
THE CHRISTIAN LEARNS HIS FAITH 

 

 "Why doesn't somebody do something about it." It's a frequent remark and comes very easily to 

our lips when we encounter some evil or other, whether it's a foul smelling sewer, a bad piece of 

road, or a case of bribery and injustice. We vaguely repudiate and reproach, but rarely stop to 

identify the 'somebody' we take to task, or work out the 'something' he should do. The only merit of 

a comment so idle is that it knows that somehow things ought to be different and that somewhere, 

somehow, there should be a means .to make them so. 

 Imagine this superficial query deepened and widened to gather into one all the vexing 

wrongnesses of life. Then lay them at one single door: identify the 'somebody' as God and picture 

the 'something' He should do. Such an act of imagination, could we make it worthily, would bring 

us close to the Old Testament expectation of Messiah. That term, and the figure it defines, stand for 

God's responsible action in relation to the inherent evil of our human situation. 

 This belief in a .responsibility in and for history is, of course, the ultimate confidence of the 

Bible: faith about the Messiah is its focus. From that name 'Messiah' in its Greek equivalent, 

Christos, Christianity takes its definition. If we are to learn Christianity, we must learn the Christ. 

We cannot take the right measure of who and how the Christian is save as we know the Christhood 

of Jesus.  "It is enough for the disciple that he be as his Lord" says St. Matt. 10.25, echoed by the 

First Epistle of St.John: "As He is, so are we in this world." (l John 4-17). What we are as 

Christians is constituted in "Whom we have believed."  'The Christ' and 'the Christian' in this 

intimate way were the double theme of the Emmaus story. As we saw in Studies l and 2, the whole 

perplexity and yearning of the two disciples had to do with this title. Though they did not, in the 

narrative, actually use the word, it dominated everything they said. When Jesus began His answer 

to their mystery, 'Messiah' was the controlling word in His discourse (see v. 26). And in grappling 

with this central issue, they were in fact dealing with their own position and vocation as disciples. 

What He brought them to understand about Himself quite revolutionised their own existence. 

 If the story, then, hinges on this single title and its significance, so also does the language, about 

Jesus, of the Qur'an. He is there known as 'Isa, ibn Maryam al-Masih, "Jesus, son of Mary, the 

Messiah." This usage can no doubt be explained historically and its Quranic sense must be taken 

consistently with the rest of the Qur'an's attitude to Jesus. But at least it is some gain that the 

Muslim's Book has as its synonym for 'Isa the very term that Christians exist by. 

 

THE PLACE FOR AN ANSWER 

 

 Human experience, as lived and interpreted within the Old Testament, is simply but surely 

described if we say that it left a big place for a big answer. And the bigness of that vacant place was 

simply the other side of the greatness of life and its meaning. The yearning and wistfulness of Old 

Testament man for that which he did not enjoy came from his measure of the largeness of life. The 

Biblical sense of sin is never a gloomy pessimism. On the contrary, it is the form of a great and 

positive gladness. Sin matters precisely because it is the bane and blight of a glorious destiny. We 

cannot have it both ways: if evil is not significant then there is no significance in anything. The 

Bible takes wrong seriously because it sees life blessedly. Because it believes in God, it is 

Messianic: it looks for forgiveness and redemption because it holds that life is good and God is 

Lord. 

 To see this fully we must go back briefly to the meaning of the Bible's belief in creation. 

Creation is not simply or mainly an account of origins, a view of when things started. It is about 



why things are, arid finds the reason in the responsible initiative and delight of God, Who saw that 

"it was very good." Creation means this inter-relation of Creator and creature. Natural history, or 

what happens in nature, is the context of human history, or what happens through man. The first is 

the stage, or arena, of the second. Nature is the raw material of culture and, by its very existence, is 

proclaimed in the Bible as sacramental. By this we mean that all the content of nature is the 

occasion or opportunity for the spirit of man. The created order, taken as the pledge and token of 

man's crown of being, is the Divine handiwork for this end. Therefore God, as Creator, has stake 

and 'duty' (we might almost say) in the here-ness of everything. This is where, in the first place, the 

thought of Messiah springs, as something belonging with the Divine responsibility for a world 

made and shaped for man's dominion. 

 But it takes a fuller picture to complete the story. Man is creature, and earth is his habitat. But as 

such he and it are joined in the fulness of event. What happens in history happens in the time, the 

seasons, the cycles, which nature rules. So there are days, and months and centuries, giving 

temporal occasion to birth and death, to peace and war, to husbandry and harvest. In this Mother 

Earth arise the works of man, the creature-king and priest: language, speech, art, government, 

technology, in a word, culture. But it is culture rooted in the stuff of nature. Thus breath is natural: 

but a word is cultural: wind is nature but a sail is culture: a stream is nature but a mill is culture: 

uranium is nature but an atomic reactor is culture. History with all its works occurs within nature: 

the first is the activity for which the second is the opportunity. Thus life and civilisation are 

fulfilled, society achieved and values made, conserved, transmitted and attained. We have, as 

Jeremiah gave it haunting expression, "the sound of the millstones and the light of the candle." 

(Mic. 4.4) "Every man under his vine and his fig-tree" delighting in the voice of the bridegroom 

and the song of the bride. 

 A constant and natural circumstance of all culture, thus seen as man's dominion in God's world, 

is the nation. No Bible reader can mistake this sense of "the people" knit in one homeland and 

welded by one language and the warp and woof of family texture, like the threads of a single 

garment. The Bible taught its heirs to see themselves as a single people under God. "I will be their 

God and they shall be my people" is the blessed refrain of all prophetic speech. This chosen-ness is 

seen at its deepest when it is taken as a parable of the vocation of all mankind, .in its natural 

segments, to corporate destiny.  It made all men's selfawareness, as embodied in Old Testament 

humanity, an awareness of nationhood and all expectancy naturally corporate and national. This, as 

we must see, was the source of a great tragedy of blindness. But this in turn should not blind us to 

its true place and right authority.  

  Man's dominion over God's earth, hallowed into national self-awareness, was governed, in the Old 

Testament, by that other supreme factor —- the Law. In the Law of Moses, as received and 

renewed by the prophets, lay the pattern of the Divine Will for the creature's activity in nature and 

the people's destiny within history. It was the form of the pressure of the Divine mind upon man's 

culture, the shape of the people's obedience to the Lord of their history and so, in turn, the symbol 

of their unity. All — the culture, the nationhood, the unity-had their sacramental seal in the soil of 

the land, seen as the Divine gift. 

 Thus history was covenantal. The past, as interpreted in the full Old Testament mind, had been 

the instrument of a Divine action whereby land. Law and people, all within nature, had come 

together into a destiny of good, a marriage, the prophets said, of the Divine ends and the human 

means, in blessedness and love. It was this view which gave dignity and direction to the human 

story as the Old Testament believed. 



 By this ruling vision, they measured events and found them wanting. The earth did not fail, nor 

the harvests, nor the seasons, nor the creation. But in their very regularity they witnessed the 

perversity of man. The sacred Law was refused, the prophecy flouted, the destiny denied. Man, in 

his Old Testament self-assertion, broke the covenant and disobeyed the Divine purpose, choosing 

estrangement from the Lord in rejecting the conditions of His fellowship. The ultimate end, and 

symbol, of this rebellion was the Exile, the dispersion of the chosen people from the territory that 

sealed and signed their calling. The Exile stood at opposite pole to the Exodus — the two pivotal 

events of Old Testament history, on which the meaning of Messiah turns. 

 During, and beyond that Exile, as well as by perceptive anticipation before it, prophecy sought 

the great Divine salvaging of victory from history's defeat. The figure of Messiah was the central 

necessity in that recovery. By him the broken covenant was to be renewed, the dishonoured Law 

restored, the people truly redeemed and the land rightly ruled.  He stood for salvation, moral, 

spiritual, national, territorial, whereby history and the creation, and God in each, would be 

vindicated and fulfilled. 

 This, in short summary, is the place for the answer that Messiah was to be. Here is the heart of 

the Biblical understanding of man, as called into Divine patterns of well-being and wilfully 

preferring his own ruin, Here is the deep paradox of hope out of despair and light out of darkness. 

So clear-sighted is the Bible about man's high calling under God that it cannot but accuse the deep 

measure of his sin; yet so confident of God's sovereignty that it cannot believe the Divine initiative 

defeated or withdrawn. "Deep calleth unto deep." History, as men representatively shape it in the 

Old Testament is a chronicle of defiance of good, in a setting of Divine power and purpose whose 

goodness is invincible. History is a place calling for a Divine answer: Messiah is the shape of it. 

 In their own way that is where the Emmaus disciples were. But their story requires us first to 

turn to the answers tradition had taught them to expect. 

 

THE PLACE AND THE ANSWERS 

 

 Messiah would right the wrongs of history and restore the rights of God. God as Lord of history 

was the 'somebody' who should. Creation, providence, revelation. Law, all alike affirmed it. For all 

these, in their different spheres, were simply formulations of Divine 'responsibility' for nature, man, 

and history. Messiah was the 'something' God would do, the agent of His righteousness over against 

the evil of mankind. But how, in what terms, by what authority, would Messiah fulfill Himself? 

Here the two disciples were heirs of a long confusion deriving, in part, from a corporate dulness of 

wit like Jesus said of them and, in part, from that very perversity Messiah came to redeem. For 

even notions of Messiah were part of what Messiah had to save. 

 The right clues, certainly, were there for the seeing in the Old Scriptures and in patterns of 

prophetic travail. But they are best studied by the road of the prevalent deceptions that concealed 

them (which is also how it was en route to Ernmaus.) Those deceptions, partly innocent, partly 

wilful, sprang from the very stuff of Old Testament belief and had to do with two central and quite 

valid factors in the Messianic scheme. 

 These were the twin themes of people and polity. Could there be any Messianic symphony 

without these movements? The place the answer had to fill called for restoration to the land, for 

independence, self-government, freedom and the nation. Could Exile be the symbol of a history 

gone wrong through sin, and return not be the sign and pledge of its redemption? Could foreign 

enslavement, alien tyranny, imperial servitude, be the patterns of defeat, and liberation, statehood, 



not be the themes of victory? Since the people of God were the nub of the problem, could Messiah's 

reign mean other than their political, national, popular vindication? 

 So out of the very themes of Messiahship the misconception sprang. And current circumstances 

tended powerfully in the same direction.  For despite the frail return from the Exile in the days of 

Cyrus, there was never more than a partial restoration of the Kingdom and soon there came the 

conquests of Greeks, giving way in turn to the Empire of the Romans. The stern and martial 

tradition of the Maccabees, with their courageous campaigns and battles, seemed the only feasible 

scheme of Messianic hope. By the time of Cleopas and his friend, Roman power stood grimly over 

Palestine. Emmaus itself had bitter tokens of subjugation close at hand. 

 Thus the answers men's hopes were giving to the role Messiah must fill had become sharply 

nationalist and political. It seemed indispensable that he should be a man of arms, a wielder of the 

sword, a prince of this world. Consult the language and temper of the books which were widely 

used and dearly loved by the disciples and their near contemporaries — the Similitudes of Enoch, 

esp. Chapters 37 to 70'' the Assumption of Moses, Chapter 10; the Psalms of Solomon, especially 

17 and 18. Here the great agent of God's reign is all majestic and victorious. There is no hint of 

humiliation or tragedy, no darkness or the shadow of death. And everywhere the nation, for its own 

sake and in its own sovereignty, is central to the picture. 

 The very language of the New Testament hymnology, drawn from older Messianism, could be 

turned into these same patterns. "That we being delivered out of the hand of our enemies might 

serve Him without fear." (St. Luke 1.74) And Mary's own Song, the Magnificat, that most sweet 

hymn of the Christian reversal of values, could be taken, or mistaken, in the outward sense of the 

usual apocalyptic hope: "He hath shewed strength with His arm: He hath scattered the proud in the 

imagination of their hearts. He hath put down the mighty from their seat..." (St: Luke 1:51-52.) If a 

'Roman' like Herod in his brutal way could sense a threat in such a Mother's song, is it odd that 

many in Jewry should have thought and wished it meant what Herod feared? 

 All this lies in the background of that perplexity the disciples knew in following Jesus through 

His ministry (See Study 2). The shape of the hopes seemed to fit ill with the growing pattern of His 

ways and works. They could not readily follow the logic of His apparent disinterest in building up 

an external following, nor explain the fact that the course of His career was in truth a story of 

diminishing returns and growing defection (cf. St. John 6.66), in which they came finally 

themselves to be a part. (St. Mark 14.50). Was not the salvation of Israel bound up necessarily with 

the vindication of loyal Jews, with "the people of the saints of the most High," as the phrase in 

Daniel 7.27 ran ? Was it not characteristic among their contemporaries to see their future as a 

corporate and political triumph? Why did Jesus as Messiah do so little to ensure and achieve this? 

 There were, for example, in his habit, those directives designed to avoid publicity. His works of 

compassion were deliberately neutralised, as far as public acclaim was concerned, by repeated 

instructions to those involved to say "nothing to any man." (e.g. St. Mark 1.25, 43: 5-43! 7.36: 8.26 

etc.) This matter deserves careful reflection. How, it may be asked, could the healings be hidden? 

Indeed, they were not. (cf St. Mark 7-36 37 and like passages.) Why then the command to silence? 

Surely that, though Jesus as a healer could hardly remain unknown, He should not be advertised as 

a public marvel whom men might take for other than the patient teacher and sufferer He truly 

willed to be. Moreover, each work of mercy had to do with the personal need and faith of the 

individual. There was no magical or infallible formula such as superstition might have publicised. 

And through all, the evident intent of Jesus to check idle enthusiasms is unmistakeable. Yet a 

popular Messiah needs all the enthusiasms he can muster, idle though they be. 



 Adding further to the disciples' puzzlement was the fact that Messiah was a title He seemed 

anxious they should know to be His, yet one He was reluctant widely to use. Instead His preferred 

description was "Son of Man." This fact tends to the same conclusion, namely that Jesus was 

deeply concerned with the 'how ?' as well as the 'who ?' about Messiah. It was not enough that men 

should know who He was. This of itself might even be disastrous unless they knew how He meant 

to fulfill the identify they thought Him to have. Here their difficulty of understanding arose from 

their inability to share His concepts. 

 Yet why, it may be asked, did the prophecies of a suffering Messiah have such little weight? 

And why did the disciples apparently pay such scant heed to His frequent warning about 

humiliation ahead? Let us move back into the first question from the second. 

 Those Passion predictions certainly were not, and could not be, ignored by them. Each (St Mark 

8.31: 9-33'35: 10-35 and 45) had to do directly with a hope expressed and cherished by the 

disciples, who were plainly deeply shocked and troubled by the things He foresaw.  It may be that 

at first they hoped to bring Him to a better mind. Or later they reasoned that He intended to convey 

to them that His victory would entail adversity. For this they were ready: they hoped to confine it to 

themselves while Messiah Himself went unscathed. When he made it clear that the prospect of 

suffering was for Him most of all, we can only assume that they fell back upon the view that what 

He meant was that suffering was the price to be incurred on the way to open victory and empire. 

 If this is so then the very core of the difference lies there. For Jesus, the suffering itself was the 

glory and the victory. The redeeming power lay, not in an endurance that could battle, resentfully, 

through hostility to the turning of the tables in revenge, but in the duality of a love which, 

forbearing enmity, bore the shame and bore away the evil. Suffering was not a stage on the road to 

its reversal: it was the very stuff, already, of the victory of grace. 

 This, until the Resurrection made it manifest, the disciples could not see. This it was which the 

heirs of the prophets in general had been unable to see. That picture of the Suffering Servant in 

Isaiah 50 and 53 no one before Jesus seems to have clearly linked with the vocation of Messiah. 

Where the mystery was not overlooked, it was shrouded or concealed. Commentary, finding it 

strange and disturbing, transformed it altogether. Thus in the Targum on Isaiah 53 we find 

Messiah's sorrows attributed either to Israel as a whole or to his heathen foes. Study verses 4,5,7,8 

and 11 in each: 

 

Surely he hath borne our griefs and carried our sorrows: yet we did esteem him stricken, smitten 

of God and afflicted. 

But he was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities: the chastisement 

of our peace was upon him and with his stripes we are healed. 

...he is led as a lamb to the slaughter... he opened not his mouth,.. 

By oppression and judgement he was taken away...for the transgression of my people was he 

stricken. 

He shall see of the travail of his soul and shall be satisfied ...and he shall bear their iniquities, 

Therefore for our sins he will pray and our iniquities for his   sake   will   be   forgiven, although 

we were accounted stricken, smitten before the Lord and afflicted. 

But he will build up the Holy Place which has been polluted for our sins and delivered to the 

enemy for our iniquities: by his instruction peace shall be increased and by devotion to his 

words our sins will be forgiven us. 



...the mighty of the peoples he will deliver up like sheep to the slaughter... there shall be none 

before him opening his mouth. Out of chastisements and punishments he will bring our captives 

near... 

...he will cause the dominion of the Gentiles to pass away from the land of Israel and transfer to 

them the sins that my people have committed. 

From the subjection of the nations he will deliver their souls, they shall look on the punishments 

of those that hate them and be satisfied with the spoil of their kings... and for their sins he will 

intercede. 

 

 When such reversal of the sense of the prophecy was familiar through the Aramaic-speaking 

Judaism of the synagogue it is not surprising that the disciples for their part were dull of heart for 

Jesus' words and dismayed in spirit when they sensed His steadfast meaning.  From all the 

foregoing it is plain that the place for an answer, as we have called Messiahship, had been assessed 

by national hopes and human desires in terms far different from those of the counsel of God and the 

passion of Jesus. 

 

THE PLACE AND THE ANSWER IN JESUS 

 

 Why did He see them differently?  The final reason lies in what we may call His openness both 

to man and God, which is, of course, the meaning of His Sonship.  But if we say: "Because He was 

the Son of God" the explanation, though right, is in dogmatic form and needs to be 'translated' into 

other ways of saying it that can be grasped by those averse to dogma. Jesus' Divinity (to which in 

later studies we must return) is not just a proposition about Him. It is only that because it is a 

reality, accessible to faith and thought, in His very history and career. So we must seek our reasons 

for Jesus 'revolutionary' Messiahship in the character of His whole ministry. For this is where they 

become manifest. 

 We cannot hold a view of Jesus' Messiahship, as some have done, which would leave us, like 

Schweitzer does, with concepts other than, and inferior to, His actual practice in His ministry. 

There in His words and deeds, we find the same keen independence of mind about Jewish tradition, 

in respect of Messiah and the Kingdom, that we find in respect of the Law. His whole attitude is 

based on loving compassion, integrity of mind, and patient honesty of will. It is these which, in and 

from the temptations in the wilderness, guide all His ways among men. 

 This same honesty which exposed the fallacies and pride of the Law made Him know that 

Messiaship in the popular sense would leave the ancient ills untouched. In the language of the 

Nigerian proverb, it would be like digging a second pit in order to fill up the first. The evils of the 

human situation wbuld simply have changed hands, liberate Israel as such from Roman oppression, 

you still have saved neither Jews nor Romans from the tyranny of themselves. What is needed is 

not simply a power which rescues Jewry from Rome, but Rome from itself and Jewry from the 

vindictive pride of liberation. 

 The victories a popular Messiah would win leave the place for an answer still unfilled. The 

exchange of dominion does not renew the creation or bring back the covenant. Arid as long as it is 

purely national, it does nothing to bring to birth that chosenness of all peoples into God's design of 

which the special Biblical vocation is no more than a witness and a pledge. Full and true 

Messiahship must break into these universal reaches of God's purpose, or it remains betrayed in the 

partial, the preparatory, the imperfect. It is these which must "pass away" as they do in an inclusive 



newness in Jesus as Messiah (cf. 2. Cor. 5.17). And they can only pass, in their incompleteness, if 

the human sin they helped to identify is met and conquered in its final range. It is this the Cross 

achieves, as only the Cross can. 

We do not mean that national independence is not proper, that Rome has eternal right to lord it over 

all faces, that the Maccabees have no business to be patriots, that land and people married in 

freedom are not part of God's design. Nor do we mean that politics is improper, justice a dream, 

and states and statehood of themselves invalid. On the Contrary: they have their relative and 

honoured place in a human structure built for tenancy of the created order and for society and 

culture in the time of history. But if Messiah himself is imprisoned within these relatives, He is no 

redeemer of the world. 

 "If the Son shall make you free, you shall be free indeed." (St. John 8.36) The Sonship of Jesus 

is here, His oneness of mind with the sure ways of God and the entire outworking of those ways in 

the obedience of the Cross. He is the Son in being the servant. The filial consciousness and the 

Messianic are one. Through His patient suffering of the Jewish pride, the Roman injustice, the 

national rejection, the disciples' failure, as all these shaped into His cross, He wrought a salvation 

for them all which left no element outside its reach of pardon and restoration.  What Jesus had 

prospectively seen and undertaken, the Church retrospectively preached and experienced. In the 

Resurrection Jesus' view of Messiahship stood Divinely confirmed. When Jesus had been Messiah 

in the redemptive encounter of love with sin, His followers knew Who Messiah was.  And they 

knew how He was. The two questions could only be answered together. In the answer lay the final 

Christian conviction about the God in and above creation and history. 

 So we learn who and how the Christian is. Christianity, tested by the terms of its origin in Jesus 

as the Christ, is faith in this Messiah as the clue to God and the answer for men. It is a faith about a 

Cross, which leaves no room for pride because it pardons, no room for monopoly because it is 

universal, no room for anger because it is forgiving, no room for despair because it is redeeming. 

 What it leaves every room for is the imitation of Christ — a phrase which might well be taken as 

the single definition of Christianity. "For even hereunto were ye called; because Christ also 

suffered for us, leaving us an example that ye should follow His steps." (i Peter 2.21). A master 

draws a design for embroidery or painting and leaves the pupil to fill in the shape with his own 

skill. Or a pattern is set out in a copybook for the faithful reproduction of its every detail. Both 

senses are in the Greek word St Peter's Epistle uses. 

..Do not misunderstand his meaning. The 'imitation’ turns upon the prior acceptance. Our first 

response to Messiah is to acknowledge in our minds His rightness of pattern and to take within our 

souls the fruits of His redemption. By this assent of heart and will to His Lordship comes the inner 

experience of the power of His redemption. Then it is that the shape of His identity traces: a sure 

pattern for our own humble partnership in His abiding kingdom. We do not imitate in order to 

deserve: nor can we deserve to imitate.  There is a mind which is to be in us (Phil, 2.5), because it is 

the mind which, behind creation and history and our whole being in glory and in sin, has called us 

into its likeness. 

 Thus we have a new and wonderful meaning to that old confidence in community of 

which.Messiah was the centre. "Behold I and the children which God hath given nie."' (Hebrews 

2.13) But.instead of being racial, national, exclusive, that community is open, free and ecumenical. 

Yet, within it is reproduced that old ~inbition for the fellowship in likeness that was to be betwixt 

God and man. "Be ye holy for I am holy." "Reflecting the glory of the Lord we are changed into the 

same image..." (2 Cor. 3-18). And Jesus as the Christ is the crux of both: in Him we discern the 

likeness of God.and the pattern of our manhood. The clue to both revelations is the choice and 



mystery of the Cross. And the meaning of Christianity is the acknowledgement of each, in the unity 

of Divine love and human response.   

When Cleopas and his friend went out from Jerusalem, though it was the place where all this 

belonged as fact, and, event, "their eyes were holden."  "Something held them from seeing who it 

was."  Was the 'something' just that they did not know what to look for? When they knew, they'd 

found Him. 

 

QUESTIONS FOR STUDY AND DISCUSSION 

 

(1) "Some monstrous mistake of all men of all the world, which I cannot put in order."  So a 

character in T.S. Eliot. What according to Christianity is the real task of the Christ? 

(2) What was it about popular conceptions of the Messiah which fell so far short of the role He had 

under God and of the needs of men? 

(3) Explain in simple language the significance of the name 'Christian' in its derivation from the 

word 'Christ.'  

(4) What, in the light of this Study, is Christianity? How does your answer compare with current 

notions? 

(5) "Ye believe in God, believe also in Me." (St. John 14.1) What is the sequence here ? Why is 

hope for, and later faith in, 'something' like Messiah's mission indispensable to faith in the 

'somebody' God is? 

(6) What is meant by saying that to take a serious view of sin is to hold a joyous view of life? 

(7) Why was it that the picture of the Suffering Servant was so sadly distorted or forgotten? 

(8) "Even notions of Messiah were part of what Messiah had to save." Explain what is meant by 

this: illustrate it from the story of the Gospel. 

(9) In Philippians 2 v. 5 to ll and Hebrews 5.8 and 9, Son and Servant are joined together in the 

account of Jesus. In the Qur'an, Surah 4-170 and 171, His being 'servant' excludes his being 

'Son,' Why this contrasted view? What is at stake here?  

(10) What does the New Testament mean by "the imitation of Christ"? 

 

 


