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If anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation; 

the old has passed away, behold, the new has 

come. All this is from God, who through 

Christ reconciled us to himself and gave us 

the ministry of reconciliation; that is, God 

was in Christ reconciling the world to 

himself, not counting their trespasses 

against them, and entrusting to us the 

message of reconciliation. So we are ambass­

adors for Christ, God making hie appeal 

through us . We beseech you on behalf of 

Christ ., be reconciled to God. For oursake 

he made him to be sin who kn~ no sin., eo 

that in him wemight become the righteousness 

of God. 
2 Corinthians 5:1'7- 21 
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THE THREE vlORDS which I have used as a sub-title 

to the thesis are by no means superfluous! Looking at 

the vastness or the subject - the atonement - and at the 

limitations of time and space, the discussion will need 

to be ~ brief indeed! For this reason I would aak the 

reader not to look for and expect detailed treatment of 

any particular a spect of the problem, or history, or 

restatement of the atonement. In each section I have been 

able to do not more than outline what I have considered to 

be the main points ; in section one, for example1 I have 

been able only briefly to survey the problem, the fundamen­

tals of sin and the need it creates, to point out essential 

considerations for a restatement, and to mention briefly 

the problem of the •central' cross (I have attempted to 

consider the centrality of the cross in a sounder perspect­

ive 1n the final section, rel~ting it, as I believe, more 

fully with the resurrection). 

Section two is if anything, even more abbreviated, 

for I have treated this historical section as a survey or 
the main types of theory th~t have been put forward in the 

course of Christian thinking on the atonement, seeing what 

they are,cr1ticis1ng them, all with an upon the final 

section. For in both the first sectinne my main purpose has 

been to drar conclusions which would be useful in going on 
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in the third to a restatement of the problem. My aim in thE 

thesis then, is not to g1ve a detailed revision of any 

aspect of the atonement, but to pass briefly over the whole 

subject, "'forking toward a conclusion which I believe to 

be important. If I was to name a ' key ' to my approach to 

the atonement , 1t would be simply the resurrection. My 

indebtea~ess goes here first to that little book of Bishop 

Aulen ' a , Chrlstus Victor, which, although it does not 

deal with the resurrection in a satisfactory way at all, 

did set my own feet on th~t path; and secondly, I arn 

indebted to my tutor, Professor i.D. Maxwell, who claims 

the resurrection as the key to. all theology, and has made 

hie claim felt to ~e. There can be no Christian preaching 

which is not • resurrection-I ·reaching' ; Paul could. never 

have preR.ched Christ and Him crucifi ed had he not first kn<lll 

the Risen Lord on the Damascus road. 

there is one more point on which I ask the reader's 

patience: let him remember as he reads the subject ·re are 

dealing with , the 'otherness', the mystery, of the work of 

God in Ghrist . For the atone~ent least of all do we claim 

a 'final' theolggy: it has been described as the Christian 

' Holy of Holies•, and ~re tio well to tre"t it eo . As Dr, Jas. 

Denney said, when we d.eRl with the d.eRth of Christ {and I 

ad.d the resurrection) it is least posAible to urge the 

familiar distinction beDieen theology and religion; it 1s 
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not possible to treat the atonement as though 1t were a 

matter of indifference; I feel that I have made use of 

a certain 'poetic licence', or may I call it 'religious 

licence', when I have come in my c1Gs1ng pages to deal 

with my own approach - for that I crave leave. 

There are a variety of terms applied to the different 

theories of the atonem"nt, and all these names bear 

significance, for they recall some aspect of that the~ry. 

Thus I have had at the outset to choose which terms I will 

use: I have c:elected the name which I felt portrayed most 

nealry the essential character of the theory, and which 

at the same time would bring out clearly the divergence 

between the types. Thus I have named the three m~in types 

Noral Influence (for Subjective, SXemplory etc.), 

Satisfactory (for Substitutionary, juridical, legal, 

forensic, Lat1n etc .) and Dramatic (for Classic, Ransom, 

Chr1stus Victor ete.). 

I should like to express my thanks here for the 

lectures given on 'The Atonem nt' to the theology class(Rhodes) 

which I attended in 1954 by Professor N. H. G Robin~&n; I 

have been helped tremendously 1n this thesis by those 

lectures. And finally, my than~s go to Professor B.D. 

Maxwell for help in the preparation of this \-Iork , and 
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for his great •tutorial1 patience 1n rending and re-reading 

my first untidy manuscripts, as well as for hie consistent 

emphasis upon the resurrection (which I trust he will now 

see tditany emphasis). 

Livingstone House, 

Rhodes Univereity, 

GRAHAJ-!~~0~/N. 

OCTO.i3iR, 1957. 
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SUMMARY 
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-- SECTION ONE --

THE PROBL!iM Olt, THE ATONEJ.IENT. 

This frist section endeavours brtefly to set out the 

problem, seeing it ln its proper context against the need 

it fulfils and its historical setting. It attempts to shew 

something of the nature of sin and the n~ed which sin creates; 

and asits th~ question \•Thy Atonement? This question can only 

be answe r'ed by an appreciation of the meaning and power of 

sinfulness. Atonement is necessarily from God's side, and 

it is costly to God . 

An important factor in this section is the attempt 

to see the wholeness of Christ's ·rork; to set the atonement 

in 1ts true context ~ithin the life of Christ. An attempt is 

made to relate the atonement to the 1noarnatton. the '.lord 

made flesh and cwelltng among us; to the resurrection, 

llhich is not to be misunderstood as a Mere evidential 

a~~endage to the cross, m1t to be seen as an essential 

factor in the salvation of ~en ; and also to · the ascension, 

to the problem of time and eternity, in that while Christ's 

work was once-for-all, it is nevertheless continued - it 

was in history, but is not bound Hithin history . 

\<lhen this conception of the unity of CHrist' a work 
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is grasped then we can turn to a oonsiner~tion of the 

cross, always regar0ed by Faith as the very centre of the 

atonement. A brief' survey 1a mad.e or the Biblical teaching 

concerning salvation and the cross; and the centrality of 

the cross is interpreted sacr1f1cially. 

Certain conclu~1ons are drawn froM this diacuas1on 

of the problem whi ch are to be borne 1n min~. when an 

attempt is later made to form a constructive theory of the 

atonem ,"'nt: the nature of sin and the needs which it cauaos 
~111 have to be More carefull~ considered; 

we shall have to examine the significance of the 
cross as the centre of the atonement1n the light 
of the whole life of Jesus 1 l-ar~icul~rly the 
resurrection; 

we must bring our thought back contlnually to 
be Judged by the vitneas of Scripture. 

-- SECTION TWO --

THE ATON E~t!ENT I N HIS.TORY. 

Th P. historical quer-tinn 1-s trectted by an attempt to 

dlocover the main streRms of thought on the atonement. The 

tr:~.di tiona.l account of the history of the Sl.tonament holds 

th~t there are only two - subjective and objective. But 1n 

reality there are three - subjective (moral influence) and 

T\.!0 o h j eot 1 ve theories - the dra.mn. t 1 c and the sat 1 sf;:\_cto ry. 

The main contention of the 3m~~tmoral thgnry ia that 
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the atonement is effected through the revealed love of 

God in Christ uro n the cross changing th~ hearts of men and 

women. 

The satisf~ct1on thaory contends that Christ p~yed 

the debt which oan owed to God, He took man's ~lace in 

the Judgement of God. 

The dramatic theory holds that the atonement is wroug~ 

t hrough Christ triumphing over the powers of evil . 

These theories are cri..ticised and valued: the 

satisfaction theory is rejected; the moral is seen to be 

tx~~~ but only eo far as it goes; the dramatic 1s seen to 

be full or promise, but va.eue of expression. 

Another category is examined, th ~ s~cr1ficial, and 

this is discovered to be not a th~ory but an important 

element. 

Again conclusions are drawn : 
the eR.ti s fP..ction theory must be set af!ide; 
the truth of the moral influence theory must be retained; 
the sacrificial idea must be reto.ined, not as a theory, but 

. a e an element ; 
the dramRt1c theory will require careful cons1derRtion, and 

the attempt must be made to state it more precisely. 
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-- SECTION THREE --

A REgTATEli{EN'f OF TH'1: ATONtlE':~T. 

It 1s to this final section that the firAt two bA.Ve 

been working up. The final aim of the thePia is found here -

to attem1 t to restate the doctrine of the ~tonement in a 

more comprehensive and 1ntegrRt nd w~y. Various unfortunate 

factors are observed in the tbeoloe;:toal fielcl regarding 

the atonement : oversimplification; the deB1re tor a final 

theology; the lac~ of integrating thought; the f~ilure to 

conceive the ti'holeness of the t-ro rk of Christ; and the 

com:r,.l et f; failure on the part ·Of the ma.Jor1 ty to appreciate 

the importance of the re5urrect1on. 

The line of integration ~ill be adopted, but a clos~r 

consideration of the na.t'lre of s1n 1P necessary to clarify 

our thoughts Ui .. on the &tonoment. Sin is seen to resillt in 

the formRtion of the ' uorld1 - a ~yate~ of man-centred 

life tJhi ch rejects God - and holds nmn 1n bon~ge; yet it 

1 s a bonr3.age in \'Thich he t-rlll1np,ly shares. The needs of 

men are f'ound to become clearer as this 't-rorlo. 1 1 s d.1scussed; 

he needs release from the po··er or the 'uorl<l1 ; 

he needs forgiveness ; 
he needs reostoration to the fellm.rsh1p vitb CTOii; 
he n.eedt:t to 'be re1ntroouceri into the !)Urpose of God.; 
he .needs a new heart~ to be f:i.t pence -rr1 th Goo; 
he needs life, for he is d.ead in stn; 

The need for Rtonement i~ seen to be rooted both in the 

nature of sin and in the nature of God. 
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The section then proceeds to a restatement of the story 

of salvation, and relAting the atonem-nt to the establishing 

of the Kingtiorn w1 thin the 'world.'; 1n doing so 1 t beco'lles 

apparent that the crux of the atoner.1ent ie SUMMet.'l. up 1n 

the presnce of the risen Christ throguh the Holy Sprit; 

all things are- sum"•ed up in Christ, :snd He 1s seen to 

satisfy all the needs which sin has raised for ~~n; at the 

same time He 1s seen to act 1 before1 God ns representative 

man, as the expiation of our sinfuln~ss. The final ;·ortion 

of the section is an attempt to expound the concept of 

CH.i:UST'E :Pn~~CE AS OUR ATONUfEl~T . It is to thta goal th·1t 

I have tried to l ead the thoughts on the atonement, and it 

1a to this goal that I believe we must continuPlly strive 

in all our discus ion u~on the atonemnnt. 

Livingstone House, 
Rhodes University. 

OCTOB!m, 1957 . 

T. A. H. 
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'l'HIDLOGY IS OFTEN criticised as unreal and irrelevant~ 

aa out or touch with lire; sueh cr1t1c1sm bas lent special 

point so the theology of Paul Tillich, which emphaaisee the 

apologetic approach and the need to consider the situation. 

If v e are to avoid an unreal and irrelevant d.1scuss1on of 

the saving work of Christ it is essential to view this 

central doctrine of the Christian Faith in the light of the 

need it tulfila, and in its historical setting; we must coa­

s ider the d1v1ne initiative and purpose, the tulness of the 

time, the Word made tlesh~ the cross and resurrection, the 

ascension, and the coming ot the Holy Spirit. Atonement v111 

become relevant when we see 1ta necessity in raee or the 

need created by sin, and its purpoae working out in the 

life and denth of Jesus Christ. This first section endeav­

ours to eet out briefly the problem of atonement, leaving a 

discussion ot the development and .aluation of the theories 

vhioh interpret the problem to a later section. 

1. THE NEED FOR ATONEMENT. 

A statement of the relevance of the doctrine ot redemp­

tion would be inconceivable apart trom some consideration of 

the problem of sin and forgiveness. Throughout the centuries 

the witness or the Old and New Testaments and of Christia n 

Faith hae asserted two fundamental aspects or man ' s condit­

ion - his sin, and his need for forgiveness . *The eaying 1s 
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sure and worthy or full acceptance) that Jesus Christ came 

into the world to eave a1nne~sff1 • Sin remains an embarrass-

1ng topic for the modern mind; 1n spite of the shattering 

blows r~lity bas dealt doctrines based on the inevitable 

progress or man) Dr. Reinhold Niebuhr, v tth his wide and 

critical knowledge of the contemporary sltuatlonl io still 

able to speak of the easy conscience- o'f modern man as the 

common f a ctor. His conclua1on from an analysis o'f modern 

views on human nature shews ttthe e()mplaeent conscience ot 

modern man as the one unifying #a-e~e~ source amidst a wide 

variety or anthropological conception B •• • the mo-re surpris­

ing s1nce 1t continues to express itself almost as unqual­

ifiedly 1n a period of social d.ecay as 1n the •.• heyday of a 

bourgeois cUlture"2 . Sin 1s an irrelevant question to the 

modern mind until it ceases to be an intellectual consider­

ation and becomes personal conviction; that Jesus came to 

eave s1nnere may not be disput ed a a the truth, but even so, 

without moral oonviat1on, 1t 1s not g~sped as relevant . To 

say that there is an irrelevancy a ttached to the aense of 

sin ia not to ~Y that it 1s not there, or that 1t is not 

felt; it may be acutely telt, but not grasped in 1ts real1~ 

a nd moral seriousness as s1n by a conscience conditioned to 

think in terms of psychologlea.l complexes. It is small won­

der then that we should r a ce the or1t1o1sm of irrelevance by 

modern man, for the atonement is relevant only when a man 

has become conscious ot h1s guilt before God, and his need 
n nr s u , t ' crn r ru; II ., •• I CUff OC'I 'sf$Jlf' 2 

1. 1 ~1mothy 1:15. 2. The Nature and Bestinz o£ Man( Il p 99. 
• t£Cl$$0i( j-Qills ? 
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to be restored to JUs t"ellowsh1p - tor such a man the words 

1 recone111ation' and 'forg1venesst will have the ultimate 

rel eva.nee. 

To discuss the whole question of the modern understand­

ing of sin would be quite outside the limlts of' this thesis, 

ae would be too a. d1seuss1on. on the reality of sin. We sha!l 

therefore accept the fact of sin, and go on to ex.am1ne the 

need for recone111atton to God vbich sin raises. In this we 

shall consider sin not only in the s~nse of individual s1nw, 

but also in its deeper sense or sinfulness - a rooted atti­

tude of self-eentredness involving the whole personality of 

the sinner~ and involving not only individuals but mankind 

ag a wbo1e, destroying the God-c~ntred fellowship which is 

essential to mants chief end. Let us then look at the need 

ro~ salvation which rests in man• e self-centred situation, 

and the need for forgiveness whieb arises out of h1s moral 

guilt before God. 

A preliminary questions springs to mind at this point, 

and it is one not without value to our discus1on. ~he quest­

ion is: If there hae been atonement why is there still pun­

ishment? It is the age-old problem of the oonnexion betveen 

sin and sufrer1ng, and of the relation between suffering 

and punishment, a problem about which the New Testament elab­

orates no theory. How, a.s Dr. D. M. Bailli e •sks, is forgive­

ness to be related to suffering, to the punishments that we 
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have brought upon ourselves and others by our sin, which 

apparently continue after we have accepted God's pardon?1 

5ome theologians argue that God's forgiveness does not en­

tail remission of punishment, but that God allows punish­

ment to run ita full course, though He for His part has 

granted the sinner moral pardon. But this is an indefensible 

position,. for the real punishment of sin, the sting of sin , 

is alienation from God and destruction of the fellowship 

between man and God. Sufferings do indeed arise as a result 

of our sins, but these consequences cannot be regarded a.s 

tha.t which is to be taken away by forgiveness; a. man may be 

forgiven in the sight of God, but that does not neccesar1ly 

wipe out the consequences of his sin, he must still bear 

them. Forgiveness will change his whole attitude to those 

consequences and he will accept them with courage and fort~ 

tude. ·hen the sting of s in, alienation from God, 1s removed, 

a man views his sufferings :tn a ne"<i' light, in the light of 

grace, and not as a pun1ehment; he now sees them as part of 

the broken material .he must change and from which he must 

build a. new life. As Dr. Baillie writes, "If a man• s sine e.re 

~org1ven, that is an end of them; and now the suffering tht7 

have left as their legacy is simply part of his lot, a Divine 

dieoipline perhaps, but not a Divine pun1sheent . It is part 

of the situation which~ in the providence of God, he bas to 

face, his share ln the cross of humanity; and it is God's 

1. D.M.Ba1llie God was in Christ; p. 167 
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will that he should face :tt blithely, not with pr 

bitter remorse, refusing to forgive himself, as 

not received God's forgiveness, but with f aith and hopb 

What 1s the result of such a conception of forgiveness? 

,_Then a man views the consequences of hie sin not as his 

punishment, but as something which he can strive to trans­

form 1n the new-found power of God's forgiveness, something 

to overcome and grow by-, then, to borrow Profeaaor Hodgson 's 

metaphors, t'he will have taken the pain which 1.8 the child 

of sin and made it the parent,. not of further evil, but or 
good; he will have taken the pain which 1s the product of 

sin and treated it as raw material for increas1n the world's 

output of goodness~2. If this conception of divine forgive­

ness is grasped, if forgiveness can be seen as a positive 

restoration to fellowship, and not &s the mere remission of 

penalty, we shall be a long vay towards clarifying our 

thoughts on the doetr1ne of the atonement . In the words of 

Dr. H.R.Mack1ntosh,"fo rg1veneas differs by a whole moral 

universe from the mere abandonment of revenge. It demands 

more by far than the self- mastery enough to veto retaliation~~ 

This question will hRve been valuable 1f we can now 

begin to see that a1n and the need for atonement a r e not 

just a. question of God enncelling the punishment due to sin; 

1. D. l.t. Baillie: God was in Christ; p . 1.68. 
2. L.Hodgson : The Doctrine of the Atonement ; p .62 . 
3. H. R. Mack1ntosh: The Christian Experience of Forg1veness;p. 29. 
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thct~e are consequences of sin .. ..,htch clearly are not blotted 

out by an experience or divine forgiveness . The spirit ot 

the prodigal dogs the Christian throughout his life:ffFather, 

I have Binned against heaven and in thy eight, and am no 

more worthY to be called thy sonft1 , the spl~1t of unworthi­

ness, self-consclousneaa of sin - the bad conscience. There 

1a also bondage to s1n2 in that doing wrong we lose the 

power to do right, nd the heart is hardened to the appeal 

of love; there are the const:)quences our sins have wrought in 

the lives of others; and above all , there is the loss of 

fellowship, the breAking down o~ the fundamental solidarity 

essential to human life, for the sinner's lot is a lonely 

one, separated !rom men, and isolated from God. These con­

sequences are not anulled by forgiveness, but their yoke 1a 

broken by 1t; by :forgiveness the a1nner 1s enabled to face 

them in a new way. As Dr. Hodgson ha.s said, fo.rglven sinners 

have ~a power of sp1r1tual alchemy whe~eby theY can literallY 

and actually transform sin • s evil product into the means ot 

1ncrensing the world1 s output of goodnesa and love~ 3 • 

But as soon as we have ea1d thia, a further question 

e.rises. \1 e asked before, 1f there is atonement, then why 

suffering? Having said th~t suffering 1s not altered by 

divine forgiveness b7 being wiped aw4y, but that the sinner 

1. Luke 15: 21 
2 . John 8 : 34 
3 . L.Hodgson: The Doctrine of the Atonement; p .64. 
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himself 'is chane;ed 1n his attitud.e to them by ths.t f< 

ness, the question now to be put 1s1 ~by atonement? 

divine forgiveness 1s of such a nature, 1t God's forg • . 

allows a complete re-orientation of our attitude to sin and 

to Himself, then Vhy the croas'? This question remains unane­

werable until "fe have been confronted by the meaning and 

the power or sin. It is when we see s1n as selt'-centredness, 

a.s rooted 1n hu!!la.n nature, as organ1sed1 against God, tha.t 

we shall bog1n to realise the n~ed for atohlement, the need 

to liberate man from self-centredneBa which is not onl7 

personal but racial . 

We shall have more to say on the nature of sin and its 

erfects in our final section; let it suffice to say here 

that we must see sin as mastering man, and ~cessarilY 

against his will , for often he sha..res willingly and respon­

sibly in that bondage. He cannot help a1nn1ng, yet he is 

fully responsible for his sin. 'rhus we are oom1ng now to see 

a1n aa something more than a collection of sins, and the 

ne~d for atonement correspondingly as something more than 

the need !"or forgiveness in the se-nse of torgett1ng or of 

forgoing punishment. Here is a s1rnple illustration: we might 

look on the sinner as a field of grass - the blad.es are the 

1nd1v1dual s1ne, but underneath lie the roots, sinfulness, 

1. The meaning of • orga nised' will become clear in the dis­
cussion of the 'world' 1n section 111. 
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'Hhlch remain no matter how well the surface is attended to. 

Forgiveness as tha forgoing of punishJaent might serve as a 

'top dressing', but if the field is to be cleaned we must 

strike at the roots. Even such an overeimpl1f1cat1on of the 

problec illustrates the ultimate naed for atonement. Man ie 

in bon~ge to sin, a willing captive, yet at the same time 

he oa.n hear the voice of God; man loves his sin and at the 

s '.me time hates it because 1t separates him f'rom God. It ia 

in this situation that we see God in Christ overcoming the 

power of evil und restoring the world to Himself. Salvation 

1a 'aimed at the roots of sinfulness•. 

The illustration brings out another point; to see the 

need for reconc111at1on with God, for a deliverance from 

the yoke or sin - the destruction of the roots - is to see 

alpo the need for divine initiative; it 1e not in man b1m­

se1 r to overcome that which d.eatroye hie fel:loWCJh1p w1 th 

God and his true fellowship wtth his fellow-men , to re~ch 

up and make himself worthy in God's sight, for the destrue&­

ion of the roots is beyond the ab11tty or self-d1Bc1pl1ne or 

self-mastery. The need is rooted in his own being; for tt is 

th?.t 'ihich he loves ae well a.a hates, and that to which he 

1s PUbject freely and responsibly. Salvation cannot then be 

by wor l.ta , but only by the grace of God. God1 s forgiveneee 

1a not a mere 'top dressing', a 1w1p1ng of the slate•, buta 

coetly ·.t~o rk in l-thich He not only1 forgeto• slns, but breaks 

t he power of sinfulness. 
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To this work of God in Christ we now t urn; in this 

section we whall concern ourselves with some of the prob­

lems th~t aurround the atoneoent, leaving to a later sectim 

a discussion of the interpretations that have been put for­

war d o'f h!2.!!, this redemption was achieved. An d as we do so, 

let us retain in our minds the two points we have been 

discussing: 1. First, the seriousness of s1n. ~o quote 

Frinciral M1cklem,. nain • . • is not Just a series of wrong acts , 

which we, being free and rational beings, could. qu1 te well 

have avoided had we exercised our wille; 1t is a bondage 

from which of ourselves we cannot escape; it is an 1nner 

perversion of reason and will • . • rrorn hich no oan can deliv~r 

himeelf. Nor can ~e wholly blaMe ourselves personally for 

this irnj_·.ot ence and blindness . !n part at least it in our evil 

inheritance ' in Adam', that is, as menbers of the 'fallen' 

huMan race. Prior to tha actual, deliberate sine that we 

commit there is •original s1.n•"1• Th1a is by no means a fulll. 

statement of the problem~ but it indicates the centrality of 

sin's corruption in rational and purposive lif e . It 1a th~s 

self-centredness which excludes a man from God, which turns 

man's face away from Him whom to know 1s eternal life. 

11. Our socond consideration to be borne in mind arises 

from the first : it le the helpleosness of m3 n to ~lter the 

situation; thus ~tenement is brought about by the costly 

1 . N-Micklem: Thfi Doctrine of Our Red~mption; p.88. 
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initiative of God. God 1s not to be regarded as ggod-natured 

and 1ndulgent1 making nothing o f our sin ., glossing over our 

innate delinquency; He is not to be misunderstood as in the 

dying words of Henr1 He1ne - "D1eu me palfdonnera.: c • eet sd:n. 

metier" t Our reeonc111atlon is 1nf1n1 tely costly t o H1m.lf!t 

comes from the heart of love that has borne our sins,. and 

because the love 1s infinite, the passion 1.s infinite too .... 

There 1s an atonement,. and expiation, 1n tb.e heart of God 

Himself •.. God. ~lone bear s the coa.tw1 • won the green hill 

far away they r a i sed the cross, but the rela cross was in 

heaven, in the father-heart of the eternaltt2 • The 1n1t1at1-,.e 

1s f rom God; it is from His side, not man's) that reeonc1l­

ia.t1on 1s achieved . ·vithout thes fundamental :tnaight that 

aton~nent i a from start to finish the act~ purpose, and 

initiativ e of God we shall not b egin to understand and 

3J)prec1ate the d:oetr1ne nf' reconciliation. fl'h.e cross is not 

an a ccident of the history of man, but ie plnnned and. 

brought abnut by God acting in Christ for salvation; 1t ie 

He who has eetabl1shed the t:ray, who continues to call men 

to r epentence Rnd regeneration, l>rho has set us a place 1n 

H1s feJ lowshlp, the fellowshi p of the redeemed; 11 through him 

to reconcilE• to Bimsel f fl.ll things" whether on earth or in 

h enven, mal\ing peA.ce by the blood of hie cross tt3 • 

l.D. lt. Ba il lie: P'o,d 'fiSa in Chr.ist.; p . 175. 
2 . J. s. Stewart : J,.ife a nq. Teac!Jlng of ,J es_Hs Cprist; p . 85 .. 
3. Colos sians 1:20 • . 
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2. THE U liTY OF THZ ATONEHENT. 

When THe turn to the f'acts of the d.octrine of the 

atonement, the life, dePth, resurrection, and ascension of 

Jesus Christ, we are struck by the outstanding feature of 

its unity~ its wholeness, the more striking in that in the 

Western Church the tendency bas been to atomise doctrines 

of the faith, and this unity is often apparently neglected. 

Although 1t is certainly true to eay thqt Christian Faith 

ha.s n lwa.yct loo~eo. to th~ cros s R.s the v ery centre of the 

u.tonernent, and with justice1 yet the de11th of Chrif"t must be 

seen a::;a.1nat the ,.rhol.e work of God active in Christ f"rom tile 

r1omb to the mount or a scension. iiGod "los in Christ, reconcil­

ing the world to H1mselrn1 .. The incarnation without the death 

• .rould be nothing more thRn a subjectively effective shev1ng 

forth of God, not revelation as understood in terms of God~ 

sav1n~ acts; the death is incoMplete wit~out the resurrec­

tion, and the completed ·:ork of God in the resurrection of 

Jesus is not tied to time and history, but tran~lnted into 

atern1ty. 

"BUT WHEN THE time was fully come 1 God sent forth His 

Son, born of woman, born under the law, to redeem those who 

uere under the la"rt, so that we might rec1eve adoption as 

sons«2 • In some way we have to unde~stand the incarnation 

1. 2 Corinthians 5:19. 
2 . Galatians 4:4. 
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as the coming of the pre-existent Christ into the arenfi. of 

human history, the word b eoom1ng flesh, with the purpose of 

salvation. The incarnation shews Him as the effective ag~nt 

of that salvation "because in Him ~ras God, meeting sin .on a 

cosmic level, and yet He was at the same time man, and so 

identified with us. As Dr. Ryd.er Smith points out 1 it is 

only by identification that one person can sB.ve nncther: *if 

any man is to do anything to save another, he must ldentilfy 

himself with that other, he must be 'wtth him ~¥here he is•; 

next •• • he must do an altogether par·acloxtce.l thing - he mus t 

know ~That it is ±i:ke to be like that other man, yet not be 

like hlm, or, to usa other words:J he must at once identify 

hil'laelf with th~-t other and not ioentifY himself \Tith him ••• 

'Jeca.uae of this tension in his experience, he will feel the 

horror of th'-\t other man 1 e s in more thR.n the man himselt••1 • 

This is not to be understood F.tA lrnpl ying that the 

incarnntion was it~elf the SRVing factor, but only thnt it 

!!,.~.S-G~r.t of the '1-1hole saving "<tro r k of God; 1 t is ~uch a mi s­

understa.nd1ng that is implied in a theology of th n atonent~nt 

like tha t of Dr. Rich~rd Roberts, ~·rho stresses the importance 

of the rJer sonality of Christ as the key to the 1t-thole aton e-
<::> 

ment - <trhat He ~ 1e more 1mpnrt~.nt than ~·hnt He ill._.c, . He 

can then go on to 1nt erpret "It ls finished" as the despair­

i ng cry of a f'a.ilure. Dr. Roberts• wholH t rent mP-nt leaves 

1.. The Bible Doctrine of SP.lvation; p.ll . 
2 . ~:Q.at Strangzya.n U£._~n Hie: Crose; p.ll . 
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one with the impression that th e atonement is but a juat~fi­

cation of the creation or the human race before God, a 

creation of which He hRd repented, by the •one fine hour' ctr 

the representative man Jesus upon the cross. And for God 

that 'one fine hour' was enough; it Justified the ma~ing ot 

man1 • This purely personal A..nd 1ncarnational appro!; ch leaves 

no room for an objective accomplishment over evil. 

It is true, as Dr- . Baillie BR.ye2 , 11 thnt some of thl3 

Greek Fathers seem to give less emphasis than vas given by 

the N er·r Testament and. by Latin Christia.ni ty to the thought 

of salv3tion from sin through the death of Christ, and that 

they sometimes thinJr of God ns assuming hu:nan na ture in 

order to transform it by illurn1n~tion and no make it immort~l~ 

But so to argue would be to misrepresent the Fathers . The 

thought uppercost in their minds vrhen they C-!poke 1n this way 

~tao the corporn.t ene~s of '1UmP,ni ty ln Chri.st . 11Chrlst is the 

representa tive man, the heavenly Adam, the head. of the re­

deemed. humanity. By t3.k.1ng our n~.ture u~on Him, He identified 

Himself with all; it i~ for all to identify themselves with 

Hi m by faith ann love1'
3 • '!:hey interpreted the l•ror1t of Christ 

as a victory over Satan, and L~ the achievement of that vic­

tory the whole hu~.':tn re.ce ~1ss bound. u.p :-:ith Him. As Dr. Bail­

lie continues:"the thought of Christ having com e into the 

1. 'Ihat Str•ange J.ia.n tluon His Cross; p.l62. 
2. God wa s in c~~; p.l60. 
3. N. Uicklem: r.rhe .Doctrine of our Redemption; p.68. 
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wor16. to die for our sins -;ia.s never very ftlr away. 'l'hug 

Ch~istology was aontinually passing into soteriology, ~nd 

throughout the t-Ihole ChrlEr&ian tradition the supreme hUtn8.n 

exigency to which the doctrine of the incarnation had to be 

related and made relevant has been the need of SRlvation , 
from sin, the forgiveness of s1na11 ·- . 

J hat we must see clearly in the incarnation is that the 

'~ ord was made flesh a nd dwelt among u s, God in Christ entered 

the human field, and because Christ was G0d the incarnation 

a ssures the eff ica cy of our redemption, but is not in 1tsel.'f 

the saving factor . God as man dTtrelt among us, not only that 

we might benold His glory, not only that He might be truly 

revealed in the vorld of men, but thi1.t He Plight bring about 

our salvation; and that He might do so, not by a T!l8re p.ub­

jective influence, chn nging the attitud.e of 1ndiv1rt.ual sin-

ners, but by an objective .!1.tta.ck on th (~ roT-" ~!' of ~vil, so 

t hat for e.ll mankind. n ·.;ny out of the bondage of !lin mi~ht 

be provid.ed. In the lncnrnfl tion God appe9.re<1 o:n the sta~A of 

time and hi ~tory, a.rd. fro m the moment of Hie appearlng the 

l)lot vras set, and He ~Tas randy to ca.:rry through the drama of 

a cosmic redemption, even to the death on the crc;sg. 

CHRI.3T IS RI SEN ! That TJras the tremend.oua battle-cry of 

the early 2ccleeia , the dynamic of its worship and preaching . 

But today the resuurection of Jesus has too often become 

l.God wa3 in Christ; p. 160. 
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divorced,from His death, forming as it ·ere a separate 'part• 

of the Christian Faith, inst ead of seeing in it the miracle 

and grace of God returning in holy love to a world that had 

done its utmost to cast Him out; instead of seeing in it far 

mo r e than an apf:endix, as it were, to the life and death or 

Jesus . It is true, as practicallY all theologians would say, 

that the resurrection of Jesus 1s the very seal of His vic­

tory over the power of Hell, and th~t God in the resurrec­

tion turned defeat into glorious victory: the deat!-1 of JestiiB 

dr ew the sting of sin; the resurrection was the triumph. It 

is also true to say that if there had been no resurr.ect1on 

the cross ·rould not be the cross of Christianity, and JeSU$ 1 

if remembered at all , \'lOUld be just flnother Yell-meaning man 

llw horn the ·..rorld. had beaten. 

All this 1s true B.a far as it goes, but it cl.oes not go 

f n r enough for tJ. full und.erstarvUn3 of th~ resurrection. The 

resurrection, auys Prof~~~or r. Platt )"ls tbe starting point 

of the ne~r el<!~erience: the ultLn.'lte root of the Apostolic 

doctrine of a tonenent was the presnce of the risen Chri~t • • • 

nmt and for a.lwaye , th~He two - d.eath and resurrection -

gtood together. '.lhen the Apostles stated one, they implied 

th~ other11 1. The resurrection is not merely confirmation or 

proof of th~ truth of Christ ' s claims concerning His person 

and vork; not just something ln the way or a 1 Q. ::. D. • tacked 

1 .. Brt.'Atonement ' ; Dictionary of AEQstolic Church~ Vol . I .; p.ll2 . 
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on by God, it is a.n integral and essential part of the goSJ!el 

of SH.lvatlon - 11we are buried with him by baptism into death: 

t htit like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory 

of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of lifeM1 

As Professo r J . H. Shaw writes: ''The heart of the Apostolic 

representa tion ((of the reAurrection )) is not reached until 

it is p erc•&ved that the resurrection ie not simply an ext&~ 

na.l seal or evidential appendage added to ~.rantee certain 

truths about Cbriet and Tfis \'fOrk , but an essential or coneti­

tuti vc element in the work l tself, Rn integral part of His 

rod.empt i ve r·ev~lA-tion 11 ~. 

Although 1 t does not f .!'tll -vri thin the HCOJ: .. e !J f th 1 s 

t hesis to d.ea.l fully with the resurrection a.nd 1 ts j?roblerns, 

it must b e stressed here tha t it is PSSential to see our 

Lord's rising , not as a nepa.ra.te entity, but a.s fundilmentally 

bound up 1r1lth His deP'th on the cross . Not t o cee this "rtould 

b e t o damage immeasurably our conception of t hat <ienth . 11I f 

Christ baG not been r alsed ~ then our preaching is in v&in a nd 

you~ faith is 1n vain • •• 1f Christ ~~ s not been raisen your 

faith is futile and you are still in your s ina" 3• Through the 

resurrection, as the culmination of the inca rnation a nd the 

cross> God•s purpos e of aton~ment ~tt~ins its end . To say tha t 

the resurrection a tta ins the eno. of Gou' s ifork is to lead into 

the next point 1 for the rer.urrection r.nd ttEwension of Jesus 
1. Homans6T4. 
2 • .hrt. t Hesurrection• ~Diet. of_ tpe Apost. Church 1 Vol II; p . 352. 
3 . 1 Corinthi a ns 15: 14,17. 
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mark bot~ the finality of the atonement and ite continuous 

and present effectiveness. 

CHRISTIAN FAITH FAOS9 a pa radox in dealing with the 

finality of the atonement, for 1t must be unequivocally 

affirmed 1n the fnoe of ~ny paueao-finalistic idea of the 

atonement J that it was 'epbllpax'", once for all ; yet at the 

same time it continues to be ' made over' to men throughout 

the ages , and wlll in the purpc sc of God achieve consummation. 

The work of Christ is complet · , a nd yet lt is Al8o incomplete; 

final and unreJ:-eatable, yet ever being rena ; ed.; once for all, 

yet never ste.tic. Involved in 0ur thought here ie the prob­

lem of tinw a nd eternity, the cho?..ngeable and. the unchangeable 

(cf. Augustine) . It is quite outside the aim of this thesis 

to discuss this pr~blem in any det ail, and it will be suffi­

cient to ex:;.rfd SS here a ff! leading points whtch :!.!'e bound 

up itb our thinking on the atonement in its completeness and 

inco.·npl et E:nese. 

Let us begin by stressing that eternity 1s not Just time 

without end) for time itself is a orention, and God, for it 

is only in Him that we can undt?-t'Ctand. eternity , et'inds outside 

t1~e 1n the sense that He is not bound by it. F.ternity cannot 

be interpreted' everlasting' 1 n nd on the other h~nd, a lthough 

the name of God in Exodus (I Am tl~ I A!n) fur11ishe~ ue with 

a clue to our underst~nding, we cannot c~ll et~rnity mer ely 
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an everlasting now . Both these id.eas, of eternity as time 

without end, and as everlasting present tense, may serve as 

helps in our thought, but to limit ou~ thought to theee 

a nalogies would be mislead.ing. "~ernity is an idea of vhioh 

n e can have no notion or experience ••• The Christian term 

'eternity' should be distinguished from the Greek term ' aeon' 

which me~ns 'everness'. For the Greek philosopher, a eonion is 

that which is always •.• unending, and conveys the i eea of 

infinite duration. ~verness means an eve~lasting now, a 

perpetual ~resent .•• The Christian conception of eternity ••• 

means absolute ti:nelessnesc, something be~ond time and 

incommensurable with 1t 11 1. Once we have said all this, tt{e 

must add that it is ::1.evertheless true that God, although He 

is beyond. time, although time is His creation 1 yet He acts 

in time and history. The eternal does break into the temporal , 

although time could never break into eternity . An~ these 

acts of God in time have not only temporal singificance, but 

are also eternally significant. Thus the truth we must grasp 

for our understanding of the atonement is tha"G the work of 

Christ achieved in history is through the reAurrection and 

the ascension related, we might even say is tra.ns1A.ted, into 

eternity; that ie, the historical work is pBrpetually .?.nd 

actively effective. 

1. E. Frank: thiloe<?Eh.,1ca.1.. Unoerstano.ing Rnd Helig. Truth; p. 60 
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A parallel is to be found i o t he conc eption or the 

humanity of Jesus Christ. Dr. D.M.Baillie points out tha t it 

has al n.ya been cle.'!trly and consistently held by the voice 

of the Church that our Lord's humanity continued and is per­

manent: ''If ~.fe believe in the incarnation, Y e ca.nnot poss­

ibly say that Jesus ceased to be huMan uhen He departed from 

this uo rldtt1 • Tbis is so 1f by incarnation we mean SO'Tiethlng 

real, and not some passing, transitory phase. If we can see 

this point, then 'ltfe can aee t~o hot-r His saving office did 

not ceaae, and this i s bro1J6ht out em:phat:tcally in the 

.Cpli3tle to the Hebre·rs . Ohr1 st ou.r High Pri ~st is ascended 

up on hic;h, and. continues His saving tto!"k through the Holy 

Jvirit , a nd in the fellowship of the Holy Spirit which ie 

the Scclesi.a; He is everlivinv: to !l'a~e 1ntercess1Qn for us . 

The !"'lcriflce i.s compl e-r;~d in the history of time, and yat 

ls made effective eternally 1n the heavens. God in His pur­

yose has aurr.~rre<l u:p ~.lJ. crer-:ttion and time 1n Jesus Christ, and 

in Him by God 1 s grace we have obtn ined an inheritance. 

'l'his reJ)resentntion of the m~.tter seems to be a strong 

and vt.gourous one wh!.ch hilt' .t t a fouda tionR 1n Bl blical truth. 

'/hen ~:re say thA-t God inhl\bi.tR At .!rnity, w-re do not mean that 

God has no :re-lation to t1lnf:J a nd no ex per~. ence of it. Because 

God. is Ut'l.changeable 't'S doe~ not follow that time is illusion 

nor that H1s experlenr.G if.l 11m1t.t'ld. t·lhat Uf;! do say is that 

1. God ~vas l.n Christ; p .l52. 
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while embracing time, while experiencing past, present and 

ruture, God is not confined t _o these limit s as we are, but 

transc~nds th~m while knowi ng them. If God is a God who 

1 6.oes things•, a. living and active God, l-te must think of Him 

as having a •positive' kind of eternity which has a direct 

vertical relation to each moment of our temporal existence; 

and when we sp eak of His a ctivity we are bound to use temp­

oral expressions and verbs, though we know that they a re 

.inadequE~te , because the nt~rnal reality is beyond e.nyth1ng 

th~t the finite can imagine or express . And thus when we 

s peo.k of c.ivine atonement we do not hesitate to say that God 

wo.s uniquely p r e s ent in J erma Chri.st, reconciling the world 

to Himself • . H.s G·od ~ras incarna te in Christ , so we i'JaY say 

th-c.t the divine atonement w·as incarna te in the passion of 

Jeeu€. And if we then go on to apea k of an eternal atonemertt 

in the life and being of God, it 1e not to reduce the 

s i gnificance of th e hietorlcal nature of the atonerrent, the 

epha.pa.x of Christ ' s miaeion on earth. C-od's reconclling 

work wan enacted in history, for man whom He was sa ving was 

in r .. istory, but canno-t be confined to any o'ne moment of 

histc ry; 'lf.re cannot S9..Y that God was unforgiving bef'-::re 

Ca l vary, nor can we forget th<lt His ';'fork of a tone'llent still 

goes on in every Rge ln a vrorl~. of Ainful men, whose sin He 

still bes.rs. At th1 s s t s.ge in our d.iscu9 aion we have begun 

to see something of the unity that underlies the "rhole wo rk 

of Christ in history, rather then A. d!ltached. series of events . 
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3. THE 0 ~TRAL ORO SS. 

Once the wholeness, the unity of Cbrist•s work is seen 

in the essential lnterer~t~d nature ~f the incarnation, death, 

resurrection, nnd exaltat1on,we can turn with expectant faith 

to 1b~t the Church has re~rded through the centuries as the 

very centre of the atoning work, the Christian 'holy of holies ' 

- the death of Jesus Christ upon the cross. The cross has 

always been for Christian faith the focal point of G-od.' s 

redeeming contest ag~inst the power of sin . 

It ic dif.&>icul t nt this point not to go into the "rhole 

stor-y of the cr0 ss as Ci.ev elopecl in Holy Scripture, t.nd an 

analyti c of the thought of the vRrious ~Jew Test::=lment autho r s 

Oi1 thu l(tea of atonement; to do eo l'lould be of treMendous 

value to our 11acuss1on but would far exceed the limtts of 

the the9is. It i s self-evident that Scri~tura is the basic 

·~· · .. tnesr: to the fact of our salvation, and a.ny a0.equ.n.te 

a ccou.nt of the doctrtne of the a.ttinement must include detailed 

study of the Beblical material out of which the doctrine 

orlglnatef, not o~ly in the New Testament~ but in the Old as 

w ~ll, for the Old Testament belongs to the Gospel and is not 

merely the preparation for it: man's redemption is not only 

foretoJ.d in the Old Testament , it is begun . 11The bible moves 

from cree.tlon through redemption to the consummation . It no 

sooner r~gords the s in ana faJl of man than it oecl~res the 
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the promise- 'it shall bruise thy head, and thou sha.J.t brui se 

his heel' :Man is no eooner fallen than Gos sets about the 

o.-rork of his redemption, and of thie uork the Bible, tqe Old 

Testament as -rrel l as the He->'~ , is the record, down to the 

arising and first triumphs of the Christian Church 111 . 

Nearly all religions and philosophies of life seek 

slavation from four basic evils- suffering, error, evil, 

and death; both Judaism and Christianity a.gree that fl inJ or 

moral evil, is more fundamental than the rest, and that so~ 

now the others are derivef fnrm it , and. the cry for aalve.tm n 

is one for deliverance from sinfulness anf reatorRtion t o 

fellc,\rGhip "\vitb God, \-Thich felJouship morPl evil disrupts., 

!'n0 it is the anm·Ier to this cry that l-re see developing 

through the Bible. 

The sacrificial eyst em of the Olrl 1'estamcn.t 1 n to be 

understood, not as a pagan propitiation of an angry God, but 

as the expiation,the 'covering-over' of sin , so that nothing 

may come bet"reen the worshlppr~r nnd God; and the offering 

was not the slaying of an animal on ·tlch tho A1n~ of the 

worshiyrer had been plRceC. - thP..t ,~,J. s thf! scaj:.egc.n~ , and it 

~1as eant outside the camp ar being unc1ea.n . 'l'he i:n_:;..os1t1on 

of the hand meant that hencef:n•th thP. ··wrGhipper n0uld be 

identified wl. th hie offering , rogl:'.rded. as sinlFJss and thus 

] . K. Mlcklem: The Doctrine of Our Redemption; p.25 . 
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fit to be offer ed to God . Another confue1on in thought con­

c erns the nature of the death of the victim~ in that it is 

often not understood that death is the incidental means by 

which life is released: 1'It is the blood that makee atonement, 

by reason of t he lifeul ... When , therefore, we say that we n.re 

saved 'by the blood of Christ• , we are ascribing salvation , 

not to the death of Christ • •. but to the life of Christ, the 

life that has passed through dea th"2 • 

An0ther element in sacrlfica: in the Old Testa:nent is 

the later clevelorment, after a long stru~~~l e - ~rhich the 

modern man finds hard to appreciate , for t6 ur, the ldea is 

u platitu de - of the idea of s ~lf-eacriftce. The climax of 

Olo Testament thought on the atcnemrnt comes in the song~ 

of the auffering sP.rvant . The theology 1mp1.1.cit is R- doc­

trine of representa tive euffering, sufferi ng as a s,c~crific!al 

offering in \'lh1ch men might participato. ''The esn<mtinl 

l ikeness between the servant a nd Jesus 11~s ln this: tha t 

•rhereas prophets like J ercmta.h suffer:-d in the course of, 

or ae a result of , their witness, for both the servant and 

Jesus suffering is the meRna whereby theY fulfil thP.ir mission 

and. bring it to a. trlum:;>hant concluaion" 3 • 

1. Leviticus 17:11. 
2 . . N.~!tcklcC'l : The Doctr~ . ..Q.L.Qur ~es:lemp"t)pn; p.43. 
:~ . C<-uoted by i•' .J.:·rolf: N_o prosaa }'o Or0wn.; p.45. 
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\-Ihen we look at the New Testan1ent the first thing 

which strikes us is the centrality of the passion; and the 

disp~portionately large s~ce g1ven to the story of the 

croaa . "The men who ehnped the traditions and wrote the 

story down in the four gospels devoted an altogether dis­

proportionate amount of their apace to the passion and death 

of their master, because to them and their fellow- Chrt etians 

this wa s of supri&Jlle iJJlportance"l . The gosp~la also akno, r­

ledg e the feet, even though they v1ere ~tritten at a time 'ti!Then 

Christians could look back ancl. glory in the cross a s orcaimed 

by God in n1s purpose, that to Jesus Himself, when He looked 

forward and saw that the cross was inevitable, and even 

wh•n He embraced it by faith , it appeared an unspeakable 

tragedy, right up to the last nlght when He prayed th~t it 

might pass from Him. 

At the sa me time it is important to recognise that 

J esus did not die a s a helrless victim: "Jesus •.• wa s put to 

<' eath by a co~litt0n of defln1te htstortc forces . Church 

a nd ota t e and p eople R11 combined to deFt troy HiM. Phft. ra.snic 

blindness ana i~tolerance, prieetly exclusiveness ann sel f­

seeking ••. imperial p0licy and. power . .. popular disappointment 

and revenge • . . these were the things thRt put Jesus on the 

cross . But it would be a profound mistake to auJJr•ose that 

thea e bls tc)ric forces wer17 the finn.l cletermining factor. 

1. D. M.Baillie: God ~·JHS in Christ ; p.l80 . 
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Jesus was not driven to dea t h : He went i n the f r.eetlom of 

His own unconqu ered soul • • • 'No man taketh i t from me ) but 

I lay it down of my self1 ul . 

When the early Christians looln~d back ttnfl. pondered t he 

clreadful thing t b.-:1 t ha ri hap I: en cd theY saY"! , and Dr . Ba 1111 e 

d escribes this as the most remarkable f act in the ~hol e 

h istory of religious thought, not only the lov e o f Jesue , 

but the love of God. And t his witn ee of t he NerT T estament , 

that the work of atonement l la c the sa.crifi.ciP.l love and 

pur1.ose of Goa. in Chrlat, 1s one ·;.rh:tch P.ny n ccount of the 

:-_;_toneruent raust encluo.e - that the offence of tbe cr0s~ h~. s 

b een e.een; from the moment o f the resurrection , as the v ork 

of the agape , the recleem1.ng love, of Go0 .• 

Here is not the id.ea of prOJ.11 tiating angry wrat h ; t here 

is no contrast bettreen the ~.rrath of Gad $l.nt'l the l0v e of 

Christ such as we shall see i~plicit or explicit in cert~in 

accounts of the atonement ..re .ehr.ll later discuep . Nor does 

thi6 mean that thP.re is no plR.ce for t~e wrnth of Goii. - the 

·>'lrat8 B.nd. love of Gofl nre one, as Luther rienl~ red in h i s 

account of 'love' '3 stara~ge .1ork ', Rnrl ,ttn idea exr reAsed int er 

~lla by J r . ?.~.~orsyth in h19 concept of the holinesa o f 

(}(>d 1 s l0ve. This holy love of God, agape , 1..s l0ve a -e-eEls R~ 

·;~~·n tch nt:ed.s no cause for l ovkng, but 'ftTI:l:tch loV'7S the unl ovely. 

1. J . S.Btewart; Life a nd Teaching of Jesus -----------------------~~~C•h~r~i~s~t; p . 180 . 
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However, the unlovely cannot remain so in the refiner's fire 

of His love, and will be either ~unified or destroyed. God' s 

love is a transforming love, burning out the unholy and the 

unlovely. ;1..nd it is costly, se.crificia.l love; we see here t:.1e 

final outcome of the conce~t that begaa to appet.lr in the 

suffering servant passage~ - the idea which fulfilled and 

transformed the sacrificial el e11ent of the 0 1:1 Testament . 

The idea is consum~ated when the Son of ma n cornea not to be 

mlni s t ered unto, but to rr.t1.11 i 0t e r , n ncl to l a.y c c:r·:m Hi c life 

for the s1nr ul. 

God 1 s red ecilling lnvn i a a so.cr i ficia l lryv ~ : >:·rr a thful, 

holy , ~elf-giving; a nd. the i-rork of mR.n 1 s rt9de"!lptton l'lll.S a 

cos t l y ·,•ork, a cost uh i ch t s v i tneased to, howev er we ma.y 

cqns t r·u n \ t , b y t h f9 d e:1.th of llhrtet upon the cro ac; . 14Salva.~ 

t t on i s no t ..... th\ng tha t nnn be A. 9F.'Ume<1, or t n.k en for g r a nted; 

it l s not e·.n easy thing about "-'Thich no flifficul.ty cottn poss­

h tly be r a iaed b y anyone Hho ha s a ny idea of the goodness of 

God . Th e !-Oi.nt of v i et-r c f t h e N ~ Test afllent i s t b e very 

op~osit e. Salva tion ~ a ~tfficult thing , an increnible 

t h ing, anal imr oss ibl e th:tng; it 19 the miracle of miracles 

th&t s uch a thing should be; the wonder of it never ceaees"l. 

'l'h e e.tonement wa.s cos tly, a nd it wa c God 1 s co s t . ''You are 

not your own; you 'rrere bought j-J i t h a price 11 2 . 

----~--- - - ---·-.---------·---------
1. J . Denn.:oy: 'rhe DAath of Ch~; p .l33 . 
~ . 1 Corinthians 6 : i9 , 20 . 
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Another Ket<T Testament idea o f the atonement ·.which 

must play an important part in our nttempt to form a. more 

comprehensive idea of the atonement, is that the atonement 

is bnth indi vid.ual and corporate . On the cross God •¥as not 

a t r,rork to save this cne ana that one out of the 'f:orlo 1 He 

Has concerned to f!.ave the world. It 1 a tr1le to say tha.t men 

are indi viduc."\.lly a.nd personally sa.ved) but it would not be 

true unless at the aame time the t-rhole world wr.~s being sa.ved. 

~; hat ever Ine1Y be the errors conta ined in R a.oct rine of elt~c-

tion rec'l.ucec1 to 1og1 cal forlnul~ e, ~~lcction, nGvcrtholes s 

,t;reserves for us this tl"'ut:;., tha t Gof. is i1. pur~·mlng ·God ~ 

who is not content to let the vrorld. ~·-=> by in 1 ts sin , but 

ever calls it forth to Firnself, an•:'.. v•.tll n•~ver let it be . 

Th ere is a Rolida.rity in re0.er.tr>tion, it ir. humanity that i s 

saved., and the cross reveals bm., f e.r God ba.s gone to win j~t . 

In coming tothe end of this first section of the thesi s , 

I could~ <lo .no better than follovi the exa~mpl e of Professor 

f . J . \'/olf1 in quoting from Dr. Vincent Taylort s book 1 '1The 

·!·~~oneJl!.ent . in N ew Testarneg,t •r eA.ching 11 
1 r,.rhich is a valuable 

s tudy o f the Bibl ical foundations of the d.octrine of recon-

ciliation in the Nevt Testament. Dr. Tn.ylor su1n0 up the 

l '11Ulediate :trlplics.ti:)nS cf the teachi ng in the Ne'-l r.~estament 

1. NO Cross, No Crm.rn; p.9o~ 
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11 1. The atonement is the work of God in rest oring sinners 

to fellow-rship with Hi mself and. establish ing His Kingdom 

in the world; it is the reconciliation of man and the 

world to God . 

1 2 . It is the fulfilment of His pnrpose for man and the 

final proof of the greatness of H1s love , both reveal i ng 

that love and expr essing it for time and eternity. 

11 3 . The atonement is a ccorupli s hed in t he work of Christ 1 

suffering is vicarious, repren ~ntat ive, and s~crificial 

in character; it ia on behalf of men, in their name , and 

for the pu:cpose of their approach to God . 

11 4. '1'he vicar·ious na.ture of Chr·ist ' c ministry i s o n e of the 

clearest elements in NEf.v Testament teaching, hut its true 

conter ... t can be C. i ac~~rnea only as its r epresent9tive a nd 

s ~c~1ficial aspectA arc nore closely defined . 

11 [. . the repref1ente.t1V'e c~:.:.r"lc-:::er 0·f H~ . ., dGnt h i n ciscloeed 

by tlH~ fact that, in the gre;:;.tnes~ of Hi s lovA for men , 

Be id~ntlfied Himself ,.,itb slnner8, ~nd. in ~h eir service 

•,.,·as c0o;.lctely obedi ent to the; ,,.,..111 of' th.3 Father, ~nt~ 

in~ ifito and enduring in Bis o~n peraon the consequence~ 

of sin and the r cjcnt1on ~nd gainenytng of m~n . 

"6. T~e sacr1f1~tal significance of ~io deRth 18 suggested 

by the fr equ ent use of t he t~rm 'blood' ~ byt a l i D1te~ 

use of the Rnalo~ te e f ound irt the an cient sacri f icial 

system, by ref:;r.,mcef-1 to cleAnRin£", rene!llpti.on, and exp.i­

ation 1 by P.llusionc to the i d.en. of the suffering ser va nt , 
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and by eucharist i c teachlne aacrificial in character. 

1'7 . The a tonement is consummat9d in tbP- exp erience of 'TI8n, 

through faith- union with Christ, through sncraroent~l 

communion v-ri th Him , ~nd in sacrificial 11 ving and. 

suffering. •'
1

. 

'!'o have quoted. thi -s exct;llent summary from Dr. Taylor's 

book does not commit u s to full agreem·.:mt iiith th o remainder 

of his work wher·e, I believe one ia justi.fie<l. in saying .. he 

tends to let his i dcn.s of s--.cr l fie e co ·11n~.t e ~is ·.-;hole out-

look, and ~-: e ~h~tll h.ave reason to 'Tl~ntton this point a gPin 

ln section ~\ioN when d.iGcussing tc1e art.crt f ic1al theory he 

z.wntio n oi' the note of victory l.fhich sounds in tho New 'r es~ 

aruunt , the overthro· ·1ng of the ruler of th18 :;:·reAent age; 

agc..tn, in bis firf',t conclllsion ~le r~olntr •)Ut thR.t the ~tone-

ment l c t ,ll ;:: rcntor~ti::~n of f '3lloT:.ruhtp 'l.nd. tha er.t1.hlinhing 

of God 1 ::s Klngrlom 1 but althou:sh 1:f1ey are first~!!lentloned one 

f e0ls tha t ti10ir etgl\ifics!'lce 1~ somc-r··hat nbnted.by the tiM~ 

'.J hether or no Dr. r~.ylor intended. ttl<:: i.:q:re8 8i.on we 

must stress at thi s point th~t the corning of the Xingdo m of 

l . V.1 'n.ylor: The ~ tonement in ;'-T . T. 'fe.-•.ching; p.1R~ . 
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God 1 and the r estorA.tion of fe i low ship '11i th Go<'t through 

sal VA.t ion from the · 0\'Ier of sin are t~ro fun<ls.ment8.1 tt-nd 

incleed dC~m1nA.nt thread.s 1n the New Testament' nne. t rro Which 

we shall have to take .?ccount of "~:.rhen attempting to outline 

a ~osltive a nd cornpr~henglve a~proac~ to the atonement. 

The cla im that a.ll that i s needed for theology in dis­

cussi ng t he atonement is to study the New Test~m~nt, displays , 

like all such Bibliciet claims , a lintted un~erstanding of 

t be nature of Gcripture Rn6. 1ji'?.11tion, 'ln'l a. den1')1 of the 

rrofll.1se that the Holy Spirit ~..rill le!ld men into n.l1 truth ,. 

into deeper t r uth . On the ~t~er h~nn. ~e mu~t ~~v~r ~verlook 

th e Y) ecosnity ln P.ll our theologicql thinking to be brought 

back continu~lly to the uitnes~ of the Bible~ to teflt the 

!3oundness of our thought . 

Dr. tF.;yl cr continue~ : 11 i~O t~l..~cn•x '1f th e- Rton ;;rnr-nt i s 

prs,...entod in tl:le Ne•• Teste nr:·r•.t., but the rm.t~rtn1 Ul-"-On ·:rhich 

tht~ortes a re t-e.sea is r-reR ent in erf.'llt nbunr!e,nce . The outlmes 

of various th,;t?riee are :r,rcsent tn tla~ t '1RC\-Jtnr; of st . Paul, 

the ··rr.1 ter of ~Jebre1re _. ~.nd ~t. J0hn, but hy none of these 

u rit er s is the th eo1.oe;y of tb·=- ~.t 0~e:.1Pnt :~r0 ... ente~ tn :tts 

ful.r:1esn, t-rhilte thP.1r cnrnbin ed Pi tn ~l"f' h~ f! "!"' T'EH~ 0n t AC t0 the 

Church a living bo1y of truth •rh:t..ch in th P AUh~eC!uent hi ~tQTY 

of the 0.octrine h-"lfl to o oftt:Jn be~n ~rnS"lpe(l tn rqrt r g.ther 

than ct~H:~iMi] R.t cd ~ s a. ~·'!'lO l o. ''~'he :3.ifficu lty of theolo[~1cal 
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constructi.on is thP- magnitude of the: problem which is 

such th~t the best efforts of theologians and teach~rs 

must ~"'.l••:n.y~ prove 1na.d.equate and incomplete. It is d_tt.e 

a lso to t~e fact that the New Testamont expoees a vista of 

unsolved ultimate problems, lrh1.ch r~pplly do not forec1oAe 

venturec of rea!llone~~ fa.i th, but by the~~ :I:' m~.ture ftd.'Tli. t only 

of tentat.tve s.nd prov1s1ont!l.l ~olutions'*1 • 

IT '!IJ...L B~~ useful at this ~t~.ge tc cutlino three 

nt=~ in eonclunionc. our b:rief "'tv.ciy or the p:!:'oblcm of the 

::ton en .;m t r a qui r ~s ~.l2 to betlr in 11 ~-"ld. ·~r!.::t en ., e c;)m e) 1 n our 

f.innl S;3Ction , to a ro ci ti ve nnd cons~racti V8 th~cry of t he 

n.ton ement : 

l. :e sh~.11 have to cor.s:tder more clos~ly the nnture of gin 

a.nci the need. rrhich it l"t?:lees, for to Ao"le extont our 

C·:)nco::>tion of hm-: the P.tonemt>nt '":~.s acb.ior.re~ t!epeno~ on 

t-rhy a pu.rr:;ly subjective iC.er. of the e:.tonene.:..t 1.~ in-

suf:'iclent ; for there io a re::-~1 p0'1 t~r of sin ov~r rnnn-

broken tf man is to be reEtore~ to fcllow~~ip with God; 

fer divine inltl£tive. 

-----..... ---- ..... -- --- -'---.-.-~-- - ---~------·--------
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2. In accordnace with the 1~ e·r T esta.ment witness we sha 11 

have to consider the significa nce of the cross as the 

'centre' or a toning work; but at the same time \'T e must 

see it in the light of the whole revelation, particularly 

the resu12rectlon, and must ne~er lose sight of the unity 

of the whole 1-rork of Christ by atom1s1ng His '.fOrk into 

va..r1oue parts ~ 

3 . F inP.lly , l-T e mu~t br.i.:tg our ti-Jou~jht ba ck co ntinu.•1 lly to 

tl:·;l.cl' .. 1nG !•ily b:.;; juc1 ;0<"\; ::r:c '·.'e dJ?.l1. flr v ~ to i- r:JP.p contlkn­

Uf'~lJ..~· 1n 1·1ln:: eert.ain conqid£Jr::ttions hbout tb•-3 fl.tonePlent 

·,rhich tile Bible J.e~tv(~B ~,r:tt-h UA! 

i. ~,he P.tnn e.,en't "t-I..A P.n n et 0f "!.0 v e, love tthLch w::tA at 

once ho1y nnd s.::tcrifid.R-1, at (1nc~ ju~r:~~.nr; .1.nt1 s~vin~ . 

11. 'Jb<:; at<Jn1:mcnt l.ln.:~ h1th j.ncdvlr3u 1 and ccry':Jr.<tt ~, being 

11.--!i thE=-;r llterely n!l <.tct of r>.·":<.l vn.tlon f er t.h t : :-~n P..n <'!. 

'th:·t cu.t cf thFl uq r ld. , n<Jl' !'l::'!"' lY :1 C0~Mic :r·e0 ~mption 

\f~.ttK,ut r~. l~tlon to lb~ :f'; ... ltb f) f tho l:~tcHvi~)uR 1. 

lii. '.rb~ Ret of the atone• ~r .. ~nt wn.s in soille ':n y the estab-

1 i~blng of the Kingd.o.-n e)f Gofl in thi~ ...ro rl c:. 

iv . 'l lle a.toncrtent. in i t s eff' rH~t s UlJon s i n ref;tnreci ma.n to 

the r c:llc.)i .. ;":Jhij; o1' (}r)r: . 

v. 1'he .:n.one.'lent revf'a.l ~'~ the ~.ove of Gct:1 becA.uf!e At the 

f:l!if·le t L!le it was a n .-tction of th:-.;.t love . 
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vi •. 'The ato.nement emb0ciei the Old Testament ideas of 

sacrifice and covenant , and is shewn in the New 

7estament as vicarinus , sacr1ficial 1 and represent­

ative; a nd theoe as;:ects a re interaependent one 

upon the other. 

vii . The atonement is consummated in men by faith-union 

•vith Christ , and by the receiving of Him in the 

sacraments . 

If the>c;:e r,()n~~'1;r"'t~0'!e .Ql"'i" "1-)r-.i"'rt'~ ln 1:-t.nt:1, t0r~e'ther 

w!tb the c~~clu~io~E ~c ehr ll ~r~~ fr0n ~ qurv~y of the 

,r.ain str .::~J..ffi8 c.f inter·f·r~k t1~)!1 of tne :lto :1~.:-:r:nt ln the 

~istory of the ~octrines we shall b~ve so~Athing poAit1ve 

to ··r,uild Ul·On, ae -~·e tr;y- to for"f!ulat~- n. co!'ls-:ructive and 

conprehen~iv3 state~ent. 
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SECTION T W O 

"T H E A T 0 N E M E N T I N H I S T 0 R y tt 

(THE ATONEMENT : A BRIEF DISCUSSION) 
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THROUGH CHRIST GOD has reconciled us to Himself : it was 

with this tremendous life-givi ng fact o~ atonement that 

the early Church faced theworld~ and it has always remained 

the sure and certain note of the Christian message. But 

while the fact or event has from the beginning been clear 

and unambiguous in the central stream of Christian thought, 

the Church's interpretation of that fact has been diverse: 

THAT it was eo is the experience of the Church, and is set 

forth dogmatically in Christian thought; HOW it was so is a 

question to which theology has given various answers. 

And here the doctrine of the atonement differs from 

other doctrines; for at a fairly early stage the Church had 

formulated, through heresies, argaments, and debates, dogmas 

of the Trinity, the incarnation, and of Christology, leaving 

to biatpry almost ' official ' doctrines; and their development 

is comparatlvel) easy to trace owing to this 'official' 

character. But not so the doctrine of the atonement; the 

Church has never had a dogma of reconciliation in this sense. 

There ie nothing in the h1atory of Christian thought concern­

ing the work of Christ like the Nicene pronunciations upon 

the Person of Christ. Dr. James Denney goes eo far as to 

write: 11 It was not until after the Reformation, whP,n dogma 

in the old sense had become impossibleJ thet the various 
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branches of the Church began to frame official explicit 

statements about the way in which Christ reconciled man 
1 to God~ (This is an overstatement, however, a nd does not 

take into account the widespread acceptance of a type of 

theory of the atonement known as Dramatic, which we shall 

discuss later.) 

However unsettled that qeustion may be, what does 

emerge clearly from a glance at the history of the doctrine 

or the atonement is the massive quantity of thought on the 

subject; at first this thought may shew only diversity ­

although here again we must balance our view or the variety 

of early patristic conceptions of the atonement with a 

consideration of their underlying unity: Dr. Gustaf Aulen 

eees them all mainly of one 'classic' stream- but it comes 

more and more to be bound up with, and to originate in, the 

orthodox conception of the Person of Chr1at . 

1. THE MAIN S'.rRFAMS. 

The purpose of this section is to attempt to find 

~hat are the main tyyes of theory or interpretation which 

have been adv~nced in the history of Christian thought 

on the atonement; and any such attempt must take into 

consideration the conclusions of Professor Aulen in his 

1m}·Ortant little book, 1 Christue Victor'. His argument is 

1. The Christian Doctrine of Reconciliation; p. 28 . 
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that the traditional a ccount of the history of the doctrine 

has erred in recognising only two main types - objective, 

linked with the name or Anselm of Canterbury; and subjective, 

linked with the name of his contemJ)G'rary and opponent, 

Abel ard. 

t:1hat is commonly accepted. (or was , for Dr, Aulen• s 

work has had a great influence), is that the first important 

stage in the development of the dogma of the atonement 1s 

the work of Anselm (1033-1109). "The beginnings of a thought­

out doctrine of the atonement are found 1n Anselm of Canter­

bury, who thus come to hold a psotion of first-rate import­

ance in the history of dogma"l. In his theory something 

obJective is held to have been accomplished on the cross, 

a change t.e.kes pla.ce 1n God.1 s attitude to man, the unpayable 

debt is pa.yed. by Jesus to God, and God• s honour or justice 1s 

satisfied. 

Contrasted with Anselm is the work of Abelard, who 

argues a change in man•s attitude to God, a s~bjective or 

moral change; Christ 's death 1e an example of the love of 

God. The devel9pment of the doctrine 1s then seen, according 

to the traditional account , as a continuous line of t wo 

opposing views from Anselm and Abelard through scholasticism 

and the Reformat ion to Protestant orthodoxy. 

1 . Christue Victor; p. . 17. 
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In this discussion it is sufficient for our purpose 

to recognise these two main streams of thought: the subJect-

ive and the objective. We shall then grasp theft importance 

ot Dr. Aulen' s criticism: ttTbere is a form of the idea of b3 

atonement which this account of the matter either ignore~ 

altogether or treats with very much less than justice, but 

whose suppression falsifies the whole perspective, a nd 

produces a version of the history which is seriously mis­

leading. Th1e type of view may be described ••• as the 'dramatic'. 

Its centr·~.l theme 1s the idea of the atonement as a divine 

conflict and victory; Christ - Chrietus Victor - fights 

against and triumphs over the evil powers of the world. the 

'tyrants• under which mankind is in bondage and suffering, 

and in Hir.n God reconciles the rrorld to H1msel:rwl . 

The claim of this theory to be a true theory of the 

atonement has often been neglected 1 because 1 t has been 

viewed with contempt and dismissed as inferior in rationale 

and form; theologians have been understandably blind to a 

theory which has presented itself in forms described as 

crude and even unchristian - a ransom paid to the eevil, the 

bait of Christ' e humanity on the hook of his divinity, and• o 

on, and which furthermore has often been sorne-vrhat obscure in 

its presentation. 

------------------------------------------------------------
1. Christue Victor; p . 20 . 



That it is indeed a separate type of theory will be 

amply borne out in our later discussion. Dr. Aulen writes : 

KTwo points here require to be pressed with special emphasis: 

first, that this is a doctrine of the atonement in the full 

and proper sense; and second, that this idea of the atonement 

has a clear and distinct character of its own, quite dlffe~nt 

rrom the other t wo typea"1 • Our immediate t ask is to attempt 

to define the main types of soteriolog1cal theory advanced 

in Christian thinking. The traditional account claims that 

there are but two, the subjective and the objective. But 

this is a misrepresentation, for it fails to grasp differences 

within the objective theory which may be even more signifie 

cant th-n those bet~reen the obJective and the subjective, 

and accordingly we may speak of three main types. I t must 

thus be perceived and remembered that there is a diversity 

of opinion not only concerning the value of the theories, 

but also concerning their number: some, with the traditional 

account, speak of two, some with Dr. Aulen of three, and 

some with Canon Oliver Quick, of even four . 

In dealing with the classification of these main types 

1 t 1.1111 be appropriate to begin l·Ti th the one theory not in 

qaestion, the eubJect~ve type or theory. We shall be on the 

safe side if we treat this theory by setting it in opposition 

1 . Christus Victor ; p. 20. 
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to all other theories lumped together, in the meantime, 

as objective, following the traditional approach. 

2 . THE MORAL INFLUI!JtiGE THEORY. 

This theory is known as the subjective theory because 

it seeks and finds the effects and achievement of the work 

of God in Christ in us, the subjects, ~ho are changed by it. 

Not in any sense are they illusory - for men and women are 

changed a nd are really converted. Rnd become neu creatures 

in confronting the saving of Jesus on the Cross. These 

changes are moral changes, and hence the name of the theory -

the Moral Influence theory. But the changes are all subject­

ive because they take place within human personalities and 

lives. In Jesus Christ, and in particular in his death upon 

the cross, we are confronted with the moral order and with 

the love of God; this stings us to humiliation and shame 

before Him, and at the same time kindles hope ~nd trust in 

that love whi ch is shewn us. "According to the sub~ective 

theory the life and death of Jesus Christ in themselvee effect 

nothing except the clear declaration of something which has 

always been true, viz.rp the 1'atherly and forgiving love of 

God for man. Thus the effect of the atonement , and the 

ohe.nge wrought by 1 t, begin only tihen human souls perceive 

through the life and death of Jesus Christ the truth of God' e 

love, and are moved thereby to repentence111 

l . o.C.QUick : Doctrines of the Creed; p. 222 . 
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This main type of theory represents the achievements of 

the revelation in Christ as consisting in moral changes of 

character., subjective changes taking place within human 

lives and in human attitudes to God. That is its essence; 

but a further point must be raised if we are to understand 

fully the implications of this theory. If the achievements 

and. consequences of the work of Christ are all subjective, 

what is to be said of the work of Christ as such? Does it 

have any intrinsic soter1ological value apart from the cons­

equences it effects? Only one thing can be said, and the 

moral theory says it: the life ~nd death of Jesus are a 

revelation or demonstration of the divine love; they are an 

illustration of 1t (it is from this further point that the 

theory deri ven the nR.me 1 exemplorist • ) . It was Abelard 1 s 

contention that only aa men see the perfect do they repent 

of the imperfect; only aa they see eternal love do they 

repent from sin to God. "Abelard shifts the emphasis from 

the death od the cross to the full revelation of divine 

love in the incarnation, in the infancy, youth, manhood, 

word, and deed of Jesue . r:~ e are saved. by the knowledge of 

eternal love in Christ Jesus . The cross is only the utmost 

consummation of that loveK1 • 

Dr. Robert Franke, who is described as the most con­

spicuous ch~mpion of the view taken by Abelard, began his 

1 . A. 1-!cRea: The Work of Jesus in Christian Thought ; p . 216. 
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Dale Lectures (1933) by $JY1ng that prolonged meditation 

had led him to the conclusion that the theory whtch eoes t<ll 

the very heart of the atonement is Abelard's and he sums it 

up: 11It is the doctrine that Christ r~conc1les men to God 

by revealing the love of God in H18 life and still more 1n 

Hi s death, so bringing them to trust and love Him 1n return"1 • 

(In these Dale Lectures Dr. Franke rejects the deecr1pti 'n 

of Abelard's theory •s subjective, a nd describes 1t as 

eaperiential, but his development of this theme cannot con­

cern us in this ·brief survey; it ie not a convln~ing develcp­

ment anyway) . · 

A quotation from a rather extremist supporter of the 

Moral theory) Dr. Richard Roberts, will illustrate further 

the exemplorlst aspect of the theory: wrt took God in man,~ 

he wri tee, "to sho~r us ho~f to turn the other cheek and to E!) 

the second mile . God's punishment is pardon; God's ~etr1bu­

t1on 1s restoration; forgiveness is the heart-breaking rod 

of love112 • 

Abelard himself writ es 'our redemption is that supreme 

love manifested in our case by the passion of Christ, "t-rh.tch 

not only delivers ua from the boddage of sin, but aleo 

aqu1ras for us the liberty of the sons of God; eo that we 

may fulfil all things from the love rather than the fear of 

1. The Atonement ; p . 2. 
2 . That Strange Man upqn His Cross ; p. 149. 
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Him, -vtho, as He Himself bears witness, sholiTed us grace so 

groo,t th~t no greater ca.n. be foun(]. No mane}. et:~.ye He, has 

greater love than this, that He lay dol-tn His life for His 

frlends"1 • The life a.nd death of Jesus, then~ are the 

atonement , inasmuch as they shew us God•s love, eo changing 

us mor~lly that we1fulfil all things ' ; they do not thenselves 

effect the atonement , theY only eXhibit that love which 

changes us when we apprehend it . 

3. THE OBJECTIVE 'IHEDRISS. 

As we have already seen , 1t has been widelY assumed 

that an objective alternative to the subject1ve Moral 

Influence theory -w1as straightforward and uncomplicA.ted, 

that all particular theories of an objective nature were 

really closely akin and fell under one main type, and that 

type waa assumed to be the obJect1 ve theory which found 1 t s 

first full development in Anselm. 

It ie just this assumption which Dr. Guetaf Aulen 

challenges 1n 1 Chri~tua Victor'. It hns already bef:!n 

pointed out thP.t he he.s she··rn that the theories lumped 

together as 'objective t are re~.lly of tvro bacica.lly diff­

erent streP.me; there 1 s tha 'satisfactory' stream, ,,hich wm 

that of Anseln, but there la also the ' dranatic' stree.tl, 

1. Qu<ht eo by n . Fr-a.nks : The Atonement; p. 3. 
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the classle theory or the New Testament and of the Patristic 

age, which was almost suppressed in Anselm and not revived, 

he claims , until the Reformation bf Luther, and even then 

was lost again by Luther• s followers. 

'.le shall deal with the two theories separately, the 

saaisfactory, or what Dr. Aulen calls the Latin, type on 

the one hand, and the dramat ic , or what he calls the class ic, 

type on the other. As we do so , we shall see his contention 

that they are separate theories amply sup ·orted . 

4. THE SATISFACTION THEORY. 

·.ie turn nou, to that theory ~Jhich uas frequently 

a.seume<J. to be the only objective a.ltern3.tlve to the Moral 

Influence theory of l)eter Abelar<l , vlz . , the satisfaction 

theory, so calleli beccuse it iu built upon the satisfaction 

of God by Christ. Aulen calla it the Latin theory , and it is 

known also as the Juridical or penal theory , and all these 

names have significance, pin-pointing particular aspects o f 

it; for it was developed by the Latin theo~og1ans whose 

strength lay in the realms of Jurispud.ence and law . 

"It is poselble11 , l:rf'ri tes Dr. Aulen , ttto fix i'Tith 

precision the time of the first appearance of the Latin 

theory. Tertullian ~repares the buil~ing ma teriale; Cyprian 

begins to construct out of them a doctrine of the ~tonement'11 1 • 

1 . Chr1etus Victor; p . 9?. 
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Although .the legality of Tertullian•s thought has perhaps 

been over-estimated, we must nevertheless bear in mind 

that he was a lawyer amongst a law-lov1ng people, and his 

wor~ is full of such phrases as 'debt', 'guilt ' , ' merit', 

, compenaa.tion• , and the fund&mental conception ;.rbich g1. vee 

the theory its name~ 'satisfaction•. Merit is associated 

with fulfilling the law, and Cyprian surpl1es the ide~ that 

merit can be transferred from one person to another. 11The 

w~y is now prepared fro the Latin the0ry of the atonement . 

Cyprian bl.maelf begins to ap_yJ.y the princi~. J.e to the over­

plus of merit earned by Christ, and to interpret His work 

ae a satisf~ct1on~1 • 

This sat 1sfaction theoi'y, then, began fairly early to 

appear ln the Western 8hurch. But it never grew 1nto domin­

ation until its appearance in the •cur Deus Homo?' of Anselm. 

Man stands 1n unpayable debt to God because or his sinfulness, 

his failure to render God His due. The satisfaction must be 

made by man, it is he who has incurred the debt, he who must 

t'iischarge 1 t, and. hence Anselm' e great emphas1 s on the ine~P­

nation, Christ ~~-Man is helpless, for he cannot fulfil 

his obligation, until it is fulfilled for him by Jesus. The 

atoning work of Christ fulfills man's need, for He is able 

by virtue of His perfect life to pay this debt of honour to 

God, and by His death He efl.rn~ merit to pay the debt of all 

men. His perfect life 1e enough to pay the d.ebt; His death 

1. G. Aulen : Christus Victor; p. 98 . 
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is supererogation, earning enough merit to pay the debt of 

all mankind for all time. And He does all this a s a man . 

God's honour stands insulted by man, for man acting with t~ 

devil has stolen what belongs to Him; sin is now insult i ng 

theft . Man has no power even if he had the desire to r estore 

to God the honour whioh he has stolen, for he is dest i tute 

of Justice and obedi ence . Only one rrho was d.ivine could now 

repay his debt - and yet no dei ty or angel could. pay man 1 s 

debt - it must be paid by m~.n, the debtor. The incarnation 

i s of pr1mary importance for An selm because it proves the 

ability of Chri s t to pay the debt, bei ng clivine , and also 

His appropriaten eos to ~ay 1 being m~n . The suff icient merit 

wbi ch He earned. through Pf!.Yine th~s debt 1·Thich w·a. s not Hie , 

H~ shares 1rith Hi s fel lm1- men, f or '•Thorn He hart ~ubetituted 

as debt-payer (this l :tst point of t F< • .ki ng ma n' s pl a.ce has 

earned the theory the name of' substitutionary') . 

"In general t he theories of Luther<'l.n and Reformed. 

theoJ. ogia.ns follow ea. the IM.ln lin ~a of the juridical or 

Latin typ e of theory sk etched by Ans el m, a nd introduced no 

racU cal c h11ng e into t he theolog y of the a toneme nt t•1 • Wl th 

the ex c e}ticn, as ~r~ Aulen contend~ , tha t t he dra matic idea. 

i s revived f or a brief period in t he wrttlnss of Luther. 

Nothing t herefore is to be ga:5.nt;d by n~-.1 elling on the recur:rmce 

of t h is sa tisfa ction typ e in the ~r1tings of Roma n and 

1. o. c. Quick : The Gospel of the New 1·lorld; p .80 . 
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Protestant theoJ.ogia.ns; it i s the theory which ha.s pre­

do minated in the Church, and it i s still widely held, 

almost uni verse.lly by fundamenta.li sts , and to a great 

ext ent by so-call ed 'liberalists'. 

The greatest exponent of the sa tisfactory theory wae 

perhaps Dr. R.H . Da l ej but this theory ha.s had. its influence 

not only in those ~1ho have consciously defen_d.ed i t , but tn 

theologians like Dr. !-' . T . Forsyth, \ rho ~~ei.t.~s of the a chi eve­

ments of the atonement as threefold.: it is triumphant , it 19 

regenerative, and it is satisfactory; the aton:ement must 

satisfy God1 e holiness in ~rder to Justify th e sinner. One 

vondere if Dr. Forsyth ever recognised that in rejecting a 

concept of legal oraer and substituting holinel3s he r a s not 

changed the position ~tall; in fact he is very Much closer 

to s~t1sfaction as originally put fo~rard by Anselm -

satisfaction of God' s honour . 

Inter pret a tions of this type of theory vRry , but the 

fundamentR.ls remain unchanged: the satisfaction of God by 

Christ sub~t1tuting fo r men . Accor di ng to this theory Jesus 

in His death did accomplish something abjective, Hi s death 

\"•,;ts aton1.ng in itself, apart from its subjective effects in 

humRn lives, a ccompli shing something of the grea test 

significance to all men . ~fha.t He din taraA to bear the due .!lnd 

just punishment of man's sin, having Himself no share in that 
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sin, but acting as a substitute for the real offenders. In 

doing so He satisfied the demands of divine justice (or 

honour~ or holi~ess). The implication of this theory i s that 

the ultimate order must be conceived as a legal order, an 

order in which the breaking of law carries with it its own 

due penalty and punishment, and which can only be cancelled 

out by the infliction of the appropriate punishment, and the 

satisfactory theory affirms that the due :penalty •t{a.s indeed 

borne by J' esus in His death . 

5. THE DRiU:tAT I C THID RY. 

We come now to an equally objective theory, yet one 

which differs radically from the satisfactory type, of 

which it was once thought to be a variant. We have already 

n ted1 Dr. Aulen 'e description of it as the ~laying out 

of a cosmic drama , and his insistence that it is a proper 

theory of the Rtonement and bas a character quite distinct 

from tha. t of the other theories. 11 e shall see that this i s 

so if we outline broadly its postulates: that ~~d in Christ 

contested vr lth evil, and through the re~ur,.ection triumplmd 

over the pm<T ers tha.t held !7len in boonage, a nd thus restores 

men to the fellowship of God . 

There is no suggestion here of satisfaction rendered 

to divine ~ustice (or any other divine order) , nor of a 

1. See above p . 39. 
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s ubjective change in human nature; ratter w·hat ~.,as achieved 

by the t.York of Christ 1 s conceived., not as a changed attitude 

on God ' s part toward man (in the satisfactory sense), nor 

as a changed l~tti tude on the part of men (in the moral 

influence sense), but as a changed eituation in which man 

the sinner stands before God his creetor . Restoration, 

at-on~ment, is a cheived because the death of Christ, His 

' descent into hell ', ha~e drawn the sting of sin, and His 

resur.rect1nn she'ioTS the defeat of the pn'.-Ters of sin; the 

death a.nd resurrection of ,Te ~u~ ha vo chang en the situation 

in which God. confronts m~.n~ by removing the barl"ier •rhich 

prevented fellowship, and this barrier is not found in the 

unfulfilled. demands of a legal orderJ but in $1n and ite 

power over men. ~:1 e are then justified i.·li th s.9y1ng ln Dr . 

Aulen that this is an ob~ective theory in thA.t it portrays 

the achievement of something objective, and yet it is not 

to be identified with the other objective type, the aatis-

fttction theory . There ls no vrhat Aulen terms ' o.i sc(')ntinuity•, 

where the work of Ghrist is shAY-rn , as in thG Ansel!!!ian thecry, 

as ha.vine; ite «origin in God 1 f~ \iilJ , but is, in its ca.rrym­

out, an offering £l1nc.e to God by Chr1 at as rr:an E: nd. on man ' s ... 

behfllf"1 • Or. the other hand , the ohjectlve n~ture of this 

theory flets it .ape.rt from the subjective atream of thought. 

Sometimes the idea waa employed that tn the ~tonP.ment~ 
1 . G. Aulen: Chrietus Victor; p.22. 
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ransom, almost a bribe, has been paid not to God (for 

fundamentally that vould. be a aatisfa.ctory theory), but to 

the devil } and sometimes in the atonement the devil was 

hooc1~Tlnked . Cp. Ignatius: "The ruler of this age ~TaS decehe:l 

by the virginity of Mary , her child-bearing, and the death 

of the Lord"; and Rufinus of Aquileia, c. 400 : "The purpose 

or the incarnation ••• 't-ta.s that the divine virtue of the Son 

of God might be as 1t r,rere a hook hid(len beneath the form 

of human flesh • • . to lure on the prince of this age to a 

contest; that the Son eight offer him His flesh as a bait 

and that then the d t vtn1 ty rrhich lay benea th might catch 

him an~ hold ~1~ fRst ~\th itB hoo~«1 . 

Such conceptions have perhaps d.isguised by their rudeness 

and repellent imagery the truth which lies beneath them, for 

to the modern mind they do not have the ring of reality; and 

it may well have been the use of such conceptions which 

prevented theology from taking serious ly the dramatic idea of 

the atonement, and from fino.i.ng in them a tbeor.y \vhich might 

be not only objective, mut more adequate than the objective 

theory o f Anselm . 

Another rea.Ron for 'the failure of theology to recognise 
~ tbe theory for -..;ha.t 1.t 'ltra.a ~ suggests Aulen· ... 1 was the unpop-

ulad.ty of C.uali s m, a.nd nom~ type of o.ur·d iFHil i~ eseent1e.l to 

1. H. Bet t enson: QQ.£_ument~ of the, Uhristifl,n Chl!££.,1}) p. 49. 
2 . QEristus Victor; p.2 . • 
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this theory - dramatic atonement implies hostile J.:OWer( s) 

~.rhich must be defeated if fell01ll ship betv een God and man 

is to be restored. 

The theory was widespread in the Patri stic period, and 

Aulen goes so far as to say 'there ca~ be no dispute that 

it is the dominant idea of the atonement tbroughout the 

early Church p eriod. It is also in r·eality .. . the dor.tinant 

idea of' the N e1.1 'lestarnent 111 • Bu t i·t g.cq,dua 11 y lost its 

place to the growing legalistic or Latin type , until it 

was dealt a mortal blow by the crisp a nd more r a tional 

theory of Anselm . Although this concept was never lost 

sight of in the popular preaching of tho 'fri9rs, i t dis­

ap1Jeara from the theological field after AnAelm until it 

is revived by Luther, who no doubt learnt it fro:'!l the 

Augustinla na to whom he belonged, compJete ~~ith the crude 

imagery so popular in preaching . 

It is not true to say, as Aulen appears to do, that 

Luther completely broke a"'ray from eatisfactory concepts : 

"One line of thought is mainly related to the old id.eas 

of'satisfaction• . r~d • s holiness and justice a re eo great 

that He cannot overlook the fact of human guilt and <lis­

obedience against Hims~lf . Punishment is inevitable. Christ 

bears our pun1shnent, take~ our sins uron Himself j is 

b~nned and condemned by God in our pl a ce. This doctrine of 

1 . Christua Victor; p. 22. 
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the atonement ls not eeveloped by Luther once more i nto a 

great system as previously by Anselm a nd the scholastics. 

But many of Luther' s utterances refer to Christ as suffer­

ing for us in order to give satisfaction for us to God"l . 

Nevertheless it is true that this satisfactory element was 

secondary to his theology , and that in him we do have a 

real reviva l of the dramatic type. Dr. Aulen quotes many 

telling passages from Luther \>!hlch amply supi ort this claim. 

f1Any doubt a that remain, 11 be continues, rta,re dinpelled by 

the {!reater Catechism . . • t He has redeemed me from s1n 1 froni 

the devil, from death and all woe . For before, I h~i not 

yet had any Lord, nor King, but had been held cnpt i ve una er 

the devil' s pol-rer, doomed. to death, ensnared tu A in and 

blindness . .• Now, therefore, those tyrants And gaolers are 

all crushed, and in their place ha.s come Jesus Chr'i.at, a 

.&..ord of JLife , righteousness, all good and holiness, and He 

has sna tched us poor lost men from the jaws of hell, won us , 

made us fre e , and brought us back to the Father's goodness 

and gra.ce 112 • 

After Luther the theory cioeP not figure fully 1n 

theology until the present time, especiR11y in the influen­

tial work of Aulen and Donald Baillie among othere;J although 

again the concept of Christ as Victor has never been very 

far from the devotional l.tfe a n d. literature of the Church. 

l. H. H. Kramm: The Theology of...]'{.Jlrtin Luther; p . 46. 
2. Christus Victor; p.l21 
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There is one mn r e thing to be sa i d in outlining the 

•aramatio' stream of thought J and that is the tremendous 

dlff'icul ty of expounding this theory \v i th any precision 

of languat;e a nd thought to se.y how ex.aotly the situation i s 

c~1an6ed . In the life, death , and resurrection of Christ God 

has 1-ron a great ancl final victory over the po~rerr: of evil; 

these nowers h:'ive been deprived of thetr d.omi~inn over men, 

and men by faith in Christ ~re establish eo in f\ ner-r and 

trium1.:ha.nt lif.;; of comfl1union '·.ri th Go?.. 11 !:t h:-ts the g r eat 

merits of d.ec1a.ring thn t thf! r tnner'1f·n t ~- s throughout God.' s 

wor.l.{ ) and of aafegunrding t te truth tht?.t C'r0o ·>~R. r;. in Christ 

rec:)noL!.i~g the t-rorld t.o Himoel f. But 1.. t 1~ not PB.sy to 

see how and with what d~~r~e of exRctness the notion~ of 

conflict and victory 
1 

over c:..n enemy Are to be ap; lied" • 

The question arises whether or not this theory is to 

remain vague and indec1Rive. Canon Quic1t are;ues thRt it does 

necesse.r1ly lac1~ rreci nion J .ft.ntl that 'vhen prec1 eion is 

applied to it the r~t=Jult 1e unaaceptA.ble, for :-

1. If we say that the powers of evil were completely 

~estroyed , then we cannot account for the obvi0us 

presence of evil today; "If ~re suppose that s uch powers 

h~.ve held manking in bondage , a.nd have nolr by Christ ' s 

death and resurrection been utterly and fina.lly 

defeated 1 it io hard to explain the rer:m:rkable vigour 

1 . 0 . c; . "U1 ck : Doctrines of the Creed; p . 225 . 
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which they still appar ently display even within the 

1 life of the redeemed community of believers" . 

2. On the other hand) if we say that He tiumphed over the 

powers of evil in so far a.s they inva.d.eii His own life, 

then a l l that He has given us ts an example, or a n 

illustratlon 1 a nd if thAt is so, then the dramatic th9)ry 

in effect merely r eaffir ms what has al ready been BA.id. 

in a di fferent way b¥ the Moral Influence th eory; if we 

"take the victory of Christ t o mean s1m},;ly the victory 

of 1-erfect ho l iness over ~tll tempta.tion Rnd tend.ency t> 

s1n, a victory which takes atvay deflt.h's ... ting and makes 

dea.th itself the gate of immortality . . . ( then )the endur-

ing vower of evil over those who hl'l.ve nl")t yet attained 

Ghrist • s holiness is fully a ccounte1 'f0r; but the way 

in which Chri st• s victory beneftts thDm re~t.u1ree furtrer 

expla ination. If that victory i s no more than a demon­

stration of 'th€l fnct th.n t the perfect holiness of love 

must ahraya triumph over sin a nd. death, it vould seem 

that it r.·rovides for us only a supreme ex9.mr.le a.nd a 

moving a.pfeal; e.nd. thus ••• {the d r amatic theoryO become 
,.... 

in ~r1.nc1 ~.)1e §subjective' after AlJ.It•"· . 

Our i~e~iate prupoae is not to cr1ttcise th8 thAory 

but to outlit1e it s main theme , a nd. it wi ll be suff1cient at 

thi s stage t o :1ote the cr'itlcism of vaguene$8, ana. conGider 



56. 

la·ter Yihether or not this VR{~ueness t:tnd l1:1.ck o"f preciAion 

is inherent in the tneory~and whether or not the theory 

ce.n be outlines 1n a way ttmt will overcome its d1:ff1cu.1ties . 

'I' hat, then, is 1n broad outline the fund.amentals of the 

thiro. rraic type of theory, the drama.tic, and an indicaticn 

of the problem it implies . 

·;; E nAVE NOT E;D three ma.in ty:pes or streams of thought 

on the subject of the atcneme:lt : the rr.or9.l influence theory, 

the sa.tisf~lctinn theory, r.n<l the dramatic. ~· o mention has 

b cc~n rr.c~.a.e of t11 e coot ention put fo~ard by some that there 

is a fourth maln type, the sacrificial throy; and -vre shall 

~,ave to retann to this contention later, for ·:~hile it is by 

n0 means evident th,~t the s:1cr1 ficir31. conce!-;t has ever 

been a main type of at0nement theory, it is true that 

sacrificia l lA-nguage hn.s ne-ver bsen :lbs~nt from the life 

of the Church. 'rhe task t:~a t c0nfonts us nm·1, if' rt~e are to 

a ttempt to rnRke eny re~tate~ent 0f the d~ctrine of the 

a tonement, ia to "t'lei.gh up thesP. theories, cxa.rointng their 

fundamente. l tenet e, end a~s~~sing their insight a for incorp­

orA-tion into a. construct1 ve nnd comprehens1 ve Rpproa.ch to 

the }:-roblem. Bearing these conc.lus1cns in min0, to~ether 

with the conclusions which ~e reached in our first section, 

we shall then be e.ble to proceed to R. mo re r-ositive 

discussion of the rroblem of the atonement in the third 

and fin~l section . 



57. 

6. CRITICISM OF THE MORAL n ·FLUl!liCE THBORY. 

Let us begin our discussi on of this theory with the 

general comment that so far as i t goes this theory ia 

p erfectly true 1 for it is t rue that divine love is revealed 

in the life and. death of Jesus , and that this r evelat i on 

do es have a moving appe~l fo r men , and does bear rich fruit 

subjectively in the life of manki nd, more than we may ev~r 

reali~e :rerhaps . But the cri t1cP1 question T .. e must ask is 

Tt:hether or not it _prcvid.GB -0~' itE·E~lf a.r: aC:.e(:ur--te r..ccount of 

the etcn~Jiltmt ; it h~s a greHt (1 eal to sr: .. y upon the way 1n 

uhich th0 ercr.i£ chc.rJ.geB mun1 ::1 livet:; but. io it a.n e.dequate 

k•.ccoi.mt; oi t:le c:o.tonom ~~nt us euch? AlthoUi_!b 11; is .s. valid. 

c:c-lticlBJl1 to r.E.y th.;zt ' ieEtern ttwclu:;y i:3 to~ prone to 

br~k up t.bc: CLri 3tt.S:.n fn. i th into fr·s gm4rltt~.ry ct(le trlnes 

e(;;s en'G:1.61l to -::•u:c unc.t!rct.':1 .. nd.i~g at th2.~ .}_)olnt 1:0 :Tial\e some 

C.ist;inctio.n bet· .. ree:l. co nvere:liotl snd 3-tnnei~~nt , 1 f we are 

to CC.:1tinue to n::Ultain that the r.·ork o:f Chri.st nchieved 

e;o .. iet hing objf::ctive in itself. The ?w!or-.9.1 I:'lfluence theory 

f ails to Jc this . If we a~k of this th~ory , Fow did Christ 

acl-:.leva thE; atcnement? the r&ply ia : l:.y converting men. 

And hmv did He convert men? - by revee.ling to them the d ivine 

love and. forgiven r::ss . No\o.r this is true to the Chr·istian 

BXperience, but it is not an adequate account of Christ' s 

atoning work as cuch, apart from its eff eet s upon men. It is 

'!>Then t he More.l Influ ence theory ia understood_ &.s the whole 
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truth of the atonement that it must be criticised as 

f a iling . ~!e must raise three ma.1n cbjectione. 

1 . i'he ~-iora.l Influence theory maintains that the life 

and death of J eeus Christ provide a.n 111ustrati11n~ a demon­

stration, a shewing-forth of divine love; but that seems 

a false concepti.on of love. Love is not 111 ustreted witb a n 

eye to results - 1t cannot be a mere illustrRtion . Love must -
be loving something, \·rhether it be sonlahtin(t wo:rthy of that 

love or not. An act of lovP- (l.one for ul t ~rior mot ives (even 

the ~reat motive of rem3·,T1ng men), 1ih1cl1 is conscious of 

itself as a p~anned act of love &nd of the r~~ult~ it will 

scilit:ve, is tw.rdli lln act of lovo. ··:e o~n •:1n1y e·1y thllt the 

of <llvlne love becB.use nt the a<"tne t!.r-1e it ,r-::.o i'1'.:'ll"'f.'? than a 

demons t;ra tion, and :re must go on~ to i:.:lY ')f th:!. 9 theory 

that it 1s· true so far as it goes larr:;elY becR.U~"3 \t d.o~s 

not go f:~r enough. HThe simplaot hearer iefls that there 1s 

someth1.1g ir:;."a't~onal in sayin~~ that tl~ ... e de~th of 0hr1st 1 s a 

great proof of love to the sinful, unless there is €-hewn at 

the ~arne time a rational connection bett:reen thnt death ~~tnd 

the res.f..onslbilitles ~:hicb cln involves, P.nd fro~ which 

that uca.th nelivers 11 1 . Christ's cleath, r e are enabled to 

see, , ·as ~~.. loving c.cnth , co fr .. r t:ts ncn nr c concl9rncd, only 

because in tbr~t d.ea.th He took tbA rer-pon81bilitics of men ---- -· -.. · t--~---- .. -........ .. _..._. __ __.... _____________ _ 
1. J. Denney: 't'he De~__of.. Christ; p.176. 



59. 

upon Himself; d.~ny that, a nd i. t ~1111 be im~ossibJ.e to shew 

any ground on which the death may be construeo as a loving 
1 

d e:ath a t a.ll 11 """ . 

I f it is finally unthinkable that the life of Jesus, 

ano Hie a.ctionA in aea.ling with men~ were all wlth o.n eye 

to re:=tult ~, that H1a treatment say of the uon~An ta~en in 

a.dvl t ~ry i.ra s frof11 ulterior mo·t1 ves, 1 t i s more unthinkable 

tllH'l· Hi n ftcn.th ~·m. r, rlO intP-nc1er'f.- it is in. ·oa~ible to hold 

tha.t here the }ye nf Jesu~ was upon mor·tl eff ectat Ho·• 

could. the de"tth or Christ illustra te divir.e lo,..re i f i t vrere 

not at the S·~rne time doing much more than 1llu.f.ltrs.ting it? 

It m~y be arguc£1. that His death shews tb~ divine ~t icnce 

in 'tbe r· .. c u of sin anCi. perhaps that :i.e a.n illustration of 

an as~ect of div ine love . But if this is go ~ then there i s 

no difference bet.reen the illustration of love in Hi s life 

an6. ·~be illust.retion of l ove ir1 Hi s do.a.th - for His death 

is tbe cor.tinuat1on and perseverance of love rather than its 

clit:i<S~· It "~r; 1.1.lcl t h en be cU.fficul t to undere:{tRnc: u hy Christian 

f~'.ith has 8.J.>.;s.ys a lnp;led out of 1 t s experience 1Jhe death r£ 

C~u·i.f:~t <"·a ~:ibo ve all the atoning sacrif1c e 1 and the reaurrec-

ti,m '/'.'Uld br;c~roe a. rather sensational a p; .. endage instea d of 

tt"l e very cP.ntre of the triumph of the cross . If all this w~ 

so, 1 t b;;:comeP. tncongruous that Christian d_evot t r. n should 

c"JPr hn ve pAnned such ·.:o.;."( .. s : 

-~--·~~-----------------·------- ----------·------------·-·-~~~---·--·~ 
l . J . Denn eJ' : p.14C. 
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11 In the CrosB of Christ I glory, 

To"'Jrerlng o'er the 't<Trecks of time" 

or 11 0 Saviour of the world, 
Who by Thy Cross and precious Blood 
Hast redeemed us 11 • 

2. Our second cr1t1c1s~ 1e that the moral influence theory , 

perhaps unwlttingly , calls in question the finality and 

decisiveneas of the revelation in Christ ; for an i .llustrat ion 

as such can t1ever be flnnl unles ;:- in an ar111t:c~ry fashion , 

as thogu God has said !II ~hall put; it this 'l..ray: if you do 

not see it, then I shall leave you in your blindness" . In 

otherT!rord.s it would be possible to a.r ~ue that(if the 

achievements of the 1vork of Christ are to be found solely 

in its moral effects J and. these moral ef f'ects fall short, 

as they d.o mo re nften than not, of the total conceivable 

effect to be rrrought by a divine illustration) there mi ght 

have been a better illur:~tra.tion, or that better effects 

\\J'Ould. be achieved mf the illustration Wer e refe:::tt ed, perhaps 

frequently. 

If the achicvement/3 of the work of JeBus Christ are to 

be found only in its effects uron men and women 1 then we 

must reckon 'tll'ith the fact that in so ms.ny lives these effects 

.have not been decisive in the sense of moral change , and we 

must cease to speak of the ftnality of the cross, unless we 

have in mind an Rrb1 trary final:i. ty - that God in His \'Tisd.om 
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has chosen to give uo thin Jast ~hanoe ~nd no other, 1t~ly-

1n.g thr- t He could have done more but oJ.cl not v:l r:.h to . There 

is nc room therefore for the e.f:f1rr!~t1on of f a ith thRt thi a 

is th ~ victory ~,rh "tch overcometh the ~orl<l. And yet OhriEtia n 

f a ith does a.sRert that, ~ nd. h~. s nhrays R.."c-erte6 it - God w~ 

tn Chri Pot r econciling the :·rorld. to H,.mseJ.t'; ~or etbing har 

been fin3lly a nd d.eclabrely ~ccompl1sbe<l, ant) 1n !},ffirm1ng 

in the D•.::n oe or.' t1.1 '.; N·1·' ':' eet~.m .-nt, 1n u -ror1':' :th tch l :;t :flniB-ed, 

is ·,-_ . .r.r .. : chec 11 •
1 

'J."' t.' "".· -;for'r o-4'> C1 r1 t "" .... t - · - -- _ tJ ~-· { .1. 11 f'- -.C f;' F5 •• 0 

it s c·f t fet e !.n butr-an liv~~ for 1ts cor:r l ete!1n~e' :-;.no f:l.nality : 

11 ••• 5t ir:=. e. tvOl"Y' - a r) Cro l-rli-l'el1 e.~ icl of th e covPr.ant-

of the "CrldJ tha t ~.t ~hall no Jonger be n. 'bq.rri.er botwe~n 

3. A third criticl~m of th e mor.1.l :tnf'lu ~nce th c.Dry is 

th<lt if 1 t is. corre c1: in cla. 'i..111.ng t o be thi7 ~ rr.~ l e truth of It 

tbe n tonem·;mt, then Chr1.st can :10 l0ni!er Le c~ ::t1 e<1 the c~ntre 

o:f' the Chriett '.tn f'.'lith. Th ~"~ fnnctinn of ., n ~.l1.u ?tr~t1on isto 
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illustrate something other than itself. This 1s not a mere 

play on words, for it is fundamental to this theory that 

the work of Christ shews ue the love of God , thereby moving 

us to repentance. Christ is not to be identified \"'ith tha.t 

l ove, for He is an illustration of that love, at the most -
He i s an illistration which must be the centre of our atten-

tion; an illustr~tion which may help us to an understanding 

of Gocl' s love, even the supreme help to auoh t=l.n u nc'terstandi ng ... 

but we must aak the question : If Christ ' s lTork is an 1llus• 

r ation to 3ive us moving insight into thP. l ove of God, even 

if He is the supreme ill ustration, are we not at liberty , 

once ,,re have reacheo. such an insight, to dispense 'ni th that 

ill ustration? Just as we may be moved to Rn understanding 

of friendship b y some concrete exa.mpl es, but hRving rea.ched 

such a.n unoereta.nd.ing 1 lrle rray d.:tspenee ·;lith thB exa1nples, 

their point having been grasped and their usefulness over. 

· e may dispense wi th t.he steps •v e used to 0l i mb onc e we have 

reach ed higher. 

But aur;h Rn Ut1derstand1ng of the a.tcnement i s to turn 

much of the N ~M Testament l,·ritness into extravagant nonsense -

" .... save in tht~ cro GG of our Lord Jesus Chr i st , by whom tm 
world is cructfied unto me , 3.CJd I unto the ¥vorld ••• God waa 

i n Christ , reconcili ng ... » The tension which i s set up 

between God and Christ by this thenry - for an illustration 

must ahT·"tYS be 1tt3pt in it s pl~ce, and must not b e allowed 
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to u surp the position of that wh ich it illustrates , and if 

Jeeu:1 Christ , or His de~th and. reeurrectir:n, la it mere 

1ll tl~trat ton} then He must not be allmred to take the place 

of God - forme a oituation wh h for Chriet1R.n faith muat 

be finally untenable . 

The outco~e of our crtttclsm muRt be that ¥h!le the 

moral infl ue.::1ce theory expressee truth, and 1mport'1.nt truth" 

as it s tandc;, it fall:?. fn.r sh~)x>t .S8 f.ln a.dequatf> a.c.count of 

tha ~tone~ant - it f~1t1f1er l~v0 , it 2et~ up a ten~ion 

t 1- c-. 1.rn ,.._ -1 r1 II 1 
I,! \..o •l + ,.... • 

.h-:- vo r::)tec~ i'1 the nora.l theorJ, D.nG. "roulli A.t the earne t i me 

l~<lve roof') for the iJ:l~ortant tru+;h "~<rhtch the theory doe~ 

and ~o~e ~CV3 ~~n to repentenc~, thou~b this i s neitbAr the 

~hole truth nor th~ ulti~Rte t-uth 0f thA ~tonament • 
......._.........., ______ ... _________ ,_ ____ .,...,. ___ ..,. _______ , ______ _ 
1. Q • .t.ul en: Vtet or·; 

• 
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7 . GRITIC!St4 OF THE BNrlSFAG'riuN rr·H!:.CRY. 

·.; e turn next to P.- t~rt ttoiAm an<i. evalu!ltion of the sa.ti s­

fact .ton th~~ory , which holds that the atonement was somethirg 

objective e.chetv~d by Christ, '-'Tho substltuted as a man for 

men, paying to God the penalty t1hi ch was a:a.e from m~n , that 

the demands of C-oo ' s Jw;tice or honour mi~ht be ~.•tisfie~ .• 

Befvr·~ '"' e ~ ~gin our gP.ner·a 1 c·ci tic lsm ~ ther~ i e n innate 

weakness and oontradJ .. ctton 1.n thls tlwor:/ ~rhtch ~v e ruu~t 

loo J.<'. a.t. i's.suur-~~.n:.:; fn"t." the moMent, as the tbeo·~y .J.oee> th!.l.t 

tbe ulti.t:-.tttD crf'?r 1~ the le~al or ch1valrlc o:r.,~·er , 'ln<.:l 

1~Y-:f.1B!:'8ing t~~e J'.'1~tntt0n~ 0f jue.t.tce which '-fe shA.ll 

colnme.1t on lt~tP.r, there. yet re'1I.v..tnfl f'l. very quc8tionf:ble 

elem ent 1 anC:. i": r'!w=lt a ; k: doQf; this the0ry re-n. J.ly <lo what 

it clal~r. s }.'J.X'tieu} .ttrJy +,o rl.o - to JgRtisfy the ,1_PP1.:m6.s of 

strict jut:.tice'r Accor~11.':' g to the thr:mry Christ bore the 

pE:rl~L l.t:{ O f' O~H" ~ !_[~"', f'. :"l!~ '• T"'thOUt th~ fUlfil:r1ent Of that 

pen.::l . .ity ri.'l.v~ne Ju ~t:j_ce l"!t:'lJ.lr1 n~t be ap:r.ea.~ed, Fi nd fellowship 

r P..::s-Loi." t):-~.. . !)l vt=-:.\.' .ju~:t CP. c('uln n0t conc~i vably forgo that 

];-en.::llt,; . Ai1:1 ..:,'·~t t::l~ ~'-::;::·l)rvmt.A cf this theory ~r~ content to 

L nJ.:.l.:t thh. t .rhil-:; -:l~vJ,.nr· juqtice or honour· c~ulr5. perm1t no 

t!.lltt.J:,t::t·i~1t:: .:1t'1 :b.>"i:: 11::·ccco1 ty for pt?.nal SRttsfaction , it 

is nr.:v:.·rt!:'·elN~:: pr-sr~. r£fl tt:> a llot., ccnaVl.e~ble rtA.nipula.tion 

H j_ th l'et-T :~"6 to utw r-h(' ul(1 bear thB. t punishment~ But surely 1 

if divine jur...;ic3 :nsi8ta upon th., ::tpr-·ro}')riP.te pr;rtalty 

betng pAid ) we have R ri~ht to expect th~t divine justice 



66. 

tvould. equally insist upon the BFPI'Oi_.riate perr-on paying it. 

We muat question whetber tllic theory ac.equa.tely reckons 

with 1ts own vievT of strict justice. 

As in our criticism of the mor~l influence theory, there 

are three main )!Oints to be ll'.ade in evB.luating thia tbeor~ 

1. The first ls a goneral point, but fund.af'lental in 

criticising this tbeory: the ultl~ate 6Bdnr is nat as th\e 

ultLn~te crcle.c . ~06ttl order· a:1d. ;:>r-~· • e.u ~: · .n ~ - E-
--. I I _.. 

and a.re the not tne nighest oL·· pt:rfect e:r._pr3ss1on of' it . Law 

tance; it is a.Ll ~tte'.lpt tc ~l'-3~H:l'Ve r1or l:ttv, l:ut rem~ins 

external sta.n:iarci or· C;Od~.:~ , ltr:1-0 sing :;.. er;.f: 1_ t 1 ~H r c ::or1ingl y 

external a.nd. a.r-bi·tr·<H'i , but ti~r.:nu;:~ the i.:1n "::" ccnr.ent of 

oroer 1 but cr·ieB out of r..i£: o ·!1 vol:Iti.on 11.d.,~:3tnst Thee, Thele 

only, have l s.inLea." . The is a t·rh.clt;; rwrr~l univ~rr.e of 

bro!{en my la~, you must recittve }.U.nlsL:1e:1t : tb? ln.'i: muat be 

:fulfilled '' and. God crying to hb.1 11 H<Jt:.lrn, ;ay son! '1 • The ap:9-

t"Ough :nettl.~Jl:~or ·by \·Thich Goa' a. '1 ea.l tf1.ge Hi th men cR.n be Cl ~e«' 

cribed, anci tha.t 'llets . .t hoi· :"'.Hr.t nJ ·-!ays ··")e c.areful:!.y ueed lest 
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it be allowe~ to mislea~. God'e dealin~s with Men cannot 

be und erstood as s trict ju>1tice, but only as Q.ivine grace; 

and. the theory f:~ile to sea thts, .i.nee~ti i a ~'13~d upon a 

contrndiction of tt. 

2. The· !lit.tisi""Hc t ion theory can stress that the atonement 

oritiinat. es in God, and la indeed a.n ob~ecttve a ct of C--od, 

t•or' it .ifa God 'tlho 'provide!! ' Ghrj_st and. cons eoupntly the 

~a .. tlf'f:OI.ct ion wt:ich He ach~.eves; Yfti :i.n ltr: (~f-'-~crt!)t1on 

cf th 1.t ,;:::~1. t;•·.t lc.:-.. the emlAlf .. sla li~a on , and nufit lle on 

tlC\,;Crf!L1g to thiz theory, the hunP.nity of .Jeeus, for it 

i 2 onlY u.s ? '"l&n ttn t He can beAr the .~.:nnr-tlty of hur:lr1.n sin. 

ll:l:.iel rl :' f. 11e ~\r.o-.., h icl. r:r~c;t S r'! !1hl1f''.B U}.:on tile inc9.rnati:n , 

but only beca.use '-t \ran inthe incar:1~tion of J eAUS that he 

fo: .. tt1d ;;round ·:for the ab111ty and fitness or Jesus ·to carry 

out the aton~.mg uorl\ - yet ·.rheu H\} co:ne-5 to perform that 

wc:rJ{ , He .!'1l.<.st come ea; ,:mt~ . .-tlJ.::t !'.H n. r::u~.n a.ncl f ar mea. Thus 

no nat t e:r how careful!y the theory i J eXJ)re,:;t>eC.. t t '1-fl: l be 

com.,~ittec to a:n el·~roent of what Dr. Aulen c~lls 'disc&ntinllity 

of cllvine 01Jer~tion 1 : (}od acts GO far as the fl.toncnent, and 

then a.llo-ws Himself to be acteo upon by the rna.n Jeeus. ~·i e 

have ber·e whet might be described as almost the converse of 

a l'i~a~ness we sa·,1 in the mcre.l theory - once egaln there t s 

an 0,1-i.JO cit ion, a t enaion 1 between Jesus J.lnd Goc1 , but here the 

ce.."ltr•) of the Ghrl~tian faith is christ, ~ollawhat to the 

eAclusio~ of God~ while in the moral theory 1t wa s God 1n His 
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love who was at the centre, rather to the exclusion of 

Christ. "It is at this ~oint , in the payment of the required 

.satisfaction, that the continuity of the divine operation 

is lost; for the satisfaction is offered by Christ as man, 

as the sinless man on behalf of the sinners"1 . 

3. There is also in this theory what Aulen calls the 

Ucontinuity of t he order of merit and justice" and by that 

he means that man's position is always under~tood in terms 

of strict justice both before and after atonement; for before 

it he is considered worthy of great punishment according to 

the legal order and after it he stands justified because 

the demands of the legal order have been satisfied by his 

fellow-man Jesus, who has berne the full penalty that was 

due. But in rea lity there is no such continuity of the lega 

order &n the atonement: "There is no s*tisfaction of God 1 s 

justice, for the relation of man to God is viewed in the 

light, not of merit and justice, but of gracew2 • This word 

'grace'introduces us to a higher, more ultimate order of 

spirit than it is possible to conceive under the category 

of strict Jrntice. We are stressing in particular here the 

fundamental point which we made in general in our first 

criticism, viz., that the legal order is not the ultimate 

order. 

Canon Oliver Quick adds two criticisms which appear to 

be minor ones. not reaching to the heart of the matt~r - He 
1. G. Aulen: Christus Victor; p . 163 
2. Ibid; p .l63. 
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contends! that it is impossible to maintain that the aurrer-

1ngs which Christ vo l untarily ebdured for man's sin were the 

same as those which sinners would have had to endure, and 

also that it is unbelievable that C~rist on the cross bore 

the penalty for sin etrictlyin substitution for the sinner. 

It ia clear that he has 1))1ssed the basic error of 1he aatis­

raction theory when he goes on to say MNevertheless , in the 

light of the atonement the law of justice still stands 

unshaken as a motal principle; and it is the main purpose 

and value of the jur1dic~l theory to emphas18e this truth. 

It is only when the sinner aknotTledgee that the sufferings 

which another bears for him were justly his own due, that 

he can know the penitence which brings salvation. Christ's 

atonement does not therefore make the law of none effect"2, 

ror he has not seen that the whole theory is built upon a 

presupposition concerning law and justice which, to say the 

least, is a very questionable premise . 

Althought the satisfaction theory has attempted tn say 

what was not said by the moral influence theory, that some~ 

thing objective was achieved by the work of Christ, it has 

erred seriously in presupposing that this achievement took 

place u~on the basis of a strict legal order, and in seeing 

God's dealings with men in terms of this jurid~cal order, 

instead of in terms of grace. In spite of the revelation of 

1. o.C.Quick: Doctrines of the Creed; p. 228f . 
2. Ibid; p . 230 . 
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of God's love in Jesus Christ-- which the moral theory 

emphasizes, though we must remember that His work was a 

revelatioij because at the same time lt was more than a 

revelation , it was an a ct of love -- this theory draws 

its foundation from a sphere which does not concern (though 

at the same time daea not necessarily exclude) love. The 

reason f e r this failure on the part of the satisfaction 

theory is not difficult to see: it 1e its genuine concern 

with the seri ousness of sin that brought this th~ory into 

beln£;men who have been confronted by God in Christ know 

the deep significance of Paul's cry "I am the chief of sin­

ners!", and shrink from t he ~rror of presenting God as an 

indulgent and good-natured Father who regarded it as His 

'business' to forgive sinners. What does not seem to be 

grasped is that, instead of preserving the seriousness of 

sin, the theory minimises it; for 1t is surel y an apparent 

fact of experience that a man does not know. the mora l serious­

ness, the sinfulness , of his sin, so much when he says in his 

heart 11I have sinned. against Thy holy la.ws" as when he says 

"Against Thee only have I sinnedN . We are nearer the conce~ 

of seriousness when we speak of the organised spurning of 

God's love, then when we apeak of breaking His law . 

Again, within the context or leagl1ty , this theory 

seems to im~ly r ather tha t God is the One who needed to be 

chanr.;ed - God who needed to settle w1 th Himself this all-
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important matter of satisfying the demands of justice, or 

who must satisfy His own honour or holiness, before He can 

restore man to His fellowship . The theory fails to see that 

it is God who frees man from sinfulness, not man who frees 

God from legal demende; it is man who is bound and not God, 

and man is bound not by the inability to satisfy God1 s 

justice, but by cosmic and individual sinfulness which 

organises him self-centredly outside the love of God, and 

needs 1-b be saved from this sifnulneaa and restored to fel­

lowship with God. 

Because the satisfaction theory hae failed to see 

that the ultimate ort'l.er i s not a legal order, and because 

it represents a discontinuity in God' s action, setting up 

a tension between God and Christ, and also because , even 

wer e these cruci~l considerations overlooked, the theory is 

not in itself consistent in accounting for the demands of 

divine Justice, this theory must be firmly set aside as 

an adequate account of the l'Tork of Christ. 

8. CRITICISM OF THE DRAMATIC THEORY. 

The criticism of the satisfaction theory as lacking in 

a genuine conception of grace brings us onto a discussion 

of the dramatic theory, which does claim to grasp and 

interpret the wor~ of Christ ae an act of grace. 'lf e aa.w 

that the m~ral infl uence theory was true as far as it 
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went, but it lacked a real objective achievement in the 

atonement ; the satisfaction the0ry did indeed fill this need , 

but we must say that the objective achievement which it 

presents 1s an inadequate conception of the atonement, and 

must be discarded (it is abundantly clear that the satis~ 

faction theory is implied in much of the devotional life 

of the Church, and it is perhaps necessary to em1hasise 

that criticism does not call into question the genuine 

faith which this theory expresses, but only the interpr~t­

at1on of that faith). Let us now consider whather the 

dramatic theory fulfills the need of objective achievement, 

and if so, whether it fulfills it adequately. 

The objectivity of the dramatic theory has already been 

pointed out; according to this theory God in Christ does 

achieve something objective, a victory over the powers of 

evil , liberating men and thus changing the wh6~e situation 

in which they stand before God. God bas a cted in Christ , 

not according to His law, but according to grace, to overcome 

evil, restorlng nen to Himself, not merely illustrating His 

love in a moving appeal . We see in this theory then, one 

which is objective and thus distinct from a mer~ly subjective 

approach, but at the same time equally distinct from the 

objectivity of the satisfaction theory . The dramatic theory 

then, is one which rnight offer real promise in constructing 

a comprehensive and adequate account of the atonement . 
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The dilemma arises trhen we shed this theory of its 

early crud&tiea of expression and attempt to give it preci~ 

ion and clarity of statement. It has been claimed that the 

theory is 1ntrins1oa.lly vague and indefinite, as we noted 

above1 • If it is represented as holding that Christ's death 

and resurrection completely defeated. the powers of evil , tmn 

1 t has failed to account for the obvious presence of evil 

still in the world; if it is re1~resented as hol<ling that 

Christ overcame the powers of evil in His o~n life, then t~ 

theory is a variant of the moral theory. Dr. Aulen avoids 

this difficulty, for he prefers to call the dra'1atic or classic 

an~ rather than a theory, and as an idea he 1e justified 

in saying that it is full¥ definite and unamb1g~ous2 • But ~ 

cannot be content to leave it as an idea in our criticism, 

for we must evaluate the contributt~n of this idea to a 

constructive theory of the atonement, and in doing eo we ale 

confronted with the problem of v~vueness. 

110 ur criticism therefore of the 1 classic' theory", sa1:1 

Canon Qu1ck,3~1s not at all to suggest that it is false, b~ 

rather to point out that, like the subjective theory , it is 

incomplete . We need to know more of what excatly Christ's 

victory was . The old forms of the classic theory, that the 

victory was won by means of a ranaom paid to the devil to 

release mankind, or by deceiving the devil as with a baited 

1 . Above, p . 54f. 
2 . Ohristue Victor; p . l75. 
3 . Doctrines ofth§ Greyed; p.225. 
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hook, certainly supply the lacking precision; but they have 

never commeneed themselves f0r long either to the reason 

or to the ~onsctence of Chrtstians•'. 

If this dramatic type- of theory is to prove to be an 

adequate theory of the atonement , then 1t must be stated 

with the precision a nd definiteness which is essential to 

a theory, and the attempt to state the theory with more 

clarity will be our main concern in the final section. 

Suffice it here to say that this theory need not necessarily 

remain vague or unaa~isfactory, and the problem is to 

conceive of the powers of evil with some precision , so that 

the victory over them ~ill also become clear; to eonceive 

the pow ere of evio T{11 th prec sion, a.nd at the same t 1me in 

a reasonable and defena1ble manner . 

The various forma the theory hae eo far taken have 

represented the powers of evil either in the form of a 

personal devil with whom a bargain can be driven or who 

can be deceived , or ae semi-personal power or powers which 

can be liqui dated either in the world at large or in Chr1st•e 

own life; and these forms all have their difficulties whi ch 

render them inadequate. 

How then are the powers of evil to be conceived? 

They must not be thought of as something ut terly impersonal 

and outside the sphere of mankind, which can be destroyed 
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completely without rererence to men; that is, they are not 

to be thought of as a material yoke which can be actually 

broken, for then we would have ignored their continued 

prseence in the world in spite of the atonement ; on the 

other hand, they must not be concieved individually so that 

salvation is the turning of this individual and that from 

the evil to the good~ for that is back at the subjective 

approach. There ie, in other words, what American theolog­

ians would term 'polarity• in the conception, a polarity 

which consists of cosmic, non- individual considerations on 

the one hand, but on the other hand is fully personal 

and still in existence 1n spite of the atonement; if the 

dramatic theory is to express itself adequately, and at the 

same time av0id the errors of the other theories , then 1t 

must repersent the accomplishment of the atonement as 

sometb1.ng more than the overcoming of evil in this man's 

life or that man's, but at the same time not as the comple• 

destruction of evil externally to man's life. The powers of 

evil roust be understood as such tha t the work of Christ 

defeated their ultimate power while not destroying them, so 

that they continue to exist, but not as ultimate , for a new 

order or fellowshit' has arisen, of those who share 1n Christ's 

work through the Holy Spirit , though Hie initial victory 

over sin 1s not dependent upon their faith-union w1th Him. 

It w·ill be our task in section three to att ernpt to solve some 
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of these difficulties, to define our conception of sin and 

its power , and thus be able to outline more clearly the 

implications of the dramatic theory . So far we have hardly 

seen even the direction in which the idea must move to be 

acceptable as a comprehensive th aory; we must leave the 

position here at this stage, but suffice it to 3aY that 

we have seen that the d.ramati-e~ idea of the atonement mR.y 

not need to remain an indefinite and vagu~ theory , but, if 

it can take tnto account the various conciderations of 

the powers of evil and their defeat, may we£1 prove to be 

an adequa.te and sound ap~roach to the problem of atonement 

and ap1'roach vihich would. leave room for the truth of the 

moral influence theory and which is at the same time 

objective~ not in terms of strict justice, but in the light 

of the Christian revelation of the grace of God . 

9. THE SACRIFICIAL IDEA. 

Early in this section1 it was mentioned that a fourth 

type of theory was claimed by some, notably Canon Qu1ck 1 

and this sup_vosed fourth type is the sacrificial theory; to 

a consideration of thio conception we must now turn. Dr. 

·Quick is quite unequivocal in his presentation of this theory; 

not only 1A it a theory in his op1nion 1 but it is a theory 

whi~h links the truth of the other theories into a united 

whole, which without their sacrificial interpretation he 

would reject. UTaken then in conju~ction with one another, 

1. Above; p . 40. 
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the truths of the juri~ical and sacrificial theories do but 

give greater 1recision to the truth of the 'cJaasical' thPory 

that by the cross God in manhood has ·von the victory which 

r deerns me.n from the power of evil. And thus, finally 1 the 

full est truth is found in the great princi;:.le vindicated by 

Abela rd that the cross is the SUfr~e demonstrat ion of God's 

love for man.,1 . 

Unlike the others, he claims, the sacrificial theory 

finds a systematic exposition in the New Testament itself 

in the Epistle to the Hebrews2 • Two factors have combined, 

however, he continues , to prevent this epistle room taking 

its due i-lace in the theology of the rttonement : 1) the 

persistent idea. that s1n- offerl1ngs vrere attempts to propit i a te 

an angry God; 2) the failure of the author to correlate 

self-sacrifice with lov~. But properl~ understood the 

sacrifice of Jesus was expiation, not propitiation, not a 

chA-nge 1n God's attitude but n change in nan a nd. in his 

a ttl tude to God . Christ is the Gocl.- n};pointed priest and 

victim; He WRS a m:~.n, tr:)rlptecl yet wrtthout s1.n; and He was 

obedient to the FRther's v111. His deabh then is the one 

all- suff'icient sacrifice , ·ihich pA-Ssing through d.ee.th 

becomes the one a vR.iling power fer s~nctification. 11'!'he 

blood nf Christ's off ~red life is s~rinkled o~ our sin-

stnlned consci;an.c~r::. It eneters ou:':" sou.1 a :::tn"l clet=tnses them 

with 1 t s own triumphant r~ur1 ty 1 so thn.t ~re a.lso ca.n drmr 
1. Doctrines of the Creed; p.237 
2 . Ibid; p . 232. A queationableclaim - cf. V. Taylor. 



77. 

near to God and offer oursel vee in a like abediP.nce. Christ, 

then, has indeed done something for us lvhieh we could never 

have done for oursleves . In th~t sense He has suffered 

vicariousl y. But there is no h~nt of eubst1tut1nn in the 

thought , Christ ' s sacrifice avails for us because the 

sanctifying blood, the symbol of His off ered life, is 

sprinkled upon us His people, and. restores us to that 

communion with God which enables us to follo~ R i~ who is 

our forerunner and pioneer &s well as our high-priest ••• 

the perfectly obedient life self-offered s.vails to chPnge, 

not God's attitude to man, but mRn's attitude to God, and 

to r~~ove the barrier between roan ~nd God wh1 ch man's sin 
1 

has erected fl .... . 

ElAe,;;here he SRyA 11The n-..ew ris en manhood of Jesus, whib 

has rassed through death to Godij 1a henceforth imparted to 

His followers 1 so that they in faith parta~ing of it, may 

partake at once of t he life of th e i<or ld. to co~e and of 

the r o\Jrter to compl ete their o•~in sacrifice of themselves in 

following th eir Lord. This. is the mystery of the blood of 
2 Jesus, g '_v tng both exptnt1on ,q_ncl net-t 11fe 11 • 

ur . Quick is carefUl to deny substitution and prop-

1 tiRtion, for if the SA.crlficia l theory were to express 

i tself in that way it wo uld be only ano ther for~ of the 

satisfaction theory . Yet i f aGk hm·r this therry is objectbe, 

1 . Doctrines of the Creed ; p.234. 
2. The GosL .. el of the New ytorl<!_;_ p . 102 . 
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as Dr. Oulck maintain~ 1t 1R, then we ~re herd put to find 

an a n swer. Indeed AO is Dr. Quick, a na he else~rhere mainte:h s 

that the theory need~ to be fuF:eCl wftlth the jur'l.dic9.l and. 

Abelard~an and dramatic 1dea9 to form n single theory1 • 

What Dr. Q.u1ck a ·?.parently does not real ise is that '·.rhen he 

distinguishes the sacrificiR.l theory from a ny element of 

substitution or prop1t1Ption, and stresses ax:piation and. tre 
chan~e in men, the theory becomes another expres~ton of the 

moral influenec theory, with the mod1fic~t1on that subjective 

changes in man are achieved by the sprinkling of Christ's 

.blood upon His people, and by imparting to His followers 

His new risen manhood. If tbese phraaes me~n ~nythlng at an, 

then they are d.eecr1bing something purely subjective or are 

implying that the changes are wrought aObJectively in man 

by the application to man of the merits Christ haa earned 

through His self-sacrifice. But such a vi~~ of merit as 

sometning which can be dispensed 1n an objective way 1s a 

misconception; to conc1eve grace as someht1ng transferrable 

in the same way as electricity i s to distort grace; grace 

1s primarily 1'\nd prop ~~rly a personal rele.tionship este.blish ed 

by God. '·1 e do not attribute such a conception to Dr. QuickJ 

an<i must therefore say that hi a theory (unless •,.r e d.o accept 

the interpretation of sprinkling with blood as the objecti~ 

dis:r: en sa t ion of grace , which ;.rould be a. new ty}Je of theory, 

but a ha rmful one) assimilates itself to the subjective 

stream. on the other hand, if Canon Quick brings in the 
1. Sea above p. 76. 
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jur1dicRl el3ment •trhich a.t tirnee he seems to think 

necessary, then this so-called type will assimilate it self 

to the satisfaction theory. Such is the clRim of Dr. 0uick 

for a sacrificial and di stinctive theory of the at~nement, 

but Ano which is either another form of one of the exiating 

tn,es, or ele e present s g race in an una.cceptabl e rr~qnner; as 

well as this his exposition is shrouded in an obscurity not, 

even though sacrificial lnnguage is difficult, intrinsically 

necesPEU'Y. 

However, the claim that the sacrificiRl in itself 

supplies a fourth type of theory is not the only question 

lvhich ~re must raise undet• this heading. There is also the 

far more convincing claim of Dr. Vinc ent Taylor, not for 

a sacrificial theory, but for a sacrificial category : 11The 

v1onr1oua nature of Christ• a work is one of the clearest 

elements in New Testament teaching, but its true content 

can be discerned only as its representative and sacrificial 

aspects are more closely defined. 111 • Speaking of ultimate 

unsolved problems 1;1hich the New '.l?estament poses , he l~rites : 

tt ••• the sacrificial allusions must either be explA.ined as 

of merely verbal, and therefore of secnndary , ir'lporta.nc e, 

or must be regarded as indica.t~ng the need. of a S<l.cr1fic1al 

category in "'hich room can 'be found for the recrmciling 

person of God, the repreeentPti ''e ministry of Christ, and 

the apyroach and return of einnera»2 • 

1. V. Taylor: The Atonment 1n New TeatamentT~~ching ; p 182. 
2 . Ibid; p . l83. 
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Hith thift claim we c&nnDt but agree whole-be'lrt(:1ly; 

the sacr1fic1R.l idea of atonement must be fully taken lnto 

nccount if l·.re e.re to gain a real understanding of that 

doctrine; and there is ~l~o no Rr~unent •1hen Dr. Taylor 

insists that the sacrifictR.l cat~gory m.ust play £.l.. defintte 

part 1n the tnterpretat-1.on of atonement 1n the New Te~tamert 

and in Christian theology. But if he moves 0n fro m that 

position, and clains that the snorificil"'.l c:::ttegory in itself 

constitutes an adequaet account of the wor~ of Christ, as 

his great emphRsia upon the sacrificial tende to lead him 

to do , and goes on as he does in Jesus arid H1s SAcrifice t o 

speak of ~the central element in the doctrine of the 

atonement , namely, the offering, which Christ, as the rep­

resent4t ive man, presents to the Father on his bebalf"1 , 

then we muat recongise thathe is treating the sacrificial 

no longer as a category but as a theory, a theory which i f 

analysed further, is either substitutionary or subjective , 

according as 1t emphasises the offering to God or the 

effects in men . One further defect must be noted which is 

lmr.lied ln the claim of the sacrificial element to afford e. 

fUll account of the atonem~nt, and that is the \'Te8.knesa of 

cei.'tPin of l ts concept~; first it underestimates the power 

of sinfulness: the barrier of sin, preventing fellowship 

with God, which man erected and fo r which he is full~ 

1 . V.Taylor: Jesus and Hie Sacrifice; p.312. 
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responsible, disappears when the self-sacrifice of Jesus 

m0ves men to repentance: the view of sin tends to be a v ery 

personal one, and thA.t is true so far as it goes, but in 

leaving out the racial factor of s1n it does not adequately 

account for the reality of the power or evil, a ~ower which 

God had to reckon ~1 th if fellm•Tship wa.s to be restored.; 

secondly, it minimises the place of. the resurrection of 

Christ, for the ntonement centres around the cross and the 

death and our shRre in tha.t death, vr1thout the essential 

note of triumph and our eha.re in that tr~umph. 

Thie is not a full discusRion of the problem by a ny 

means, but it uill serve to shew t wo things: that the 

sacrifici~.l category, like the subjective, should not be 

expounded as affording a full account of the atonement ; but 

at the same time it must be taken into account, again like 

the subjective 1dea, in any comprehensive approach to the 

problem. This last point is even more clearly brought out 

when one consid.ers the work of Bishop Hicksl in relating 

the atonement relevantly to the sacrament of communion, 

ah~ing that co~~union is ths last stage of sacrtflce, the 

sharing of the once-for-all offered aton~nent . 

10. CONCLUSIONS. 

i;Jhat conclusions are \rT e to draw from this brief survey 

and criticism of the main histDrical streams of Christian 

1. F.c. N.Hicks: Art. in Ways of ~orship . 
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thought on the doctri ne or the atonement , with a view to 

maktng a constructive restatement of the problem? There is 

one negative conclusion : we must finally reject that type 

kno~m as satisfactionary, representing as 1 t does a false 

vi~a of God as legal arbiter instead of moral sovereign , am 
a false view of sin as legal and not moral gull t; also it 

represents God's dealings with men in the light of strict 

just ice nnd not in the l~gbt of grace; and fina lly, it sets 

up a tension between God and Ghrist, not the Christi~n 

concept of tension, but almost an 0ppos1t 1on. 

But there are three po~itve conclus1one which l"Te are 

able to make: 

1 . Although the moral influence theory is inaaequate when 

it i s thought of as the whole truth of the a tonement , 

yet if taken in Slnthesis with an objective approach and 

not as the whole truth it is of tremendous value and its 

insights must be taken into account in a ny comprehensive 

Btat ement 0f the A.tonement . 

2. ·.;h11 e the SA.crif1 c1n.l element J i '\e1·ris e cannot be main­

tained. ao forming a theory of its own, it is nevertheless 

necess~ry to incorporate the sacrtficiRl idea for an 

U!1derstanding of much of the Ne,.,. Testar::ent thnught, a nd 

r.acramental 1nterpretation,of t he a tonement . 

3 . i.i e she.ll have to consider 11rell the theory kno:rtn a.s the 

dr amatic theory, for it ~romises to be a very fruitful 
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source of understan~ing fo~ the atonement, and 1~ we can 

state 1t 1·rith more preciston, may wel1 form the basis for 

a po s1 ti ve, ev~ngelical, an<l comprehena1 ve the-ory of the 

atonement . 
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S E 0 T I 0 N T H R E E 

11 A R E S T A '1' E M B N T 0 :F' ~r H :S f~ T 0 N E M E N T" 

( TH.ti: .d.rrcH ~~Hk':~ rl' : A BRIEF DI SCUSSION ) 
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IT vfiLL BE OUR AIM in this f'ina.l eectir:m to attempt 

t o make a positive restate~ent of the atonement; to put 

forward a comprehensive approach to the problem , gather ing 

up what has been said befor e in this discussion into an 

integrated and more adequate account of the doctrine of 

redemption. In doing this we muBt take into consideration 

not only those conclusions which we ~ave drnwn ourselves , 

from our survey of the ·problem, and of tha main streams of 

interpretation in the history of Christian thought, but 

also ap1--arent deficiencies which 1re find in modern 

treatments of the doctrine. 

This does not mean that it will be our intention or 

ex~ectation to bring out anything startlingly new; it ia 

the fact of mAn'a reuemption itself which is ever start­

lingl y n ew - renewed to every man who finds himself 

confronted and c0nfounded by the Living Christ, who dies 

and is r a ised with Christ througn the Holy Sp irit. The 

te.sk of theology is not to protluce new truths, but new 

lnterpretA.:tion~ of tho old truths; and our tA-sk in this 

cons tructive section uill not be "co produce a new theory 

of the aton ement , but to a ttempt to integrate the theories 

which have been put fol"\ll:ard> to attempt .fit the same time 

to overcome difficulties whlch we have found within them, 

and to restate the doctrine in a more comprehenDive una 

adequa. t e 1·re.y. 
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Before beginning this thesis I felt it prudent to 

emphasise in the Preface the mystery , and the tr~necendency , 

of the worK of Chriet , which while it is the very centre 

of the Christian experience, must remain an unfathomable 

secret to the finite thought of man; at the beginning of 

this constructive section, I feel that this ' otherness ' 

of our redemption must be re- emphasised: the fulness of 

this divine mystery must ~ver elude our rational Ut1der­

~tandtng, must ever bree..k through our .att l).mpte to form 

a final theology, a 'last word' on the doctrine . All that 

we can hope to B.chieve, as this nccount of the atonement 

is 0utllned, is the realisA.tion of the VB.~t scor.e for 

thou~ht on many ··olnts, and to bring into sharp relief 

some of the inadequacies of the general ro0dern ~pproach 

to the atonement. 

·.re have already .mentioned thR-t some a.ccr>Unt must be 

taken of these defici.ent factors 1'1 mod.ern approaches , and 

it will be 1:1oel to ~e~ T·lhR.t these are at an early stage. 

Thl e thesis does not give scope for a detailed study of 

modern trer.. tments, but there are five m.g.jor con'>iderations 

which I feel reflect the contemporary approach justly, and 

not only the contemporary approach, but a gre~t deal of 

thought in the '~~'bole hlsto:ry of the doctrine. '!'hey a.re 

consl<ler::- tt')ns which may ha.ve a very d.ef'inite contribution 

to rna.i<'e to :l:"'J ~oHitive a.p~r-ottch, even though they are 
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in themselves negative criticisms: for it ie largely in 

the effort to overcome deficiencies that more adequate 

interpretatlons are formulated. 

1. In dealing with the atoneMent theology ha s sherm a -

tendency to OVERSIMPLIFY tho problem; the atonement is 

viEMed out of its context of oomplexity 1 ann ~r~hen thia is 

done then one aspect of the atonement ls ~.lJ 0~~ed. to pass 

as a fulJ. account of the v ho le . He ~ee e:'\.a rnr l e '3 of' this 

in various accounts of the s~crificial ~nd more.l influence 

theories, ~rhcre one truth has become tbe sole expl,qna.tion 

of the work of Christ, 1nev1tab1y necessitating arbitrary 

distortion of other elements to fit into their particul a r 

scheme, Nt.th harmful pffects U~?on our unde!'stA.n1ins of the 

doutrln e . There are those who hav0 ernpha~ised the 

sacri ficia l idea to such an extent that thPY have made 

nonsens e of the Christian concept:ton of gra cf}; and e.hrays 

with a sole emphasis u~Jon the sacrificiA-l id.ea goes a. 

tendency to minimise the resurrection, to neglect the 

pmi er of God 1 ann to ignore the concept of the Kingdom of 

God "Thich rims throughout the N e<ll Testament. Others press 

a mora l influence th ~·,ry to the exolus lon fo other aspects, 

doing aw~y ~ot only wtth the Chri s to-centric cbaracter of 

atonement, but also with e.ll poAstbility of FH!Y real 

ob jective atonement. 
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2 . Another unfortunate factor present i n theology is 

the desire for a "cut-and-Cl.rier'i 1' theory of the s.tonement -

an account \ofhich ''has all the ans,.r ersn. It is the de6ire, 

in s1-ite of cur inadequacy 1n the face of c.ivine mystery, 

to have a final theology - a. tllast t·Tord.u theology of the 

atonement. An obvi ous example of this 1a the trerendous 

popularity of tbe satisfaction type of theory. 'T'h1.s theory 

has no direct grounoJ.ng in scriptur-e and A.l r.n rn1 srepresent s 

the nature of' God anc! of Sis dea1lDgs ·r1th ::-en 1..n R0 far 

as they have been r ever:~. led to LHJ j yet it CC!lt \nues to 

influen ee multitudes, pQrticularly the tFundam~ntalist' 

grou~, sim~ly because of itR finaltty , its 'crispness' of 

1nter~:r.·ete.tio n, its clear-cut B.nd decisive q;ccount of t he 

work or Christ • 

.t'- third factor is v-rhnt we may call the 1'e1.ther-or 11 

attituae - the atonenont ts either one thing ~ the other, 

either it; is moral or it is dramatic - e.nd this fa ctor is -
s1m1:1y the failuro to I NTFXiRATE the v A.ri:lua theories o f 

the atonement . This attttuoe conceives the i :lsue to be 

between different theorie~ and their clrt~ to be THE theory, 

rather thf.n the a<iequ~te truth and he'·.' lt is exrressed in 

the va riety of interpret n.t ions , a.nd. furtherMore how this 

variety can be integr ... te-1 to fo-rm a "!lore C(> r!prehen s1 ve 
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4. F!")urthly) there is R fa.llure t1) conceive the life 

anC:. work of Christ ae a · ROLE, to see that the vari0us 

r ec.li ty such various parts, but tha t there 1 s a un tty of 

mission. and character a.r .. c_ end ":.rbich u.ndflr11 es every aspect 

of the l,>erson e.nc. place of J eaus Christ. ·: e saJv r:tght e.t 

the beginning of our 01scuselon1 that such a nonception of 

the unity and the whol en ef.'.n of the atoner1ent "Jas ~ssent i a l 

to a ny a dequat e 1nterpretf!~~ion of lt, tmd. t.ha t need ie 

reitera ted here becauAn of the rce-1 Jnc:k t:'f' s uch t:v conception. 

5 . ,t.'lnally 1 and this ma~r be rege.r· · ~d as a pA.rt icular 

a pplic:A. tion of the ;;>r~;)Vlous factnr 1 th8re has been a 

corn:., let e fail ure .in th~~ gre11.t majority of' th -:?010gizms to 

a p..t recia t e some';;h lng of ~he l :nl-;ort,nnee of th c resurrection 

in the ~rork nf Chri'!t - wbGn ln reality we 5hou10 see that 

the resurrecti0n i~ an e8s entia l pqrt of the resurrection. 

It n ould be a f<llP-e &.nttthesis to Ret the resurrection tn 

opyoa1.ti':'l.1. ttl the eros~, to sa y th9.t it is the resurrection 

rather th.:J.n the cro se .which i s the c ent-re of the atonement ; 

but H'hat is true is tn SRY th~.t 1 t ls the RI;:'-~:N Christ who 

ste.nns at the centre of the G0SJ::e! a:1f! thus too of the 

_Ll .. tonement - r~aul cou.ld pr ee .. ch Chrt st An<'l Him c:r1hclf1ed only 

b t3cause he 'lrl'a. s pre(-!.ch ing the risen Ch:('i f3t. Wb t 1 e the cross 

c~n pror; erly be SD. id. to be the centre 0f the~ 11toning 

sacrifice, that ea criflce 19 nnt c~mpleted and we cannot 

-----------------4·-------------------- ------------·-----------l. · Abo~e; ·p. l2ff . 
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have a share in it until the resurrection . To point to any 

particular aspect of Christ• a work as THE atonement is to 

be gull ty of a failure to see that work as a united whole; 

and this has been done with particular regard to the cross 

as opposed to the resunrection - the resurrection becoming 

an evidential appendage instead. of the very d)'namic of the 

Christian Gospel . 

HAVING MADE THESE preliminary and general observations, 

let us now pass on to attempt to supply a more adequate 

account; if we bear in mind our previous conclusions, and 

try to fulfil the needs that we have ju~t mentioned above, 

then I suggest that this thesis will not have been in vain, 

even if we do no more thRn begin that task. Our previous 

conclusions1 have pointed out the direction in which a 

discuss ion of the atonement must move, the line ·of thought 

which a comprehensive account muet take - it is a line of 

integration: the integration of the sacrificial and subject­

ive or moral influenee elements of the atonement into a 

dramatic theory. An adequate account of the atonement will 

be one which sets forth the basic conception of the 

dramatic theory - Chrietue Victor - while not neglecting 

the moral and subjective effects of the atonement on the 

one hand, nor the sacr1f1c1al elements of expiation and 

1. See above; pp . 32 ,81. 
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vicarious and representative suffering on the other. To say 

this is to make an im1.ortant implication, and that is the 

rejection of the satisfactory interpretation of the 

atonement . 

The satisfaction theory, or the substituionary and 

Juridical element, has no place in an account of the 

work or Christ; and we must sa.y this in spite of the fact 

that this type is held by almost 1ill biblicist and even by 

many more "liberal" theologians . To reject the juridical 

type of theory is not an attempt to oversimplify the 

problem, and thus to fall into the error we have just 

noted in much theological thought; I believe we are juet1f~ 

in saying that to set this interpreta tion aside 1e to 

rid Christian thought of an intolerable burden , a non­

Christian concept . Satisfaction has no basis in the 

sor1pturea, for the teaching of the Bible 1s not propit­

iation but expiation. The satisfaction type ts mainly 

linl<ed up with the Pauline metaphors of slavery and the 

law-courtsj but if we look at these meta.phors we see the 

slave metaphors teach a ransom or dramatic concept of 

atonement, and those ta~en from the law-courts r~rtray 1 

not a continuity of justice, which the satisfaction theory 

implies, but a discontinuity- God declares the unjust to 

be just, the guilty to be innocent. Another source for the 

theory 1e found in the debt metaphors, but here again we see 
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a misinterpret ation, ror it i s always debt seen aa 

forgiven, not payed. However, these arP somewhat super-

ficia l criticisms, and the real grounds for re jecting thi8 

theory are to be found in the major criticisms which we 
1 made when discussing this the6ry in section t wo • 

It is not enough, however, to say that an adequate 

account of the atonement must take the form of a dramatic 

theory integrating the sacrificial and moral elements, for 

integration must not be a mere ''bringing together" or 

sum of the different theory-types , but must transcend all 

its integrating factors : our account of the atonement must 

be lifted from the sphere of this theory and that, to the 

sphere or a unified theory, an account tha t presents us 

with a "wholeness•• : and this account is the concept that 

runs throughout the whole New Testament - the atonement is 

the establishing on earth of the Kingdom of God. 

tle have spoken up to the pr esent of the dramatic 

theory of ttae a tonement, and the name perhaps carries 

with it, if we were to continue to use it , the implication 

that it is a single theory standing in Op! osition to the 

the subjective and s~crificial ideas; this implication must 

be avoided in a more integrated approach. Moreover, it is 
2 

an inadequat e title 1 for although Ur . Aulen claims that the 

1. See above, pp . 64ff. 
2. Christus Victor; p.22. 



93. 

classic idea is the dominant note of the New Testament, 

he too is guilty in his further discus81on of oversimpli­

fying and exclusiveness; what is more true to say - and 

this is a more inclusive term - is that from Matthew to 

Revelation, and indeed in a sense even in the Old Testament 

the wo~k of salvation is conceived as the establishing of 

the Kingdom, of God in the ~..rorld, w1 th the presence of the 

living Christ as 1ts centre and founda.tion. The crux of the 

atonement, we shall see, is the presence of the risen Christ 

among men. and before God, and the effects of the atonement 

i s the founding of the Kingdom, of which He is the centre. 

To give an account of the atonement, I believe, 1s to 

tell a story, a gospel: lt is not to relate THAT something 

has happened whi ch has made us right with God, some 

incident or transaction in the past whi ch is valid for 

all time - butto tell the story of what did happen and what 

does happen now in our midst . It i s a story which has its 

beginning in the fact of sin and its effects upon men 1 which 

must go on to tell how Christ came to this world and br0ught 

with Him the Kingdom of God, a story which ends always with 

the present 1 and remains even then unfinished. To attempt 

to restate the atonement J th en , is to attempt to re-tell 

this story in a more adequat e way. 

il 1 th all the conclusions and considerations which we 

have discussed in our minds , we turn to the task of re-telling 

tha t story - the gospel of our redemption. 
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1 . THE NATURE A~D EFF~CTZ OF SIN. 

It has already become apparent t hat our conception 

of the atonement will depend largely u~on our concepti0n 

of sin and its effects; and our 1mmed1ate need therefore 

is to attempt to define these more carefully, for it 1s 

insufficient to call 1t moral ev~il , rebellion against 

God) or any other term which, while true, does not bring 

out clearly the power of sin over men and the needs which 

sin~ raises . i·f e must avoid two errors in doing this. On 

the one hand sin is not to be conceived as impersonal fo r ce 

OJ-erating upon man from the outside, for this ls to ma.'!(e 

nonsense not only or peraonal guilt but also of the atone­

ment, because s1n is y..resent 1n the ltorld today 1n spite 

of the atonement. On the other h~nd we must see that whi le 

sin is individual personal gutlt it 1a more than that , for 

1t is a re~l fact of experience that man is in the power 

of sin even when he would escape from it -- the evi l that 

I would not, that I do. 

The first thing we are forced to recognise concerning 

evil 1s that there is a definite dualism in the world 

between it and God; we are not com~itting ourselves in 

saying this to any conception of eternal dualism of good 

and evil -- we do be11eve that God w111 in the end of time 

:~ erform 11 love' s stranL~e workn in destroying that which 
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1s opposed to it, tha t God will in the end completely 

destroy all evil. What we a.re recognising is tba.t in time 

at least, man la subject to the dualistic order of evil 

versus God. The Christian conception of dualism must be 

clearly contrasted with any idealistic monism, which tends 

to merge the boundary between divine and human and to fit 

evil into the divine ~cheme of thinga; also ~rith any ibGher 

idealistic aprroach wh'tch tends to merge the boundary 

between good and evil so that they become mere relativities 

one of the other; and thirdly it is in contrast to any 

Gnostic concept of matter as evil, which sees the contrast 

be*Ween good and evil as infinite and finite, spirit and 

matter, heavemly and earthly. 11In Christian faith the 

antithesis is between the divine will, defined as love, 
1 

and the hostile forces which oppnse this w111 11 • There is 

a dualism in l ife between God and sinners, a dualism 

which needsno ela'boration for 1 t is painfully evident in 

our everyday experience. There is a yearning in men to be 

one with the will of God, yet at the same time there is that 

in man which opposes him to God' e will - man is und.er the 

power of sin. How does this power~ arise, a nd what is it? 

Ther e is no more helpful or clearer definition of the 

nature of sin than to sa.y that it ie self-cent redness; self-

centArdness as opposed to God-centre~ness. Not only is 

ea ch individual aelf-centred 1 striving to usurp the place 
1. ~. Aulen : The Faith of the Christian Church; p-203 . 
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of God ae judging authority of its being, but society too 

is oelf-centred, because it is made u p of self-centred men; 

men are sinful, and the societies which they form are 

therefore sinful too. This must not be confused with the 

conception that society as such is a Ainful institution, 

or tha t the institutions of. life such as marr!age, the 

family , the state , are sinful as instituthons, but they 

are sinful because they are concerned with sinful men . 

A state is not sinful because 1t is a state: it is sinful 

because it is ~ade up of sinful rnen . It is true to eay 

that not only is P.a.ch inn1.vtdual a sinner, is self-centred., 

but that each society made up of men is sinful, self­

centred; sinful dealings and attitudes are cha ra cteristic 

of states and families as well as of ~ch ~~n or womAn. 

At no time does this self-centredness cease to be 

personal; sin is not an impersonal force or 'disease• 

which comes to man from 'the outside '. But if we look at 

the effects of sin we shall see that it is no less powerful 

for being personal, but in truth it 1s in this that the 

real l.·ow,e,r of sin lies . The effects of this self-centredness 

is the cration of the ' world ' in a theological sense. To 

describe this •world' presents us with a problem, not of 

experience or knowleoge - for we do experience this 'world' 

and we know only too well what it is - but of e.xpression ; 

it is difficult to put this ' world' into words. It is 

the word we use when we eay tha t the Christian must be in 
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the world but not o~ the world. One might almost say it is 

'man's world' ~nside God's world; man's order within God's 

order. God so loved the world - that is His world , the world 

He desires to save unt& H1~self; I have overcome the world -

that is man's world , the effects of sin, the man-centred 

world which He condemns. 

The •world' is the system of 1organised' self-centredness, 

organised being a way of saying, however inadequa tely it 

expresses the thought, th~t while thts ainfmlness) this 

self- and man-centredness, is entirely per sonal , yet there 

ie a •unity of disbelief' - sin presents a 'united front• 

against God .• I would like to ask the 1n<'iulgence and patience 

of the reader at this point , for I am trying to express 

so11etbing which I have not seen expresced before, and whi:ch 

is extremely difficult to a~prees. It is the power which 

sin has over us in so far as it is a personal thing which 

we confi:>nt in the course of our normal rela tionshiJ,s. The 

power of sin 1s not the devil; by snying that I am not trying 

to deny the existence of the devil, but drawing attention 

to the fact that it is lllnaderyuate to explain the po:rer of 

ein by the existence of a powerful devil. If the devil 

does have a po·"er over us, then that is not the ~ow er of 

sin, but the powerful ability to TEMPT us lQ. sinfulness; 1f 

sinfulness were forced upcn us by an e~ternal devil then it 

could hardly continue to be called sin; sin IS sin because 
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we ~uiesce in that sinfulness - it would cease to be so if 

that sinfulness were forced upon us as arbitt>arily ae if •-re 

were struck blind by an accident during the course of study, 

and were thus unable to continue. The r ower of sin does not 

lie outside of man, it must lie within man and his 'world'. 

The r-ower of sin over man must lie within mankind, it is a 

~ersonal power within the1world 1 • This is the effect I have 

tried to convey in using the worxd 'organised' to describe 

the ' world'. It is not that men are altogether nisintegrated 

through their sinfulness; the ' Oneness ' which is the purpote 

of God is indeed a.estroyed., but 1 t peplaced by an ungodly 

unity~ the unity of sin, the unity of the ' ·;orld' in its 

OpJ:.OSi tion to God -- manifested most clea rly ':Then God came 

to His own , and His own received Him not. 

It is in the 'world', and each man's relationship with 

that ' u·orld 1 , of which he is J:art , and t<? which he contrib­

utes, that the ·: ower of sin lies. The 'world' is a fallen 

•world', because it is m~de up of fallen men . The 'world' 

is a personal term, for it is made up of persomand persona 

rela tionships; and these persons and personal relationships 

are sinful . Each roan is a part of this 'world', each man is 

a fallen man , and is born into a fallen world, where all his 

relationships a.re within a sinful ' world' . ·J e are born into 

the'world 1 as sinful men, know nothtng beside this 'world', 

(I am thinking now of the state of men before God confronted 

the 'world' with Himself), are conditioned by it, contribute 
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to 1 t, receive from it, and. share in i. t. That is vrhy we 

can be confident in affirminR that whatever be the theory 

concerning original sin, in ~ractice it is a reality; for 

we do not begin life as 'second Adams ' and then fall by the 

wayside - we are born as fallen men in n fallen world , we 

are born into a sinful ' world' as part of that r.,orld . That 

is what makes salvation mean salvation : we have not to be -
pres~rved from falling into the 'world' , we have first to 

be lifted out of tha.t 'world' in which · .. re began - we have 

to be set on a 1_:;ath, not from 1·rhich we erred., but upon 

which l'Ie never even began. The power of the "'rorld1 holds 

every man from before his birth, a nd holds r. im increasingly 

as he progresses in that 'world 1 
• 

This, it need hardly be stressed, is not to suggest 

that we are mere•pawns in the hand of fate', th•t we are 

not r esronst ble for our sin. It ls a fundamental fact of 

experience that tle !£!. morally resronstble, and feel 

morally guilty, for •lUI' share in thia 1trorlcl 1 • :!y •Jhole 

stress upon the (if I may cotgn a phr ase which I think is 

particularly suitable) PERSONAL~ESS of Bin and the •world• 

has been to shew that its power doe~ not rid us of the burden 

of guilt, for we are part of that 'world', a nd while curse~s 

in its ~ower we adn to that po¥er; we contribute to the 

'system' of self- centredness, or man- centredness, by our 

own eelf- centred:nese. Ar:; natural rnan "re affirm the 'worl<l' 
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not only in all our deeds and thoughts, but in nur very 

nature; ~·reidentify ourselves -.;"'ith the ' world', we' make it 

our oun'. To ague that self-centredness came before the 

'organised world', or the world before self-centredness, is, 

if I may ~ut it lightly but succiretly, a chicken-or-the-egg 

question . The two poles stand 'b tension to one anoth~r; 

both a re renl - the cosmic nRture and po~er of •organised' 

yet f ully p ersona l sinfulness, ano. the inaivittu~le ~vho 

form thateworld' and share individually and re~ponsibly in 

its guilt . 

Something more mu st nmv be said about the nature of 

this self-centredness . ~·fe have attempted to shew up to 

this point the l[O"'tr e:r: of sin and the individual gp~l.t, of 
' 

every man . These a re involved in s infulness, which we have 

defined as self- or man-centredneSS 1 the attitude of 

OpJ .06ition to God, to ous t Him from His postt1on as 

judging a utbortity and. suetainer of life. Th ts was the 

temptation described by Genesis, and ~t is a description 

we can hardly better - ye shall be as godst No discussion 

of sin a nd ita effects as short as th ; s can hope to give 

a full a ccount of the matter, but I believe that we have 

maie the r.Jain issues clea r, and a rising out of \'That we 

have said, we must consider four effects which a re not 

uni m.L. ortant to our aim, although they a re all implied in 

saying tha t aelf-centredness is an opi osition to God which 
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seeks to usurp Bis place as God, and result s in the 

form&tion of a man- centred world . To mention these four 

effects of sin, then, will be to make clear what is 

really implicit in what has been said bef ore. 

1. 'l'he first result of sin is that 1 t puts us 'outside' 

the fel:lowship of God; we are no longer in fellowsb1;:· Hi th 

Him because our own sinfulness has aliena ted us from Him; 

it i o not that God has• expelled.tus from Hts presence, but 

tha t we have gone ' to a far country' : because of sin we 

are lost, like sheep that have ~·vandP.re0 astr .tty . 

2 . At the same time ·•e have alienated ourselves from 

His puttpoee in so far as we have any idea of thst purpose; 

14f e are not one 1·ri th God, not one with rfla.n , excer·,t in the 

'united front' sense of which we spoke concerning the 

'organised' sinfulness of the worl d - ~e a r e united 

only in our sinful ness and oppo si tion to Goo ; but there is 

no oneness. This is the divining-power of ~1nfuJness : the 

shepherd is gone and the sheep a r e s catter ed. 

3. Th1r<1.ly, ther0 is a rec!.l sense in which re are a t 

' w;:~-.r' ~,1 th God; God • s pres~n ce r-tno love a.re n continual 

threati to the existence of the t rorld 1 , and must be 

op1:osedJ and if }·ossiblc oes"croyed ( cf. the l·ar able of the 

hirelings in the uineyarnl \~ho d~otroyed the son that t hey 

miGht have the inheritance) ; a definite change ta~es place 
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in man's attitude to God- ln place of love there is h~tred, 

a dee:;:-ae~ted hatred, or Tlomr: aF deep-seated R.S his desire 

to be as God. An a~ers1on gro~.,s 1n the qinner to anything 

th~t is of God, to all that remin1s hiro of his rightful 

plRce of b elongingj the sinner lnves the oarkne9s rather 

than the light . (I am trying here to pin- point ~onething 

deeper than conscience , something that is a real change 1n 

human nature- e. change, ths.t is to sq,y, from "'That w e 

sh··uld conceive unfullen fllan to be - i-thich cnn only be 

described as a. funclamt:mtA.l P..t+ttud~ of 1 hate' ~nit \ra.r' in the 

~ lace of an attitude of lnve and worshi p .) 

4. Finally, involved in sin and the ' "t·rorld1 , is death . 

I f God is the source and giver of life then to be a1tenata 

from Him is to be alienated from life; to use a very 

slmjle illustr a tion (which is me~nt as no more than an 

illustratinn) v.• e are ll"l\e mirrors that are turned. a-r,tay 

from the light and therefore reflect only d.arkness - ,.,e 

a re turned ':!1:-ffay .from life and there:fore reflect only death . 

To call this 'sprltual' dea.th does not make it a ny clearer, 

for it is Almost true to s~y that 1 death 1 1s the wrong word 

to use of our physical passing - the worn 'death' does in 

fact oft en jarr -.rhen used of physic::~.l pae!sing, and I suggest 

that that is because it carries ff1th it the wider conception 

of spiritual death. The wages of sin are death, and we know 

even if ue cannot express it t.T1th preciPion "-'lhnt this means 

Away from God., l-Te are oea0. in tre~pasF:J &.nC! sin .. 
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2. TEE; NEED FOR A. TON !iJ-!E~T . 

The question was raised in section one, ''Why atonement'.? 11
, 

and we S!tid that this question lt10Uld remai n unanswerable 

until we had been confronted by the meaning and porer of 

sin, until we saw sln as self- centrenness, ns rooted in 

human nature, as 1 orgnnised.' against God . 1 I think we .qre 

now more in the p ··si tion to g1 v e an a.nS\,rer to the question ; 

IUh& need for atonement is rooted in the n~.ture of sin, a nd 

in tne nature of God. 

T: e have already Bald sufficient to make it clen.r that 

man is in bondage to sin, because of the po~er of sin over 

him, because of guilty acouiesence in tha t r:o~·rer; th,'9.t is 

to say because he is in the 'world', and becRuse he shares 

in tha t "'rorld 1 • All. thn.t we have saif! about the nature 

ana. eff'ects of sin points to the 'fundamental needs i·thich 

it crentes. ,. e need. to be freed form the _ oHer of sin, 

to be saved from the 1¥•orld'; to be restored to His 

felloirship, to know Him as God and Father; we need to be 

forgi.. ven, to h.'1.Ve our guilt covered over by God; 'rife ne~d to 

matLe a t _9e•tce with Gon , u illing to renoer Him our "rorship 

as Lora., to surrender ourselves ·rilling1y to His will; andwe 

neec. to be raised from death, to be quic:k"ened a~.in i n new 

life, God-given life . '/ e need to be restoreo to "B is purpose, 

and to be ma.d.e one >vith the 'onen es s ' th<> t i s of Hie \-rill -

as faith }:-ercelves it 11Hia eternal purr nse ';ras that ms.nkind 

I. ~ee abovej p.a:--
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should be ' one body' .. • e. free .!\nd harm(')n1rms fellotrship of 

persons united in the love of God .•• the true life of rnan-

1\ind is found in the cor:rorate enjoyment of GoO.., a life 

of com;.lete community with God and. 111o.n"1 • These n.re not a ll 

eel-crate fnctt~rsJ aa it ,.,ereJ but togteher they descrtbe 

the state of man and hie need for atonemont. 

And man is unable in the very nature of hie sin to 

do a nything himself to alter the situation; it is God who 

must act if' anything is to be do.Ae to meet the need for 

restora tion to fellowship. God must forg ive man his sin, 

He must break the pouer of the'vrorld.' over man, bring man 

into peace wi~h Himself , and make available for him that 

life ~lhich is ln God, life which man has never ~rnm.;n, for 

.,..,.hich he has yearned for and A.t the snme time hated. Our 

revelR.tion- 1{nO'<~lecge leat1s us yo be sure that Goo. ~ 

desire to alter the s ituation; for His attiude to man ie 

one of holy love - agape - God loves and ju~ges man at the 

same tine. And His ~tti tufte towa r·~ s sinfulness is one of 

wrath, or holy love. Suther describes it as 1 love 1 s strange 

·vork 1 , l.rhere love ··111 eventually clestroy a ll that opposes 

it, Ein1;ly becA.uae 1 t is love: God 1~ of purer eyes thq,n to 

behold iniquity. Holiness and wrath ~re not op~osed to lov~ 

but they are one ~ti th love; to deny Goa.' s holiness and 11ll:tl9 

wrat..iJ. is to deprive His love of its true me:<tning and de}:.th : 

11 0ne -vrants to nave lClve alone, not seeing th"l.t by denying 

1. D. I:.Baillie: God wa.s in Christ; p .203. 
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God1 s holiness and wrath, God's love is deprived of its 

true depth ana meaning. Is it not so even in human 

experience'i The man who cannot become -;.ngry , cannot truly 

love. '!he man ·iho 1= aes es over tre1tch ery, infir'l eli ty, breach 

of confidence as if it were nothing CB.nnot be a true 

frt ~nd end cAnnot be f~lthful h1mslef ••• he who refuseq t o 

henr of God's wrath, judgement , and condemne.tion, will 

never underqt~ no Jesuo Chrt~t. The livtng God is the God 

vlhos e love is unit ed ,,rith holiness<( This p~rl\nox of 

holine~s and mercy ie • .. the essence of the biblical 

doctrine of Godn1 • 

In saying a ll this we are not attempting to bring 

back thot 1 continuity of the 0rder of justice' v?htch "1e 

rej ft cted ·rhen ne"'.ling vri tb the 1mr•ll c8.tions of the satis­

faction theory; it is a.n attempt to ~h~v that forgiveness 

for God io cqstlx: God does not f0rg1ve automatically. S in 

1s a relaity, and therefore a r&ql barrier to fellowship 

tr ith iYJ<L ·~ e £~.re bold to sny in the light of t<that Be has 

done for us that our sin is not a matter of inoifference 

to God, but a ma tter of infinite concern. 

!f atonement is to be vrought, the po·•er of the 

• ~rorld' brol<'en 1 then it must be done on R personal level; 

p erson!tl power and s infulness must be combated on *heir· 

own lev e ·! . Ag,'\inst the rerl,li ty of t!:-11. s gull t ~.nd <U viding-

1 . E.drunner: Th~ Scandal of Chr istianityL p . 78. 
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1-ower of s1.n we can begin to ap1.reciate and understand the 

work of God in Christ, entering the human field to seek and 

to save, to judge and condemn. His wor~ is the work of 

holy love - it is Judgement as well as salvation . The light 

which destroys the aar~ness reveals at the same time the 

error of that darkness . 1'Love destroys, as its stranp.:e ··rork, 

rhat is against love. It ~nes so accor~1ng to the Justice 

\'lithout which it w·oulcl be a chaotic surrenr.er of the j)O''ler 

of being . Love at the same tir.,e , as its m·m -r:mrk , saves 

through forgl veness that t-rh:tch i g against love. It does so 

accorc_ing to the justifying paradox w\thout whtch lt would 

be ~ legal mec~anaim»1 • In His work of holy love, of con-

de. :nation and sal va. tion, God in Christ lays aside, as 1 t • 

were , His divine glory, becoming a man among men, that thragh 

~1m man ~<"inti might be jud.ged a.nd s~ ved.. 

11Though he ·rraa in the f orm of God , (he) d:\.o not count 

equality "-lith God a thing to be gras:r-ed , but em:ytied himself 

taking the form of a servant , bRil1g born in the li.k"eness of 

m~n. rtnd. being found in human form he hurnhl ed hi·nBelf and 

~ T beca me abecli Rnt unto (1eRth > even d.et:tth on a. cross '' ~ . he 

lnc.ttrna tion as~=Jures us of t.ble, that God enters man ' s 

1. P.Tillich: I:.ove, Power,~ and Jsstice; p.ll3. 
2 . Philippians 2 :6f . 
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P1nful history J>tnd situa.ticn.; God. 1:rants to meet man where 

man is; just a.s someone want tng to help us !'lust enter into 

the conditions n.nd situation in r-rhich we stt'\nd , so God 

d.ecirtng t,., s~ve man rrtunt enetr int0 the curse under which 

1 human -:'.1fe st~nds n. s a result of s:tn . InoroPr to save rnan > 

God must enter into ma.n •s• ~ro rld' , into :nan's order, >;rhich 

man in his sinfulness he.s created in opposition to God.• s 

order. As shewn forth in particulai in the baptism of 

Jesus ag i 1:tentification r-rith sinners, in general the whole 

life of Jesus is the s nvlng R cttr·n 0f God \n f1 is 1o.enti-

fica.tion Hith men . 1.\' e shall do uell tO rPmember here the 

l·rords of Dr. Ryd.er Smith on identificn.tion in oro er to 

save; the sav1rur identifies himself with the one to be 

saved, at the same time not being li~e ~im: the tension 

betueen knov;1ng what 1 t is i:t.klf to be 1 tlce that other, and 

yet not like him, leads the sa.vi0ur to feel more acutely 

the other's sin, until finally that very tension is the 

mean~ of bringing the other over to the s~v10ur's s1ce2. 

11For our sake he mao e him to be sin wh0 1mew no sin, so 

that l.n h.tri:t ~·Te might become the rtght eousness of r.rGd "3. 

The mission of Christ is vicarious - on behalf of men, 

and at the same time .!:,.eprescntat1 ve, - ns man( but it is 

never substitutionar~ tn the sattsfactory sense - in the 

place of men ); as by man same death , so God in Christ 

prepares , as man, to restore life, so that as in Adam all 

men cUe 1 so also nou in Christ may all be ma.ae a live. 

l. Brunner : §.2!9.;p . 87. 2.BDofS;p.ll .. 3.2 Corinth.5:2l· 



loB. 

At the centre of the story of atonement is Easter: 

the cr<lss, and the resurrection. ·r~ e have said before that 

it would be a false antithesis to say that the crux of the 

ajonement is either the cross or the resurrection; both -
are essent~a.l in the' playing out 1 of the divine drnrna of 

salvation. The erose would be ne~n1ngltss without the victory 

and dynamic of the resurrection; th~ resurrection can only 

be understood as God1 s triumph when seen against the 

background of Good F'riday. 

'! he first thing to say is this : had there been no 

cross, there would have been no Crown. ~T e are s; .. eaking here 

not of tbe logical neceesity that death must precede the 

resurrection, but of the necess ity of the cross if the 

resurrection is to have meaning . God's victory is meaning­

less until He has f aced the foe - and that is precisely 

what the cross is. On the erose Jesus ChriAt faced the 

ul t1H1at e challenge of the •vTOrld • in its effor·ts to exclude 

God from its order 1- ''aftenrards he sent his son to them, 

saying, 'lbey uill respect my son . But "Then the ten!:l.nta saw 

the son, they sn1d to thenselves, This is the heir; come, 

let us kill him and have his inheritance. And they took 

him and cast him out of the vin eyard , ana killed him ttl . 

Christ is fulfilling on the cross His o"rn t eH.chtng that He 

r'lust give t.! i s life a ransr.m for .11a.ny, tha. t a see<l cannot 

beer fruit unless it firs t fall into the ground and die 
1. Hat thew : 21: 37f . 
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In the croe.s the power of sinJ the pow·er of the •world' 

reached its ul ti:nat e; it is we might say the 'peak' of the 

crpation of the man-centred order - the ' world' can never 

do more than it did. then: it crucified God. However sin 

may continue i.n the wnrld , ho11T ever much the •world.' may 

continue to be in the ~orld, faith can rest on this. Man's 

order, as it were, 'shot its bolt' on Calvary. God came to 

Hie O\'Fn, and His O'•Tn received H1m not. 

On the other hand, we nust say that the cro so is 

incom~lete without the reeurrection; for Christ dr~w the 

sting of sin in facing it s utter rejection of Hi mself, 

BEC~us ;~ He triumphed. over the 1 worlo 1 in the requnrection. 

The resurrection 1s no appendage to the Rtonement j it is 

eesentla lly part of that atone~ent - it is the victory 

of ~od over the power of evil> breaking the bondRge in whi~ 

the 1 ~Ior} d. ' held manktnn . In Christ God not only flreT:.r the 

ultimat e che.ll enge of the ' •~orlo. •, He trumphed over it by 

r ising Christ from the dead. . Chri at' s deat h is our 1 ransom' 

not because vTe are ca.ug '";. t up out of the 1 \,rorl<l 1 created 

by our sinfulness, but because that 'w·orlo' no long er has 

do .ruin ion over u~. To put it metaphoricA.lly, G-oc<_ 1n Christ, 

thr~ugb the crcs~ and resurrection, has mRoe a 'brea ch' 

in the ' ~torld'; God's order has pen~trated man• s self­

centred ord.er . He ha.s established His Kingdom within the 

' world.', p_ 11 .i\:ingdo!Tl tha t cannot be sha.l~en " . 
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'l'his i.s the dominant note of the New Testament when 

1 t syeaks of the work of Christ - the coming of the 

~\ingr1om . Our Lord J-flmself se.."tJT His task as the bringing 

of God.' s iUngdorn into the world of' men (or the hrorld' 

of men), and all :11s t ~aching tn the gospels Cf:}ntres 

around the .. ingdom and. belonging to 1 t. His mission of 

salvation was to overthrmr the pm-1er 0f the ' world' 

created by rln by estn.b1. 1~3.11ing in 1 ts very ·1id.st the 

v1ctor1c:us Kingdom nf God • . That is the"l to be sniti of this 

Our whole understanding of the King~om depends upon 

our grasp of this - th&t the Kingdom is not onl~ 

estnblished b~ and f0unded u~ on , the work of ChriRt, but 

is et&rnslly centred in Him. To be untted rith Chrint i s 

to belong to the Kingdom, to belone to it is to be 

united ul.th (..hrist. The r'.:ingt~om is identicA-l vJith the 

Church ··here the Church is seen , not as an 1notttnt1on in 

any hurt&n senseJ but as the nyst1c<ll hoCiy of Christ -

it 1 s ma.d.e up of those ,.,.ho have been 11born Rne·.r to a. 

living ho:::·e thrc-ugb the rnsurrection of Jesus Chr:tst 

from the ~Pad 01 , ~~o are united with Chri st thr~ugh the 

Holy !Jpiri t. P e 1a the vines ~re are the branch P S. The 

i\int:<1orn ls GU.'llmed u1: in Jesus Christ , for He i·3 its living 

centre and head. . 

--------------------·------------------------------------------1. 1 f et er 1 : 3. 
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Through the death and resurrection of Jesus a new way 

has come into the human situation ; an alternative way t o 

t he way of the ' world' 1s presented to man, ~nd it 1s the 

way or Christ , it is the way of dying to the world and 

rising victor1~s with the living Christ . Those who travel 

tbls ~n-ty are no longer man-c entred, but Christ-centred, they 

belong to the unique society of Jesus, a society which 

is in the ·.rorld but not of the •~ro:rlcl'. 

The effect of the aton~ment ia not. to dentroy the'world~ 

so that sin is utterly suept nttrHy; for the "rorld' still 

exiots . But ~t the SEI.ne time 1 t is more thEm the rescu e 

out of the 1v10rldi 1 of thi s 1nd.1.viduA.l ?.nr~ th::~t; it is the 

creation by God in Ghr~.~t of a.n nlt..;rna tt7 p,yPtem of life , 

cer..tred :ln Christ , ~rithln the 1\<Iorlrl1 • ~1en remt=~.in in the 

hUI~an situation, 1nd.ee0. remain in the sinful hforld 1 
1 but 

throt..gh the P.oly Spirit they A.re unitet~ to the Jiving 

Christ 11l;c hac overco:-1e that 1Hor! 0' . In the comine; o"f 

the the Kingdom God' e pur1.oee for !"lan <1n6 for hu~an life 

no lor;.ger 1 as it \!er'e 1 hover-s ov~r the :·rorld. as ~- futile 

(from the ;.olnt of vle"N of 110tnral 'llo.n) P..n~ i:1:noren orderJ 

but is Rctually real isecl ·ftthin n.ttn' s gituP..tif)n. 1 

1. In this develo;-:nent we cnn sec th.qt the d.rrtmatic 
appr~ach need. nnt nee essttrftlly r ema.in vague and indef­
inite . Cf. d1fficult1es raisen ~.bove, pp . f,4, 73 . 
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In the atonemPnt God' a purpose has become a part of 

man's life; it i s embodied in a community which 1s centred 

in Hi"1 1 ·,rh ich is ident1fted "ith Christ through faith by 

the Eoly 3pirit. For the centre a nd head of thi s com~nity 

i s Christ 1 nnd in Pi m God ' A pur pose for m<!tn i s f ound - 11 for 

he has made knovrn to us in all r.ri snom and insight the 

my at er:{ of h ia \:ill~ P ccorntng to hi A p ruro se 't·rhich he 

set fo:c·th in Cl1rist na a _t .. ~ttn for th0 fulness o f t1:ne, to 

unltc ~ll thin3s in h i m, things in he~vcn nnd thtngs on 

ear-th ... to make all men see what is the pl a n 0f the mystery 

hidde11 for ages in Goo ·r.no created al l things; that through 

t he church the manifold wisdom of God might now be made 

kno~:rn to the pri nci :pa.liti es anc J.'<>'"rters in the hcnvenly . 

places . This v-Jas accor '." ing to the et erna.l yUr},o r.e which he 

ho.s realised in Christ J e1-1us our L.nrd 1'
1 • 

In .:'l. re':l.l sens;; the ju'Jcsrnent of this 1 "<"lorlo' has come 

with C~r1Pt : now is the judgement of this ~orla . In Him not 

only in the •:'for ld' judged 4nd cono emnea., but the new 

cro.-1tion be.s begun , the nc·1 and living way, the Kingoom, 

ban in actual f::-,ct be.:;)n ert<'lhlishen; but .!l.t t he sn.ne time 

the ' :·rorld' has nr-t been cer.'troye0, anfi sinfulnes~ is s til l 

n. re.t.l1 ty. ':'h e t•·o or" er~ eXif.!t ~t1e by ~:\0.f> , or r ut her o ne 

within the ot~er ! ttle m.-.u1-centreA. 1Hor1.ct 1 , ann t~P. :angd.orn 

"r1thi!1 the ' · rorld 1 ; the ol(' or0er 0.of11tn.qte0 ~~o. C.ef'tned by 

1. Ephes ians 1 :9,10; 3:9- 11. 
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man's f ride and rebellious spirit and hie self-sufficiency, 

having its roots in ~an ' s self- centred s infulness , a nd the 

new order, which is d.ominatec'i by God's grace a nd mercy , 

and centred 1n Christ, involving the res~onse and glad 

slilrrender of convicted sinners "Tho are become forgiven 

sons. 

I suggest that it is no~ becoming fully ap;arent i n 

all that we are saying concernin!5 the atoneMent and t he 

establtsh\n~ of the Christ-c ~ntre~ ~ingdom \rithin the 

' world' what is THE E331~1C;: OF Tf-1~ A.ro:n:.::r ::'IJ ; .,....hat is the 

final d.evelo·pment of the 1tnc ;~e have taJren 'ln following 

through the dramatic 1.den of the nton2mcnt- it is summed 

up in this : THE N!'07"8ME!,T~' IS TH8 V"T:CTORIC'U'J ~ ... ThY , A~~D 

THli: ~biDJ.i~G FR:~S:JlGE IJ:'HRr'tJGLr TIE~ ·uoLY S:i. IRIT CF Tti:S 

LIVL·l G Cf-1£USr :l!ITHil' TE"S t1or0RLD 1 • This may souncl rather 

like a pla titude, an overr::inp11.fic!'lt~.on of the ·rhole 

problem; but I believe 1 t i.s tb e outeome of the drR.matic 

apvroach which we saw to be the direction thRt muRt be 

ta_i{ en in trying to r estate the doctri~e of the a.to11ement ; 

it n l so the outcome of. ~ny attempt n t integrP-.ting the 

three main strands of Ptonement conceptions. Th i B ~vill be­

come more apJ.arent if we loo~ at some of the implications 

of this account of the a.tone~ent . 

It is a two- ~1ded account; for 1t rnl~tea th e aton eme~ 

both to ma.nkind. in hts ~:tnful 1r·rorlcl 1 - oroer·, E•n•l to God in 
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His holy love . On the one hand His ri sen presence 1n 

the1\/orld 1 r epresent H19 victory over sin's bondnge; He 

h&s Cfehed a ne·v way for ma.n) and. tha.t ·vt:ty 1s Hinself; Hts 

prdsenth~ it~ r.1ad.e over to men thr0ugh the Holy Bpiri t, through 

who~ thoy a r e united with Pim~ sharing in His victory, and 

obaJ:·i11g too''in Him" - thi3Y are macle fellot-r- heira ~1ith C....hritt. 

·.' e sha.ll have to discuss this further, ann. in {loing so 

1 t u :tll ue l..i!'OUght out how sharing in Uhrt ~t me ts the needs 

of !Jt;;n. vn the other hand His pretJencc before tied as m.ttn is 

th~ e..<j/1.a.ti0n of our s1ns - to r ut it very Ai r:lpl y for the 

co~ent, Gou looks at our sins throuKh Jeau~ Chri3t as man . 

Chrt st's victorious preaence meetc the need of men . 

If ·r ~ MaJ sum up br1 ofly , ~'e f.l'l.W that r1an 1 s sinfulness and 

'chc res ul tir1g crention of the ' ror1 a.' left :i~· ... n in this 

r-osition: n·..:.tur·s.l rnr:.n st 'l.nds in need of r.:i.lwttion from 

the 1 \:orl<.~. 1 anc the J :OV·3"t· of that 11·rorl<"; 1 over him; h e 

neud.s for~i ver:es£, for thn.t 1··1orld' 5. ~ net an i rn1)ers0na 1 

fcrce lr.1J..·oae6.. u ·on hin, but a s inful syt~tem of ··hich be 

lJ u contribut:~ng pP.:rt ancl in i"h].ch he ~ht :r'!''£1 ; l:.e 1s cuts1de 

the fello•r8!:"lii .. of God. throLAgh bi:; orrn vr·l ·l-t;;l()n , Y ·~t needs 

tbr..t fello1 rnbi}: for ·rb.ich he ·'/ras m.:t~e ; he is v.lienated from 

God.' e. ,t;u.c.~:,ose , c£ ugi.Jt up in the c.lvir ing-po :er of his own 

slr1j be hr: s Grown "to be fu.ndn.men tally' n. t war' ·rt th God, 

~:tate has l~eyl:tced the love '·thich shnul:'l be th 0re; he is 
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thus 1n his very nature ehy of God , though he was made to 

know and enjoy Him; finally he iA in need of new life, he 

ie in need of eternal life, God- a ctuated and -centred life. 

'·'e have already tried to shew how the de::~th and res­

urrection of Jesu3 Christ meant the est~bliAht~g of His 

Kingd om l-t1 thin tl'le •uorld' , ao that rrhile the •·-rorld' ic 

not dest'royec. 1 t i s nevertheless no longer all-po rerful 

over ~en , for it 1~ 'brench~~·, tte ulti~~te h~e been fReed 

a.no -:~verc-~:-rte . Dv.t th1 (" ' ·rJr1 -'1' 1-n~.s ~ot ~n Rrbt tr ... :::'y s.nd 

r iJltn~Jy rb."re(~ ; mPn ir m~r~l1y r3u \.Jty R:Y1 reR:~on~tble . 

Jesut C~rtst ~e~ts thte ne~6 . For~tvpnee ... is erccnti~l to 

the 3CE~el of salvatton : "Lct it bp ~n~ n ..• t~· t through 

thl a m"n fc,r~1vr·'1eS£' c·f rir:.s ic; ~·roc1 "dne'l to y 'u"1 and 

this for -ivenees is founci. tn the victor10us ··:0r1{" of Christ, 

in the SG.crificial offering '"hich ·.ro.r, !!i ~ de::>.th, and. ~hi ch 

was completed ln HiB reaurrPctl~n, in that Be h~E become 

the eternal expiation for r ur ~1ns bBfnre Go1, ~living 

~x_i~tion, in ·rbo"ie comr,lf.Jtt'c sn.cr1f1ce 'rl~ f:l1!'H'C' t'lrougb 

f~ith . q io life w~s t~e rcrf0ct ~nd ~1nlese of~oring self­

offer·d to God, not 9.~ a rro:t:-1.tt~ti')n , buy't:q::: off -:.sit 

·er~ ann ongry God, but a.n ex_pt'lt5.on, e. covering-over of 

e1n. Ano. it uas offered not for Hi nself, for He knew no 

sin , but on behalf of the men with whom He ~R~, nmd is, 

identified. 
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It 1s notJ as in the old. form of sacrifice, man i.Vho 

c1rmrc neur to the offering~ ;-,ressing his bancls upon the 

vic "; im's he~·d - a salemn id~ntification of himself ·.;ith it -

for it is Christ •, •ho t'tkes the initiative, it 1s 'lS it 

~sere tbe offering i~entifying ~i~SJlf ~ith the offerer . 

.... s ~lrho1J Hicks J?Olnts outl } in the later s tages of 

theo~ogic~l hiRtort , wh~n th e eucharistic controversies 

H.:::'O ~l.t. ... ln ·~he ' .. est 1 there .. C1fi no technic<tl :rno 1 -;r1ge con-

sacrlfi ce we.e "'erlously 1'1 tsund.erstood. but · 'h E>n •,re v1e".4' 

Chri ~ ... t' n !:ln.crlf'lc e a nd vicr>.rioue suf ferinp; a8 ~ n A:"{;: ... ia.tion 

of ~ in, u e a re facing sorriething we can r~Pdi 1y understand -

the idea. of self-sacl•ifice n.nd suffering on b ?h~ lf of 

anctr1 cr io fundamentRl in life. Through tbe s<Lcriflce of 

C~r·i::t God h~s covered - over our ft in, our sin 1 s 'hidden 1 

under :f.fis exyiation. 

'rh ic l ea.cls us in t::1 thE> fulfilment of man 1 s need for 

cf _p9.rtiti:-:.:J for i.(i E im. ~uan& g,nd GoO. arc brought again into 

f ellc~· e. ~·. il. -: he.1 a sinner yicldr. him3 :lf to the love of 

Cr.riat n t'16 ~cceL:ts Him s.s 'o,~1 ctori?us Lord. ana. Goo., h-e is 

Lr·r)ut;ht in the c()"=J"'.:untiy of the Holy 3};ir'it a nd united in 

fell:?' . sh1;~, not only 'rl i t.h C-oc., but in Christ he can .knm-r 

co !"irr.unlnn, lnth ' ;ith Go6. and ·.d.th m. i.n. 
1. J•'.Hicks! Art. in '•lays of r!nrs~.J?.; p. 204. 
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Closely lin'<e•1_ ~- 1 t~1 the question of fello·q:;hip is the 

nee(' to b~ re-lntrod.uced into Gocl' s purro se of un 1. ty , A.S 

our Lord prayed., th.a. t they :~w.y be ON'S. It- is in H1.m tha.t 

th\.& J.ur;,ose is fulfilled, for it is in Pim that lve 

become one. He is the met!.iator of the lie'i'l Covenant between 

man t~ nd God. And it i s in this of flee of me6.ia tor that we 

see , nether interpretation of the death of Chri8t. In the 

Old restament, "-fhen a covenant \'ras 1 cut~ there was a literPl 

cut tint;; - the ~nimnl offering gy~b0lls i ng the cove'1a.nt liaS 

cut in i"!nlf) a.n.c'i tr' e t ,.ro prtrtles contracting th-?. covenRnt 

pt:..sj~G. between tbe t l O s-~ctions to ehew- that thetr covenant 

was no question of Uod l>R-Ssing bet,·reen the ani '"'lRl nor was 

He a mere co-covenanter, for He na.de the covenant ;fhich 

I sr·c.el :kgl."'·eed to accPpt . The ~inai tic coven.q_nt ;.,ras therefore 

Sj t"uo.liGLti by GJ!riakllt1g the blood of the animal upon the 

alt;:.r- t~.nd upori. the pt::lOlJle • .nnd the dea th of CbriRt has 

alKkY6 bebfi underotood ln this sense~~ well: in Bim the 

Ne~1 CJoven&.nt wa.a tcut 1 between God and the new Israel; God 

accepts man into a new r •:-lat1onshi..t-.. '11th Himself ~ and Chri:t 

1 c th~ meu iR tor of this i'i elof Covenfl nt: '1 ~his i~ my blood of 

the ne\v coverls.nt, \vbich is poured ')Ut for t'1any for the 

for·~ivfness of sinsHl. Here np:atn the intE)rprEtation is not 

conplete until we see in the light of the resurrection that 

Chri'st is the li vinv; 1.},nd cont tnunl rn A~:t '1. tor 0f th ig covenP..nt; 

He i.~ the new covene.nt ~1'htch untteA man in the r·,lr'D0Ae of Gocl. 
1 . 1 at t h ei'l : '26128 • 
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IJ.1here is too a: need for a. fun0arnent!'.1 chnn;l '3 in the 

nc, ture of mo.n; be must be chA.np,f'!d from 1 shyness' before 

God to the fr,:-ed.otu of a son; he !'\'lust be chP..n~e~ f:rom hating 

to loving God; from war h0 must be ch'lnp;ecl to lmor·r pMce 

rrith God. And in the rre~ence of the Jjvinfl Chr1~t thi ':: 

ne ~:d t::; !'!let. Here the nRx'\.m tb~t 'you c"-n't ch ~" np;e hum~tn 

nature; He 9r nctiftes it, He m~keP it holy. Ana this change 

takea r l n ce 'hen e m~n is 'in Chr ist ' . By his un '\.on with 

Chri f"t h e becnmee sanctif1.Ac3., till neY rN·]acm~ old , till 

the clc. r.an is crucified Tr~th Christ, nne. the Rinner has 

beeome a n e'· crc::tture. Hts hate and shynef='~ nf Go0 are 

re.~::.lace6 a s he gro·..rs in Chr!.nt by love a nd freer'oM, by a 

5ro..r ing ·T11l1:tgnesfJ to continue ln the ne'lo/' s i tue.tion i n 

'!.fhich h e finds hi!"1self, a lea rn ing to love the llght a n d 

ha. t e the d.n.rk . 

F'or mRn \n his fqll €'n n~ture doe~ YPttrn r;~.t!' ~r for the 

':1.arl{ tt1~.n the 11ght . ~len and ··mmen hav~ J.rnl')wn th -:- truth, 

h~tv~ been c0nf Mntec1. by ChriPt J yet strive to Gflc:l pe fro m 

~ i. r.1 even •rrile they p;ervP. J:.1i"l. '·Jhe.t ts nee~ e<'J l~ ti-tus not 

,.H1l r r e1 ~A.s c fror1 g'tn n !"ln fr,r~tvPn~Ps, net onl y r r2torat1on 

to th e ff!11m,r t1~ip And r;urr n:jo of Gc'\1~ , but -:.. n eT· ~e~ire to 

conti.nue eo ; tbe <:!nP~·r Pr , ~ in ~ cnnt-tr.n"l.l r:r~.- ing i.n Chrint, 

~ s t n t~ e 0 ol y Sp 'rtt MPqtery is ~~ine~ P n~ n~~ ts emptied 

of ~elf to be fille<l c:1ore a nd. !"'Ore "'ri th the ne-4 Chri s t - centred 

self, unt il 11for me to live i.s Chr:t ~t, ?.ncl to r1ie is gain•• . 
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Anc. f:tnn.l ,_y, 1·te httve s.rtid th.-,.t man :t s in need of 1 tfe; 

our Lord sy.oke often of thts need ano of ~:ts mission to 

f ulfil th~t need - ~r Rm come that they might have l i fe) 

and have 1 t more e.bundRntly" . There 1 s hardly any need to 

outline tht~ fact - the Net-T 'f'estan:tent is full of references 

to th -; life-bringing PJ1ssion of Jesus. What i s i mpo!'tant 

to see is t hat Christ does not as :tt were issue us with a g 

g~ ft of r;ternHl 1 \.fe - "re have that life by be:t!lg uni ted. 

'·r~ th :am , for H ~ l P the s0urce of nur 1 :tfe - our l ives a re 

hi~ ~t~h a:t~ in G0d. Ee 1d thq br~?~ of 11.~0 ~~~ch we mus t 

eA.t, the f0l.mtD i '1 of J l f c fr-nrn HhJ ch ·re !'"lust drin}( . \·! hen men 

ar:: un1.t~c. wttb Chr~. :--1; th:-0vr.:~ th~ Y.To1.y Srtrtt theJr h9.Ve 

ltf -he thnt ~~tb th~ gon h~t~ 1\fA. 

· : e epo\ofe abcve of a t wo-:fo lfl relat i on in the inter:pre1r 

ation of the atonement 'B the pregence of the rieAn Chri st ; 

it i r relate~ to ~an nnd H1a needs , but it is Rlno related 

to God in H:ts holy love. I beli~ve thnt evPn in the "t-' e"tr 

~, (~r.t1l f'1 ent thl s is eJ:tsier to feel n.nd. knm; tnn.n to exprese; 

wear~ limited in even the nost fund~mental think•ng o4 the 

rel~.tionnb ii· of the A..tonement to nod; our mof't elemental 

thinkirtg must be F.hrnudec'!. \<rlth the obr.curi ty ·rhich cornea 

from th~ 1 oth~rness 1 of God an~ Fis WRys • 

., e cannot ree lly say raor.e than this: Christ in the 

incPrns.tion ~id not a~oJ:t our humc:tn form R_$ a gnrment to 

1 Iear ··rhile He Has on earth- He became mF~.n , a no if the 
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incarno. t ion and ro3~mrrection of Jesus •.re· to be taken as 

r .;nll tie£~ an~ not as ficti:ms of piety, then we must belle'\e 

thnt in !.;one vray He remains the reprcJent.l_tive rnan . And it 

1g ia t.:it3 office that ('ur Lord Jes us Chrtst'ap.:._ears before 

t ile t~1rone of God. ' - as rer.resen tat l ve .:'l""n. S'is p r o3uence is 

at o.:1~..:e tHo thine;s : it i E; the f orgiving love of Goo ) for He 

i ::; t~H~ •:?E.t-'iatiorl of our eins - lf I v:ay r.:ut 1 t l :L~~ e this, 

Gctl ,.1,s.J hu !anit:,r th .::·ougt1 Chri:'lt end Pis woj""'ir: ; P.t the SA.mt" 

t :i..rl& n i~; >resenc e lS juog~r!ent , fo:c 'lrn iC I meA.eU.ref! t by 

tbc p·r~.1.ctick of the perfect n~n . 

'I'his Gf'li>h:tsis lmj.l ies a ne._.r a.ttitu~~e tn the crocs ::tnti tn 

the r"'!SU.!.':"8ct1on ; r::tth~r not a n£H 'l.tt itur.i·~ J for f a ith hfi.a 

a li.·rr~ yo been 1 lfare of this , but hv.s be~~n .l~c:..::it!~ in its 

1r.ter-1.r·et. tion . It ls th'lt "re ·'!lust ce~se to interr;ret 

.3. t(':.'l f~·1 . : r~ t e. c fl.ct: co !ll}::·l ct ed. yea.re Rgo J fl. 1 :.e.~ t t. :r!':.n sa. ction 

whic b t; tlll hcl:.:: gono. J for the !'1.toncm r:nt cone:; i s ts in the 

m~nift <~t i T-'~C e:t c:e r:: f Jesus in th~ worlc· thr;")Ugh the Holy 

SitrLt . T111£ is not to :'lint :r.lse the ;;ooitt .. ·m of toe Cross 

a11"5. the resu ... ·.cecti-:>::-:; so•1et~1ins ··;as achicv:Ji ti::er3 once­

for-nl1: 1'Tt neE-f.~ :10 :'.lJ.·:f.le:r:enting or enlar8ii1~ n..nd it does 

not benr re~ttttton . ~he laat ~~rJ of Christ on the cross •• 

1:.:. • •• 1:1 ~;o.n3s cl'::J .::e!' to the J.reE..k , •rt is perfected.' . 

Perf'sct for l;ov:'r 11 1. 7he ·ao..;<'h t !! td ·oreal{ into the 'world' 

it is _ .. _ .., ____ .. _.. ________________________ _ 
1. ~ - Brunner : The Sg.q,!\,dftl of Ghri st1anit:l:; p . 98 . 
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a .kingdom that shall not be sh'".~~n. ~'he se~d is planted a nd 

will grou. Christ is in tha 'world' and h~s estqbllehed 

nltaSelf' in it oy triumph!.ng over itc ultifU'->.te ro rt··r. There 

is no question of the fin&llity r)f Christ• s Tro rk, no queetion 

of r-e};itition . ·; hat ·,;e can rliscern is th<;).t .qtonem ··mt is not 

~East event; the snving act of God took place in hiztory , 

but the D.toning :presence of Chrtc;t is .?n ev"'r- pres.ent 

reality. 

The !Cingc.om m~>.y be oppo?ed and shunneO. by the •~-..rorld ' , 

but i t c~n nev8r be ~ P.fe?.t en, for it~ centre a.nd head i s 

Christ, who ha.a overcnrnethe 1wcrld 1 • It is wtth inl; the ""rorll1 

aillf!i.ttng the finn.l C0!1Rummntion out~ioe tlrne A.nd histo:>ry . 

The finality of Jesus' wor1.{ i~ not a Bt:-3ti c fin.q_l tty, but 

R' r:rc,rinr; 1 f 1.naltty , a 1iv1ng finA-lity, R liv.;ng ana all-

co.n·•u .ring Lorl1. 'l'h e fl. ton em(~nt is no~ bounn to th A t ernporal, 

Hol.t [,pirit of Christ. It \.s n0t Hconf1!1Nl to the r1ays of 

Lf is fl r::~h or to thoAe who ha.o. K-nm·Tn Fi:n in thA r:eesh: it i e 

a vailable i11 ~-n even fu11. E'r form to everybofly , AVP!'~7here , 

~n( in ev0ry qgA, through the Roly Sp\rit"l . The work of 

Christ is complPteo., enc9 yet it is still ~ein(]; ccntinued, 

the {in~ctom is estRblieh ed nn~ is active, until the kingdom 

of the •~orl~' has become the Kingfow cf our Lord and of 

Ris Christ> and he sh~ll reiKn for Rver ~nf ever2. ___ ,.,. ___ ,... .... ___ ...__.._ ___ . ------
-----------------------
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The fact that the KinRdom is within the e~eiee ' wo r ld ' 

coneti tutes a.;tl v~t:ton !!.).na. .1ud.gement ; for the Kingclom ~- s 

aunt''led up in Him ~-1hom to kncvr iF! life et erna.l, Hhom to 

ehun to de~th . There is a challenge and ~~ll to nen for 

com. ltment 11 He ·i'ho beli ves. i n hi m ts not cnnd emncd; h e 'vho 

1 does not be1 tue ie condem :md ?.lro"l.cyJ'. If a man does not 

com:'llt hlr:1self to Christ, he i s o.lreao.y cor1mi ted t o t he 

tn drAA' neRr ~y faith to ~~rttcipate in t h e s~crifi ce Mht ch 

Cbr'i. '3t h'3.r; mnoe on our behalf. Ou r ·c'l:rticipr- ti0n in th~t 

Cnri '3t by faith : · th en .,'3 or~! CO~lfrcnter by !Hm, 'lnd a.re 

ma~e one ~ ith ~i~ throu~h f~ith we are1born R~ \ in 1 , shari ng 

in :li e deR. th Rno. resurrecti~>n. As u e rt i c · ri t~ Christ so we 

CJ r l" raieeo ri th HLa by God.'~ grace to be ltvtng mer.tbers of 

rfis v.ictori0us conHuni ty , 1-1. H'c>tching cor:v1unl ty, A.nd a. w.~ i ting 

co. ur.unlty, r.~.Il..L HS c~; ~~..; . 

£1a. .:3 ;.Jddrl to:i.(1 in a •my th~.t is fresh, ani: that it puts i nto 

I Dave f~l; illed ~n earller ~romlse - there is nothing 

ttw _p J.rGly ne::;lected. aspe-::ts or f)Ur rec•.er1ption . 'l'he line I 

·-------.. --,.ol;-------
1 . J'ohn 3 : 18. 
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hav ·; follo~red is t~'= ) L1e of in.t e~-::-rntt"':1 of thl?. t':lree types 

of tb•l0ry , a:1d I feel tht1t V"J h8V~ fn11oM,..(t it to tt~ end . 

His :proe e.:1ce ln the ··r0rlc. :::.~ rioen !.0r0. , ::tnd. bfJf or e God as 

re .. ::· =se.'ltt'tivo rr1:~n, Pis et~:rn~l metit~=~-tion : this 1B t;he 

ettor,ernen.t ~ It le bec'l..uee He ls . ,.ith us .Q..Q:!, b'3c'lu~e ~ie a r e 

u!'l.itt.;d \:ith Hi:r:~ ~ throuc h t he Holy ~pirit, tli·-tt we k noH 

s('"~lvntion ; lt i s becB.U.S t 'P.'E.: i s the exptRtion .!1£:!. for our 

sL'ls that e 'TI£!.Y C:..fi}:rO"'"ch the throne of God: 11 3lessed. be t te 

0·od. :"!.tHl ~·ctb·~}r of 0ur Lord J~~su:~ C~rist~ rJy h"L1 great mer cy 

Y:' e i1- vc L1~e.1 b_•rr~ :~11f: 1 t; 9 l.i vin;~ l'"'O' ~ thC'0U?:l; t:-Je 

rcsur'.:.·cctixl of J e£'tc:; ~ihrir.t fr("'•!U th .~ ~-e~-c"~, . '.n"~_ to a n 

11Th1ne be the glory, r1aen, 

conquering Son J 

Endl. ees 1.s the victory 

Thou o ' er 4eath hast won.~ 

--------------------------·-----·--·--·------------·---
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AL'.LHliiJGH IT IU iiOT the a.i:u of thia th~!11~ to relA.te 

the ~tone-Hmt to any other spheres ofi the Church's life, 

tn_rJ are several polnta -Jh1ch I feel ~rP su~~estive •rhen 

e:.<B.Iliin :!d in the lir;nt of the 1.bn .. 1e nccaunt of the !ltonement. 

I sh.:ulc: li1~e i:1 this br,_cf ap:· e:1e.1x to dr~_ . ., -<ttent ion to 

son1~ of these }.oints . 

'fhe first interesting aspect of the Church' P life 

when relat ed to thle aton~ment account le th~ O~rietian 

attitude to other reli~tnns. If · r A conc~tve a p ~ living 

rePlity the centrRl Christ P.s ot.:r snurcG of 1 trA ; tf we 

~rasp ~omething of the nePninR of "our 11vA~ Rr~ hid with 

Chr·is-t in G-od!' , 11 ! em ths br~<t6 e>f l1f :> 11 ) 11HP. tr. ~~ t hath 

the Bon bf.'.tll life•' , c:.n our re1.'3tt~.n tt.t 0t~er reli~t,ions 

b~ ·anything oth Jr than ew>.r:p;e1_1c.a.J_'? Ey th::1.t I ~.eF:n ce.n 

t-!e tolerr~tc tL~n in r:.ny othf'::r sen~e tr.~n to unCleretand them, 

but to DF!Y thaJ,:: th0Y hnv .3 fr.llcn far off the P1?rk.', and their 

of.fJ.cr<mt8 mt.~st be r11tr.FiGnlsr-~ ··tth tht) ne:··~ of thf' gospel'? 

Ii {"~ene to me to be in ., crnrfl..,.nc) -.;•lt~ tr·~ f' A-~ 'i'0st.N!lent 

t o intcrl-.l."'.?t th e r·tor:aw 7::-.t ?.fl I hnv~ o•')ne :<'l.b""ve, A_nA tf so , 

t~lC.,:"l :·e " t tC.t r:c.y) ant1 ~t_;at:'i ·•;:; mall b;!; ~n "'."';l'':'1fl'.~'1t W'tth 

~ic 1~1l ture, Uu: t ·:hen 0lU' L()r"J. g"l.1."~ ''he t.:'1·=-'-~ ~n.t!J not the 

bJ J1e 1' , He r;u, rot nt-:ti:1:.~an n1..t1i!?tu-::, 11~ i_t 1!-:;,..e, but 

ti;.e tr·•.t:;h. I f th:.c tr.. !:'0; if 1~.fP. ~-?. in C~r'."t n.10ne, C!-ln 
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~e ever re nt co~tent to le~v9 the ot~ ~r r~li~inns be, to 

le ve th ~rr. a.t J.'~.f"!.c e ln n. r<plr'\.t of tolerrtttnn, ··rheth ;~r 

is 11ot truly centred in the· "1.incn Chri~t'? If . .,ur faith 

is one amonr;. '!m. ny~ "..·re cHn le~ve th em be; but if · re have found 

a ~.)onrl of so gren.t H ~'rice 'tS such :tn account 1.mr 11es, 

Another vital ~oint involved is c ur Rttitu1e to the 

mis ~_ ion of the Church in the ' ' rorld'. If ~tonen ent. in the --
pr~sence of the risen Ohrj_st throughthe Holy Snir'!. t, then we 

bef in to s ee that 0ur ministry is a continuAtion, as the 

coMm.ni ty of the ~Toly Spirit, of the minictry of r econot 1-

iation. "'l here is only one ' escenti ~.l miniFtry' in the 

Chur·ch, the .1-er~etual mini r: try c;f the Ri SP.n ~ n(! ~~ver-present 

ind eed Ei ? very hPnd~ nnf f eet, to continue Kt s ministry . 

11The Church is God's tns trum ent of r e c0nc11 ~:;. t i o l1 through 

th e n~es. ~nd to t hat enR the peren~inl functl0n Dr the 

Chtlrch io t o _::roclF trn, by ":or'~ ~nn ~F< cr~nent .c:.nd by t ts 

!t i s t h e Church, A.nd it is only the Churd-), thP t ~.1 n tell 

tbe s tory, tht.:- 1 Bflcrec: h~.ctc--ry', bec!'l.use it l r; (l confession 

r: , - 1 ,. c• I · !• 1 
.L\"'-'l,·....., .:. . V &......_, L.~ ... l .- {~'• · • • 

~ -----~~~----------------------~--1. D . • : . ba.illie: God was in Chri s t; p. 209. 
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~ bich brings us on to the queeti 0n of the s~cr~nents . 

~o much confusion can be Sffirn, ~nd io s e rn , con ~rntng the 

S "~.cr!t:: ents, Fi.1tn they 0. r e r.tccus sed -;-ritbcut r elev?nCfl to 

th .. r·t.surr ~cti0n. ' !hat c:1uld th 'Y }-O ~ sibly r::e'"~ n :rithcut 

th e r. 2urri.ctl(m? ··!!;at 1··ou1d C-:"):l!r: u P..icn r.e'·n, unlP:s the 

Chri :t , anr:. in t!-: c-- Li vin£ Chrift he was in co::ir:un t on ¥ti th 

ir~ til~.: s- crifice th:~. t ;-ras CO"l}:'l.f.:t·~c in the resurr9ct1rn of 

Chrl:;t . ·r_r.~~t c-:-ulfl it mean to h i !P to f ef:0 on Chri9t 1f he 

d.i6 .. not do eo )>:-no--ing that he is f ecCI !.ng on t h C) r~ sen, 

livlr~ ~ , r.ourc~ of Ji ll life? 

't•:1 "!.ever in uni0:1 l·rith (,br 'ut; but tt~:?ro 1.13 '>lie r;oint I 

c i .. 1 
.. !1ren 1Jo:-.1 J: ..... .. _" 

.!.. . ~ 4,, .. , 
I . • ,.._.,...., ~I 

I . . l. - • ., 



128. 

1I'hese :t.-oints ara r.o~c intunded to ha.ve any beari..ng U:i)On 

tbe r.. l!n of thin theels, but ftre 1 fiS it ·rere , n.fterthoughta 

\:hich struclc me ac l>elng worthy o r in~nt ion. '2,..:o : ore thtngs 

l r.1u s t eny here. Firs t, I h a ve ommit-ced in the final 

6( ct i:m to br-in~ in anJi ;t.~trtlcular refcre.:1c~ to thD moral 

influ ence th ec·r·J- ; this le beC'l.UI:. e I feel tb"t the subject ive 

ai-'l-'ectl nnd. eff eet s of the utonement a. rc self- evident, anrt. 

C~o. t c-~nt ion having b e .n brout~ht to then·) nd to t h e fact that 

·the t ·uL"J of tbts 1 th·~D.l"Y' ie ··1. l ·rqy9 ~)~rt ~)f r~D.Y n.de1ua.1ie 

accounL n~ Lh~ ~ tonement, I felt th~t lt was unecessary to 

;_·:c-.::~<: t::,.; 1·:.11e •)f 1 h ·.ur,ht }.n or~•.er to .u ~ntlnn · rh'i. t I f!ooJr 

to b~ tLe o ..;vi ... lh:~. 

s~con(tl}, I bttV •~ o n'mitt ec"l ny inter' rAt 'ltlnrt of the 

I blood 1 
1 UeC.? USe it ' OU}d h1i Ve been 8. C0nfur;1 nn 111Rta:phor . 

Bl.)od i a :.Jr-o·~: ~rl;r unci t.rrtoor1 ,'\A ~~ r-v1r1. t!, . 9YM1X>l L:tn I 

r e.f\;1-. 'to is th1t ·rilJ '\.e;h !.ntt=:ryr<?tn thF> 'bJoc,r) 0f th~ crosA 

a o tbe life of t.:hr-tst; Hi s d.e th "t-rcu=:! th ~ rnetl.!"lfl r'f r elen.sing 

Hia llfe. It ie a ~i~hly symbn11c ~~y of \nclu~~n~ the 

r8utrrection 1n thr~ crosB a s tt t-rerf', f1 !'1~ h('re ''ne felt 

th: t th r.> \r.cltJ.S ~.on of th 1 f.1 ()1 d ? e~.?tA."~Pnt r' ' tu.n 1 ~·~ulr'.l. have 

been ~orR confuRin~ t bqn b~nefictaJ. 
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