeval 

dogmatics, he claims, changed the Christ of the Gospels into a static 

figure who had no need to grow in wisdom but only' seemed to do 80. 

They went so far as to S87 that when Jes,. said he cUd not know, he 

~ Incarnation, P. 108 
ibid. P. 107 -
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only meant that he would not tell. He' cried out as if He were 

desolate, while in fact He was never really deprived of the 

consolations of the Father's presence. ,1 So the living Christ of 

the Gospels is lost and replaced by an unreal figure. This would be 

bad at any time. For Gore it was a particularly sharp issue when 

the historical figure of Jesus was 1md.er close scrutiny from the 

critics and his human characteristics, especially the limitation 

of his lmowledge, were being stressed. Gore wants the freedom to 

meet this challenge. Necessary though dogma may be in the refutation 

of heresy, it mus t not be allowed to override the Gospel story. 

In fact, says Gore, within the limits of the decrees, the theologian 

mus t be left free to re-express the fa! th so as to give warmth and 

life to their cold, bare logiC. The impossibilit,y of ever reaching 

a definitive positive expression of Christian truth is an inevitable 

consequence of the limitations of theologians as fin! te creatures 

trying to express the infinite. God requires all theologians to 

approach their work with a proper humilit,r and a recognition of the 

shf'er folly of thinking that it can ever be finished or complete. 

Gore says: 

A constant tendency to a pologiae for human speech, a great 

element of agnostiCism, an awful sense of unfathomed depths 

beyond the little that is made lmown, is alweys present to the 

minds of theologians who mow what they are about, in 

conceiving or expressing God. 2 

Gore's contention that it is the ~ faith in Christ that he 

is anxious to vindicate is justified. His statement of that faith 

in outline by the use of the four determinations of the Councils is 

impeccably orthodox. Liddon would have no cCIDplsint with it. In 

his intention to keep strictly' within the limits of the determ1nationa 

~ Incarnation, p. 108 
~. p. 105 
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he demonstrates his Catholic commitment. :But he has only stated 

that faith in the barest outline. He has offered no exposition of 

the four definitions as yet. There have been hints that when he does 

it will not follow the same lines as Liddon. His paraphrase of 

Paul's teaching, for example, suggests that he may give more stress 

to Chris t' s humanity than Liddon did, especially the words, 'Be showed 

His Divinity through His humanit.Y.,1 

The revelation of God, Gore suggests, is a personal and dynamic 

disclosure not easily captured in words, never plumbed to its depths 

and more fluid and tmdefinable than credal statements might suggest. 

His use of the word, • agnosticism', a relatively new word in his day, 

in connection with theology is striking as is his readiness to allow 

a creative role to theologians. He does not went to be restricted by 

dogma more than is absolute~ necesBar.T. He remains faithful to the 

outline of Catholic doctrine but he breathes a different atmosphere 

to that of Liddon. He leads us to expect .some fresh interpretation. 

That interpretation must depend on the demands of the current 

intellectual climate. For Gore's lmderstanding of those, the other 

two phrases in Gore's opening statement must be examined. I turn 

first to the material that may be gathered together tmder the heading, 

'that lalowledge of nature' • 

Although Christ, the Son of God incarnate, is supernatural, 

Gore insists thet this does not mean that he is 'unnatural', by 

which he means totally out of place in the world of human nature. 

The 1mbeliever thinks it does. Gore contradicts him and uses the 

Bame argument from the general to the particular, from the universal 

experience of the natural world to the concentrated expression ot 

that experience which Gore finds in Christ, which he used in Lux Mundi. 

:Both the believer and the unbeliever, he seys, believe in nature. To 

the 1mbeliever it is God; to the believer it is the work of God. So 

1 Incarnation, P. 59 
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there is some common grolmd. Some may think that nature is a closed 

order, pointing to nothing beyond itself, it is true, but t~~s can 

only be maintained by the lmwarranted exclusion from consideration of 

things which certainly exist within nature. Gore lists a number of 

such things which rule out a purely mechanical view of nature: 

1 

•••• , first, the metaph3'sician, with his analysis of sensation 

and experience, discloses in mind, not merely one product of 

nature, but the necessary constituent of nature considered as 

an ordered, lalowable system. Again, if Charles D ..... rwin and the 

scientific world whom he represents have materially altered, yet 

they have not fundamentally impaired the evidences in nature 

of divine purpose or design, nor have they touched the argument 

(to many minds the irresistible argument) from the beauty of 

nature to the spiri tuali ty of the Being which it reveals, Once 

more, ethical enquiry, where it is true to its subject-matter, 

postulates an absolute and superhuman law of righteousness, 

with which men are as truly brought into relation through 

conscience as they are, through the eye, brought into reletion 

to the objective realit.Y of light; - postulates also a certainty 

of morE!l obligation, which has no meaning \lJlless man has really 

a free will, however limited and conditioned its freedom, And 

the argument momts one step higher. The universal mind and 

divine righteousness which ere disclosed in nature, are 

inseparable from the idea of personality, for mind is only 

conceivB,ble as a function, and righteousness only' as an attribute, 

of a pers on; and pers onali ty is the higbee t form in which life 

is lalown in the universe. God then, or the spiritual principle 

in nature is, we believe, in scme real sense, personal: 

trans cending no doubt human pers anali ty in infinite degree, yet 

at least so truly' personal as that man in virtue of his 

pers oneli ty is liker to God than any lower form of life. 1 

Incarnation, PP. 31-32 
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I hB.ve quoted him at some length here because this line of argument 

is basic to Gore's natural theology. It is the personal nature of man 

that so impresses Gore end, on the assumption that the stream cannot 

rise higher than the source, it points to the existence of a 'personal' 

God and prepares the way for a doctrine of incarnation. It also, in 

Gore's View, shows nature to be a progress, an advance which favours 

the intellectual and the spiritual. To him evolution and development 

are synonymous. In the evolutionary process, the movement is from the 

inorganic to the orgenic, from the animal to the rational. 'From any 

but the materialist point of view' this represents 'a progressive 

revelation of God.,1 

He goes on: 

Something of God is manifest in the mechanical laws of inorganiC 

structures: sometr.1ng more in the growth end flexibility of 

vi tel forms of plant and animal; something more s till in the 

reason, conscience, love and personality of man. ,2 

He explains further: 

God has expressed in inorganic nature, His immutability, 

immensity, power, wisdom; in organic nature He has shown also 

that He is alive: in human nature He has given glimpses of His 

mind and character.3 

But what we see in hum fin nature leads us to expect something 

more. We find a moral revelation of God in nature which generates in 

us 'what Bishop Butler calls "the implic1 t hope of sanewhat further"'. 4 

Here for the first time is exp11c1 t acknowled8ement of the influence 

of Butler's Analogy on Gore. He expands on this: 

1f persona11t,y, 1f character, 1s the best image of God which 

nature affords, then we are in a measure prepared for the 

1 
2 Incernation, p. 32 
3 ibid. p. 32 
4 IbId. p. 33 

ibid. p. 34 
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occurrence of an Incarnation. There is a necessary kinship 

between God and man, and if human qualities are not the measure 

of the divine, yet they are cognate to them. It becomes 

intelligible that God should take man's nature and reveal 

Himself in it, without either annihilating our manhood, or 

compromising His Godhead. 1 

The coming of Christ fulfils 'the implicit hope of somewhat 

further' and confirms the kinship recognised between God and man. 

Christ is the climax of God's revelation and, in this sense, the 

crown of nature. He says: 

In Chris t not one of these earlier revelations is abrogated 

but they reach a completion in the fuller exposition of the 

2 divine character, the divine personalit,y, the divine love. 

The point is taken further later in the lectures when Gore 

••••• 

claims that since man was made in the image of God, God can express 

hi.ms elf in manhood. He s aye : 

So akin are God and man to one another that God can really 

exist under conditions of manhood without ceasing to be, and 

to reveal, God: and man can be taken to be the organ of Godhead 

without one whit ceasing to be human. Here in Christ Jesus, it 

is man's will, man's love, man's mind which are the instruments 

of Godhead, and the fulness of the Godhead which is revealing 

3 itself only seems to make these qualities more intensely human. 

The supernatural Christ, who reveals God, is supernatural only 

in the sense that he intensifies or advances upon what nature exhibits 

apart from him, while at the same-time he appears in fundamental 

ha1'mony with the whole and is no shock to reason. 

In a second line of argument, closely related to what has just 

been said, Gore approaches the word 'supernatural' from a different 

1 2 Incarnation, p. 34 
3 ~. P. 33 
~. P. 117 
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vantage point. Until now he bas spoken of Christ becoming incarnate 

to confirm and intensify the revelation of God, present but partially 

obscured in nature. He has spoken of Christ as the crown of nature's 

revelation of God. Now he makes the point thet what is seen as 

supernatural is purely relative to wbat at any given moment is 

regarded as natural. Each new stage of life must inevitably appear 

supernatural from the point of view of what went before it. He says: 

In the same sense Christ is supernatural from the point of view 

of mere man, because in Him the divine Being who has always been 

a t work, in phys ieal na. ture as "the pers is ten t energy in all 

things," and in human nature as the rational light of man, 

here assumes humanity, spirit end body, as the ins trument through 

which to exhibit with a new completeness and in a new intensi~ 

His own pers onali ~ and character. 1 

The use of the verb 'assumes' indicates that he has not a.l together 

abandoned an incarnationa1 approach here but the earlier part of the 

passage suggests that Christ is the next stage of human development. 

He speaks of 'Christus consummator' and of Christ coming to 'consummate 

an order', 2 expressions which perhaps suggest that he is anticipating 

the view of Christ later foupd in the thought of Tei1hard de Chardin. 

Attention has been drawn to the fact that Gore makes a value-judgment 

on the evolutionary process and finds a purposive drive in it. Now 

he presents Christ as the climax of the process. 

But it will not do to think of Chris t merely as the climax of a 

regular process. No sooner has Gore begun this line of thought than 

he feels obliged to qualify it. He cannot depart fran the s tress on 

the need for redemption which was a feature of the Lux MUndi ess~. 

With human nature sin has cane into the world and brought with it 

1 
2 Incamation, p. 35 

ibid. p. 36 Christus Consummator was the title or a book 
- published by B.F. Westcott in 1886. 
cr. the discussion in J .A. Carpenter's article "Charles Gore: 
After Fir~ Years. Expos i tOry Times Vol. 94 No. 3 
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the violation of true hum an i ty, Gore says: 

human nature, •••• presents in great measure a scene of moral 

ruin, so that Christ enters not merely to consummate an order 

but to restore it, not to accomplish only but to redeem. He is 

not only "Christus consummator" but also "Christus red.emptor," 1 

Gore insists tha.t Christ comes to lmdo the ravages of s in and to 

restore human nature to what it was meant to be. He quickens man's 

atrophied moral faculty and arouses the sense of sin and the 

accompanying moral desire which are the prerequisites for the 

recognition of his naturalness. Here Gore's words sOlmd more like 

an exposition of the recapitulation theory of Irenaeus than an 

anticipation of Teilhard de Chardin, 

Gore is struggling to hold together the doctrines of creation 

and redemption. The unity of nature and grace is a fundamental theme 

of the lectures. His acceptance of the Darwinian view of creation as 

a continuous process makes him want to see God in the whole movement 

bringing the universe to its fulfilment and, in particular, man 

to his full stature as a child of God. But he cannot forget the Fall, 

whether he regards it as an actual historical event or not. He must 

take a serious view of sin as separating man from God and requiring 

a radical and divine redemptive act to cancel its effect, The issue 

focusses the problem of the Catholic struggling to bring traditional 

doctrine and evolutionary theory into harmony with each other, 

Gore recognises the problem and attempts to deal with it. In 

popular Christianity, he mows, Christ, far from being the crown ot 

nature, has been thought of as opposed to it, or at least, isolated 

trom it as the Redeemer. But this, he claims, is partly because IB8.1V' , 

confuse 'nature' in the sense of the ordered world with 'nature' in 

the sense of sinf'ul, human nature. Christ is isolated froiD the 

latter but not the tormer. Christ was himself without sin but be was 

1 Incarnation, P. 36 
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also fully human. In sound theology the sequence of and the 

fundamental unit,y of nature and grace, of creation and redemption, 

have always been insisted upon. Paul and Jom both speak of Christ 

as Redeemer and Creator. And the Greek Fathers maintain that the 

incarnation gathers into one end completes the previous workings of 

God in human mind and conscience. Christ is the intensified presence 

of God who is always present in creation. 

Gore recognises that some will sti11 insist that Christ appears 

to violate the natural world by performing miracles. Again he 

explains this by the sinfulness of man. Man in his blindness fails 

to see God in ordinary nature and so God has to use miracles as his 

protes t agains t human blindness. Gore says: 

In a miracle ••••• God so works, that man cannot but notice a 

presence which is not blind force but personal will.1 

In the past, says Gore, Christ appeared as totally miraculous but the 

pos t Darwinian world can now apprecia.te miracles in a new light. Gore 

now uses his understanding of contemporary science to explain the 

very things which appear to cut across the scientific view. 

Evolution, he says, has taught us to expect new departures in ita 

progression. They are moments 'when a fresh level seems to be won, 

2 and a fresh sort of product begins to exhibit new phenomena'. 

Christ is just such a new departure, continuous with what went before 

yet transcending it in a remarkable degree, one in whom the spirit 

dominates the material body' in a new way. So Christ's miracles 

appear as laws of his nature. They are no more violations of nature 

than he is himself. They are not 'arbitrary portents' but 

'redemptive acts.' They are ph1s ical acts of renewal which point 

us to the invisible moral miracle of forgiveness. 

Gore notices a further objection to his argument. Some will 

say that the innovations or new departures which happen in the 

1 
2 Incarnation, p. 45 
~. P. 47 
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evolutionary process from time to time help creation on to the 

next stage and remain part of its exis tence. Chris t is different. 

Far from becoming part of the continuing experience of the world, 

he leaves men looking backwards for the moment of highest attainment. 

The analogy between Chris t and the great leaps forward in evolution 

is, therefore, not valid. Gore counters this by saying that great 

geniuses never leave 'Wortl\Y successors and that often 'We do have to 

look backwards for our ideals. Moral and intellectual development 

is not generally a gradual process. To this he adds two further 

points. Firstly, we have to recognise the unique greatness of Christ. 

If God manifests himself in the world, that manifesta.tion is bound 

to remain the highest. Secondly, Gore points out that Christ is not 

isolated at all but rather the protot,ype of a new redeemed humanit.r. 

He says: 

If Christ is truly unique, if by the necessities of the case 

there cannot be more than one incernate Son, yet He is not 

isolated, He has set at work a new development, which is the 

movement of the redeemed humanit.r. 1 

Christ, as the consummator of human nature, is also the first fruits 

of a new hmnani t.r. . 

The meaning of Gore's phrase, "that knowledge of nature" is now 

clearer, though not exactly defined. 

It has been suggested that the primary motive behind Gore's 

lectures was to bring Christology into line with evolutionar,y thought.2 

Certainly he was concerned to do this and it is part of \that he means 

by that phrase. But it is not his sole concern and should not be 

over-emphasised. He recognised the difficul t.r in holding together the 

idea of Chris t as consummator of na. ture and that of Chris t the 

Redeemer. Perhaps 88 a result, this 'consummation Christology' is 

1 
2 

Incarnation, 
Ekstrom, R., 

P. 51 
The TheolOS'Y of Charles Gore, doctoral dissertation 

quoted by Carpenter, J., Gore. a study in Liberal 
Catholic Thought, p. 176 
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not given extended treatment and the later lectures are concerned 

sole~ with a thoroughgoing Incarnationa1 Christology, The influence 

of evolutionary theor,y is most strongly seen in Gore's emphasis on 

the progressive revelation of God and in his interpretation of the 

Old Testament, not in his Christology, 

Dr, Eric Mascall accused Gore of trying to transpose Christology 

into the realm of the science of psychology, Coupling Gore with 

ReI ton he thinks that they both made unnecessary concessions to the 

climate of the tim~ and says: 

It may perhaps be suggested that their real weakness lay in the 

assumption that contemporary categories of psychology were 

capable of providing an adequate medium for the expression of 

Christological doctrine,1 

It is certainly true that Gore is more interested in the personalit.;r 

of Jesus than Liddon could ever have been, When he speaks of Jesus 

revealing the personalit.;r of God, he is using the word in its 

modern psychological sense rather than in the technical, ontological 

sense which it had for Liddon end which Mas call would als 0 want to 

stress, :But Gore does not abandon the ontological sense, For example, 

he says: 

Remaining unchanged in personalit.y, He abandoned certain 

prerogatives of the divine mode of existence in order to assume 

2 the human, 

Clear~ the word is being used in its old technical sense here, The 

point he makes is that Christ retains his essentially divine nature 

despite surrendering some divine attributes, On the other hand, he 

also says: 

It was because Be was eternally personal that Be bad been able 

to give personalit" to a human nature,3 

~ Mas call , E" Christ, the Christian and the Church, p. 38 
3 Incarnation, p. 158 

ibid, p, 118 
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There despite the qualification 'eternal~', the words, 'personal' 

and personality' have a psychological sense since he is talking 

about the capacity in human beings for love, communication and all 

that is included in the meaning of relationship. 

It is in the incarnation of Christ that the nature of God is 

revealed. Above all, through it love is shown to be the nature of 

God - a fact which Gore finds by no means obvious apa.rt from Christ 

for if love in man argues love in God, there is much to suggest 

otherwise. Love often appears helpless in the face of lust, 

bi tterness, cruelty, and s elfis hness • The incarnation overcomes this 

appearance and assures us that 'love is the motive of creation and the 

realisation of the purpose of love. certain goal.' 1 

The psychological use of the word 'personality' gives a warmth 

to Gore's theology which is not found in Liddon. The idea that it is 

the 'personalness' of God, cognate with the 'personalness' of man, 

that is revealed in Christ helps to link nature with grace, provides 

a basis of natural theology and is a very attractive part of Gore's 

apologetic. 

Gore's acceptance of an evolutionary, though purposive, view 

of nature ties in closely with the third phrase, 'that historical 

cri ticism', since the whole his torical process is now seen as moving, 

developing, progressing. He showed in Lux MUndi how this enabled him 

to explain the imperfections and incompleteness of the Old Testament. 

Less stress is given to that particular implication in the Bamptons 

but there are hints that Gore recognises that historical relativity' 

affects theology. The b01mdaries of doctrine may be fixed but Gore 

can see the lim! tat ions of creda1 and conciliar terminology and the 

need for theologians to express the faith afresh in each generation. 

His major concern, however, lies with historical criticism 

as applied to Scripture with its questioning of traditional views of 

1 Incarnation, p. 119 
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revelation, the date and authorship of many books and the 

historicity and authenticity of some sections of the Bible. Dr. 

Carpenter thinks that this Biblical criticism is Gore's prime 

concern. He says, 'Other factors were no doubt involved, but the 

cri tica I approa,ch to Scripture was primary.' 1 Dr. Michael Rams ey 

also thinks that the Biblical motive is primary and that Gore's 

concern was simply 'to do justice to the evangelic history,2 

I think I have now said enough to show that it is dangerous 

to look only for a single motive behind any aspect of Gore's work. 

To do so is to be unfair both to the extent of his awareness of the 

times in which he lived and to the complexity of his thoug~t. It 

m~ merely reflect the critic's own prejudices or preferences. 

Nevertheless, of those areas of thought to which Gore addressed his 

apologetic, Biblical criticism was for him the most urgent. It 

challenged the very material which guaranteed the truth of Catholic 

doctrine for him. 

Gore recognises the difficulties, which particularly troubled 

Liddon, of reconciling Old Testament criticism and the endorsement 

which Jesus apparently gave to the Old Testament. Gore accepts that 

.Jesus used the Old Testament as God's word to the Jews. He claimed 

to fulfil the Old Testament ideal. He recognised in it a special 

authori ty and inspire tion. This is often taken, he knows, to mean 

that Jesus binds us to the traditional views regarding the authorship 

and literary character of its contents. But this need not be so. 

Gore says that the inspiration of the Holy Spirit: 

May have been given to a Jewish writer in any literary 

undertaking which the conscience of his age would have 

approved, as His assistance certainly was given to Jewish 

1 2 Carpenter, J., Gore - a stud.y in Liberal Catholic thought. p. 178 
Ramsey, A.M., Charles Gore and Anglican Theology, p. 5 
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agents in imperfect forms of moral action: and what the 

divine Spirit could inspire, Jesus, in that same Spirit, 

could recognise and use. 1 

In any case, Gore adds, Jesus could do no other than to refer to 

Old Testament books by their recognised names. 

Gore recognises that there is one special instence of Jesus's 

use of the Old Testament which calls for particular attention. 

This is the passage in Mark 12 :35-37, already discussed in Lux !.fund.1, 

in which Jesus questions the Pharisees' babi t of calling the Messiah, 

'Son of David'. Jesus's argument rests on the Davidic authorship 

of Pselm 110, which is now called in question by historical 

criticism. He asks how the Messiah can be David's son, if David 

called the Messiah, 'Lord'. When Christ himself seems to endorse 

Daviaic authorship so firmly, can it be reverent to deny it on the 

basis of 'a literary probability'? Gore's reply is that Jesus may' 

not be pleading on behalf of Jewish tradition, which would be a 

unique occurrence in the Gospels, but simply pressing upon the 

Pharisees an argument which their own habitual assumptions ought to 

have sugges ted to them - especially, and here Gore cites a recurring 

topiC, if he habitually spoke 'under the. lim! tetions of a properly 

2 human consciousness.' Jesus often asks men questions designed to 

get them to examine themselves in the light of their own principles. 

The effect of Biblical criticism, Gore Bugges ts, is that it 

has forced churchmen to read the Bible more carefully and exactly 

than they did, without the presuppositions which were so easily 

allowed to colour its teaching. In the past dogma has scmetimee 

blunted intellectual rigour and moral sensi tivi ty but Biblical 

scholarship has now broken through the dogmatic barrier. The result 

is that the historical Jesus needs fresh consideration. The Bible 

needs to be read with a new realism. 

~ Incarnation, p. 196 
~. P. 199 cr. Lux Mundi p. 359 
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This insistence on taking the Bible at face value leads Gore 

to an uncritical acceptance of those narratives in which Jesus 

appears to exhibit supernatural lmowledge, for example, when he 

saw Nathanael under the fig-tree, when he foretold the finding of 

the coin in the fish's mouth, when he displayed inside lmowledge of 

the circumstances of the Samariten woman, when he told the disciples 

where t~ey could find the colt. But, says Gore, if this knowledge 

is supernatl:ral, it is analogous to that of the prophets and apostles. 

It is not different in kind .to what is available to all men who are 

open to the inspiration of God. 

Facing up to what the Bible says also means recognising 

ins tances in which Jesus's knowledge is clearly lim! ted. For example, 

he expresses surprise, asks for information, shows dread in Getbsemane 

and needs to exercise fal th and true t because his knowledge of the 

future is as uncertain as any man' s • Gore makes no a.ttempt to 

explain away the fact thBt Jesus admits his ignorance of the day and 

hour of his final coming. The Fourth Gospel unmistakably asserts that 

J esllS received his message and taught it under the lim! tations of a 
• 

properly human state. And, says Gore: 

He never enlarges our stock of natural knowledge, p~ical or 

1 historical, out of the divine omniscience. 

Despite his intention to approach the Scripture honestly and 

without dogmatic preconceptions, there are moments wben Gore is 

unwilling to teke Biblical statements at face value. He will not 

accept a literal reading of ~ text which hints at sin or moral 

lim! tatioD in Jesus such as his refusal of the description 'Good 

Master' or his initial reluctance to exorcise the daughter of the 

Syro-Phoenician waDan. Nevertheless he is insistent that if Jesus 

was the Son of God, he also lived out his life under human" 

limitations. Be mlEt, therefore, explain how these two facta about 

1 Incarnation, p. 150 
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Jesus ere to be reconciled and with this he brings us to his most 

creative thought and the distinctive feature of his Christology. 

Gore thinks that we can perceive the lmity of the two natures 

in Chris t, the divine and the humen, if we have a clear grasp of the 

motive and method db the incarnation. In expolmding this he brings 

together what he has said about 'that lmowled€e of nature' and 'that 

historical criticism' in a manner which, he believes, is still 

cons is tent with' the old faith in H:im'. This is the explanatory-

principle by which he hopes to demonstrate that Catholic doctrine can 

be seen to be in harmony with the new movements of thought. 

The divine intention behind the incarnation was the recovery 

and consumma.tion of human nature. It included the revelation of 

God's mind and being and the revelation of ideal human nature. The 

humani ty, says Gore, had to 'reflect, without refracting, the divine 

Being whose organ it was made.' 1 It was essential for Christ to 

retain the consciousness of the Father's being end of bis essential 

relation to the Father, continuous with his pre-existence. But, at 

the same time, his humanity had to be genuine otherwise he could not 

really enter into man's experience. He bad to be subject to growth 

and development and to limitation. His continuous consciousness of 

Godhead could not be absolute and clearly it was not so. Had it been, 

he could not have prayed, 'Father, if it be possible' or 'rv God, 

Tl'I3' God, why hast thou forsaken me?' So, says Gore, in a phrase 

which is now vi tally important to his thought, Jesus had to be: 

2 without the exercise of certain divine prerogatives. 

It follows from the pressure of these reouirements that the 

method of Christ's coming into the world had to be that of kenosis 

or self-emptying. 

Gore bad adumbrated something of this notion in his Lux Mlmdi 

essay. There he had said: 

1 2 Incarnation, P. 156 
Ibid. P. 157 -



- 228 -

The Incarnation was a self-emptying of God to reveal Himself 

tmder conditions of human nature and from the human point of 

1 view. 

Gore he.d argued that we can distinguish between the divine truth 

which Christ revealed and the human nature with its relation to 

God, its conditions of experience, its growth in knowledge, which 

Chris t us ed. 

In another passage which caused some difficulties amongst 

his fellow High Churchmen. Gore said: 

He shews no signs at all of transcending the science of His 

age. He does not reveal His eternity bY' statements as to what 

bad happened in the past, or was to happen in the future, 

outs ide the ken of exis ting his tory. His true Godhead is 

shown in His attitude towards men and things about Him, in His 

moral and spiritual claims, in His expressed relation to God, 

not in any miraculous exemptions of Himself from the conditions 

of natural knowledge in its proper province. 

Gore realised that this could be, and indeed was, taken as doubting 

the omniscience of Christ. Consequently' he changed the passage in 

the fifth ed! tion to clarifY. his ideas. He wrote: 

He willed so to restrain the beams of deity as to observe 

the limits of the science of His age, and He puts himself 

in the same relation to its histcrical knowledge. Thus He 

does not reveal His eternity by statements as to what had 

happened in the past, or was to happen in the future" outside 

the ken of exis ting his tory' • He made His Godhead gradually 

manifest by His attitude towards men and thineB about Him b7 

His moral and spiritual claims, by' His expressed relation 

to His Father, not by' any miraculous exemptions of Hililself from 

the condi ti0D8 of natural knowledge in its own proper province.
2 

1 
2 Lux Mundi, p. 359 
~. p. 360 
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So the Christ who was of one substance with the Father, Gore 

asserted, must voluntarily surrender, on becoming incarnate, some 

of the properties belonging to the Godhead. 

In the :Bampton Lectures, Gore's exposition of this thesis is 

heavily dependent upon the ancient hymn in the second chapter of 

the letter to the Philippians and his words are a paraphrase of that 

passage. He says: 

Jesus Christ then, in His pre-existent state, was living in 

the permanent characteris tics of the life of God. In such a 

life it was His right to remain. It belonged to Him. :But he 

regarded not His prerogatives, as a man regards a prize He 

mllS t clutch at. For love of us He abjured the prerogatives 

of equa1it,r with God. B,y en act of deliberate se1f-abnegation, 

He so emptied Himself as to assume the permanent characteristics 

of the h\Dllan or servile life: He took the form of a servant. 

Not only so, but He was made in outward appearance like other 

men and was found in fas hion as a man, that is, in the 

transitory quality of our mortality. The "form" the" 1ikenesst• , , 
the "fashion" of manhood, He took them all. Thus, remaining in 

lmchanged persona1it,r, He abandoned certain prerogatives of tb:e 

divine mode of existence in order to assume the human. 1 

The incarnation, says Gore: 

1 
2 

is a.. coming to exist for love of us under condi tiona of being 

not natural to the Son of God..... What is revealed is that 

for our sakes the Son of God abandoned His own prerogatives in 

God, in order as man to merit and win, by gradual and painful 

effort, a glor,y which in right might have been Hls all along, 

the glor,y which He ha~ with the Father before the world was.2 

Incarnation, p. 157-8 
ibid. PP. 158-9 -
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This keno tic theory of the incarnation is now seen to be the 

key principle of Gore's ·theology and the basis of his apologetic. 

That the primary motivation for it stems from the questions posed 

by the Biblical critics is strongly suggested by the fact that while 

Gore speaks of Christ abandoning certain prerogatives of the divine 

nature, the only one explicitly mentioned is omniscience. Old 

Testament criticism with its denial of such things as the Mosaic 

authorship of Deuteronomy and the historicity of such stories as 

those of the Flood and Jonah has pointed to limitations in the 

knowledge of Jesus. He apparently acquiesced in the opinions of his 

contemporaries about these matters. If he did not explicitly endorse 

tradition concerning them, neither did he deny it. In the light of 

current critical scholarship he must be regarded as either mistaken 

or guilty of deliberate deception. The only other possibilit,y is that 

the scholars are wrong and, unlike Liddon, Gore thinks this unlikely. 

So the solution lies in a kenotic theology which enables him to s~ 

that, by the deliberate layi."lg aside of the divine property of 

omniscience, Jesus lived his life under the conditions of a properly 

human consciousness. In particular, says Gore: 

The record seems to assure us that our Lord in His mortal life 

1 
was not habitually living in the exercise of omniscience. 

In expounding this theory, Gore does not put hims elf forward as 

an innovator in theoloBY. It must not be thought that there is any'thing 

novel in it. He is still a Catholic and so, characteristically, Gore 

searches the Early Fathers for support. He finds it, again, in 

Irenaeus who 'recognises an occasional "quiescence" of' the Divine Word 

• to allow of the human trials of the Incarnate. Further, he s81'S: 

1 

Origen speaks of a self-humiliation of the Son to a "divine folly" 

i.e. to a human mode of wisdom..... Others, as St. Cyril and 

St. Hilar,y, supply us wi tb admirable formulas for the "self-

Incarnation, p. 159 
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emptying', though without applying it to the limitation of 

knowledge. 

But he has to add: 

But the study of the Fathers on this subject forces upon one 

the conviction that they were not facing the question exactly 

1 as it presents itself to us. 

It is also found, Gore claims, without specifying which he has in mind, 

in the work of 'some of the best theologians of the Anglican Church 

since the Reformation. ,2 On the other hand, he admits: 

it is true tha t many of the Fathers, beginning wi th Hilary and 

Augustine, and almos t all mediaeval theologians, decline to 

allow in our Lord's humanity any such limi ta tion of cons ciousness 

3 as the New Testament seems to postulate. 

They did not feel the pressures, exegetical, moral and theological, 

to acknowledge the limitation of consciousness in Jesus that the 

modern theologian feels and there were reasons for the depreciation 

of the humanity of Jesus in the past. Not least among them, Gore 

thinks, was the almost apostolic authority wrongly accorded to the 

fifth or sixth century writer who was believed to be Dionysius the 

Areopagite but was actually a person of unmistakably monop~ite 

tendency who viewed the incamation almost exclusively as a theophany. 

Gore claims that Jesus 'never yielded himself up to fallible 

humen reasonings ,4 and points out that there is a difference between 

ignorance and error. When it came to teaching the words of God he 

did so with infallible authority. In other matters he shared the 

limita.tiona of his contemporaries. Their assumptions were his and he 

empla,red their methods of argument. Gore's Christology has thus 

released him to go much .further than Liddon did in this connection. 

1 Incarnation, P. 267 
2 ~. P. 163 
3 ~. P. 163-4 
4 .!E,!g. p. 199 
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But if it is the question of the human consciousness of Jesus 

which leads Gore to the idea of kenosis, it also ties in closely 

with all that he has said about personality or what I have preferred 

to call 'personalness.' Personality is, Gore has said, 'the highest 

form in which life is known in the universe.' 1 It points beyond a 

purely mechanical Nature to a personal Creator. It is the link which 

unites man with God. For Gore it is the basis of his natural theology. 

Our experience of it, as well as leading us to posit a personal God, 

encourages us to expect an incarnation. Moreover, although Gore does 

not explicitly say so, it encourages us to expect an incarnation in 

which it is the personalness of God, above all attributes, which is 

made plain. If love is the essence of personalness, then the 

incarnation will be supremely an act of love and what greater act of 

love could God perform for his creatures than the deliberate l~ing 

aside of aspects of his divinity in order to become one with them and 0 

to enter into their mode of existence. The personalness of God 

makes the self-emptying of Chris t the appropriate method for God to 

adopt in incarnation. It is the supremely personal act. Gore s~: 

The Incarnation involves both the self-expression, and the 

self-limitation of God. God can express Himself in true manhood 

because manhood is truly and originally made in God's image; and 

on the other hand, God can limit Himself by the conditions of 

manhood because the Godhead contains in itself eternally the 

prototype of human self-sacrifice and self-limitation, for God 

is love.2 

The theory which was invoked in Lux Mundi to explain the problema 

thrown up by Old Testament criticism is now shown to be of much wider 

significance. It illuminates the style and method of revelation. 

God's self-restraint is the reason for the progressive D8:tU.re of 

~ Incarnation, PP. 31-2 
~. PP. 161-2 
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revelation in the Old Testament. It explains why Christ's action in 

performing miracles is partially dependent on the faith of the people. 

We must take this divine self-limitation into account in all our 

expectations of Christian experience and in our evaluation of the way 

in which the Church operates. 

Jesus, says Gore, was deliberately undogmatic and left men free 

to make their own response to him. He says: 

He appears as giving men loop-holes for escape, and not pressing 

conviction too forcibly upon them.1 

He agrees with Liddon that the response Jesus sought in men was not 

merely intellectual but involved the whole person - mind, will and 

affections. So, he says: 

The primary motive to belief is the appeal which Jesus makes to 

our heart and conscience end mind. The power to believe, or to 

maintain belief, is the gift of God which we must earnestly 

2 solicit in prayer; it is the movement of the Spirit. 

Consequently, it is nonsense to expect to be convinced by the 

evidences for Christianity unless we come to those evidences with the 

necessary moral dispositions and the willingness to obey. We can never 

be convinced against our will. Again the echoes of Liddon are clear. 

But now the argument is given a theological justification by this 

doctrine of God's self-limita.tion. To leave men free to make this 

response God deliberately refrains from making himself too obvious 

and forcing his will on men. Although Christ as the revelation of 

God and of perfect man is the summary authority in religion, his 

authori ty is never despotic. It is what Gore calla 'fatherly'. 

The end of fatherly authority, he says: 

is to produce conform! ty of character, sympath,y of mind, 

intelligent co-operation in action. It is never satisfied with 

blind obedience. For this very reas on, it delights in the 

stimulus of half-dis closures, in directions which arres t 

1 
2 Incarnation, P. 57 

ibid. P. 79 
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attention and suggest enquir,r, but leave much to be done in 

the minds of their recipients. For education in sonship, it is 

easily possible for information to be too full, and directions 

too explicit, because such fulness and explicitness m~ tend to 

suppress rather than to stimulate, and secure blind obedience 

rather than co-operation. 1 

Once again, Gore ties this closely to his kenotic theoI'Y'. Ver,r 

properly, he says, Jesus is reserved in his communications with men. 

He goes on: 

it did not fall within the scope of His mission to reveal His 

omniscience by disclos.ures in the region of natural lmowledge, 

or His eternit,y by information about histor,y, otherwise 

inaccessible, in the past or the future. He came neither to make 

a display of omniscience nor to re~ve us from the effort of 

acquiring lmowledge. Moreover within the spiritual region how 

reserved are His communications. What is given is pri:narily the 

disclosure of God's mind and will towards men. 2 

The true Church, Gore thinks, will ~itate this ideal of paternal 

authorit,y and thus demonstrate in its life the divine self-limitation. 

The Chprch of Rome practises a veI'Y' different kind of authori t,y. Gore 

says : 

It aims at being as explicit and complete in dogmatic instruction 

as possible. It rejoices simply in clear and definite answers 

to all questions. The "peradventure" of an Augustine as to a 

purgator,r for the imperfect after death ••••• has become a positive 

teaching about purgatory, fUll of exact information. This system 

leaves the individual churchman simpl,y to practise what the Church 

3 
enjoins, and so to secure his everlasting salvation. 

FurtheX; he says: 

~ Incarnation, PP. 177-8 
ibid. p. 179 

3 ibid. P. 185 
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The Roman sye tem not only does not encourege personal invest­

igation, it positively discourages it. 1 

In so doing, it runs contrary to the method and nature of God's 

revelation in Christ. On the other hand, Gore says: 

the flnglican ideal of authorit,r represents satisfactorily enough 

the method of our Lord, in respect of that very thing which is 

often imputed to it as an objection; namely that it leaves so 

much for the individual to do for himself, and lays so much stress 

on historical verification, if not by every individual, at least 

2 in societ,r as a whole. 

Characteristically, Gore adds the comment: 

I may add th8t this ideal represents also the method of the early 

Church. 3 

Kenosis, then, supplies Gore with a means to come to terms with 

Biblical criticism, the confirmation of his natural theology and a 

justification for his churchmanshiP. With some of his conclUSions, 

particularly his criticism of Rome and his defence of Anglicanism 

and his assessment of the role of the Christian evidences, Liddon 

would have been delighted. There was even an anticipation of a keno tic 

Chris tology in Liddon. But he could not :f,'ollow it through and the 

reason is now apparent when he is compared with Gore. 

Liddon projected upon Jesus his presuppositions about divinit,r. 

For him, to be divine was to be omnisCient, omnipotent and omnipresent. 

He had to admit that the incarnate Chris t could hardly be called 

omnipresent. In the one case of Jesus's ignorance of the final 

coming, he bad to allow that he was not omniscient. But he was 

reluctant to go further for if Jesus divested himself of all such 

properties, how could he reveal God? Gore's method is different. 

In the preface to the Bamptons, written after their delivery, he 

1 2 Incarnation, P. 185 
3 ibid. PP. 186-7 

ibid. p. 187 
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explair.s the principles on which he tried to work. He insists that 

all right theory emerges out of experience and the analys is of 

experience. The right method in philosophY is not to argue on the 

basis of a priori principles but on that of a profound and sympathetic 

study of the facts. Here!s an empiricism which was missing in Liddon 

and I wonder whether he could have had Liddon in mind when he said 

that the false a priori methodvas found amongst Christian thinkers as 

well as among the critics of the faith. Applying his principle 

explicitly to Christology, he says: 

In tr~ highest subject of all, the doctrine of the being of God, 

abstract statements of the divine attributes - infinity, 

omnipotence, immutability - frequently take the place of a 

careful estimate of what God has actually manifested of Himself 

in nature and conscience and Christ. 

And he adds: 

The religion of the Incarnation is pre-eminently a religion of 

experience and fact. We know what God has revealed of Himself 

in the order of the world, in the conscience of men in general, 

by the inspired wisdom of His prophets, and in the person of 

J esue Chris t; and the bes t theology is tha.t which is moulded, 

BS simply and as closely as may be upon what has actually been 

disclosed. 
1 

As was true of Liddon, Gore t s concern in his Bemptons was to defend 

Catholic Christology. But where Liddon was content to re-assert, 

Gore attempted to re-expreas. 

When the Bamptons were published in 1891, Gore was still a 

comparatively yOlll'lg man. The greater part of his writing was still 

to come. This later writing mus t be examined to dis cover how mucb 

further Gore thought that his re-cxpression of'tbe old faith in Blm' 

should and could go. 

1 Incarnation, p. viii -1% 
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Chapter Eight - Gore's Post-Bampton Christology• 

Charles Gore's literar,y output was considerable and ranged over 

a wide area of Christian thought. It varied in style and content. He 

wrote canmentaries on the epistles to the Romans and the Ephesians 

and on the Johannine letters. Be edited a book on Church Reform and 

also addressed himself to Roman Catholic claims, the nature of the 

Eucharist and questions of church order and unity. Social questions 

such as the use of money, divorce, religious education and the issues 

of war and peaoe oonoerned him. 'tf1.de ranging interests, heavy 

responsibilities and involvement in many aspects of ecclesiastioal 

and social life were not allowed, however, to deflect him from further 

thinking and writing on the oentral issue of the dootrine of the 

Person of Chris t and the nature of the incarnation nor did he ever 

forsake the effort to be an apologist. 

After the Bampton Leotures, Gore wrote four more volumes 

dealing, wholly or in part, with Chris tological matters. In 1895, 

he published Dissertations, a volume in whioh he dealt more ful17 

than in the Bamptons with the subjeots of the Virgin Birth and the 

consciousness of Jesus. Of the eight leotures in the Cathedral in 

Birmingham in 1907 whioh were published along with some sermons 

1 under the title, The New Theology and the Old Religion, one was on 

the meaning of Christ's divinity. And in 1921 and 1922, there 

appeared the first two volumes of his major theological enterprise, 

The Reconstruction of Belief. The first was entitled Belief in God 

but, signifioant17, was still largely concerned with Christologioal 

issues. It made evident the fact that the dootrine of Christ was still 

1 The New Theology was the name given to a movement in the ear17 
years of the twentieth centur,y of whioh the leaders were R.J. 
Campbell, the minister of the City' Temple, London and, to a lesser 
degree, Sir Oliver Lodge. They propounded a theology whioh was 
immanent1st and reductionist. It attracted considerable attention 
for a short time. Campbell later regretted having started it and 
returned to the Church of England to which he bad or1ginal17 
belonged. 
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central to Gore's thought. The second volume was called Belief in 

Christ. I shall concentrate on these four volumes in order to 

discover how far the thought expressed in the Bamptons was repeated, 

expanded or even abandoned as he grew older. Was there any 

fundamental change in Gore's thinking? Did the emphasis shift? Were 

there any new departures? 

Gore's conscious aim in his earlier work had been to relate the 

Catholic faith to current movements of thought. Unless that aim 

were now to be abandoned, any change in his theology mus t obvious ly 

depend on whether Gore became aware of any fresh challenges or 

changed circumstances which demanded adjustments. In 1891 Gore 

identified his twin concerns as 'that knowled8e of nature and that 

historical criticism which are the special growth of our time.,1 

Neither was then very clearly defined. In his later writings some 

of that imprecision is removed. The very fact that, in 1921, he 18 

explicitly attempting a reconstruction of belief means that he must 

make a little clearer those thinBs in the intellectual and religious 

situation which call for such new theological building. Gore 

enumerates the changes that have been significant for religion in the 

previous hundred years or more. Developments in natural science have 

been many. In 1907, Gore says: 

1 

The reason of contemporary unsettlement is not hard to find. 

Within the last century our ordinary intellectual categories ••••• 

have been changed. For ins tance, the dominance of the 

conception of evolution - the conception, that is, of the 

universe with all its forma of life and all its mode of thought 

as being in ceaseless process of change - and the opening out of 

the almost infinite vistas of time in the process of the world's 

development; and more recently the breaking up of the idea ot 

Incarnation, p. 18 
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solid matter into something elusive and unimaginable - such new 

modes of thought have had a profound effect upon the human imag-

ination, accustomed till quite recently to regard the various kinds 

of things as stable and fixed, created a few thousand years ago to 

be what they have been ever since. The change wrought in the 

imaginations of men is as great as when they first found out, three 

centuries ago, that this world was not the centre of the universe, 

that there was no heaven over our heads and no hell under our feet. 1 

All these things, says Gore, have profound implications for religion. 

Indeed, he thinks: 

No one, in fact, can appreciate in rmy measure the change in our 

conceptions of the pqysicaluniverse since Butler's d~ ••••• 

without feeling that a convulsion in the religious world also 

mus t have taken place. 2 

Darwin's notion of: natural selection, Gore recognises, seemed 

to overthrow that argument from design which was the basis of 

natural theology until the mid-nineteenth centur,y. Appropriate 

adaptation has replaced design as the explanation for the world. 

The doctrine of a world made to the blueprint determined by an 

intelligent designer has given w~ to a doctrine of nature making 

itself. Darwin's theory has also called in question the Biblical 

doctrine of the origin and fall of man. Biology' has reduced man 

to a phase, a bubble on the changing, flowing river of life and 

this has serious implications for the doctrine of the finality of 

Christ. 

Prior to Darwin, Gore says, astronomy had made man's place in 

space negligible by' removing the earth from the centre. He Sayll: 

Astronomy first had shattered the geocentric theor.r, by' 

disclosing the world as only a minor planet revolving"rolmd 

~ Gore, C., The New Theologr and the Old Religion, PP. 4-5 
~. PP. 5-6 

• 
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its central sun, while our whole solar system was only one of 

innumerable systems which stretch through infinite space ••••• 

till the brain reels beneath the attempt to realise them; 

and on this showing, man and his dwelling become a mere speck 

in an unimaginable intini tude of sye tems. 1 

Geology added to the indignities inflicted by astronomy. Gore 

says : 

And geology had taken up the tale where as tronomy left it, and 

rolled out its almas t infinite ages while the world was in 

making, till man, a speck in space, became no more than a moment 

in time.2 

If all this was a shock to the religious estimate of man, Gore 

notices that the actual effect upon the nineteenth centur,r mind was 

not at all gloom;r. It generated optimism rather than pessimism. 

He says: 

And the age - I speak of the Victorian age - was optimistic. 

Science and "secular" education were to be the instruments of 

unlimited progress and universal peace. Nothing was needed but 

to educate men and make them free to compete. Then universal 

competi tion would bring the bes t to the front, and mankind would 

go ahead to a glorious future. The universe was the mene of 

what appeared to be regarded as a necessary law of progress, of 

3 
which science was the chief minister and instrument. 

Material progress, of a kind, was manifest in all directions. On 

this basis, Gore argues, it is no wonder that materialism and 

BgDos ticism prevailed. He says: 

Darwin and Huxley might shake their beads and declare that 

science could utter no optimistic prophecies. But the spirit 

of the age was not to be quenched bY' their wa.rni%Jea. . And 

~ Gore, e., Belief in God, p. 11 
3 ibid. p. 11 

ibid. p. 12 
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within a restricted region science responded magnificent~ 

to the task assigned to her.1 

The Church has come to be seen as old-fashioned. It is the enemy 

of progress, 'an enfeebled tyrant which bas unsuccessfully set 

itself to resist each advance of scientific discovery.,2 

None of this is new but Gore now adds fresh concerns to his 

list. The first is the rise of the science of comparative religion. 

In the earlier part of the nineteenth century, there was popular 

distaste for heathen religions. Judaism and 'Mohammedanism' were 

more highly regarded than others but the res t were held to be 

rationally beneath contempt, even by' men like Macaul8tY. The new 

science, of which Max Muller was the most prominent representative 

in England, brought a new respect in which these religions were 

'studied as examples of the various forms which bad been taken in 

different races by the fundamental instinct of religion in man. ,3 

The consequence has been the relativizing of all religions. 

Gore says: 

All religions, it would appear, were more or less inspired 

by the spirit of truth and more or less involved in error. 

The conclusion commonly suggested was that the distinctive and 

absolute claim made for the religion of the Bible would need 

to be very much toned down; and that, if there were to be a 

universal religion for our day or for the future, it must be 

one which would negate the exclusive claim of arq one historical 

creed, but in which all alike could, in their real spirit, find 

themselves. at home. 4 

The second is the revolt of the moral conscience against such 

elements of Christian belief as predestination, subatitutianar.r 

1 2 Gore, C., Belief in God, p. 12 
3 ibid. P. 13 
4 1bId. P. 18 

Ibid. P. 19 -
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atonement and hell. Gore knows that this challenge was not new when 

he wrote his 13ampton Lectures and shows it by citing Jolm Stuart Mill's 

protest: 

I will call no being good, who is not what I mean wben I apply 

that epithet to ~ £ellow-creatures, and i£ such a being can 

sentence me to hell for not so calling him, to hell I will go.1 

Gore comments: 

O£ course it was largely an unins tructed protest. It did not 

recognize how much in the real Chris tian tradition was wholly 

on its side. Of course also it was an unbalanced protest, end 

ran to foolish excesses, so that it became fashionable to 

represent God as i£ He were a merely good-natured being, and 

the moral law had no severity and no eternal and necessar,y 

sanction. Nevertheless it must be recognised that the current 

tradition o£ orthodox Protestantism had o£fended, at certain 

points even violently, the real conscience o£ men, and the 

revolt of outraged oonscience reinforoed the rebellion sgainst 

orthodox tradition whioh had its source in the new sOienoes.2 

We may, therefore, expect eschatology to figure more prominently in 

Gore's writing than it has until now. 

Thirdly, in 1907, there is the New Theology, whioh Gore 

characterises as: 

a ourrent mode of thought whioh in its teaching about God l~ 

the greatest stress upon what is called the "divine immanenoe" 

in nature and man, which regards God, that is, not as the 

sovereign lord and judge, but 88 the universal Spirit 

manifesting BiDself in all things and all men; which accepts 

most unreservedly the idea o£ development in natm.-e and human 

histor.Y'; whioh assimilates Christ to other men as being 

1 2 Gore, C., Belief in God, P. 20 
J!!.g. P. 20 
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essentially the same, and only the same, in nature; which 

proposes a less grave estimate of sin; which disparages or 
1 

repudiates miracles in God's revelation of Himself. 

Fourteen years later, when Gore begins his Reconstruction of Belief, 

the New Theology has faded from view. Sir Oliver Lodge is now only 

referred to 2S 'a distinguished man of science. ,2 As 8 direct 

challenge to Catholic doctrine, it seems to have no continuing 

power in Gore's eyes but his reaction to it may be very significant 

and provide a clue to the way in -which Gore's thinking moved in later 

life. 

Fourthly, Gore is troubled by what he regards as a general 

discrediting of authorit,r and an emphasis on the right of private 

judgment. This may seem a little strange for one who has deliberatelT 

adopted an empirical approach in his earlier work rather than merelT 

rely on authority. He is now ala:rmed about a tendency towards 

intellectual and moral anarcqy and undue subjectivism, a tendency 

in which preference and prejudice are allowed to outweigh the 

authori ty of fact and expprience. Gore says: 

the claim to an unlimited right to believe as one pleases 

is indisputable as a maxim of civil society: but there is an 

extra.ordinary lack of any balancing perception that morallT 

the right of private judement depends on the pains that 

have been taken to form the judgment by adequate and 

conscientious enquir.r.3 

Earlier, in the same book, he says that the present scepticism is 

due to: 

confusion of mind, to an excessive deference to current 

intellectual fashions, and to the fact that a man has never 
, •. - .. 

thoroughly and sye tematicallT faced the problems • .: It 

seems to me that the right course for ~one who cannot 

1 . 
2 Gore, C., The New Theology and the Old Religion, PP. 9-10 
3 Gore, C., Belief in God, P. 250 
~. P. 22 
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accept the mere voice of authority but feels the imperative 

obligation to tt face the argumentstt and to think freely is to 

begin at the beginning and to see how far he can reconstruct 

his religious beliefs stage by stage on a secure foundation, 

as far as possible without any preliminary assumptions and 

with a resolute determination "to know the worsttt •1 

The mention of 'foundations' and beginning 'at the beginning' 

affords a hint of the method which Gore will employ and the area 

on which he intends to concentrate. 

Gore now comes to his major concern - the growth of historical 

cri ticism. History, says Gore, is seen to be developing and dynamic 

rather than sta.tic and various stages in literature can be disting-

uished. Jtrth is one such stage discovered amongst the Greeks, the 

Romans and the Babylonians. It is not surprising that it should also 

be found in the Old Testament. The same is true of legend and there 

is a tendency to heap upon great founders what Gore describes as 

'all the graduallY successive outcomes of their foundation,.2 

His tory is now seen to be mixed with edification. EchoiJJg the 

statements he first made thirty-two years earlier, Gore says: 

Thus the books of Chronicles were his tory written not as it was, 

but as in the jud8ment of the scribe it ought to have been and 

must have been.3 

In analys ing the resul ts of all this change, Gore admits that: 

The credit of the Bible was shaken and with it the cred! t ot 

religion was fundamentally shaken. 4 

The work of ra.tiona1ist critics like Strauss, Henan and Baur on 

the New Testament threatened to carr;y the disintegrating ot confidence 

in Scripture further s till but Gore is glad to note that: 

in England certainly the work of Strauss and Henan neVer produced 

as much effect on the popular imagination 88 the cri ticDm ot 

the Old Testament. This was no doubt part17 due to the tact 

1 
2 Gore, C., Be1iet in God, p. 2 
3 ~. p. 15 
4 ~. p. 15 

~bl_d. 'D. 16 



- 245 -

that our great English scholars appeared to win a decisive 

victor,y over the destructive critics of the New Testament 

whose theories they seemed to show to be uncritical and 

unconvincing, 1 

He does not specify which English scholars he has in mind but it 

is not unlikely that, in 1921, a man of his churchmanship would 

be thinking especiallY of Westcott, Lightfoot and Hort, 

His declared optimism that the challenge of historical 

criticism applied to the New Testament is being met and absorbed 

does not, however, mean that he supposes that the matter can now 

be left alone, A victor,y m~ have been gained for the orthodox 

confidence in Scripture over the more extreme Continental critics, 

but the time and attention Gore gives to trying to demonstrate that 

Catholic doctrine can accommodate the findines of the critics 

suggest both that he is not convinced that he has yet persuaded his 

fellow churchmen of this fact and that be is himself increasinglY 

anxious, despite all his protestations to the contrary, that New 

Testament study is becoming more and more a threat to orthodoxy, 

In his Chris tological writings, the danger that Biblical criticism 

~ undermine Catholic doctrine receives more consideration than any 

threat posed by the advance of the natural sciences, When, for 

example, he deals at length in his Dissertations with the subject of 

the virgin birth, the question at issue is not whether the biologist 

finds it improbable or even impossible to imagine that Jesus could 

be born in this w~ but whether the New Tes tament evidence is 

trustwort~, The general reliability of the Gospel narratives 

becomes an increasingly urgent matter for Gore, 

He s tarts his recons truction with an affirmation of his belief 

that Christianity rests on the historical events surrounding Jesus 

of Nazareth, He sqB: 

Its dependence on historical events, or events declared to 

1 Gore, C" Belief in God, p. 17 
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have actually happened, is constantly spoken of as the 

disadvantage of Christianity, because it is thereby rendered 

constantly liable to etteck by that singularly nervous and 

subtle and solvent influence, modem criticism. And thus many 

people, from Ritschl to Inge, have been anxious to disembarrass 

Christianit.y from the elements which make it obnoxious to this 

sort of attack. But the question is whetr~r they do not 

thereby disembarrass it of its essential worth; or even whether 

anything is gained by calling the residuum Christianity. The 

strength of Christianity ••••• lies, as seems to be indisputeble, 

in its being rooted in a person of whom we have adequate, 

trustworthy knowledge, or, in other words, upon the substantial 

historical truth of the Gospels - not their critical infallib­

ilit.y, but their substantial trustworthiness. 1 

The kind of importance he attaches to the Gospels is made 

clearer still in his description of theology as simply the attempt 

to make sense of what he calls the facts. Theology, Gore says: 

draws conclusions from facts of revelation. These fects are 

utterances of prophets and inspired men, but most of all 

the deeds and words of the incarnate Son. As truly as the 

facts of ph;ysical nature both justify and limit the conclusions 

of pqysical science, do these fects of revelation justify and 

limi t the conclusions of theology; and where the facts cease 

to support theor,r, theor,r is, in theology as elsewhere, 

groundless and misleading.2 

This corresponds to his declared intention to rely purely on • the 

facts' in his Bampton Lectures. 3 It means that he is bound to give 

extended attention to the historical value of the New Testament and 

1 
2 

3 

Gore, C., Belief in God, p. 174 
Gore, C., Dissertations, P. 205 
This use of the word • facts' is exactly like the way in which 
it was used by R.D. Hampden. He also spoke of the 'facts of 
Revelation'. See the discussion in Swanston, H.F.G., Ideas of 
Order, P. 17ff. 
Incarnation, p. viii 
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especially of the Gospels. The attempt to support his Christology-

by a natural theology diminishes in importance and the emphasis falls 

heavily on maintaining the unity of Scripture and creed. The result 

is that Gore's apologetic becomes more vulnerable to the findings of 

critical investigation of the Scripture and runs the risk that his 

methodological need for theological data to support his theory may 

tend to prejudice his judgment about the New Testament material. This 

limi ting of his apologetic method is not necessary since his natural 

theology had been empirically based. It res ted firmly on the 

experience of the pers 0081 as the highee t value in human experience. 

In no way could it be said to have emptied Chris tiani ty of its 

essential worth as he claims that the arguments of Ri tschl and Inge 

have done. 

There is now a very definite shift of emphasis in Gore's 

apologetic. It would not be true to say that he entirely abandons 

his psychological approach to natural theology with its concentration 

on personality, but it does not play nearly so important a part in 

his thinking as it did. His tory is now where the s tress falls and 

it means the witness of the New Testament. It is vitally important 

to Gore to be able to rely upon the New Tee tament as the tee timOD1' of 

eye-witnesses and the reeult is that his treatment of Biblical 

criticism is necessarily cautious. This can be seen from his 

assessment of Mark and Luke - _. 
Gore accepts Papias's description of Mark as Peter's interpreter 

who wrote down accurately the words and deeds of Jesus. He is sure 

that this is the Jom Mark of !£:!!. 12 who bad ample opportunity' to 

hear the apostles describe what happened. Gore srqa: 

Be drank constantly at the fountain head of that oral tradition 

which lies behind all the written Gospe1s.
1 

Mark gives an irresistible impression of being a first band - even 

1 Gore, C., Eelief in God, p. 188 
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eyewitness - account. His assessment of Mark's presentation of Jesus 

is: 

Here is the real Man in his real surroundings, as one saw and 

1 heard and bare witness. 

The one who saw is Peter and Mark's gospel has every claim to be 

regarded as good history. 

The same may be said for Luke-Acts. It is certain, Gore 

thinks, that the author was Paul's travelling companion as tradition 

claims and there is no rival to Luke, the beloved physician. Gore 

says : 

We do not claim infallibilit,y for him in detail. But we have 

the bes·t reas on to claim for him tha.t he is a careful and 

well-informed his torian in direct access to those "who from 

the firs t were eye-witnesses and minis ters of the wordll. 2 

Of ~ and~, Gore s~: 

we mq take it for granted that in these two Gospels we have 

narratives by known men, whose opportunities for mowing what 

the "eye-witnesses" recorded were as good as could be desired, 

and whose narratives as we read them are, in a high degree, 

convincing ...... Nothing, I think, could resist this 

conviction, except a dogmatic presuppos1 tion that the super­

natural things there recorded cannot actually' have happened.3 

In general, Gore believes that the New Testament documents are 

authentic and trustwort~ although Hebrews is not Pauline nor the 

Second Letter of Peter apostoliC. or the documents as a whole, Gore 

says : 

It is, as we shall see reason to believe, not historical 

.criticism properly' so called, but something quite different 

1 2 Gore, C .• , Eelief in God, P. 191 
ibid. P. 200 

3 ibid. P. 204 
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which has led to their being disputed. 1 

This is the kind of judament which reminds one of Liddon but 

whereas with Liddon th~ emphasis fell upon the need to allow for 

the supernatural in revelation, Gore's emphasis is upon the 

authenticit,y of the historical record. He turns histor.y upon 

the critics. The,. are not being good historians if they fail 

to teke the historical record seriously. 

Gore's treatment of the resurrection of Jesus illustrates 

this historical emphasis and his method of meeting critiCism. 

For him the resurrection is simply the supreme miracle - another 

example of the working of the free and personal God active in the 

redemption of the world. Paul's account of the resurrection 

appearances, Gore sees as being in substantial agreement with the 

Gospels. Wbile he recognises discrepancies between the Gospels 

over detail, he thinka the only serious one concerns whether the 

disciples met Jesus in Galilee or in Jerusalem. The problem 

diss.ppears, says Gore, if we assume that Jesus intended the 

disciples to go to Jerusalem immediatelT but that they' delayed. 

He concludes his examination of the New Testament record by saying: 

~ contention is, then, that the historicsl evidence for the 

resurrection of our Lord the third dq from the dead and His 

subsequent manifestations of Himself to Bls apostles is in the 

highest degree cogent. Nothing can resist it, except the sort 

of treatment of the nf'.rratives which can render insecure almost 

Bn1 historical eVidence.2 

This is rather s trongl,. put but it does not claim to be ImTthiJlg 

other than the judgment required b.T the evidence. 

The New Testament grounds for belief in Christ's divinity 

are considered by' Gore in the opening chapters of the second volume 

1 Chris tianitz Gore, C., Eelief in God, PP. 212-3 Cf. TYrrell, G., 
2 at the Cross-Roads, P. 19 
~. P. 271 
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of the Recons truction of Belief. He begins with the faith of the 

first disciples and recognises that their answer to the question, 

'Who do you say that I am?' \mderwent stages of development. They 

saw Jesus as the Christ, the Lord, the pre-existent Son of God and, 

finally, as very God himself. Yet these were men who belonged to 

the strong monotheistic tradition of the Jewish religion for whom 

the simple deification of Jesus was impossible. There was no 

preparation in Judaism for the belief that God himself would become 

incarnate. There were no tendencies strong enough to encourage the 

Jews to anticipate any such occurrence. That they should come to 

call Christ divine is remarkable and impressive. 

Gore notices that three current schools of New Testament 

criticism have exgued that orthodoxY has gone too far in developing 

this dogma. Liberal Protestantism, represented by Harnack, sees 

Jesus as the gracious teacher who proclaimed the Fatherhood of 

God, the infinite value of the human soul and the dignity of men 

as sons of God. It regards the doctrines of the Trinity and the 

incarnation as basically alien to the spirit and intention of Jesus. 

The apocalyptic school of Schweitzer and Loisy regards Jesus as 

an enthusiastic fanatic who believed himself destined to be 

manifested from heaven in the near future as the Christ or Son of 

man of the book of Enoch who will judge the earth and inaugurate 

a new age. But he did not see himself as divine or even as a 

messianic figure during his life. The belief that he was divine 

developed later. The school of Bousset and Xirsopp Lake presents 

Jesus as a human figure who preached about the ldllgdOlll and spiritual 

values and who died a loyal JDar't7r.. But it sees the supernatural 

features of the s tory as the invention of the primitive church 

under the influence of the ID1Btery religions. 

Gore'. basic objection to all three schools is that they are 
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arbitrarily selective. Facts which do not fit the theory are 

ignored. Gore echoes the plea of Liddon that the Gospel presentation 

of Jesus must be taken seriously. Dogma, history and ethical 

teaching belong together. They are inextricably interwoven and 

cannot be separa.ted. 

So Gore begins his positive presentation of the Jesus of the 

Gospels by asserting that Jesus did make claims for himself. He 

thinks Jesus called himself the "Son of Man'I. Gore regards it as 

perverse to say that this was the invention of the early church 

when early Christians themselves never seem to have used this title 

for Jesus. Initially, he accepts, Jesus did not intend it in a 

Messianic sense. Gore is content to say: 

He meant His hearers to think of Him as II the man" in some 

1 specially representative sense. 

La ter, Jesus may have extended it into something more like the sense 

in which it is used in the book of Enoch - God's vice-gerent to be 

manifested in judgment at the end of the world. More strongly, Gore 

goes on to assert that: 

Jesus was believed by" Himself end by John to have been divinely 

certified at his baptism as the Son of God, and the temptation 

2 of Jesus involved His consciousness thet He was so. 

But Gore qualifies that statement by" saying that those who believed 

the testimony of Jesus and John believed him to be "in some sense, 

the Son of God". 3 He thinks they probably' identified the phrase 

with "the Christ" and it may be that it was not fullY" understood as 

indicating his Godhead In'ltil Paul. Gore insista that this does not 

mean that it had only this lesser sense for Jesus hiEelt. It is not 

only John who recorda Jesus making strcmg asserticms of his status. 

~ Gore, C., Belief in Christ, P. 47 
3"~. P. 54 

.!MS. P. 55 
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The Synoptics do so too. Matthew has Jesus saying, 'No one knows the 

Son but the Father and no one mows the Father but the Son.' This 

and similar passages in the Synoptics 1 seem to him to be little 

different from the Johannine discourses in import. 

Gore does not doubt that Jesus saw himself as both Suffering 

Servant and Messiah and that it was he who identified both titles 

with the Son of Man. He concludes this section of his argument by 

saying: 

We can conceive nothing further from the method of Jesus than 

that He should have startled and shocked their consciences by 

proclaiming Himself as God. But He had done something which 

in the long run would make any other estimate of Him hardl.y' 

possible.2 

Again Gore returns to a familiar argument when he says that 

what really impressed the disciples was not '~thing that He taught 

them, whether about Himself or about God or about the kingdom of 

God.' It lay instead, S8JF8 Gore: 

in "The Manti Himself - in the impression of overwhelming 

authority, certainly supernatural and "of God", resident in 

Him 3 
• 

Liddon's tendency to jump too quickly to the conclusion that Christ 

is divine is found also here in Gore. There is a considerable gap 

between authority" and divin! ty • When Gore produces his evidence for 

making the jump, he sounds exactly like Liddon. He thiDkB Jesus 

spoke as being infallible. Be was not af'raid to admit ignorance 

but whatever be taught, he taught 88 it it were certainly true. Be 

betrayed no aense of his own ainf'ulneaa and his claim aD men was 

exclusive. What is more he spoke at timea as it he were the final 

jud8e of men. 

~ Matt. 11 :27; 24:36; Mark 13:32; L1aU. 10:22. 
3 Gore, C., :Belief in Christ, p. 68 

.!EJj. P. 49 
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Gore's conviction is that whatever the disciples were moved 

to call Him: 

Beyond all possibility of question, and seemingly by His own 

deliberate intention, Jesus, so far as they yielded their 

fai th to Him, was taking the place of God, or in the modern 

phrase gaining" the values of God", for their souls.1 

This passage plainly shows the link in Gore's mind between the 

personality of Jesus and the person of Christ. The psychological 

impact which Jesus marle upon his disciples led them to give him 

"the values of God" and ultimately to regard him as God himself 

incarnate. The base for the doctrine of Christ's divinity' is found 

in the historical person. The events of his life and 'The Man 

Himself' are, therefore, of enormous interest and importance. 

Gore seys that contemporary interest in the life of Jesus 

is considerable. The tendency though is to emphasise his manhood 

at the expense of his divinity. Gore says: 

.All our modern Lives of Chris t, and books about Christ, gil'e 

the fullest interpretation to Bls manhood and call attention 

to the overwhelming evidence which the Gospels give us of the 

human spirit - reason and will and feeling - in Jesus. Present-. 

day enthusiasm is all for the full manhood. The question with 

us is only whether this reality of His manhood is consistent 

with personal Godhead.2 

Gore does not wish to be outdone by ~one in the degree of interest 

be shows in the human Jesus and his enthusiasm for underatandiDg the 

his torical figure but he is quite sure that the modern tendency is 

too one-sided and unbalanced. It does not refiect the Gospel picture 

accurately. To demonstrate the point he turns to the Fourth Gospel, 

currently regarded by some as unhistorical, the later reflection 

1 
2 Gore, C., Belief in Christ, PP. 52-3 

.!lli. P. 211 
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of a mature Christian rather than an eye-witness account. Gore 

believes it is the work of John the disciple and that critics suffer 

from a prejudice ~gainst the apostolic authorship of the Gospel 

which overlooks the firm impression of a first-hand witness which 

the Gospel makes. In any case, Gore argues, whoever the author is, 

the critic still has to reckon with the Fourth Gospel 'both as to 

its incidents and its teaching, as making an historical claim which 

cannot be ignored.,1 Here, perhaps more obviously than anywhere else, 
~ 

dogma, history and ethical teaching belong together and the entire 

historical record must be taken seriously and honestly without 

prejudice. Not unexpectedly, Gore finds the insistence on the 

divinity of Christ to be very strong in this Gcspel. The fourth 

evangelis t, he says: 

believed that Chris t, the Son of Man, was the eternal Son of 

God, who is very God. He identifies Him with Jehovah of the 

Old Testament, for he speaks of Isaiah, as having seen His 

(Christ's) "glory" when, in bis vision in the temple, he saw 

the form of Jehovah sitting upon His throne; and he represents 

the penitent Thomas as calling the risen Jesus "my Lord and 

my God".2 

John, says Gore: 

plainly believes the eternal Son of God to have come or 

been sent into the world by God as man - the Son of Man. !ut 

there does not seem to me to be any trace of a belief in a 

pre-exis tent man or Son of Man. It was the pre-existent Son of 

God who was sent into the world as Son of Man and who after 

His death and resurrection carried that manhood into heaven. 
3 

The historical evidence for the divinity' of Jesus, according 

to Gore, is persuasive, as it 18 fOlmd in the Gospel account of the 

~ Gore, C., Belief in Christ, p. 110 
3 ~. PP. 114-5 
~. P. 115 
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ministry of Jesus. Two events in the life of Jesus, however, 

stand out. They guarantee the historical argument and call for 

special consideration. They are the virgin birth and the 

resurrection of Christ. To his insistence on the historical 

character of the latter can now be added his equal certaint.Y about 

the former. 

Gore acknowledges that Mark, John and Paul are all silent 

about the virgin birth. His explanation for this is that the 

original function of the apostles was to be witnesses to Christ. 

For this it would have been improper to have gone beyond what they 

themselves had seen in the public ministr,r of Jesus. Peul was not 

an eye-witness and, in fact, Gore thinks 'his flmction was that of 

the theologian rather than that of the witness. ,1 But it is evident 

from his epistles that Psul's preaching often contained 'a 

considerable element of evangelical narrative' and it is not 

inconceivable that at times this included the account of the 

miraculous birth of Jesus. More positively, Gore says: 

What we can maintain. with great boldness, is that St. Paul's 

conception of the "second Adard' postulates His miraculous 

birth. "Born of a. woman," "born of the seed of David 

according to the nesh", He was yet "from heaven": born of a 

woman, He was yet a new head of the race, sinless, free from 

Adam's sin; a new starting-point for humanity. Now considering 

how strongly St. Paul expresses the idea of the solidarit.Y ot 

man by natural descent, and the consequent implication ot the 

whole human race in Adam's tall, his be1iet in the sinless 

Second Adam seems to me to postulate the tact ot His Virgin 

Birth; the tact, that is, that Be was born in such a wq that 

2 
His birth was a new creative act ot God. 

1 2 Gore, C., Dissertations, P. 10 
.!!lU. P. 11 
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Gore is also sure that, while John does not speak of the Virgin Birth, 

he was aware of it. For instance, John tells us that Mar.r clearly 

recognis ed her s on as a pers on capable of doing miracles at the 

wedding in Cana and Gore thinks the most natural explanation for this 

is that Mary knew of his miraculous origin. 

The major sources of evidence are the accounts of the Virgin Birth 

in l1atthew and Luke.. Gore acknowledges that they ere different and 

even, in places, incompatible. The reason, he thinks, is that they 

were dependent on different source-documents. He repeats the 

explanation employed in his Bampton Lectures 1 that while~ is 

written from Mary's standpoint, Matthew's is written from Joseph's. 

Gore does not pretend that he can answer every question that 

may be asked about the Virgin Birth. But he expresses his confidence 

that the tradition concerning it goes back a very long way indeed. 

He says: 

in the creed-like formulas of the churches the statement of 

the Virgin Birth had its place from so early a date and along 

so m~ different lines of ascent as to force upon us the 

conclusion that already before the death of the last apostles 

the Virgin Birth of Chris t mus t have been among the rudiro.en ts 

of the faith in which every Christian was initiated.2 

The historical evidence for the virgin-birth is, therefore, strong 

but Gore now changes the line of argument to one which Liddon 

employed. Be says: 

To clinch the his torical evidence for our Lord's virgin 

birth there is needed the sense, that being what Be was, His 

human birth could hardly have been otherwise than is implied 

in the virginity of His mother. 3 

~ Incarnation, p. 78 
3 Gore, C., Dissertations, P. 42 
~. p.64 
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Gore asks the sort of ques tiona Liddon would have asked. Could the 

incarnation of the Son of God possib~ have taken place b.r the 

ordinary process of generation? Would this not involve the creation 

of a new human pers on rather than the enfleshing of the Son of God 

without change of person? In a sentence which recalls the 'evolution 

- new departure' language of the early Bamptons, 1 Gore says: 

Jesus Christ was a new departure in human life.2 

More than that, Gore calls him the sinless Second Adam, 'Himself the 

3 New Man, He can make all men new.' And Gore is sure that this new 

moral creation requires a new p~ical creative act. 

This line of argument is repeated in two volumes of the 

Recons truction of Belief. Gore says: 

I must confess that I cannot imagine how the birth of the 

really sinless man could have occurred without some pl:ijrsical 

miracle, so sure do I feel that sin has somewhat affected the 

ph3rsical stock; and I once drew fran Huxley the admission that 

if he believed - what he did not - that Jesus was strictly sinless, 

he would suppose that that involved as well a plv'sical as a 

moral miracle. Nor can I conceive how the birth in the flesh of 

the divine person of the Son could have been mediated by purely 

natural means. 4 

Again he says: 

I cannot but repeat here tha,t what St. Jom suggests and the 

Church has emphasised does appear to me to hold good viz. that 

~one who grasps the contrast between the sinless Christ and 

the sinful world ••••• - and who accepts Christ as the Second 

Adam, the new creation in which our manhood is renewed, so tar 

fran finding a difficulty in the Virgin Birth will welcome 1 t 

as in the highest degree acceptable and congruous in llis case, 

~ Incarnation, P. 47 
3 Gore, C., Dissertations, P. 65 
4 ~. P. 66 , 

Gore, C., Belief in God, PP. 281-2 
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if not ratlonal~ necessar.r.1 

It might be said that Gore is showing his own dogmatic 

presuppositions here and theolQgical necessit,r is influencing his 

reading of the New Tea tament. But he is aware of the danger. He 

says : 

I am not laying all the s tress on this sort of logic. I 

would, here and elsewhere, keep a priori arguments in their 

place. But this logic seems to me at least strong enough to 

clinch the historical argument or even to condition the 

historical discussion by an antecedent expectation that the 

birth of the Second Adam MUS t have been pl'p ical~ as well as 

morally miraculous.2 

Had he pursued the a priori argument critics would have been able to 

use his own argument against him, namely, that he was relying on 

prejudice rather than h1stor.r in making his judgments. But the 

a priori case is incidental to Gore's argument. His real contention 

is that the virgin birth is a major'fact' of the life of Jesus, 

supported by evidence from the Gospels which Gore deems persuasive, 

and that it clinches that historical evidence which leads to the 

conclusion that humanity and divinit,r are lmited in Jesus Christ. 

But if the his tory reveals the fact of that union, the study' 

of the history must also teach us something of the manner and method 

of the union. Gore bas spoken of the 'moral miracle' which is 

entailed in God becoming man. There are two sides to that miracle. 

The first is in the sinlessness of the human Jesus. The second is in 

the fact that bY' becoming incarnate God himself becomes subject to 

temptation and even susceptible to sin. Otherwise sinlessness meaDS 

nothing. Gore firmly rejects any suggestion that Jesus did commit 

sin. Be s&y'S: 

1 2 Gore, C., Belief in Christ,. PP. 278-9 
Gore, C., Dissertations, PP. 66-7 
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It is, of course, sometimes pleaded that we have no right 

to claim for our Lord moral perfection in the fullest sense -

that in fact He disclaimed such goodness when He said to the 

young man "Wl':ijr callest thou me good? None is good save one, 

even God. 1t But it is, I think, certainly a mis take so to 

interpret His words. In the Gospels generally our Lord seems 

to present Himself to His disciples as an infallible guide and 

teacher and pattern. 

Gore takes this so far as almost to spoil his own argument for the 

genuine humanity of Jesus when he says: 

There is not in all our Lord's words (other than the words in 

question) the slightest sign of the consciousness of sin or of 

the fear of going wrang.1 

The last phrase comes close to ruling out the reality of Jesus's 

temptation which is certainly not what Gore intends but the words 

in parenthesis save the sentence. The fact that Jesus experienced 

temptation and could have s inned reveals the extent to which he 

lived under truly human conditions. 

The apparent limitations in JeslE's lmowledge do the same. 

Human experiences are attributed to Jesus w.hich are inconsistent 

with practica.l omniscience. Gore says: 

Thus He expresses surprise at the conduct of Bis parents, 

and the unbelief of men, and the barrenness of the fig-tree 

and the s lowness of the dis ciples' faith. He express ea 

surprise on many occasions, and therefore, we must believe, 

real17 felt it; and on other occasions he asks for information 

and receives it, as when He came down from the Mount of 

Transfiguration and was presented with the child which the 

2 disciples had failed to cure. 

1 
2 Gore, C., 

Gore, C., 
Belief in Christ,. P. 186 
Dissertations, PP. 81-2 
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Gore thinks that Jesus's prayers suggest that the future is 

not clear to him as also does the Cry of Dereliction from the Cross. 

lis well as apparently being ignorant of some things, Jesus never 

enlarges our stock of natural knowledge, physical or historical, out 

of the divine omniscience. Gore says: 

Thus there is no sign whatever that He trans cended the 

knowledge of natural things common to His Palestinian 

contemporaries. 1 

The 'facts', despite some which suggest supernatural knowledge, 

require the conclusion that Jesus, sometimes at least, acted under 

the limi ting conditions of human life. Gore's explanation is that 

the eternal Son in becoming incamate abandoned those 'divine 

prerogatives inconsistent with a proper human experience.,2 But the 

abandoning of these properties was not absolute. Gore asks: 

But are we to posit this abandonment as absolute? Did the 

Son actually cease to mediate the procession of the Ho~ 

Ghost in divine being and to uphold the worlds in being? 

Such a position, I repeat, could not be mainta.ined unless the 

divine revelation positively and expressly forced it upon us. 

But it does not; on the contrary there is reason to believe 

that the apostolic writers contemplated the continuance of the 

divine and cosmic functions through the Incarnation ••••• We 

must hold to the reality of the humiliation, and, 1£ we can see 

no further, we mus t be content to hold that, even in a way we 

cannot conceive, this state of limitation wi thin the sphere of 

the humanity must have been compatible with the exercise in 

another sphere, bY' the same divine person, of the f'ulness of 

divine power.3 

~ Gore, C., Belief in Christ, p. 188 
3 Gore, C., Dissertations, P. 204 
~. PP. 206-7 



- 261 -

Nothing here, Gore c.1aims, is contrary to the decis ions of 

the ecumenical councils; indeed, it is nearer to them than other 

theories. 

Gore believes that the personal life of the Word was lived from 

two centres, the divine and the human. He acknowledges that this is 

difficul t to conceive. He asks: 

ESpecially in regard to lmow1edge, does it mean anything to 

suggest that He, the same eternal Son, should in one sphere 

not know what in another, and that His own proper sphere, He 

essentially lmows?1 

He begins his answer by reminding his reade:rs tba t difficul ty in 

conceiving is not the same as irrationality. Then he s~ that 

sympatlv or love is the keynote of the incarnation. To sympathise 

is to put oneself in another's place. God's sympathetic entrance 

into human life may well have involved, Gore says: 

a real Itforgett~' or abandoning within the human sphere 

2 
of His own divine point of view and mode of consciousness. 

Gore argues that the gap between divine and human consciousness mlEt 

be immense. God respects man. He allows him real, if limited, 

freedom. But man's freedom limits God's power and foreknowledge. 

God's method in creation is, therefore, that of self-restraint. 

Wlv should not the same be true in incarnation? Gore says: 

the method of God in histar,r, like the method of God in 

nature, is to an astonishing degree self-restraining, gradual, 

we are almost driven to say, tentative. And all this line of 

thought - all this wrq of conceiving of God's self-restrainiDg 

power and wisdom - at least prepares our mind for that supreme 

act of respect and love for his creatures by which the Son ot 

God took into Himself human nature to redeem it, and in tald.Dg 

~ Gore, C., Dissertations, PP. 215-6 
~. P. 219 
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it lim! ted both His power and His lmowledge 80 that He could 

verily live through all the stages of a perfectly human 

experience and restore our nature from within by a contact so 

gentle that it gave life to ever,y facult.y without paralyzing 

or destroying any.1 

The theory of kenosis is the explanatory principle for Gore 

in interpreting the incarnation. It is also a chief aid in his 

apologetic. It helps him to come to terms with historical criticism 

and wi th other challenges. One of his concerns was the 'revolt of 

the moral conscience' against traditional eschatological teaching. 

A major part of the debate about the limitations of Jesus's 

lmowledge centred around this ver,y matter. He declared himself 

ignorant of the day and hour of the end of the world. The kenosis 

theory has no difficul t.y in explaining his ignorance since knowledge 

of the last things is precisely the sort of divine prerogative 

which would have rendered Christ's humanity \Mreal. The fact that 

Christ's knowledge on this was limited should help men to accept 

their own ignorance and not expect to know too much. Gore 

acknowledges the gruesome nature of much of the language and art 

concerning hell. He thinks that the indiscriminate condemnation to 

hell of unbaptized babies, the non-Christian world, the non-elect and 

the heretical, which some Chris tians have assumed in the past, has 

discredi ted the doctrine of judement. But he cannot overlook the fact 

that some teaching about hell is clearly found in the New Testament. 

He is relieved to find Paul talking or 'eternal destruction' at times 

rather than 'eternal punishment' but the fact of judpent as an element 

in Christian teaching he finds inescapable.2 Gore sqs: 

It seems to me that any believer in the God of the prophets and 

of our Lord mus t believe with them in a Day of God, as briDging 

1 
2 Gore, C., 

Gore, C., 
Dissertations, p. 224 
The Holy Spirit and the Church, PP. 306fr 
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the present ege, or human history, to its climax. God, for 

all His long tolerance of human wilfulness and arrogance, 

mllS t one day come into His own in His whole creation and 

everything mus t be seen in its true light as what it is really 

worth. That is the Itday of judgment" in its essence. And no 

believer in Chris t can doubt that this final disclosure of 

t~ as they really are will be the manifested victory of 

Christ. His jud8ment on men and things will be shown to be 

the final judgment and the judgment of God. 1 

Jesus taught the fact of judgment. The sinless one will confront 

sin and reveal it for what it is. More than this cannot be said. 

~oth to try to be too precise in doctrines and to be angry because 

doctrinal expression revolts sensitivities or because of ignorance 

are equally unreasonable. Men have to accept their ignorance of 

the final character of divinit,r for in the revelation in Christ 

God ala 0 res trained hims elf. Gore s aye : 

The real conviction must come from the study of the positive 

picture of the Gospels. It must be the gradually growing 

assurance that this picture is not one which can be due to 

human invention or imagination. It must overwhelm us with the. 

sense of its truth, and with the sense that only the doctrine 

of the Incamation can really interpret it or account for it. 2 

That doctrine was formulated in the decisions of the ecumenical 

councils of the Church. It is claimed that their purpose and 

achievement was to defend the doctrine of the ~ible and the tradition 

of the Church against the invasions of destructive interpretations of 

Christ. Gore agrees with these judpents but asks whether those 

decisions did not add unnecessary- encumbrances to the faith. Does 

the Chalcedonian definition confuse the picture of Christ with its 

language about two natures? Does it tie the Christian religion too 

firmly to a temporary phase in philosopl\r with its use of terms like 

1 
Gore, C., Belief in Christ, PP. 149-50 

2 ~. P. 194 
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'substance', 'person' and 'nature'? Gore's answer is a qua.1ified 

'No' and the qualification bas more to do with the practical use to 

which the Definition has been put than with its content. It has 

been treated as a positive source of information instead of a 

1 warning against misleading lines of development. He says: 

I do not then think that the Cha1cedonian formula ••••• 

requires revision in itself; but if we would justify it, we 

must recognise very frankly that the purpose of the dogma. was 

negative ••••• and we must insist that for our positive 

conception of the person of Jesus we need constantly to study 

wi th tmembarrassed eyes the picture in the Gospels and the 

doctrine of the Epist1es.2 

As a res u1 t of all this, Gore makes a very s ignifican t change 

in his argument in one passage of the Reconstruction of Belief. 

Early in the Bampton Lectures Gore declared his readiness to agree 

with Liddon th~t the choices regarding Christ's status could be 

presented in the form of the dilemma, 'aut Deus aut homo non bonus.,3 

In 1907 he again affirmed the dilemma when he asked: 

Is not the old di1elJlDa true: either He was God or He was not 

a good man?4 

Again, early in Belief in Christ, he says: 

There is an old saying of unknown origin - either JeslS Christ 

was God or Be was not a good man - which critics sometimes 

treat with great derision. I do not think it can be so 

derided. 

He goes on to SEq: 

There is more in it than they seem to reoognise ••••• Did He 

not exhibit the sort of exclusive claim which suggests nothing 

1 2 Cf. Incarnation, PP. 106 1'1'. 
3 Gore, C., Belief in Christ, p. 228 

Incarnation, P. 16 
4 Gore, C., The New Theo1ogr and the Old Religion, p. 106 
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else but the "jea10usyt' of God? And is it not the supreme sin 

of pride or arrogance for ~ man, even a commissioned prophet, 

to allow himself to assume this exclusive position? ••••• 

The implication of infallible, exclusive authority which seems 

to inhere in the words and tone of Jesus does seem to me to 

express, if not the jealousy of God, then some such quality as 

lies at the heart of all spiritual t,yranny and false 

sacerdotalism? 1 

This dilemma has been a thread running through all the writings of 

both Liddon and Gore. It is a cornerstone of their theology and 

apologetic. 

At a later point in the same book, Belief in Christ, Gore 

poses a very different dilemma. He say'S: 

I do not think there is any doubt tha t we have in our day 

to choose ultimate~ between the incarnation doctrine of 

St. Paul and St. John Bnd the Creeds and, on the other hand, 

the conception of Christ as the best, or one of the best, 

and mos t inspired of men, who left to men the heritage of the 

grandes t teaching about the fatherhood of God, and the 

pOBsibi1i~ies of humanity, and the purest example of love 

and sacrifice, and who, after His death, was deified only 

in the imagination of His disciples. 2 

At first sight this would appear to be inconsistent with the old 

dilemma. The possibility that Jesus could be seen as the best of 

men is precisely what that denied. If his own self-assertion was 

mistaken Jesus could not be good since he would be guilty of gross 

insincerity and pride. But Gore is not denying the continuing 

validity of that argument. Given the assumption that the New 

Testament is an accurate and reliable account of the life and 

teaching of Jesus that dilemma still stands. What Gore is sqing 

is that that assumption is no longer accepted by" all. An increas1Dg 

1 
2 Gore! C., Belief in Christ, p. 53 

!!!!!!:. p. 172 
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number of scholars is questioning the whole nature of the New 

Testament. They allow to the later Church a creative role in the 

composition of the New Testament and in the development of 

Christology and in so doing they threaten Catholic doctrine. They 

are selective in their acceptance of what Gore calls 'the facts of 

Revelation.' The examination of Gore's work in this later period 

has shown him oppos ing thos e who wan ted to reduce or even to 

eliminate the supernatural and dogmatic elements in the Gospel 

account of Christ and so break up the unity of dosma, history and 

ethical teaching. He had been defending the old dilemma. The 

admission of another alternative suggests tha,t the possibility of 

a human Christ, raised to deity, either at baptism or resurrection, 

by God or later in the imagination of men is one which Gore was 

increasingly ready to consider. 

Writing about current works of Christology, Gore said: 

Present-day enthusiasm is all for the full manhood. The 

question with us is only whether this reality of His manhood 

is consistent with personal Godhead. I 

The same question might be asked in ~other form,Coul.d Gore 

reconcile the tradition represented by Liddon with his care for his 

contemporaries and their awareness of the historical and 

psychological disciplines or must he settle for one and surrender 

the other? It is the ques tion wi tb which this s tud1' began. It 

is now possible to offer an answer. 

1 Gore, C., Belief in Christ, p. 211 
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Chapter Nine - Conclusions 

Gore was Liddon's proteg{, the man to whom he looked as his 

natural successor in the role of guardian of Catholic doctrine. 

Liddon's enthusiasm for the appointment of Gore as the first 

Principal Librarian of Pusey House showed the extent to which he 

believed that Gore stood within the same tradition as hiD:self, owning 

allegiance to Pusey. Gore, for his part, thought that he fUlfilled 

Liddon's expectations and·that he was faithful to the orthodox faith. 

Yet Liddon was profoundly disappointed and hurt by what he saw as a 

shift in Gore's thought. He died convinced that Gore had betrayed 

Catholic doctrine by surrendering to the pressures of contemporar,y 

criticism. That judgment must now be examined. 

Liddon's primsr,y concern was with the preservation of the 

unchanging and eternal truths of the Chris tian faith. When 

Christ became incarnate, Liddon said: 

He brought from heaven a Body of Truth, contain.1Dg 

whatever we now know in respect of questions which must always 

possess the deepest interest for the hUIIBn soul. Be told us 

all that is to be apprehended here concerning life and death, 

and God end eternity. Thus the essential faith of Christendom 

1 
is fixed. 

That 'essential faith' must be defended against the attacks of the 

'liberals' and 'rationalists'. Liddon could allow no compromise. 

In the end, what was important in new thought would be seen to be in 

barmOIl1' with orthodox doctrine. Ever,ything else would be shown up 

as the passing fancy it really wea. 

In contrast, Prestige right17 says of Gore: 

The central appeal of Catholics wes directed to what W88 

cons tant and unchanging in the Chris tie religion. But in their 

expression of this permanent b~ of truth, he ba~ ... them edjUB t 
~c,&..c.ecu ... . 

1 -\J 
Liddon, H.P., SermoJl8 preached before the University of axford, 

p. 32 
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themselves to the various needs of man intellectual, moral 

and rational, in each successive age.1 

Gore took a profounder view of man's changing understanding of 

himself and of his world and thought that the • old Faith' could 

not fail to be affected bY' it. At the very least, the language 

in which the old orthodoxies had been dressed bY' the Church of 

the fourth and fifth centuries would have to undergo some change. 

The Church needed to be freed from the distortions which later 

theology, especiallY' mediaeval theology, had emploY'ed as the means 

of safeguarding patristic doctrine. Gore was more stronglY' insistent 

than Liddon that new truth had to be taken seriouslY' wherever it 

came from and was convinced, or claimed to be, that since the 

source of it all W2S the same Holy Spirit, there W2S nothing to be 

feared from it. He wanted to claim for himself and to allow to 

others the freedom to follov truth wherever it led him. He said: 

I have, ever since I was an undergra.dua te, been certain tba t 

I must be in the true sense a free thinker. 2 

His biographer says: 

In this spirit of free enquiry unfettered either bY' the 

pre-emptions of authori~ or bY' the a priori preconceptions 

of anti-supernaturalists, he sought to approach and review 

the whole subject of the existence and dispensation of GOd.
3 

Gore claimed that this was the only wq in which a scholar could 

do his work. He said: 

The vocation of a scholar requires that he should think 

freely. It is mock1ll6 him to tell him to investigate end 

form j udgmenta of truth, and at the s sme time to dictate 

to biDl what thos e judpen ta are to be. Be mus t be free to go 

~ Prestige, P. 499 
3 ~. P. 463 
~. PP. 463-4 
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where the argument, duly weighed, leads him.1 

Gore's theology of the general working of the HolY Spirit 

in the world would bave led him to say these things at any time. 

The urgency was made greater at this moment because of his 

realisation of the enormous intellectual challenges that were 

facing Chris tiani ty • 

Gore regards this situation as unprecedented. The theologians who 

shaped Christian doctrine in the past had nothing like this to 

contend with. Be says: 

But neither the Fathers nor the Schoolmen had to face an 

intellectual world in which empirical science and historical 

criticism had become the dominant factors ••••• And to 

bring the faith to be at home in our modern intellectual 

world may be a harder task even than that set to Fathe1'B end 

Schoolmen. Nevertheless, it is the task that is set us, 

if we believe the faith to be the truth. And there is no 

wrq to effect a new synthesis of faith and lmowlec1ge except 

by thought and examination which are both Christian and free ••••• 

Half the attendants at our churches todq are unfeebled in the 

spiritual life because they entertain a suspiQion that what 

they hear from the pulpit is not true and will not bear sifting. 

Nothing will remove this pressing uneasiness except the wide17 

spread conviction that the scholars of the Church are facing the 

light and the Church is eager to learn from them. We IIlUS t 

refuse, then, an-r conception of faith such as would restrict 

or 181' in fetters the free thought of its scholara.2 

The difference in tone and approach between Liddon and Gore 

here is marked. Liddon's alarm at the state of the intellectual 

climate was alw~ expressed more pessionate17 and the hoatiliV 

1 2 Gore, C., The Holy Spirit and the Church, p. 188 
~. p. 191 
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of the world towards the Chris tian faith was assumed. For example, 

he had said: 

There are forces abroad in the world of thought which, if 

they could be viewed apart from all that counteracts them, 

might well make a Christian fear for the future of humanit.Y • 

••••• Never since the first ages of the Gospel was fundamental 

Chris tien truth denied and denounced so largely, and with such 

passionate animosity, as is the case at this moment in each 

of the most civilised nations of Europe. 1 

Where Liddon's instinct is to resist, Gore's is to listen and to 

consider. Gore thought it useless for the Church to attempt to de~ 

new movements of thought in the name of dogma. Be said: 

}.nd jus t as it was fa tal for the Church to claim the power 

to la1 a res training hand on the freedom of as tronomical 

science, because its results were disturbing to those who 

bad been taught to believe that all the statements of the 

Bible on all sorts of subjects were infallibly true, so it 

is fatal for the Church to claim to restrict the sphere of 

his torical criticism. It mus t be applied to the his tory and 

documents of the Bible, Old Testament and New, as to all the 

documents which claim to be human history and human literature. 

What we have a right to demand is that it shall be a really 

historical criticism, and not inspired by a dosmatic belief, 

which h2s no claim to call itself historical science, that 

2 there can hsve been no such events as are called supernatural. 

This enthusiasm for free enquiry and openness to new truth is made 

possible for'Gore b.T the fact that be shares Liddon's confidence 

that, when all has been said and done, the basic truth of the 

Christian faith will remain untouched. In the preface to Lux Mundi 

1 
2 Divinity, p. 506 

Gore, C., The Holy Spirit and the Church, PP. 266-7 
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he expressed his conviction that the greet changes demanded by' 

new thought would involve only' the outlying departments of 

1 theology' • In 1926, he says: 

I do not doubt that traditional theology needs a great deal 

of revision in the light of modern knowledge - that, for 

eyample, the idea of the Bible as being on all subjects as 

'the infallible book', and the idea that the stories in 

Genes is of the crea.tion and fall of man are his torica1 records, 

deeply as those ideas have entered into theology have to be 

abandoned or very radically modified, togkether with a large 

part of the heritage of Calvinism; but also I cannot doubt 

that the extent of the necessary a.bandonments is being very 

grossly exaggerated and that there is a royal highway, or 

via media, between what the Americans call fundamentalism, 

or, as I should prefer to call it, blind conservatism on the 

2 one side and radical modernism on the other. 

Such confidence is natural in someone who eames tly believes, 

as both Liddon and Gore did, that God the Holy Spirit is the source 

of all truth. It tended with Liddon to generate a facile optimism 

about the durability of Catholic doctrine together with a reluctance 

to take contemporary intellectual movements seriously even though he 

denounced some of them bars hly. In Gore, on the other band, it 

produced a willineness to lis ten, to explore new ideas and to make 

some adjustment, where necessary and possible, in Catholic 

formulation of doctrine. 

Gore shows a much greater appreciation of humani~ than Liddon 

possessed. Liddon sometimes spoke of it quite derogatively. In one 

of his early sermons he talks of 'the dark prison-house of the human 

spiri t. ,3 For him, human! V is nothing wi thout God. GloOlidly he 

says that it cannot even know love without Christ. Gore, on the other 

1 
Lux Mundi, P. viii 

~ Gore, C., Can We Then Believe? P. 11 
Liddon, H.p., Sermons preached before the University; of Oxford, 

P. 203 
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hand, finds that the love he meets in human! ty offers a point of contact 

with love in God. The 'personality' of man is cognate with the 

'personality' of God, using the word 'personality' in its psychological 

sense. Personality as the highest form of life we experience defies 

all purely mechanistic explanations of the universe and, on the 

principle that the stream cannot rise higher than its source, offers 

a pointer to a personal God. Further, it stimulates in men the 

anticipation of an incarnation or makes the incarnation an entirely 

appropriate w~ for a personal God to reveal himself to men and act 

for their redemption. 

When Liddon talked of Christ's humanity, he insisted that it 

was impersonal. Christ became not a man but man, the Second Adam. 

Gore repudiates the notion of impersonal humanity. He says: 

Also we should deprecate the l.mgUB.rded use of a phrase which 

became current among theologians - we mean the phrase which 

describes Christ's manhood as "impersonal". All that this 

reall1 means is that the manhood had no separate personality. 

There was onl1 one person - the eternal Word - who exists 

eternall1 in God, who was active in the whole universe, and 

who at last was incarnate in Jesus Christ. But when He took 

the manhood, complete in all human fa.cul ties and activities, 

He became to it the centre of personality. Be made it 

personal. Thus the humanity of Jesus in the Gospels bas nothing 

of abstract universality about it. It is no mere veil of the 

Godhead. It is, indeed, intensel1 individual. 1 

This passage is a good example of the confused wq in which Gore 

uses the word 'person' and its cognates but also a clear 

demons tration of a concern to remove the unreality which had often 

surrounded the humanity of Christ in Catholic thought. 

Both psychology and biology seem to have encouraged Gore's 

1 Gore, C., Belief in Christ, PP. 227-8 



- 273 -

most speculative and imaginative thought. He so revises the 

orthodox presentation of Christ as to suggest that his divinit,' 

was revealed to men, not through the display- of those tl1in6B 

tradi tional17 regarded as the essence of divinity, such as 

omnipotence and omniscience, but "through the intensification in 

his incarnation of what are valued as the most trul7 hmnan qualities, 

namely, love, self-sacrifice, generosity and grace. What greater 

manifestation of love could there be than the voluntar,y 

relinquishing" of some of the divine properties for the sake of man? 

So Gore presents a Christ who is the crown of the revelation of God 

in human nature. He is also the consummator of nature in the sense 

that in his life human nature is raised to its ideal, its perfect 

exemplification. 

Gore, then, can emplOY' concepts drawn from modern science in 

order to build a natural theology and also to expo'lmd a revised 

theology. 

But it was with historical criticism, much more than science, 

that Gore was concerned and it is here that the difference of 

outlook between the two men is most apparent. This can be seen 

in relation to the doctrine of the inspiration of Scripture. They 

agreed that the Church bad never defined what it meant by inspiration. 

Liddon came to the Bible with firm a priori preconceptions. For him 

the Bible was a '1m! V of inspiration and inspiration necessarU-7 

involves infallibility. His sermon on 'The Blessing of Jael' was 

considered in which he said: 

1 

If Deborah's blessing on Jael is uninspired, it is bard to 

claim inspiration for arrr part of her song; and if Deborah'. 

sang is not inspired, it would be difficult to sey what portions 

of the Book of Judges are. 1 

Liddon, H.P., Sermons on Old Testament Subjects, PP. 86-87 
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Liddon is bound by a view of inspiration as verbal and be must 

find that inspiration throughout the Eible. Unless every part of 

Scripture is inspired, he finds it hard to mow how any can be. 

Inspiration of this kind is easil1 linked with a need for 

infallibility. Indeed, it depends upon it. Liddon does not deny, 

even with this strong view of inspiration, that there can be some 

progression of thought in the Eible. Each part of Scripture must 

be, as he says, 'in correspondence wi th the res t. ' 1 Eut this is 

not to say that the revelation of God cannot be more immediate 

and thoroughgoing in one part than in another. He says: 

Different degrees of light do not impl1 any intrinsic 
., . 

contrariety ••••• The unity of consciousness in a human life 

is not forfeited by growth of mowledge or by difference of 

circumstances or by variety of experience.2 

It would, therefore, be wrong to suggest that the crudity of his 

remarks about Deborah's song represents the whole truth about him. 

There are 'different degrees of light' in Liddon's writing too 

and he has his more subtle moments. But he did not always carI7 

through this kind of thinking and it was characteris tic of him to 

suggest that one chink in the armour of inspiration would be enough 

to destroy the whole. 

Gore could also use phrases like 'unity of inspiration' but to 

him they mean something quite different. The inspiration he bas in 

mind is not so much the inspiration of the text i taelf as of the 

writer. It consists in his ability' to discern and trace for his 

readers the hand of God in the affairs of the Israelite people. 

The Bible reveals histor,y as the unfolding of God's purpOSeB. 

In that process a greater degree of development can be reoognised, 

and would be expected, than Liddon can allow. Gore oan aooaDDlodate 

~ Divinitr, PP. 46-7 
~. P. 48 
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the possibility of mistakes and blind alleys where Liddon cannot. 

So Gore can cope with inaccuracies in histor,y or primitive 'science' 

and need not even be too worried about the moral enormities of parts 

of the Old Testament. He would not find it necessary to argue for the 

specific inspira.tion of the blessing of Jael. He is not so vulnerable 

to the Old Testament critic. 

For him the doctrine of inspiration does not necessarily implY 

the infallibility of the author or the text and so he can enjoy much 

greater flexibility. He finds the inspiration of Scripture in its 

witness to the work of God in the world and not in the literal 

accuracy of every statement. And the vital thing about Gore's theoI'7 

of inspiration is that it is shaped by his critical study of the 

Scripture. He does not superimpose his preconceptions upon the 

Bible and then have to struggle to defend them when they fit badly. 

Rather, he reads the Bible for himself and listens to the critics and 

forms his theory on the basis of what he finds. Liddon's method 

precludes the acceptance of the findings of the critics and means 

that he is always fighting a rearguard action. 

So much is clear, at least where the Old Testament is concerned. 

Where attitudes to the ~ew Testament are concerned, Gore begins to 

reveal that he also has prior considerations which impair his 

objectivit.1. There is considerable ~ement between Liddon and 

Gore about the reliabilit,r of the New Testament witness and the uni~ 

of its thought concerning Christ. Gore says: 

The conclusion which we ere bound to reach is that in st. 

Paul's Epistles and in the Epistle to the Hebrews and in St. 

Jom we get a definite and explicit theology of the Person of Christ 

as the divine Son incunate. The different writers bave each of them 

his own point of view, but on the whole their theologt is identical 

••••• there is nothing in the New Testament which indicates a rival 
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theology to St. Paul's.1 

This is very similar to what Liddon would have said. Disagreement 

over New Testament matters, apart from the nature of Jesus's use of 

the Old Testament in certain passages, is hard to find. The reason 

lies in the authoritative role both men give to the Bible. 

Both men believe that it is the Church's task to teach the 

faith and the Bible's to prove it. The Church existed for some time 

without a Scripture. During that time it communicated the tradition 

received fran Christ through the Holy Spirit. The New Testament 

eventually grew out of the Church and is not an independent authority 

over ageins t the Church. Ra ther, it is part of the tradition. 

Positive teaching comes from the Church and the Church interprets the 

New Testament. But the New Testament, as witness to the primitive 

tradition, acts as a check on the Church's teaching. The Church may 

only teach what is present, at least in latent form, in the New 

Testament. It has no right to invent new doctrines. Both men reject 

the idea of development in doctrine except in the sense of explanation 

and elucidation. The Creeds and conciliar defini tiona are the 

elucidation snd formalisation of New Testament thought. 

Liddon and Gore are thus in unison in reading the New Testament 

from the s tendpoint of Nicea and Chalcedon. It fo11Cftls that if they 

are patient of a challenge to show the propriety of this reading­

back they will themselves presuppose that the Christ of the Creeds 

is the Christ of the New Testament. And this means that the free 

enquiry' that Gore claimed to prize so highly is not, after all, 

permissible. He cannot be truly open to New Testament criticism. 

Anything which casts doubt on a Bicene interpretation of the great 

Chr!sto10gica1 passages must be rejected. The Fourth Gospel, in 

particule.r, must be defended against 8.D7 suggestion that it is not 

1 Gore, C., !elief in Christ, PP. 132-3 
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an accurate accolm t of J es us's own teaching. And the idea of 

varieties of theolQgY in the New Testament must be approached with 

great care. It must be possible to demonstrate a profound unity 

beneath any apparent diversity. 

< 

As well as restricting flexibility in the understanding ot 

Scripture, the notion of 'the Church to teach, the Bible to prove' 

also restricts doctrinal flexibility - as indeed it is intended 

to do. It does so not only because the New Testament is a check 

on the Church's thought but also because the word 'Church' really 

means the Church of the Creeds and Councils. The Church which teaches 

is the Church which firs t gave formal definition to Chris tian doctrine. 

The unders tanding Liddon and Gore had ot that doctrine in relation 

to the person of Chris t is clearly expressed by' each man in his 

~ampton Lectures. Liddon says he is to defend the view that: 

Our Lord Jesus Christ, being truly and perfectly Man, is also, 

according to His Higher Pre-Existent Nature, Veorr and Eternal 

God; since it was the Second Person of the Ever ~lessed Trinity, 

Who, at the Incarnation, robed Himself with a Human Bod.Y and 

a Human Soul.
1 

, 
Gore sets out his \mderstanding of Catholic Christologr in the 

torm of what be sees as the four main determinations ot the early 

Comcils: 

(1 ) that as Son of God, Jesus Chris t is very God, ot one 

substance with the Father; 

(2) that as Son of man, He is perfectlJr Man, in the complete-

ness of human faculties and sympathies; 

(3) that though both God and Man, He is Tat one person, 

name1y the Son of God who has taken manhood into Himself; 

(4) that in this incarnation the manhood, though it is trulJ' 

assumed into the divine person, still reuiDs none the less 

1 Divinity, p. 34 
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truly human, so that Jesus Christ is of one substance with 

us men in respect of His manhood, as He is with the Father 

1 in respect of His godhead. 

There is fundamental agreement between Liddon and Gore,then, on the 

fixed boundaries for orthodox Christology. Yet within that agreement 

there are differences of st,yle and approach. Gore has alrea~ been 

quoted as saying that traditional theology needs revision. Another 

quotation helps to give a little more precision to what he is saying. 

Gore says: 

I do not think: then that the Chalcedonian formula ••••• 

requires revision in itself; but if we would justify' it, we 

must recognise very frankly that the purpose of the doemas 

was negative ••••• and we must insist that for our positive 

conception of the person of Jesus we need constantly to stu~ 

wi th unembarrassed eyes the picture in the Gospels and the 

doctrine of the Epistles.2 

Gore is making a distinction between theology and formal definition. 

The latter is fixed for all time and cannot be revised. But ita 

purpose is negative rather than positive. It warns the theologian 

of p~sible false lines of development in his thought. It provides 

the limits wi thin which he may work. Theology's task is more 

positive. It is to elucidate the doctrine. Keeping Jesus and the 

events of his life in sight, it must seek to discern their signifi­

cance and what God was doing in them just as Old Testament writers 

did with the events of Israel's histor;y. Theology must coamnmicate 

the living, dynamic Christ enshrined but, perhaps, devitalised in the 

definition. Theology, therefore, stands in ccmstant need of revision 

in the light of the sharper appreciation of the • f'acts of' revelation' 

which historical criticism brinsB but alwaya within the limits set 

1 Inc amation , p. 81 
2 Gore, e., Belief in Christ, p. 228 
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by the Church's Councils. Doctrinal definition cannot be revised. 

This is what Gore is s~ing and in this he differs fran Liddon. 

For Liddon, it might almost be said, doctrine and theology are one. 

For him, the revelation given in Jesus Christ is not the living, 

personal self-disclosure of God that it is for Gore but the ':Body of 

truth' which is the Church's doctrine. It is positive and is to be 

taught in the time-honoured l8Jl8UB.ge in every age. Within the unity 

of their commitment to conciliar definitions, there is, therefore, 

a marked difference of outlook and tone. Liddon came to mistake it 

for a fundamental divergence over doctrine. 

The discussion of this issue was several times focussed on a 

deteil of New Testament interpretation. Old Testament criticism 

provoked questions about the use Jesus made of the Jewish Scriptures. 

When he referred to Old Testament events without questioning their 

historicity, was he positively affirming it? When he referred to 

Old Testament 'authors' like Moses and DaVid, was he endorsing the 

traditional ascription of the Penta.teuch and some Psalms to these 

men? Liddon thought that the plain sense of the passages concerned 

required an affirmative answer to such questions and that, therefore, 

the acceptance of critical findings wbiqh denied such historicity 

and authorship implied that Jesus was either mistaken or dishonest. 

Since he assumed that divinity involved infallibility this must also 

mean that the divinity of Jesus was compromised. Although, in the 

Bampton Lectures, 1 Liddon declares his intention to rely on his tory 

rather than dogma in defending Catholic Cbr1stology, in this metter 

it is his dogma.tic presuppos i tions which colour his opinicms. 

Gore, on the other band, was determined to hold to the facta 

and to try to unders tend the unity of humsni ty end d1vini V in Chris t 

in the light of them. Amonast the facta, he included the findiJlB8 

of the critics. It was clear to him that the diviniV ot Jesus did 

not guarantee inf'allibiliV in everyth1nB he said. In his use of the 

1 
Diyinit,y, p. 154 
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Old Testament, Jesus was at one with his contemporaries. He was 

limited by the condition of contemporar,y human knowledge. Gore 

explained this by the principle of kenos is. The lim! ta tiona of 

humani~ were voluntsrily adopted and some of the prerogatives of 

Godhead surrendered in Christ's coming into the world. 

Liddon had himself allowed the principle of kenosis in order 

to explain the one csse of stated ignorance on the part of Jesus 1 

but he was tUlwilling to extend 1 ts use to caver these .further 

problems in Jesus's teaching. He ssid: 

That He was ever completely ienorsnt of aught else, or that 

He was ignorant on this point at 8IlT other time, are 

inferences for which we have no warrant, and which we make at 

our peril. 2 

He could justify' the one case by arguing that there is a difference 

between limitation of knowledge and error. But this is not the 

whole point for him. His own word, 'peril', is significant as an 

indication of the strength of his feeling on this matter. He was 

terrified of ~thing which endangered his dogmatiC presuppositions 

about the divinity of Christ. So the discussion of the human 

knowledge of Jesus was, to him, a highl,y emotive business. He could 

not be dispassionate about it and it shows in his language. What to 

Gore was an t adjm truent' in traditional theology was to Liddon a 

-3 
'concession' or, even worse, a 'capitulation'. 

The major difference between the two men lay in their approach 

to revelation. Liddon thought of it as proposi ticmal. Jesus 

revealed 'a B~ of Truth'. Liddon saw his task to be to defend that 

truth as he tmderatood it. Gore thought that revelation was given 

in history; in people and events. The propositions taught by the 

Church were guidelines for the elucidation of the revelatiOn in 

his tory. The tmders tancli:!lg of the revelation IIlU8 t involve takiDg 

account of ever.ything which natural scienoe and historical critio1aa 

~ Mark 13:32 
3 DiVini~, P. 475 

Letter 0 D.L. Lathbur;r, Lux Mundi Papers, November 24th, 1889, L.10 
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offered to make the facts clearer. Gore did not abandon the 

tradi tion of Pusey and Liddon as far as the dogmatic content was 

concerned to ~thing like the extent that my original citation from 

Bowen suggests nor would he himself have said that the Catholic 

view of Christ bad collapsed. 1 But in his attempt to employ a 

different method of doing theology to that of Liddon he was 

seriously misunderstood b.1 him. 

Gore's object was to revise Catholic Christology so as to 

revitalise it in the contemporar.r situation. The fact that three 

of his later works were given the overall title, The Reconstruction 

of Belief, indicates the thoroughgoing and ambitious nature of his 

purpose. Yet little is to be found in those volumes which was 

not anticipated in Lux Mlmdi and the Bampton Lectures. In the more 

speculative and adventurous aspects of his thought it is even 

possible to detect some retreat. This can be demonstrated from 

Gore's brief concern with the New Theology of R.J. Campbell and 

Sir Oliver Lodge. Be s'llllllD2.riaes it in this way: 

1 

The mode of thought which is known as the New Theology is 

connected iJJ all its parts. It concentrates ita attention 

upon God as the universal Spirit, manifesting Himself and 

realizing Himself in the universe. Especially' in the 

development of man's nature upward from the animal to the 

spiritual does it look for this revelation of God. 

And, from the ethical point of view, the highest point of 

acbievement hitherto attained is found in Christ. In Him, 

as in no one else, we can really see God incarnate: we can 

see, that is, that humaniV is really divine and God is 

rea1l7 human. And, in the light of that vision we are to 

go forward. to realise our divini V or divinize our JDanhood. 

For what Christ is, we are all in various degrees capable ot 

Letter to D.L. LathbUl7, Lux Mundi Papera, Bovember 24th, 1889 
Cf. P. 1 ot this thesis. 
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becoming. We are all potentially sons of God, or Christa. 

However much hidden or overlaid, the divine nature is in all 

of us, and is capable, especially under the infiuence of 

Christ, of being evoked into active and effective life. So, 

as man advances, will God become more and more incarnate in 

all humanity, or in other words the real identity of Godhead 

and manhood will become more and more eVident.1 

Whether this is an altogether accurate summar" does not matter. 

What does matter is that this is the way Gore sees the New Theology. 

Clearly it deviates radicallY from orthodox Catholic theology. 

Chris t is different from men in degree but not in kind. His 

tmiqueness is lost and so also is the radical sinfulness of man. 

Man as he is described here does not stand in need of redemption 

but on17 of growth. The tmion of God and man is a gradual process 

apparentlY to be brought about by human effort. Some of this -

and the last point in particular - is quite alien to Gore's mind. 

But what is more striking is the fact that other parts of it are 

remarkably similar to lines of thought suggested by Gore himself in 

Lux Mundi and The Incarnation of the Son of God. There he spoke of 

the universal Spirit of God, manifest in the universe. He described 

the movement of creation from the animal to the spiritual as a 

revelation of God and as something which led us to expect a more 

complete revelation such as is found in Christ. Christ was spoken 

of as the cODS'UIIIID8.tion of nature. In him, Gore claimed, we see both 

God incarnate and perfect man or man as God intended hila to be. And 

in the stress on the personal nature of man as a refiection of the 

personalness of God, demonstrated in Christ, there was a suggestion 

of both the divinizing of our human! ty and the humanising ot God. 

Gore came ver,r close to sqil'lg, if he did not actually srq ~ that 

1 
Gore, C., The Hew Theologr and. the Old Re1.iaion, PP. 84-5 
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Christ's difference from us was one of degree and not kind. 

This line of thought is not extended in Gore's later work • 

The attraction of the idea of the personalit,y of God and its use 

in natural theology is occasionally evident. So too is the 

presentation of Christ as the crown of the revelation of God in 

nature. But mention of them is brief and incidental. They receive 

no extended treatment. Gore criticises the New Theology when it 

seeks to push the same tendencies further. 

The speculative, venturesome Gore of the early work has gone. 

The innovator now appears as the traditionalist, More and more 

his concentration is upon the support which the New Testament 

witness affords to Catholic Christo1ogy. History is his main 

preoccupation and his treatment of it is very conservative. In an 

age in which New Tes tament scholarship is very active in England 

and in which changes in it are taking place of which Gore has shown 

himself to be aware, his own understanding of the New Testament, 

its unity of thought and its his torical reliability, shows no 

change. His lalowledge of the critics' work brings him to the 

recogni tion that there are those who can serious17 imagine that 

Jesus was simply a good man but it does not affect his own estim~te 

of the New Tes tament 88 a reliable guarantee of the soundness of 

Catholic Christologr. In 1922, Gore writes: 

The conclus ion which we are bound to reach is that in St. 

Paul's Epistles and in the Epistle. to the Bebrews and in 

St, John we get a definite and explicit theology of the 

Person of Christ as the divine Son incamate, The different 

wri ters have each of them his own point ot view, but on the 

whole their theology is identical. There are other documents 

of the New Tes tament which, taken by themselves, give' us no 

clear theology of Christ's person, but there is nothing in the 

New Testament which indicates a rival theologr to St, Paul's, 
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or what was later called an adoptionis t Chris to1ogy. Such 

a Chris to1ogy did appear in the second century ..... ~ But it 

mus t be held to represent a falling away from the standpoint 

which is either energetically maintained or implied in all 

the documents of the New Testament. 1 

These are very much the conclusions he reached in the Bampton 

2 Lectures thirty years earlier. In one who showed himself to be 

so open to Old Testament criticism and who was influenced by it, 

this standstill in relation to the New Testament must be 

significant. 

It must be asked wl\Y the early venturesomeness was not 

maintained. One suggested answer can be rejected quiokly. 

Professor James A. Carpenter wrote: 

A good case can be made out for the argument that the S 

Mundi episode, that is, Liddon's oondemnation of his essay 

and the consequent pain it brought to Gore himself, developed 

in him a sort of "Never Again Complex" and served to suppress 

bis boldness in speculation, causing him to direot his 

thinking, however Wlconsciously, into more traditional 

3 channels. 

But the Bampton Lectures written in the aftermath of the controversy 

do not reveal any' suppression of boldness in speculation. It is 

in those lectures that the attempt to relate Chris tologr to 

evolutionary theory is found. It is there that the natural tbeo1ogr 

based on the psychological understand.:i.ng of personality is worked 

out. Most sisnificant of all, the aooeptance of Old Testament 

critioism and the suggestion that Jesus's lmow1edge and teaohins were 

limited by the contemporary understanding of the Old Testament, 

which were the mattel'B around which that oontroversy raged; were 

1 
2 Gore, C., Belief in Christ, PP. 132-3 
3 Inoarnation, PP. 54ft 

Carpenter, J .A., Gore - a stud.y in Liberal Catholic thOught, P. 39 
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actually reasserted rather than denied in the Bamptons. Moreover, 

where these things are touched upon in the Recons truction of :Belief, 

they are reaffirmed. There is no sign that Gore etVer attempted to 

regain the favour of those whom he had offended by any recantation 

of the views stated in Lux Mundi. Gore's exposition of the kenotic 

theOl"Y' of the incema tion was offered in order to strengthen his 

view of the limitations of Jesus's knowledge by providing a theological 

basis for it. 

To imagine that Gore could ever be persuaded to change his 

opinions because they were unpopular or out of line with those of his 

friends is seriously to misunderstand him. E.S. Talbot, who was 

perhaps nearer to Gore than anyone apart from Scott Holland, once 

wrote to him asking: 

Why is it that we two, who share the same tradition and are 

accounted to be of the same school of thought, so often 

find ourselves at odds with one another and rather cross with 

one another? 

Gore replied: 

That is just it, you and I always assume that we think alike, 

1 
and do ~ot face the fact that we do not. 

It was not timidity or the fear of the opinions of his fellow 

Churchmen that made Gore fail to continue his speculative work in 

Christology. 

A much more significant comment on Gore was made by the man 

whom be opposed so strongly at times, Bensley Benson. Benson, a 

liberal in theological outlook, compared Gore with himself end 

wrote: 

Temperamentally and confessedlY' Gare was an institutionalist, 

a Catholic to the finger-tips. I was an individual1st, in 

temper and hab1 t a Prot. tent. 2 

1 
2 Prestige, P. 423 

Henson, H.R., RetrOSpect of An Unimportant Life, vol. i, P. 208 
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The accuracy of this assessment of Gore is seen most plainly in the 

years following 1902 when Gore became a bishop. His biographer 

describes his policy: 

Gore would impose no theological test on the laity beyond the 

dictates of their own conscience. But accredited teachers, 

from whom solemn professions were exacted, stood in a poe i tion 

al together different. For them to retain official status 

while publicly repudiating official teaching seemed to Gore 

a glaring instance of intellectual immoralit.1. 1 

No doubt other bis hops would have felt the s sme but few, if any, 

excelled Gore in the vigour with which they opposed this sort 

of theological inconsistency where they saw it. 

In 1911 a book was published by' J .M. Thompson, an }.nglican 

clergyman, entitled The Miracles of the New Testament. It disowned 

the miraculous element in the New Testament completely. Some 

thought it could safely be ignored since it was a second-rate work. 

Others wanted to meet itby' counter-argument. Gore was amongst 

those who wanted disciplinary action taken. Be wrote to the 

Archbishop of Canterbury, Randall Davidson, sa;ying: 

I think quite deliberately that we cannot as.bishops be 

silent without conniving or tolerating. What is occurring 

is that we are being deliberately challenged to be silent. 

'What it is desired to create is an atmosphere in which the 

consent of the common mind of the Church can be pleaded for 

an interpretation ot assent to the Creeds which ignores or 

denies the tacts. What is therefore necessar,y from us is a 

deliberate expression of refuaal to connive.2 

Characteristically Gore was worried by the threat to the 'tacts' 

of revelation. He put down a motion for Convocation. Davidson 

counselled del~ and Gore withdrew the motion. The matter was 

1 
2 Prestige, p. 193 

ibid. p. 344 -



- 287 -

settled when Talbot cancelled Thompson's licence. 

The preamble to the Resolutions to be put before Convocation, 

written by aore, is firm indication of the issues which concerned 

him. It read: 

That in view of the fact that ordained minis ters of the 

Church of England in recent years have published works, in 

which the actual occurrence of the miraculous events recorded' 

in the Creeds - Our Lord's birth of a virgin mother and His 

resurrection on the third d~ from the dead - is either 

brought into doubt or positively denied ••••• 1 

Gore, of course, even in his most speculative days, had not wavered 

in his adherence to faith in thes e two even ts but it is easy to 

see why he should shift his emphasis from the speculative aspects 

of his Chris tology to the more orthodox when the latter were, as 

he thought, under attack. It is also interesting that he should 

describe the events as 'recorded in the Creeds' rather than in the 

New Testament. Perhaps it indicates his increasingly Catholic 

emphasis. 

Other bishops were less offended. For instance, Bishop Chase 

of Ely was simply content that such books as Gore mentioned had been 

few and far between. 

But a volume of essqa entitled Foundations, edited by' B.H. 

Streeter, published in 1912, caused Gore great anxiety' because of 

what it said about the Resurrection of Christ. Gore asked Davidson 

for the chance to discuss the whole subject at a private meeting at 

Bishops. The Archbishop granted the request in Januarr 1913 but 

it did not meet with everyone's approval. Bishop Jqne of Chester 

wrote to Davidson, asking: 

Are Bishop's meetings to become large17 gatherinp at 'which 

the Bishop of Oxford delivers cOlJ8tant, copio,. and hish17 

1 Bell, G.K.A., Randall Davidson, vol. 1, p. 6'72 
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impassioned, if not minatory', allocutions to his brethren? 

This may be a hygienic safety-valve for him, but he has, 

I think, done something to change the atmosphere of the 

meetings. I raise these points with very' genuine admiration 

for his many high qualities, and not without a readiness to 

be convinced that his modus operandi is valuable, if it does 

not become dominant. I am bound to say that, at first sight, 

his latest subject for discussion opens up a vista of awkward 

possibilities of other sUbjects. 1 

Gore was not content with the private meeting and talked publicly 

of resignation, a possibility which troubled Davidson. Be feared 

that if Gore were to resign, the case might be somewhat akin to 

that of Newman before him. He thought it would unsettle ~ 

clergy, perhaps encouraging them to look towards Rome, because it 

would sugges t that • the Anglican position as now interpreted' had 

become untenable. Davidson saw a danger of a great schism within 

the Church with one part going this way and the other into what he 

called 'a crystallised Harnackism'. 2 He thought it unwise to press 

the situation so hard. If Gore and others persisted and persuaded 

the bishops to sanction tough :r:esolutions against those who had 

doubts and felt it necessary' to suspend judgment on certain issuss, 

Davidson thought it might be necessar,y far him to resign since it 

would indicate that he was, as he said: 

growing to be out of touch wi th the S tronges t advances in 

the Church, or rather that these are growing to be out of 

touch with me. And I said that I should not remain at the 

helm if I found ~elr trying to steer a course clearly contrar,r 

to the best Church of England feeling and spirit.3 

1 Bell, G~K.A., Randall Davidson, Vol. i, p. 
2 Gore had become :BIShOp or Mord in 1911. 
3 .!!!1A. P. 6'13 

ibid. P. 675 

6'13 

-
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Eventual~ a settlement was reached in a debate in Convocation in 

\flU 
1914 which lasted for two d~. A resolution"propoeed by Winnington-

Ingrani, the :Bishop of London, reaffirming one passed nine years 

earlier, which said, 

Tha t this HOUB e is res olved to main tun unimpaired the 

Ca tholic Faith in the Holy TrW ty and the Incarnation, as 

contained in the Apostles t and Nicene Creeds, and in the 

QuicW'lg,ue Vult.. and regards the Fa! th there presented, both 

in statements of doctrine and in statements of fact, as the 

neoessar,y basis on which the teaching of the Church reposes.' 

It went on further to sa,": 

the denial of any- of the historical facts stated in the Creeds 

goes beyond the limits of legitimate interpretation, and 

gravely' imperils that sincerity of profession which is plain~ 

incumbent on the ministers of the Word and Saoraments.2 

Gore was satisfied with this reference to the this torical facts t and 

withdrew the threat of resignation. 

The controversy shows that Gore now thought of himself as the 

guardian of orthodoXY' and even that he wss prepared to push his 

idea of what that involved to the point of putting some pressure 

on his fellow bishops to fall into line with him. Be called for 

discussion but he does not give the impression of being ready to 

hear another point of view. If the Archbishop will not a.et, then 

he must accept Gore's resignation. Gore will have no dealings with 

those whose Chriatology has a:ny hint of beterodOl'3', nor with those 

who are too timid to discipline them. And this is the man who edited 

." Lux Mtmdi! '!'he irony of the s:1 tuat10n cannot have been los t on 

Streeter. 

But, apperently', Gore did not notice it tor within a rew yeal'S 

be wes involved in anotbe~ similar s1 tuation. This time be was even 
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more self-conscious~ the lone champion of orthodox Cbristology. 

He said: 

I do not think there is any bishop besides ~elf who is 

prepared to go against the Archbishop in this matter.1 

'This matter' was the consecration of Hensley Henson as Bishop of 

Hereford. In 1917 Lloyd George wrote to Henson, who was then Dean 

of Durham, inviting him to accept nomination for the vacant see of 

Hereford. Henson had no hesitation in accepting. But Henson was no 

more orthodox in Gore's eyes than Streeter and Thompson. In.Ih! 

Creed and the Pul:eit Henson had written in a similar vein to that of 

the others on Chris tologica1 matters. When the appointment was 

confirmed and annomlced, Gore wrote to his fellow bishops sSY'iD8: 

I think Dr. Henson falls outside the limits of tolerable 

conformit,r as recognised in our recent declaration in 

Convocation. I think we ought not to accept him as a brother 

bishop: I am in ~ own mind convinced that I cannot. 

He went on to declare his intention to protest and urged them to 

do the same. Characteristically he concluded: 

If the protest is unavailing, I see no course practicable 

2 but to resign from the episcopate. 

On. January 3rd, 1918, Gore wrote to Archbishop Davidson asking 

him to ref\lse to consecrate Henson. He said of Henson: 

His treatment of the Virgin Birth seems to me incompatible 

with personal belief in its occurrence. Again, be expressly 

repudiates belief in the "nature-miracles" recorded in the 

Gospels as wrought by our Lord. He writes explicitly, "Fran 

the standpoint of his torica1 science they mus t be be1d to be 

incredible. " But the birth of a Virgin mother, and the bodi17 

resurrection of our Lord - that His boq did not "see 

corruption" but was raised again the third dq to a new and 

1 2 Prestige, P. 399 
~. P. 395 



- 291 -

wonderful life - are similar "nature-miracles" ascribed in 

the Gospels to the same power and Spirit of the Father as the 

miracles upon nature worked by our Lord during His ministry. 

I can conceive no rational ground for repudiating the latter 

as incredible and believing the former. The Dean himself seems 

incidentally to include both classes of miracles in the same 

category. He does indeed confidently and constantly affirm the 

truth of the Resurrection of Christ; but he seems to me by 

"resurrection" to mean no more than personal survival. He 

repudiates again and again any insistence upon the "empty tomb", 

and declares it to have no significance. But the empty tomb was 

an absolutely necessary condition of any such resurrection as 

the New Testament postulates. If the tomb was not empty, 

Christ was not, in the New Testament sense, risen again. On 

the whole I am led irresistibly to the conclusion that, though 

he nowhere explicitly expresses in so many words his personal 

disbelief in the phwsical miracles affirmed in the Creeds, 

he does in fact regard them as incredible ••••• I am amazed 

at the naive confidence with which he assumes that the 

theological ideas of the Creed and the New Testament, to which 

he gives noble express ion, can survive unimpaired when the 

miraculous facta have been repudiated - an assumption which 

the history of recent criticism in Europe generally seems 

to me to negative. But that again is not rrq point at present. 

I am now concerned only with the condi tiona on which a man 

can sincerely' profess the Creeds and exercise his ministry 

in the Church of England. 1 

Again Gore concentrates in this letter on what he sees as the 

'historical facts' ot the Virgin Birth, the nature-miracles and the 

resurrection of Christ. 

1 Bell, G.K • .A.., Randall Davidson, vol. il, PP. 859-60 
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Henson WeB certain that Gore would not be alone in his protest. 

He wrote: 

It is plain enough that the Farnham seotion of High Churoh 

Bishops will support Gore with ample professions of personal 

dis tress in the process! Talbot, Gore, Burrows, Ingram, Gibson 

and probably Lang will go together, and they will draw to their 

side Watts-Ditohfield oertainly, and probably some more 

Evangelicals. 1 

Dr. Wace, the Evangelical Dean of Canterbury and Lord Halifax were 

also firmlY with Gore so there was little justification for Gore 

feeling alone in the fight. The fact that he did so only serves to 

emphasise the manner in which he saw himself as the champion of 

orthodoxy. 

The matter WeB settled when Davidson wrote to Henson telling 

him of the apprehensions many felt about his disbelief in the 

Apostles' Creed and espeoially the clauses referring to Christ's 

birth end resurreotion. He wrote: 

I replied to them that they are misinformed, and that I am 

persuaded that when you repeat the words of the Creed you do 

so ex animo and without any des~re to ohange them. 

Henson, he mew, might not wish to make a statement on which the 

motives might be misoonstrued at this moment but perhaps he would 

allow Davids on to publish the latter along with 'a word of 

reassurance from yourself' • Henson replied: 

I t is strange that it should be thought by 8ll1'one to be 

necessary' that I should give suoh an assuranoe as you mention, 

but of course what you Ssy' is absolute17. true.2 

The letters were duly published. Gore aooepted the reassurance, 

1 . 
Henson, H.H., Retrospeot of an Unimportant Life, vol. i, p. 236 
It is not olear what is meant by' the Fambam section but it 111A'1' 
inolude the names listed. Farnham was the seat of the Bishop or 

2 Winohester who, at this time, was E.S. Talbot. 
Pres tige, PP. 400-1 
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withdrew his protest and, for the moment, had no further need 

to threaten resignation. 

Henson may be right in calling Gore 'an institutionalist, 

a Catholic to the finger tips'. Perhaps it WBS more than the 

sacramental element which attracted Gore to Catholicism so strongly 

as a child. But the purpose of this description of the 

controversies in some detail is to show that there was more to 

Gore's stand than this. It was not a simple case of a rigid 

disciplinarian resenting those who stepped out of line, an 

institutionalist disciplining rebels. The real issue WBS about 

the relation of theology and history. Thompson, Streeter and Henson 

were a~l threatening those 'facts of revelation' - the virgin birth 

and the resurrection of Christ - which Gore saw as clinch1ng the 

historical evidence for Catholic Christology. In the controversies 

he was not retreating into the old Puseyi te stance and opposing new 

thought with dogma. He was consistent with his preferred method 

of relying on the facts. In trying to deD1' the facts, these 

modern wri ters were undermining Ca t1:01ic Chris to logy , as Gore s BY 

it. Given the stress that Gore placed on the New Testsment events 

as his tory, it is difficul t to see how Gore could have done any other 

than to resist the findings of the more liberal New Testament scholars. 

At a time when those events were being questioned, it is not 

surprising that his attention moved fran the development of a more 

speculative Christology to the defence of the New Testament histor.Y. 

The result was that Gore did not feel himself to be recognised 

fully by either the Catholic or the Liberal wing of the Church. 

Wri ting to a friend in 1917, be said: 

I do not think you have made a muddle of your 11fe but 

certainly I have made a muddle of mine. I suppose I shall 

never know in this world how far it is rtq fault. I do not 
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see that it is, though I want to see. But I remain embracing 

with all ~ conviction an ideal of Liberal Catholicism which, 

it appears, no one is willing to listen to, neither "Catholics" 

nor "Liberals" nor the man in the street, nor ~bo~ else 

except a very few old ladies and gentlemen. I suppose God has 

other purposes for the world and the Church. The only thing 

is to keep a good conscience and do one's best.1 

The'muddle' was due to the fact that Gore's Christologr centred 

on two incompatible principles. 

The liberal aspect of Gore's thought was expressed in the 

principle of kenosis. Originally intended as a means to the 

explanation of the limitations of Jesus's knowledge, it was extended 

to become the key to the whole of God's dealings with men. God's 

method is always that of self-restraint, self-limitation. In his 

Bampton Lectures, Gore showed the extent to which this insight had 

come to colour all his theology. It set the seal on his natural 

theology- for the self-giving of God in the incarnation was the 

concentrated expression of the personality of God which is refleoted 

in the personality of man. As it explained the limitations in 

Christ's knowledge, so it explained the limitations in man's. For 

the sake of man's freedom, God does not disclose himself to man 

completely or conclusively. He restrains himself in order that man 

should enjoy the liberty of making his own UDcoerced response to God. 

Gore even justified the exercise of authority wi thin Anglicanism on. 

the basis of kenosis. Unlike the authority of the Ranan Catholio 

Church, it is not absolute and d~s not demand blind obedience. 

Gore said: 

1 

It delights in the stimulus of half-disclosures, in directions 

which arrest attention and suggest enquiry', but leave much to 

Prestige, p. 407 
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1 be done in the minds of their recipients. 

The Anglican Church, therefore, reflects the self-restraint of 

God. 

But the Catholic aspect of Gore's thought was expressed in 

the principle, 'the Church to teach, the Bible to prove.' In this 

principle Gore found his authority. In his COIlS idered statements 

he did not give the literal force to the word, 'prove'. He did 

not claim conclusive evidence for the truth of Catholic Christology. 

He wrote: 

Historical eVidence, let me repeat, cannot crea.te faith, but 

it can, and it does, satisfy it where it exists, and 

rationally justify the venture that it makes.2 

But sometimes the tone of his writing belies such measured statements. 

He uses expressions like 'to clinch'. In the exercise of episcopal 

office, there were areas of doctrine in which he did not recognise 

any self-restraint or half-disclosure on the pert of God and could 

not allow much freedom to the mind of the reCipient. In practice, 

he found it impossible to live with the uncertainty implied in the 

theory of kenosis. He needed the guarantees of Catholicism. 

Liddon preached a ~ificent, supernatural Christology. 

It was exact, coherent and robust. Where new thought threatened 

to undermine it, he resisted stoutly in the name of God, believing 

tha.t accommodation only leads to that reductionism which is infidel! ty. 

Even when the threat arClSe from within the discipline of theologr, 

from the clClSer s~ of the Bible and from what it revealed about 

the methods of the Holy Spirit, he SsW no alternative but to resist 

if Catholic truth was to be maintained. His courage was impressive 

but it risked obscurantism. 

Gore took contemporary intellectual developments more·serioU8~. 

~ Incarnation, PP. 177-8 
ibid. P. 73 -

. ' 
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He longed to respond to them and to adjust theology so that both 

science and historical criticism could be seen to be in harmo~ with 

it. He was not wholly unsuccessful. If, in the end, he disappointed, 

it was because his adherence to Catholic principles prevented him 

from following the most distinctive emphasis of his Christology to 

its logical conclusion. If at the end he seems the sorrier figure, 
. 

it is only because, right 17 , he attempted more • 

• 
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