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INTRODUCTION 

The Church has never formulated an official doctrine of 

the atoneme:at. Fnlike the Trirdta.ria.r. and Christological 

doc·(;rines, '.:,he ,,toreme.n.t was l1l!Vc::.~ a. m.2.jor issue in the a a:dy 

ecumenical cmncils. Thi.:, cent.:ra::. In;)'Etery of the faith, 

which speaks of t.~e restoring of' -~he relationship between God 

and man through ..;esus Christ, h.1s resisted every attempt at E:. 

formula~ion or 1 &tatement in a nutshell'. 

Tillich1 has suggested that the Church's refusal to s~ate· 
the doctrine in Qefinite ~ogmatic terms, is the instinctive 

recognition of the indefiniteness which is introduced by the 

human element. This element means that the doctrine has a 

subjective as well as an objective element. Since in his view 

the subjective element depends on the incalculable reaction of 

men to God's provision of a Saviour the formulation of the 

doctrine must remain uncertain.. While we will agree with 

Tillich that the atonement has an objective as well as a 

subjective side, we cannot agree that the failure to formulate 

a doctrine has only to do with the uncertainty implied by the 

will of men. 

As the act of God is reconciling men to himself, and 

justifying them in his sight, the atonement must retain the 
2 character of a divine mystery. What we can know of it is 

through revelation and thus we must guard against easy and 

superficial formulations~ 

However not all our perplexi~y stems from the ~sterious 

character of the action of Gode A great deal of the difficulty 

in helping people to 'under stand' the atonement arises because 

much o£ the traditional teaching depends on thought forms no 

longer commonly understood. For example, reconcil iation 

through the sheddi~g of Ct.rist's blood i s often proclaimed 

l ~aul Tillich, §yste~atic Th~ol ogy, Vol.II, p.l97 
2 cf. E.Lo Mascall, Words and Images, for an indication of the 

character of 'divine mystery' ~~d its distinct~on from 'problems 
and puzzles' 



from pulpits, but until we see this figure in the context of 

the temple sacrifice of the Old Testament, and understand 

some of the meaning which these sacrifices had for the 

ancient Hebrew we cannot clearly recognise the point that is 

being made. .A favourite Pauline image understands the 

a.tor.e:nent :..n tE:rrr > ,)f tha ~onqt'.Jst of th\3 principalitie-s .:J.ni 

powers of the -w·or.~d. In " '-'l.'DS of t he Ct.emonology of his d,.y 

Paul could personify Sin ald De~th and understand Christ '~ 

victory in terms of the ccn.~ue~.'.- of these ".;wo persons. L.1. 

a world that has generally re:,ccted a belief in demons, 

this figure is not as read~ly acceptable, and needs some 

reinterpretation. We have quo-bed only two of many New 

Testament images which attampt to convey the meaoi~g of 

the atonement. Others includ€ the logal image of justifi­

cation, the ransom or redemption image, the reconciliation 

of an enemy, and the recapitulation of the fall of Adam. 

Our taSk is further complicated by the reinterpretation 

of the images throughout the course of history. Theologians 

of var.ying cultures and in different situations have 

rationalised the scriptural images in ways which co~d be 

understood by people of their own generation but which are 

difficult and even distasteful to our minds. 

The rationalisation and combination of the 'ransom' image 

with the idea of Christ's victory in the theology of Origen and 

Gregory of Nyssa in the fourth century is an example. By his 

sinfulness man had become a slave to sin or Satan, and Jesus 

death was seen as the ransom money.which had to be paid to 

redeem a slave. By his resurrection Christ conq~ers the Satan 

but the comparison of this with the idea of 'ransom' duly paid, 

leads to the conclusion that the devil was bluffed by God. 

Can th~ devil have rights over God so that God must pay a 

ransom? Does not God's bluff amount to a fraud? These are 

the questions which try us if we go so far as to entertain 

this theology. To some extent , recognising that in the markets 

of the East, bargaining. ~d bluffing is not regarded as 

unethical helps us to understruld these ideas even when we 

cannot accept them. 

/ 



St. Anselm's rationalisation of the ideas of sacrif:..ce 

and ransom in terms of the satisfaction of honour demanded 

in the Feudal system of his day provides another startling 

example of the way in which the scriptural images were 

transfo:nned. 

To attemlYt ·r-o traca t~1e histor.f of ·v::-te applicaT.l.on cf 

1Jhe New 'l'estamem; images is a t.ask beyond our scopeo The::e 

appear to be t"·o lines wh:;.ch t.he present theologi&n must 

lollow. Fi~st to seek the me~1ing which T.ne scriptural litiages 

had in the context in wh:..ch tt.ey were written, and second to 

try to tran.olate them into fo:;.us which can be general],y U."l.del'­

stood today. Neither of these tasks is simple. 

We agreed with Tillich that the atonement has subjective 

and objective elements. A popular tendency among some modern 

protestants has been the rejection of those images which are 

most easily interpreted in an 'objective' w~, that is 

independently of man. This is understandable though not 

excusable for at least two reasons. Firstly, since the 

enlightenment Western thought has been greatly concerned with 

men as individuals so that theology has concentrated on the 

personal and subjective. Secondly, the rejection of the 

traditional cosmological metaphysics with the rise of sciehtific 

thinking led theologians to seek an alternative stage for the 

action of the atonement. Some found it in the hearts and minds 

of men, and for them the atonement became 'subjective•. Were 

they too liberal? Were they selling out to the 'new learning'? 

There were some who thought so. They reacted by emphasising the 

'once for all' aspect of Christ's work. An 'objective' atonement 

theor,y had to be maintained. But too often this was accompanied 

by a literalistic interpretation of the scriptures. There thus 

arose a conflict which continued throughout the nineteenth 

century. The battle is no longer so savagely joined but the 

conflict is still unresolved and the expositor on the atonement 

is faced with two apparently conflicting approaches to his task. 

His dilemma has been created by the dichotomy that has de·\l"elope<i 

between subjectivism and objectivism in theology. 
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In the philosophy from which the terms are drawn the 

relation between 3Ubject and object has been the source of 

many problems, but it is clearly recognised that knowledge 

essentially involves both elements. Theology.might well 

bear this in mind and seek to overcome its own dilemma .by 

recognising subject and ohj oc:t a.s te:rms of a relationship 

rather tLc..n as .U -,;e:.:naiiiVE:s in ..:.. dichotomy. This thesis 

is an E:xamination oi.' thot-e New Testaroe.:!t terms most sui ttJr_ 

to a subjective i aterpretu.:;ior ... of 1:.he. <.tenement. It is a 

study which has l~d the writer to thE: conclusion that greater 

emphasis must be laid on the C~urch, Sacraoents and their 

corporate nature in relating the objective event of Christ 

to the reconciliation of the individual. 



RECONCILIATION AND THE WRATH OF GOD 

\\ I .) I 
1. A study of ~,."<. 1\ """V' and op~' reveals an incorrect use of 

'subject' a...1.d 'ol: ject 1 and. proYides the basis for restu.tem~nt 
of - ,~ ~ e 1 s.lbjec·j~-' a'_ a~pE·c~ . 

The one oc(;urrence of tl1~ word 1 atonement' in the English 

Authorised version of the ~ew Tastament is at Romans 5:11. The 

Greek word there translated as 1 atonement 1 is l(.'l(iot.~~or..y~ • Else­

where in Paul's Epistles <.tnd ii1 other books of the New Testament 

K'<~no<y~ and its derivatives are translated as 'reconciliation' 

or 'to reconcile ' . 

I t has often been imagined that the interpretation placed 

on ~o<.. T""-\ \ot.'l' , particularly in the context of Romans 5:10-11 

and in II Corinthians 5:18-20, would determine or depend on whether 

we placed the emphasis on the subjective or the objective idea of 

the atonement. "God was in Christ reconciling the world to 

himself". The English seems to be clear that it was the world 

that was being reconciled. That if there was a change taking 

place aqywhere it was taking place in the world, and more 

specifically in man. Thus the text may be used to support the 

subjective viewpoint. It is not in God but in man that the action 

of atonement takes place. The assumption that Infinite and 

Almighty God is the other party in the changed relationship seems 

to add weight to the argument that it is man who must be changed. 

But this is by no means a generally accepted explanation. 

The verb ~~~~G"f"ti'V ordinarily meant to change or 

exchange, and so where it is used ~f a rela.tionship in which 

there is enmity, it means to change that state, or to exchange 

the state of things for the opposite state of reconciliation. 

According to Cremei it is used both in mutual and one sided 

enmi ty. Where the enmity i s onesided the context must show 

on which side it is active. Paul provides us with an example 

taken from everyday life . 2 If a ~fe should separate f rom 

l Cremer, Biblico-Theological Lexicon of the N.T., p.93 
2 I Corinthians 7: l l 



her husband ' l e"~ J:.er remc-in .:;~:1gle .:>r be r econcil (.d to l:.e:_· 

husband'. I~ 1s possibi e thdt the change of feeling 

indicated is on tl:e part of the wife. The change must take 

place in the logical (not necessarily the grammatical) 

subject of the reconciliation. It is the wife who has been 

estranged. It is she who must become reconciled. If it is 

assumed that it is man who is ~ostile to God and not God to 

man: the exam.f. lG ::x:.ggesi.s tna-c 'tl!e :.reconciliation takes 

place subjact ::..'ll.ly . HcMever~ ·c.he \130 of personal examples 

or J.nalogies seem5 to force .:>::>.ne co.npromise in the description 

of the unique ever;.t of the atonement .. 1 
We have not taken 

into account tha.t one of the parties in the estrangement is 

traditionally regarded as almighty, transcendent and infinite. 2 

Can we simply assume that the active hostility is on 

the side of man or~y? ':.'he context of Romans 5:10 would 

appear to imply ttis. "For if, when we were enemies we were 

reconciled ••• " 
_, ' 

( E~~OI .)~'oiTt. ~ I'IIC-1'-<,\)1~ ~ , .... ~ • Cremer points out 

t hat the use of > ' E:.Xpo.s in the context does not settle the 

question, for the word can be taken actively as ~t is in 

Romans 8:7; Colossians 1:21, or passively as in Romans 11:28. 

1 The attempt of Dr. H.E. Fosdick to 'explain' vicarious sacrifice 
on a popular level provides an illustration of this sort ·of 
compromise. He writes "Wherever there is ignorance or sin there 
is only one way out. Someone who does not have to do it, for the 
sake of those who do not deserve it, must voluntarily take on himself 
the burden of their need. Someone always has to do that if there 
is to be any salvation: Wilberforce for the slaves, Florence 
Nightingale for the wounded, Octavia Hill for the slums, Dr. 
Sweitzer for the sick in Lambarene, Christ for the World". 
(H.E. Fosdick, Dear Mr. Brown p.l30.) 

Here the work of Christ is made meaningful by placing it alongside 
the abolition of slave~ and slums and the care of the wounded and 
sick. The device succeeds because these things are commonly 
applauded by our society but it is not a genuine explanation. It 
does not tell us how Christ achieves our reconciliation with God. 
The atonement is not reckoned as a unique event. It is reduced 
to a disguised form of exemplarist subjectivism; the ve~ thing 
which teachers of the vicarious sacrifice theo~ t~ to avoid. 

Christians have traditionally regarded it as the essence of their 
faith that Jesus Christ is the saviour of men; that he saves 
them not only by setting a good example 1 but from their sin; t hat 
he overcomes the e::;trangement between God and men; that he enables 
men to overcome death; that he brings eternal life to "whosoever 
believeth on him". Perhaps Christians have never been very clear 
what they meant by sin, salvation, and eternal life, but they have 
certainly alv~s implied mor~ t~an social problems like sl~n 
clearance and slave~ and their solution. 

2 Cf. discussion oi' religious language 1 foo~:::t0'te 2 , p.l7 bdoy, 
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Gustc:v Aul,3n has cl :..:..med -chd G.)ti is both RJconci:i.c:r 

and Reconciled. 1 
He is -cl:.e subject of his own reconcili .... ti m. 

Presumably for God to be the Reconciled and the Reconciler we 

must suppose that by Christ's death some change is brought 

about in the at t itude of God to man. In this sense, it may 

then seem possible to claim that the atonement is objective. 

Any attempt to conceive of the workings of the mind of Gcd by 

spBculatior. mu.:. ':, bt o5:· 1 r. :l rro.:rt ~::n~eE.ur:·.p-c ~ . ...-e natur~ . v!e ' .J .. l d. 

pr efer not to have to a-.;t _ ~;pt t o do t:.1is t and this may b<i :;ne 

of the reasons f -.)r :prefnr::ing n . .sub~ ectivc view of the wor:{. of 

Christ. It is much easie:r to recognise the changes in mt.n 

than to at.temp'l' t o explair. if and how God has changed. Never­

theless the scriptures, a~ the revealed Word of God, do present 

us with some innght int~ the mind of God, and if tbe prominent 

concept of the wra~h of God i~plies that God is actively hostile 

to man, then it may be possible to arg~e for a change of 

attitude from hostility to love, and thus for an objective 

achievement in the Cross. 

C.H. Dodd2 commenting on Romans 1:18 tends to the idea 

that the unchanging 'personal' attitude of God to his creatures 

is one of love. 'The Wrath' is dismissed as "a thoroughly 

archaic idea". "Paul retains the concept of 'the Wrath of 

God •••• not to describe the attitude of God to man, but to 

describe an inevitable process of cause and effect in a moral 

universe."
3 

The evidence which he presents for this point of view 
.) I 

is largely based on the context in which Paul usesopy~ 

Dodd shows that God is made the personal subject of love, 

grace and faithfulness but he is never made the subject of 

'to be angry'. 'Wrath of God' is used by Paul in only 

three places, but he constantly uses 'wrath' . or 'the Wrath' 

in a curiously impersonal way. Commenting on 5:9 (Having 

been justified now by his blood, much more shall we be saved 

by him from t he wrath.) Dodd writes : "If wrath stood for an 

attitude of God, there would be no need for this 'much more', 

for justification means that God is not in a wrathful attitude 
4 

t owards us." The context of Romans 1 adds weight to th0 

Aulen, Christ us Vi.:;tor, p.5l 
Dodd, The Moff at Commenta!l: on ~omans, p . 21 

i bi d , p .23 
i bid, p . 77 
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idea that the W:t-·jh i ~: a "pro cess in t he realm u ~ ob~E cLi.·, ~ 

facts " . Here :.. t. :..s seen as a consequence of "all ungo<li.ines s 

and wickedness of men". It is God "giving them up to the lusts 

of their hearts ••• to impurity, to the dishonouring of their 

bodies (vs 24) ••• , to dishonourable passions (vs 26) ••• , to 

base mind and impropt!r conduct ( vs 28) ". 

Anders :.y6r'm::. and C .K. 3arrett.2 
both reac"t -:jo Dec..: 1 s 

point of view, ":.: t met..n.: muct. more ·chan a passive discc.:::1-

tencmcing of ~L111 writ e1> Kygr<Jn. "To Paul the w:rf:.th of .jcti i...; 

terrifying re,tL t:'.. . . (i ·.;) is not an ~important. appenC:.a.ge 

that could be d:·opped wi -chout loss. n3 

According to Barre·.:.t: "When Paul speaks of wrath, it 

is in general ~~iue clear from tte context that the wrath is 

God's • • • • Wrath is God's personal (though never ·malicious, 

or in a bad sense, emotional) reaction again.st sin. 114 The 

consequences in Romans 1 are the consequences of 11~ handed 

them ov-er •• • • " A thrice repeated phrase at vss 24, 26 and 

28 . 5 

It may perhaps be argued in favour of Dodd and agE~nst 

Nygren that the 'terrifying reality' of the wrath of God m~ 

be conceived of at different levelso Taking an analogy, it 

may be cl aimed that extreme cold is a terrifying reality to 

the man without a coat. To the p~sicist, per se, it is not 

a reali ty at all , but only the absence of a certain amount 

of that form of energy which he calls heat. In similar fashion 

it may be ar gued, the terrifying reali ty of the wrath of God 

fo r the convicted sinner may be more accurately regarded by 

t he theol ogian as separation from the love of God. This 

will depend on whether the theologian conceives of his taSk 

as that of creat i ng speculative systems, or providing the 

baCkground for the confrontati on of men with the Gaspe; . 

From H. Kleinknecht 's 6 t reatment of the concept of wrath 

i t would appear that Dodd's conclusions are closer to those of 

Phi lo than to the New Testament. "The numerous passages 

Nygren, Commenta!:}' on Romans 
Barrett, A Comment axy on the Epi stle to Romans 
Nygren, op cit, p.97 
Barrett, op cit, p.33 
ibid , p.38 
H. Kl einknecht, K.~ttel : Ei ble {e;y: Words: Wrath 
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in which such t:-.irgs are rr.emi.i.vned :;..r. the Old Testd.:nen·u 

preseLt to Philo ~ cause of of fence w1d a theological 
l 

problem." In the face of Philo's stoical view tbEl wrath 

must be controlled by reason. Therefore, he finally interprets 

the wrath "as an accomm·:>dation of the divine word to the 

receptive capacity of the foolish who are incapable of true 

knowledge of Goc.; this is a means of helping them to have 

r igl;t ide<-..3; a;:cordingly tna::e ·~s no re<..li ty corrl'spoo.tb.g 

to ~ucn stu te.:;~.~-ts, yet · .. r.ey .. n·e of vo.l ue to the 1 earneJ'. "2 

Nygren r.u.s said t h._t God "meets siL with a mighty and 

annihilating re ... c'Lion ••• ''J We are ~empted to think th&t the 

reaction of which the New Testament speaks is not annihilation 

but reconciliation, not anger but love, a.nd certainly tte 

message of love may be seen to be th~ more dominant the~e 

of the New Testament, but the idea of wrath i s also clearly 

present and to ignore it is to oversimplify. "Jesus and the 

Baptist bring a 

the ~PV, 9~o~ 

gospel which i ncludes the announcement o-f 
4

, and like them Paul and John testify to 

a message which proclaims not only the grace and the. mercy, 
. 5 

but also the wrath of God. The wrath of God is therefore 

to be regarded by no means as a piece of the Old Testament 

rel igion of the law, dragged in as an irrelevance, as 

though speaking of God 1 s anger belonged by its nature to 

the Old Testament, while speaking of his love similarly 

belonged exclusively to the New Testamento For the Old 

Testament proclaims the love and mercy of God beside his wrath 

as impressively as t he New Testament preaches the wrath of God 
6 together with his mercy o 11 

The Hebrew concept i on of God as 'personal' has given its 

stamp to the concept of the wrath of God. This i s a feature 

which the New Testament despite the Hellenistic influence 

has been· loathe to discard. There i s a t ension between God, 

conceived of as transcendent and omnipot ent, and God as 'personal'. 

It is the t ension between the ' Greak1 speculative theologian 

and the believer who finds anthropomorphism an essential part 

of his thought. I t is L ten~ion which exists even to i he present . 

1 ibid, p.72 
2 ibid 
3 Nygren, op cit , p . 97 
4 Luke 3:18; 21 :23 ; Mat 3:7 & par 
5 e.g. Romans 1:18; John 3 :36; fu~v 14:10 
6 Kleiru~echt, op cit, p.82 
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For the a1iCient Heur-ew the source· of wrath could Hot 

be an unknown deity or even a fi=lelb.g of the power of J'at.e. 

As he looked to the future he saw not a dark problematic 

force, but the will of Yahweh, like that of a person, with 

whom it was important to come to terms. Israel had to do 

with only one God anci thus the outlet to the pantheon and the 

world of demons was barred. Thus the wrath of God is a vital 

pro~ess in Goo i il:1.self , ·:,n 1 €.:10tional dlsturbance ' of God. 
1 

The wra"th was conce2 ve<i of, achieving its purpose by 

drought , f amine, pestilenc~, and plague, ~nen the very 

exist ence of a man of t he 01~ Covenant was at stake . Tne 

wrath achieved i t s purpo~e in the nation as a whole by ~he 

action of their surroundi ng e-nemies and .supremely in the 

exile. God vented his anger on the 'nations' and on Israel 

herself; on the :individual within the group, but eJ.so on 
·. 

the group becaus~ of the sin of the individual. wit hin i t . 
. . . ·· . . : . . . : .· .· . . 

M0notb~i~m and the commori experience of a man fo1ced on him 
' ' . . 

the concepti on of t he vrath as ~omew;;.t i r r ati onal, eni gmati. ... 

d t .. 2 an mys ..,er:tous. 11EV'en i n t he l ater periOd Wen a ffiall. IS 

f ate was measured by t he stenrlard cf indivi dual retributioLs 

men w.gre a-,rare of being e.Y-posed to the behaviour of God which 

wa ; so i ncomprehensibl e e,s to amount to caprice. rr3 But as 

t he history of the na,t ion pngressed i~.creasing att€!11Wts v· re 

made t 1 t ake Yahweh's act ior, :; 0· t of t he spher a of uhe 

unacc-ountable . In Job we see evidence of the ... e,rnest seeking 

f o•t on answer t o t 'be t.a.use of di vine "'. ... ·a.t h , 
4 

The WJ;'ath ~;a.s seen as str iking the people, or groups 

among them, because of their apostasy and revolt against . 

Yah,.;ah 1 s will . I t wa.s agai n.st t he conti nual. emphasis t"•:f what 

Yahweh had done f or Isr ael t hat the pr ophets delivered their 

mes sage of 'tn'ath.. It i s Yahweh 1 s wo~ded, holy love whi ch 

arous es his wrath . His wrath i s analogous t o his holiness 

and t o hi s mercy. It i s the cor r elat e of his l ove f or his 

people . His wrath and h i s graoe appear in polar tansi on to 

speak to ~~ of his l ove . 5 

1 ibi d, p.25f 
2 e.g. Genesis 32: 23- 33, Jacob at Jabbock 
3 Kleinknecht , op cit , p.36; cf Exodus 4:24f; II Samuel 21 :14; Job 19:11 
4 Job 3:11; 7:20 et al, cf Kleinknecht, op cit, p.38f 
5 Aul~n describes the jud,gment of God in similar terms clai ming: 11When 

the divine and l oving will i ~ not dom~nant, the consequent desolation 
and sufferi ng may be character i sed as di vine judgment, wit~ the 
qualifi catior. t hat : a) this vi ewpoint must not be used to ~·stablish 
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Deute.ro.:..ls .... i<.h allo'.;s us to ca.tcb a gli:npse o:::· t ho 

struggl e betwe.:n wrath anC:. compassion i n G·od. 

In overflowing wrath for a moment I hid my face from 
you, but with everlasting love I will have compassion 
on you, says Yahweh your Redeemer. 

Kleinknecht comments: 11We do not look into the heart of a 

tyrant dispensing wrath and love at random but we see how 

· mercy and comp ·.!.s ~ ion car. :est::..·<:.in the o,-erflowing wrath cf 

Yahweh a.nd ~'low ::~.ndly cor.1pas..; .i. on rei~1ins t he victory. 111 

Untimately, the div::.ne ·11rath is st·en as active thrv-u.ghou·t 

all human l i fe as a resul~ of the hubri~2 of men. All tuna.n 

life is a life of sin and subject to vhe ever active wrath of 

God. I t rests entirely ~thin Yahweh's love and merciful 

countenance to pr event the wrath spending itself to the full . 

In the l ater writings - Wisdom, Apocrapha, and Pseudipigrapha -

human anger comes to be regarded as a passion leading to sin and 

disaster, and is condemned. We should expect ti1is tendency 

t ogether with the rationalising influence of Hellenism to 

affect the concept of God ' s wr ath, but only a few a.pooalyptists 

consider that God's justice and mercy exclude the effects of 

his wrath, and mdst of the writers speak of it without 

embarrassment . 3 

To a certain ext.ent this movement towards rationalism can 

be t r aced in LXX. The translators have several times replaced 

the concr ete means or effects of God ' s wrath in action by the 

abstract word 'wrath ' , thus allowing for the mor e ethical and 

a rational explanation of the universe, and b ) the punitive activity ' 
of God is designated as his opus alienum and not his opus proprium6" 
(Faith of the Christian Church, pol69) o Elaborating on b) and the 
t enus which he has drawn from Luther he writes: "Since faith includes 
a certain type of suffering in its conception of divine judgment, it 
must be assumed t hat such punishment is 9 as Luther t ermed it , an 
"al ien work" of God ~ which ultimately serves his "proper work11 , that 
is to say, the work of divine love. 

1 ibid, p . 50 , ref Isaiah 54:8-10; cf J eremiah 31 : 20 ; Psalms 30:5 
2 Hubr is is not a translation of a Hebrew word though as Till ich points 

out (Systematic Theology Vol.2 p.57f) 11the reality t o whi ch it points 
is described not only in GreEk trage~ but also in the Old Testament. 
I t is most distinctl y expressed in the serpent's promise to Eve that 
eating from the tree of knowl&dge will make man equal to God. Hubr i s 
is the self-elevation of man into the sphere of t he divine • •• • 
It is not one form of sin besi de others . It i s sin in i ts t ota. 
form, namely the other side of unbelief or man 1 s turning aWf ... y f~om 
t he divine centre to ¥Thich h~ belong-5 . 11 

3 ibid, p .62, 65 
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rati onal idea of GoC. as i t. appo:1rs i.1. ciellenis.n.1 The ;:a.n9 

tendency can be ~een in t t e Naw Testament but the concept. is 

certainly not unconditi onally rejected in the manner of Philo 

and C.H. Dodd. 

The constant use of ~f'V~ in st. Paul's letter s is an 

illustration of this developnent. The meaning of'Ory\ is 

best sedn by t :n.e tenns 'IIi~ :. whi:::h it is \llied in the Ne•-r 

Testament, i n pa:rallelism~: and co:.:.tra..sts dike. ::t sta .. "lC..;.; 

• ) C' I (" .I 2 
bes~de e.~~"<..'\vt:> ar.d '\t14c<.H' ''-f'c.-'"'S ; an·i thus excludes the 

Old Testan:ent not icn of the un·uridled anger and unjust ven.::;ea.nce 
\' ~ I of God. It is four"d in pr.rall~l with an1't'lS , 0(.'/ 0I.y~, 

O"Tt'lbXw~~l><. ; 
3 

s:1owing that it is the effect rather than the 

emotion that is i ndicated.4 

Kleinknecht examines such evidence a$ that adv~ced by 

Dodd. He admits : "At times in the ~ew Testament, wrath does 

seem to be, as it were, detached from God, like an independent 

active po\\·er ... It is undoubtedly striking that Paul in 
.I I 

fifteen out of eighteen passages speaks ofopy~ without the 

qualification To~ a~o~ II But Kleinknecht also shows that 

this independent absolute usage is found in the Old Testament 
l ~ 

as well as in Paul. The use of opl '\ in the New Testament 

may have been influenced by the Greek and Roman ideas of fate, 

but it differs from them by the fact that it is al~s subject 

to God and guided by him. "It must not be concluded from the 

fact that 9E:ov is f'requencly lacking that ~py \ is felt, even 

by Paul, to be an independent hypostasis. On the contrary 

this usage enables the power to be recogni$ed which makes all 

men conscious of God. 115 

J I ,.. 
Those objections to the t~(''i'\ Gt.1>V based on a belief in 

God's love - the sort which says that if' God is really love, 

surely he cannot be angry - overlook the fact that even before 

the New Testament it had. been recognised that the wrath of 

God and his love do not exclude each other, but actually 

ibid, p.56f 
2:5 (righteous judgment) 
Luke 21:23 (distress); 

Luke 21:22 (vengeance); Romans 
Mark 13:19 & par (tribulation); 
Romans 2:8f (straightening) 

4 Paul's use of~p~' is in cont rast to the a")'~S of the visionary 
author of RevE:lation. 6 \1/'~S impl,Ying the idea of 'passion 
breaki ng out' is \~ell suited tv a:flocalyptic, but not. to denote 
Paul's concept. 

5 ibid, p. 86 



13 

include each ot.l.e ~:. J. I:t pr.:>pha;,s as we::.l as apo~r~les r:::. , 

preaching of God';;; mercy is acco;npan:;.ed. by the announcen.~Ilt 

of his wrath. "Only he who knows the greatness of the wrath 

is overwhelmed by the greatness of the compassion. 2 Christ 

is the touch-stone which divides mankind into those who are 

exempt from wrath because they have allowed themselves to be 

rescued by his compassion, and those who rem?-in under Wl'a.th 

because tl.ey ; , c J nl ;1is c<;:apas .~ion. ' 3 

The 'firm 1 Yiew oi' t he 'lol'rath of GoG. is thus clear: .r a 

part of the Kl'W Testament "'itness, ar.d -v:....e modern theologian, 

wisiling to disc:m.J.t it · ~""1.:!.1 h~ve to io so by the device o:;:' 

demyihologising o:.: somet:-.mg &imilar, ra<;her than or.. tht.. 

grounds of New Tes tament exegesis. .And not only so, but 

the content ~:ich he can give to 'the love of God' wi~l be 

consequently sh~lower ; a high price to pay for the 

" simplification of his theological rationale. 

Earlier on, it was suggested that if the wrath was 

regarded as an active hostility on the part of God, then 

recor.ciliation would involve a change in God independently 

of a change in m~1, and Aulen1 s thesis that God was Reconciler 

and Reconciled (in the active sense) oould be granted. The 

atonement might then be rega~ed as 'objective•, the work of 

Christ achieving its object in reconciling God. If on the 

other hand the attitude of God was co~ceived in terms of 

unchanging love, the atonement would be 'subjective', for 

the change that it wrought could only be in the hearts of 

men, who responded as they recognised the love of God revealed 

in the life and death of Jesus. 

Our examination of wrath has shown us that neither of 

these alternatives is acceptable in terms of the New 

Testament concept. The wrath of God i~ a reality, so that 

an explanation of the atonement which teaches that man is 

hostile to God, that God is pure love, and that man achieves 

1 ibid, p.85 
2 Mat 18:34; 
3 Luke 2:34; 

Mark 3: 5; 
Mat 3:12 

Rom 2:5 
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reccndliG.tion ., inply by :i:epenting i~; t he f :;,ce of thf: ( :_a.i.p.L ... · 

of Jesus Christ ) :..s ovc:r.s~mpl1fied and c ... n at bes-v be Olily 

partly true. On the other hand the teaching which says tl:.at 

the work of Chri st was to change God's attitude from that of 

wrath to love, is also an oversimplification and distorts the 

New Testament teaching that tte wrath and the love of God 

complement each o-ther. It fails to recognise that the Qercy 

c·f God w .s a t e .t;n·e o::? . l,e Old Te~t..,.-:ler.t.<· as well as of the 

New Testament a...""l.d th_..t t:.:.e vrrath of L<od is not exclusiv<:. to 

the Old Testar.,ent., ·~o conceive of the Old Testa.11ent as o.r-.e 

of l aw and wr.1.t:1 and o:f the Kew 'rest unem, as one of loYt. 

'.llld::. sciplined. b:.r :..aw· o:>:> ;;:;~&th is aga.in to oversimplify, and 

is in danger of reducing t t_e idea of God 1 s love to sentimentality. 

Furt hermore, it is bas:~cally incorrect to reg1:1-rd the 'mind' or 

'heart' of God as the place i~ which something objective is 

achieved. Yet i f the reconciliation of God through the 

sacrifice of Jesus on the cross is taught as an objective 

counter, the only meaning which 'objecti~e 1 can have in this 

context is the i ncorrect one. A change of heart or mind would 

appear to be a subjective occurrance whether this figure is 

applied to man or to God. An objective event would seem to 

have to be one to which we can point. The $Ort of ' objectivity' 

which sees a change in God and makes him reconciled is 

therefore unacceptable. It also divides the will of the 

Father from that of the Son, creating difficulties in the 

sphere of Trinitarian Dogmatics . 

Two other points relating to the wrath are relevant to 

the view of reconciliation presented in the New Testament. 

Firstly, it is particularly cle1:1-r in Revelation that it is 

the powers opposing God who become the instruments of the 

divine wrath against the world. "The power and the rights 

of Satan and his hosts are depicted as derived from the wrath 
1 

of God . 11 Even where the devil apparently places himself 

indeper.dently beside and in opposition to God he is never more 

than 'God's agent' without knowing or wishing it; he is an 

instrument of God's wrath, whose function. he has only apparently 

taken over on hi s own account . 2 B-ut at the same time the 

1 i bid. , p.ll8, cf, e. g. Rev 17:17 
2 I Cori nthians 2:8 ( cf. Aul~r .. : :;hr i stus Victor p. 70,71 w?.:-.. erG the 

patristic use of the idea i~ di3 ~ussed) 



concludes Kleinlmecht, "a fundamental law for the <iivine con·,.rol 

of the world is observed, namely that being an instrument of 

God's wrath involves eo ipso being also its victim, a ~~vo$ opy,, 

in the active sense is also acruuos ,..Of~~' in the passive sense. 111 

This principle is also applied in the Old Testament, to the 

nations round about Isre.e::. . 2 3 It was tru€ •)f Judas , of -tha 
·' f d€:vi.::. him .... elf , <..-.d uf tLe .r•owa:-s )f t i:1a :p:·necuti :.:J.i: statt., It 

w~s particular:.y t:::'Ue of ~.r.e J::J'..r .... who c..rudfied Jo~-us. 1 'i.tat the 

Jews did and tha·: for "·hi .::L t:~ . .JY are ·:)lamed so seve:rely, h~.d to 

happen in acco:;.·dc.nce with :-od';:, own p:.. an. Even they, wi i.h thei:~ 

hatred of G-od v~r.t :.ng its i'uri :>Us rage on Jesus, were the 

iustruments of ·;;:.is purpo&e qf lov-e a:r.Jd salvation, · and yet on 
5 that account God 1 s wrath fell upon them. 11 The very thing 

which caused the anger is imposed on tQem as a retribute~ 

punishment, n~~ely complete rejection of Christ. We find 

ourselves here in a sequence which appears to human logic 

as a vicious circle of guilt ~punishment, and this belongs 

to the most terrible discoveries in the Bible. Sin and 

unbelief, the two main causes of the "6p~~ e~ov , are at the 

same time its effects. This is what Paul is driving at in 

Romans l. 
6 

Just as the cr~C.C&s '¥1\'~~ may be unaware that his 

chosen course is the wrath of God, so the vessel of mercy -

... '"' lflt.k.vo~ E:.."'~o"'s may be unaware that his response :i.s not his 

exclusive of God, but the love of God working in him.7 As 

the lr""-~~~ ~P'(~!o is both active and passive, so the cr~~os. .)li.~~ows 
is inseparably active and passive. "God was in Christ 

reconciling the world to himself." God is the reconciler and 

man is reconciled. 

It is much more pleasant to dwell Qn the 'snowballing' 

effect of God's love, than to recognise that the New Testament 

teaches a doctrine of wrath whose modus operandi is essentially 

similar. We tend to emphasise the nearness of God to man in 

his love, teaching that sin and wrath are separation from God. 

Kleinknecht's careful examination of the scripture demonstrates 

the one-sidedness of this. Man cannot separate himself from 

1 Romans 9: 2lf 
2 Isaiah l 0: 5f ; 25-30; I Chronicles 27:24; II Samuel 24:1 
3 Luke 17:1 
4 Romans l 3 :4; Revelat i on l3 
5 ibid, p.l27 
6 Page 8 above 
7 c=. Matthew 25 :31:~ - Parable of .Shee;:> anG. Gr,r..ts 
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God, lor God is a::; near "to unr ... spDnsive mar. in hi::> wr .... tll c..s 

he is to responsiv~ m<1n in hiE> love. 9oth "the wrati.1 of GoG. 

and the love of God speak of God's nearness to the world . 

There is no separation betwee4 God nnd men which by its 

nature makes possible the conception of an 'objective' atonement 

whic:h has taken place 'there' with God, or a 'subjective' 

atonement tak~ng place ' here' , in the world, and more 

ta}.:es Illac·~ by ,un s vol:V.;ion , a:; u re .;,po.:lse to the ex< n) lt: of 

Jc.su1::. Rat.he1• it nas i ljS .:;ubjec-~iv:.. t~r iL that God 1vorks ir .. man. 

He is "the \mch<J·,gLlg God; the G<1d uf lov3 and of wra th, buth 

of these attr.t.b-utes w:L tnassing to hie wc.-rk in man. God i5 the 

Reconciler. Han i s the recondled. God can be spoken of as 

reconciled only in tr..e weakest passive sense of that term : In 

the sense that it takes two io make ~ reconciliation. Certainly 

not in the sense ~hich· m~es it possible to regard the auonement 

as 'objective' because the work of Christ changed God. 

Subjectively speaking reconciliation is God's work in man . Yet 

this is not to deny that the atonement has ~ objective aspect 

to which the sub jective is related . 1 

This point of view can be illustrated by the development 

of Karl Barth's thought· on Christology. In a lecture entitled 

The Humanity of God, 2 Barth discusses his early opposition to 

the anthropocentricism of German Evangelical theology at the 

beginning of the century. His emphasis on God's transcendence 

and the concept of 'wholly other' had been necessary to stem 

the tide of humani~ that was placipg man at the centre of the 

theological stage. "Were we right or wrong?" he asks of his 

early theological standpoint. "We were certainly rightt" 
3 

But he goes on to say 

"we were wrong exactly where we were right, that at 
first we did not know how to carry through with 
sufficient care and thoroughness the new knowledge 
of the deity of God •••• 4 But did it not appear to 
escape us by quite a distance that the deity of 
the living God ••.• found iis meaning and its power 
only in t he context of His history and of His di~logue 

1 Chapter 4 below 
2 ET published under this title 
3 Barth, op cit, p.4l 
4 ibid, p.44 



v~.-.:,h man, md t:.us his t;)gi.lth,~l2~ , ,c;_t:l mt.Xl~' 

:i:ndeed • . • • it is d raatt.er of God 1 ~ sovereign 
t ogetherness with man , a toget t .erness grounded in 
Him and determined, delimited, and ordered through 
Him alone. Only in this way and in this context 
can it take place and be recognised. It is a 
matter, however, of God's togetherness with man. 
Who God is and what He is in His deity He proves 
and reveals not in a vacuum as a di vine being-for­
Himself, but precbely a.:..1d authentically in the 
fact- th.:d:. Ik exist~. , .::r:?· J.k. .. , :m<i acts as tl-.£ partner 
of man, v;iou.;;h of Lour..;·, < .... t.1e absolut.ely superio:: 
partner . He who do-=s ~~~ is i.~~.e living Godo .A::1G. 
t he f reeckrr. in whic_::. h..; do -~s ·C.Jnt :.s 3:is d.~?i ty. I·.:, 
i s tl1e de~_ty whic'a .:.s ,;r.J~h al.3o hf'~S the ch?-racte.t 
of h;:unani-,y...... It is precisely God 1 s dci ty whi0h, 
r i gh·cly UL.dErstood, in·~l-.ld .;s hLs humanity •• • ..• I·.1 
Jesu.:; Chr::.st there :i. s no isolat.ion of man from GoG. 
or of Gud from man, Ra.vher, in Him we encounter 
the history, the dlalo~..1e, in which ~od and man 
meet toge··,her and are toge·ther • ••..• nl 

The r esponse which man ;nakes to God is not to be conceived 

as 'meeting God halfway', or even the merest fraotion of the 1Yay. 

What man does is something of an entirely different order. It 

must be recognised that wt.en we speak of God 1 s action we are 

using the word 'action' in a way which is 'analogical', 'parabolic', 

'symbolic ' or 'odd' in compari son to man's action and the two 

uses cannot be compared qu~titatively. 2 

l ibid, p.45f 
2 The question of propositions of which 1God'is the subject is one 

that has become a chief concern of modern ·apologetics. The Roman 
Catholic Church, following .Aquinas, has favoQ.red the opinion that 
theological language is analogical. (cf. F. Copplestone, S.J., 
Contemporary Theology p.37f for a modern exposition.) The modern 
British theologians ccncerned w:i.th the challenge of linguistic 
analysis are generally in favour of regarding theological language 
as 'parabolic'. The idea of analogical language has been rejected 
for it is felt that too much unwarranted speculation is based on the 
language thus applied to God. The 'parable' in this sense, is the 
application of those propositions to 'God' authorised by the 
teaching of Jesus in Scripture. These ought not to be used to 
gain a concept of God, but rather to teach us ~lat attitude we 
should adopt towards life. (cf. Flew and Macintyre, New Essays in 
Philosophic Theology, Chap. VI ; Basil Mitchell, Ed., Faith and 
Logic, .Art. qy I.M. Crombie, 'The Possibility of Theological 
Statements ' ; Religious Studies, Vol.l, No.2, .Arts. by T.R. Miles, 

I 

'On Excluding the Supernatural', and .A.R. Gualtiari, 'Truth Claims 
for Religious Images' ). I.T. Ramsay in Religious Lang~age has 
attempted to outline a logic or religious language involving words 
used as 'models 1 and then q_ualified by rn obviously 1 odd 1 

characteri sa.tion . Paul TiL. i ch :::- referred to regard :!;'eligiG:J..s 
langu.age as 1 symbol i.~al'. ·.lherea.s Bul t.r.aimwas conc o?r ned tc, 
demytholigise reliJious lan~ruage, Tilli ch called for a reeo~;ni'tion 
of symbols a:3 convcy::.ng real :..ty. He poin-ved out t hat i t w:-.s 
contradictory t o speak of ·~ symbol '. (cf . Sys'ter.:a.tic ':Zhnologv , 
Vol. 1 , p . 265; S.P .•::.K. Theological Collect ions No.7, ~·~.t and 
Symbol, .Arts. by Dil.l i storw 1 Tillich, .:..nd :Jridge). :;::,u1 tm•.r..n 
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2. IL5hdall ,1.:-:.d L, l8 provi de ..;xampl ( s of Lto.d<)qu.a.,e St:..':lJect :-'"'' 
and OLj ec·tive l.loctrir.0s. 

1 

2 
3 

Speaking in t enns of the wrath, the imi>ortance of tJ:-.e 

atonement is that it enables men to escape from the wrath. The 

extreme subjective vi ew claims that the wrath is averted so~ely 

by man's repentance. This appears as the application of a 

quasi-natural principle exemplified in Jesus. The New T€ s~.:,ament 

is interpr<- ted <.ccnding:;.J . J:~ is . .::J.aimc:d -;,ha.t in ijhe S.\'TIOJ :.ic 

Go :::pels C:T..-is~v :1irr .. :;elf t aught t h::...s ]Cint of view. It is ~·.a·th€r 

claimed that ·!ihe other scrip"Lu:ral w.i tnesses present a di :;·;;,n·ted 

inHrpretation ,,nich gre-,· u:p :..n -.:,he E·arly Church and wl,i (::1 ";as 

derived from t hf: ideas of Old 'i.'e stamE:nt prophecy. Rashdall
1 

attempts to re-present the teaching of Christ, as Jesus himself 

conceived of his Messiahship . 

"He had come to seek and save that wtich was lost: He 
did that by teaching the poor and the ignorant, the 
men and women of ill-repute, whom no one had troubled 
to teach before. He came as a physician of souls; 
like the bodily physician, He effected His cures by 
advice, by warning, by prescribing a remedy; and the 
remedy was to repent, to sin no more,2 and to obey the 
will of God as He declared it. It was in giving 
commands that he most definitely claimed exceptional 
authority for Himself: 'It wassaid to them of old 
time, but I say to you: 13 He call ed upon men to come 
to Him, but it was just that they might learn of Him. 
He callEld upon men to follow Him, but it was in order 
that they might imitate Him - particularly. in the case 
of those whom He called upon to follow .Him most closely 
by becoming, like Him, preachers of His message to other 
men. Acceptance of Jesus meant acceptance of His message. 
If He ever spoke of his Messianic glo~ or dignity it 
was always to that f uture manifestation of His 
Messiaship to which He looked forward; and at that 
manifestation the question would not be what men had 

is interesting iL regard to the particular idea with which we are 
concerned in the text, namely, that of 'God acting'. (cf. his 
Jesus Christ and "MWthology, Chapter 5). He repognises that 
provided God's action i~ not thought of in terms of 'links in the 
chain of casual events' it does not fall within the sphere of his 
demythologising programme. 
"The action of God is hidden from every eye excepij the eye of f aith. 
Only the so- called natural, secular (worldly) events are visible to 
every man and capable of proof." (p.62) 
Two important points emerge: 
l. Language used of God is not prec isely the same as language used 
of persons or objects 5.n th.~ worl d' . 
2. Yet there i s the possibi lity of using this language of God 
provided that its figurative nat·..tre is remembered and taken i n·to 
account. 
Hast ings Rashdall, T"ne Idea. of tr.e Aton·.)ment :i.n Christian ~b.1 ol03'/ , 
p.22f 
John 8 : 11 

Mat 21:31 
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believed. ri0o~1t liiu , but ... hcvher t:r.~y ba,d obeyer H:u .• 
'Everyone t herefore wh ich heareth these words of 
mine, and doeth them shall be likened unto a wise rrarr , 
which built his house upon the rock:l ••• ' Nor does 
it appear that the teaching must necf)ssarily be obeyed 
from conscious respect for the teacher. Words spoken 
against the Son of Man might be forgiven, but not 
conscious resistance to the voice of conscience. Those 
who were r ewarded for having given meat to Christ when 
He was anh·m;jered <:.:J.d drink whe~: He was thirsty, a:re 
not the nJ,,p:.e -w:u, !tcl<.:.nowledged Hi.; daims, but -vLosr 
wno fed .:.n, ... cl o·c,hud. uhe l e.1:st of fii s brethren. 11 2 

For :~shddl, J e.sus' 1.eacl1ir.g dil f er·ed frc.m t hat of the ;;e..,_rs 

"merely in the .f::J.c~; t hat. :.:'o r Him 'works 1 l:.ad a different 

s igni ficat ion". S::.de by .;ide ·,.i. k1 thi .:; t eaching of judgr:,ent 

according to works , was t:1e teaching of the need f or repentance, 

and t he certai:1ty of forgiveness when t hese was such r epenta..."'lce. 

For Rashdall the~e two facets of Jesus' teaching cohere, because 

"For Him judgment according to works meant judgment according 

to the present stat e of the hear t , not the striking of a 

balance between t he whole of a man's good deeds and the sun 

of his bad deeds in the past. .And therefore it followed that, 

where there was sincere repentance, the man would be pronounced 

good at the judgment. "
3 

It is true that from t he beginning in the Synoptic Gospels 

the message of repentance is preached. The message of John the 

Baptist was "Repent for the Kingdom of Heaven is at hand. rr
4 

The Pharisees and Saducees fleeing from the wrath to come were 
5 instructed to "Bear fruit that befits repentance." The first 

indi cation that we have of Jesus' teaching cpnsists in the call 

to repentance. "Repent for the Kingdom of Heaven is at hand. 116 

But the exegetical approach of the type exemplified by Rashdall 

has been generally discounted. The failure of the ' quest for 

the historical Jesus' has m~de the reconstruction of a ' simple 

Gospel' undistorted hy the developments in the Pauline and 

other epistles impossible. We are not concerned with t he 

detail s of this past controversy, but it is significant for 

our purpose to notice that Rashdall has overlooked the close 

l Matthew 7:4f 
2 Matthew l 5:34f 
3 Rashdall, op cit , p.23 
4 Hat t hew 3:2 and par 
5 Matt.hew 3 : S 
6 Matthew 4 :17 
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reL~t ionship be1M~:-en tL.e pr::>cl ani.1ti.:m of r .::pentance a.1..:;. 

bap"Lism in the early par-t of the Synoptic Gospels. Kleinknt.ch1;; 

writes: 

"The promise of deliverance is baptism, in so far as it 
anticipates the judgment of wrath as a symbol, which 
is more than a: symbol, and by means of the anticipation 
ensures tr..at the judgment itself will be averted. 11 

Eu7> ttis i.> U·) ·c to s t..y t~1at d.e::..j:vera.:l:::E' :is '00 be obtair.ei ,~x Ol·e rf~ 

op~ru.to. 

"Gtr:uin;) ~t;:1<d t>~ec.. , ••• ...: acept s Go c. ' s v-erdict by ·v~.~lng upon 
i ts"J.f "v. ·.e judgrr.n.t o~ wrath ln t11e symbo: of bEq•tism, and 
•• • pr·::>V0S i i:s ger:uine.less pncisf:ly by the fruit it beo.rs .1 
Joltn 1 s bd.p·1,ism is the :pref'igu:ting of a more worthy baptism. 2 

It i;; th:.s link w-: i .h ·Japtism ,,::..icr. gives the liE- to t.he 
sub,j eci.Lri~.t . 11 3 ' 

We have previous ly emphasised that r~conc.iliation is not something 

which man achieves. Now we see tha.t repentance ~s not a "thing of 
I 

personal volition either, for repentance is linked with baptism, 

and clearly, as demonstrated in J(lsus 1 baptism, it is here tha·b 

God acts.4 The mistake of the '~ubjectivist' is revealed by his 

failure to produce 'fruits of repentance' by his o~"Il. · efforts. 

This was the experience of Paul who cor.fessed: "I do not. do what 

I want, but I do t he very thing I hate, "
5 

A similar failure 

awaits the 'objectivist' who thinks in tenns of ex opere operate. 

The fruits of repentance are achieved only when God acts in the 

subject. The_ subsequent action of the subjeet is the reaction 

to mo>ement of the Spirit in him, and thus he bri ngs forth 

fruits of the Spirit, fruit befitting repentance. 

While admitting that no-one has ever claime~ that man is 

saved in spite of himself, it is possible to conceive an absolutely 

objective doctrine in which it would be taught that reconciliation 

is an act of God independent of a change of heart in man. The 

sor t of ' objective ' doctrine which teaches tl::.at Christ changed 

the attitude of God to man approximates to this position, and so 

also the rationalisation of the ransom figure in which the death 

of Christ by some means buy~ off the claims of the evil one. 

Matthew 3 : 8f 
Matthew 3 : llf 
Kl einlmect.t, op cit, p.l29 
Mat "thew 3: l3f 
Romans 7:15 
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11. major i.;;~:ue of the Re . .'orma-cton was the co>idemnaTi.i-:1 

of the presentation of the saci~aments as a means of sal va·uion 

conceived in a mechanical w~. Thus the Protestant 'objectivist' 

is to a great extent protected from the error of regarding the 

'once for all' death of Jesus in terms of ex opere operate. But 

the consequent 'lowering' of the doctrine of the Church and its 

sacraments by these who came after the original Refc.rme::cs has 

left the Prote:.. knt 'o0j cc;:.i V:..:..,-j' wit h a C..ll'ious dichoto:nJ 

between his thL.ology of at::menent and :1is injunctions to :na.~ 

to 'repent and bE. converted' o On this a....J.c..lysis the atone··ifmt 

is an . accompl i sl:E.d fact in the crucifixio~, yet men are c;:.J.J.ed 

upon to repent ar.d be converted with no explanat.ion of how· tt.eir 

repentance relates to the crucifixion. The atonement tneology 

of Dr. Dale is a relatively modern illustration of what is meant.
1 

In Dale the tension betwee~ subjectivism and objectivism ls 

clearly seen. He .is absolutely emphatic in stating that the 

atonement is an obj ective Fact, and the greater part of his book 

is concerned in showing that the various New Testament authors 

are chiefly concerned to testify to this F~ct. 

After seve4 chapters establishing the !!£i, he proceeds 

to the constructio~ of a theory introduced with the question: 

11The FACT that Christ died to make Atonement for sin 
having been estab1ished, is it possible to construct 
a TH:EX)RY of the Atonement?" 2 

He answers his own question in the following terms: 

"The inquiry upon which we are about to enter is different 
in kind from that which is now closed, and is of inferior 
importance. It is not the theory of the Death of Christ 
that constitutes the ground on which sins are forgiven, 
but the Death itself; and th~ faith, which is the 
condition on our side of the receivi~g 'redemption through 
His blood', is trust in Christ Himself as the Son of God 
and Saviour of men, not the ~cceptanee of any doctrine 
which explains how it is that ~;~alva.tion comes to us 
through Him." 3 

Certainly Dale's assertion that the atonement is independent 

of a man 1 s formulating of a theory of atonement can and will be 

1 R. W. Dale, The .Atonement 
2 ibid, p.3l3 
3 ibid, p.314 



sy.npatl:eti cally l"eceived , Bu-.:. ....;r.y adtqu.:~.·..,_, t heory .uus ... i.H:-'L..C.e 

an explanati on of tnis fact. ~o attach the lable 'objective' 

to the 'Fact' in this way, that is, before the formulation of 

a theory, is to prejudice the issue. 

Dale's use of 'objective' is an attempt to be empirical. 

He 'prove., • th•; 'Fact' by _tled.h~; of t hE: histo:·ical e> i denc ._ of 

the ::;criptures :.r.d of r e_pc .l.a:r.c ) :...:1 ~t~ l~YC!S of im,ivir~u: :;_ .3, 

:wen the 1 su.bje.:iivi st 1 '"ould Jivt de2-~y tha:t tJ. G atonemcn-v h.:,s 

.,orne relo:viGn -vc the even-r.s C.u ~-; ~1 ·.:oeci :;.n ~::! :.·ipturE! or to 

changed indi viduals . Lo_Jicallc' l:e cot,;.:"d e·ren accept the 

atonement a-s 'objective' 1:1 this way, :~ or lt is an event m· 

events with wh::. cl: he is concert~ed , ~1d still maintain the 

'subjective' vie-w· t hat Jesus eff ects men by his example. 

1 Dale's theory as eventually set forth revolves aroca1d 

the idea of 'our trusting in Christ'. His discussion makes 

generous use of the first person. It is in fact very similar 

to the 'subjective' position. There i s fragmentation between 

theory and practise. Practically and apologeticall y Dale 

tends to the 'subjective' while in the- other hand he waves 

the banner of 'objectivity'. 

It is notable that Dale has used 'objective' in a different 

sense to that which we outlined in the beginning of the chapter, 

namely, that 'objective' refers to a change in God. He has 

referred to Jesus' death as the 'objective Fact' of the atonement, 

and although his treatment suffers from various shortcomings, in 

this particular aspect he represents an advance. 'Objective' here 

no longer refers to something which is entirely metaphysical , 

representing a change in the mind of God, or a changed status 

for an other-worldly Satan. It refers to an event in the world. 

Its use is thus closer to the ordinary or philosophic meaning 

derived from Kant, the world being the place of objects which 

stand over against the personal subject. But Dale's weakness is 

the failure to connect the 'objective Fact ' to the personal 

subject within the theory he o~tlines . This failure means that 

his theory is subjective despite emphasis on the objectivity of 

the Fact. 

1 ibid, preface p lvi i 
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In Rashw!'..ll and ;:.i:lila.r SUi)je..::tivc. t i1aolOf;H.ilS "t;; ~ _-_r._ .1t.~. 

of the passion <:.re underplayed in favour of the teachings ;10d 

example of the life of Christ . In Dale tr.e emphasis is placed 

almost exclusively on the death, and this is a common short­

coming of many Protestants who claim to be objective in their 

attitude towards the atonement. Not only is the death of 

Christ sepa.rat<.ld from his lif\) , but little or rio accou:l.t- i s 

t &.\:en of t~1e :;.·o~ urrectior a.:.1u. .1scens:.or.... In co.u,ec~uencE "'-lc 

at.)ne:nent is ld\ L\und u_ wi·~h t _.e vj ctory o1 Cr_:rist H . v! l J 

fullest sense of its over-com::.ng 0f dt:.l.th , o ... • wi~r. the ou~pm.<ri:.::.J 

of Spirit and ti~e creatio:u of '.;be Church, sharing in his suffering 

and partaking of his victory . In t •• e s.:.:n~.- mC:lllller ttho cc 'l.GGction 

between the ator. ement and. the sLcraments is overlooked. The 

Lord's Supper is r.ot recognised as -che eucharistic shari•lg :i.n 

his sacrifice ~d victory and becomes a memorial of his death; 

while baptism i.., reduced from the initiatory rite to sorr.ething 

which appears in the popular mind as simply dedication and 

naming of ti1e child. 

The tendency in Protestant circles towards •subjectivism' , 

which we have detected even in such an emphatic 'objectivist• 

as Dale, may be the result of attempting to rationalise the 

'objective• Protestant view which lacks coherence because it 

places too little emphasis on the doctrine of the Church and 

Sacraments. 

Like the subjectivist, the objectivist places undue 

emphasis on certain parts of the scripture at the expense 

of other teachi ngs. However the objectivist is not driven 

to the extreme position of wanting to discount an area of 

scripture as a distort~on of the teaching of Christ. Rather 

he treats sacramental and ethical teaching as loosely connected 

addenda to the fact of Jesus' atoning death. This is not to 

say that he does not take the sacramental teaching seriously, 

but it becomes a memorial of tl:.e saving event and is not 

vi tally connected w.i. th the growth in grace. It is rot to Sd,y 

that he does not take the et hical teaching seriously, but he 

fails to see i t a~: the progress of tl-.e Church in promotin $ · 

the Kingdor:1 on e:arth 1 as i t i s ;i.n H.::n ven 1 and thinks al:r,J ..., t 

exclusivel y i n i.-erms of perso:w:i. sanct ification. I e :;. s )f·.je,n 



driven to ".Jeco:~:iag fanati::J.lly a~~etic a..1J c.us"tero . 

he uses 'cross 1 
, 

1 sac:cifice 1 and 1 blood 1 often have too t •. uch 

emotive and too little rational value. If he is asked how men 

are saved he will usually reply in words to the effect: 'Througr.. 

Jesus' death', as though this were some tautological statement 

needing no further elucidation. Theologically opposed to the 

subjectivist he is often very cl ose t o h:i.;:n in his p:;.·act:~ ~cl. 

app1·oach to rbi i .Ji~n, fo ::: nis failu:~e t ·o t~ivc re:...l ccr·te 't and 

&i£,nir' icance to "uh·3 ato~lLtJ 6rt<.tl:., by linking lt tu the: .:L..:reh 

and Sacraments leaves him with tl.e t a sk o .~ demonstrating .... 5 an 

individual ho,- Cod ha,., acted. rhs ::'ailur~ ·to reco;nise ~.; t, ..... t 

the 'once for all' event of tr_e C:::-o., s mus-e be held in te:·:~.:.. on 

with the eschatc~ogical function uf the Church, is parall eled 

by a failUl'e to recognise that t he ~econciliation of an 

individual is a continuing process Within the Body of the Church. 

From our consideration of the wrath of God in relation 

to reconciliation two main conclusions have emerged. FiTst ly, 

there is no separation between God and man the nature of which 

enables us to conceive of the alternative of atonement achieved 

'there ' with God (objective), or 'here' with man (subjective). 

The atonement is subjective in that God acts in the world and 

in mano Secondly, the atonement is essentially related to 

the Church and Sacraments. 

3. The Love , Wrath and Initiative of God 

We have discarded those ideas in which reconciliation is 

seen merely in terms of God's love, Where no account is taken 

of His wrath. We are in danger of the other extreme; of 

conceiving of reconciliation only in terms of the averting of 

wrath. We have made the point of the nearness of God to 

unrepentant man. Nevertheless, it is true that the sc~ipture 

gives witness to man 1 s experience of the wrath as abandonment 
1 by God, and that man finds the expression of God's nearness 

more especially in terms of love. The wrath of God is a 

complement to his loving-kindness, but man's hostility t o Gocl.t 

1 Deuteronomy 31:17; 32 :l9f ; Isai.ili 54:8; Psalms 27:9; 59:4-7 



double-sidedness . Man li vin;;, under the threat o: ,n·Lth .. ::: 

loved, God exercises His forbearance, but hostil e man is 

simply hostile and eventually indifferent. God is never 

indifferent and the wrath persists until r econciliation is 

achieved. 

th<:- mural tluty c1 ... he pr~_,r ,:,::cil~ · .!os -r. i i e : arty to mdkr: tho 

first move in rc~o ] cil i :l-:, .;_on , t n~ tLat i., ·why ,.,.e try to 

attach bla.;,e . E:a who neccL~ to be :t•)C:.:mcil. ed. must be the 

:r.Jconciler " ThE- at,tachin,g of bl£.ue fu.ils to recognise t l.at 

estranremeat i.3 a relationsh:i.Jl bcniW<H:.n par'ti es. In the 

ethical reach~ng of Jesus the placing of blame plays no primary 

part. The turning of the other check, or the loving of one's 

enemies is predominant, not only in his teaching but in ::tis 

act ions. Thus he died not reacting to the hostil i ty of ~Es 

crucifiers but praying for thetl: "Father forgive -r,hem for 
l they know not what they do." We must assume that the 

revelation of God in Jesus Christ includes thi s facet. God 

loves even in the fact of man's hostility an~ estrangement. 

We conclude that it is mankind, or the world that is hostile 

to God, but in terms of the New Testament insight it is not 

the hostile party which has to act first. Rather, God takes 

the initiative in Jesus Christ. He 'becomes the. Reconciler. 

Man is properly regarded as the reconciled. This theme is 

clear in John 3:16. It is clear in St. Paul and particularly in 

Romans 5: 8-11. 

8. But God shows his love for us in that while we 
were yet sinners Christ died for us~ 9. Since, 
therefore, we are now justified by his blood, much 
more shall we be saved by him from the wrath of God. 
10. For while we were enemies we were reconciled to 
God by the death of his Son, much more, now that we 
are r econciled, shall we be saved by his life. 
11. Not only so, but we also rejoice in God through 
our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom we have now 
received our reconciliation. 

Comme~ting on verse 8 Dodd wri tes: 

"Observe -che perfect nat uralness wi t.h which Paul pa:;ses 
from the sacr ifice of Ci. ri :;t ~Go t nc Love of God • • . 
Ther e could never hav.:) '.J~Jen for hi m a .-·w ques-ci on o,.' 

l Luke 23:24 
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loYc wln•:.i w~ .se-c i 1 C.a·. s;; i~ ~.t...' -J ... [t.t~.vc~~ - L:..iTi~ • . 
• • • i.~1at l·)V ) i s 'the lovE: of God ••• It is bec at:..::cc 
divine lovv ·;:,ec..t.me incarnat e in lhm that it flood.~-

our hearts. Thus Christ's self-sa-crifice could n._.,~er 

be thought o:f as so;nething through which an angry God 
might be induced i.o treat us lovingly, since it i s the 
love of God himself , existing from all eternity, which 
w~s expres~ed in the sacrifice of Christ. Thus the 
principle )f the Cro;;s , f'O far f r om being ~o·L over 
~gn.:.: .... -~ ::.h ~ ·i ,~nt _\" ~~~~~.~.; t:,f C(.v~, ::_ ;·; ~.nb.G.i'' L·~l ·c, : . . 1 ~~ · .. _ 

cl:m~:~el. c > :.: .. :.1· L a ·,tit u .~e t .. --,y,•c;;:d;; u .. ~.,,l 

t i1ourh we n.ic;h. De .---. li L:!. ) su.;p:..ci -ms ol' tho cl.1u:,;e -.rhi -::h 

he underl:i..tes . Docs tl:c i. .i .::n :·f' .J:.,; l~iv.i.e1e love 1lloodi:: g 

but we must aLLo'h· t~na·t a w.1rm <>11.C!. l oving .response in Tl\uJ1 i..; 

.. .n o:;seni,ial pP.rt of his reco r;ni t.ion of God wo:tking ir:. hin 

through the event of the c ro.ss, t hougn it cortainly is n ·)t 

the wl~olc of 1vi'.at 1ve mear. by P tonem~nt or reconciliatio '· ·' 

Nygren writes : "It wa..s ~wt the case that Christ s~•owed 

only His o;.m love by giving his life l'or us. Fa.ul says 'God 

shows his love for us in that Chr ist died • •• ' Christ 's 

action is God ' s action. Christ's love i s God's love • • • , 

After the sac.rifi ce of Christ we could not speak cor..clusively 

about God 1 s love 1v.i.thout referring \io the Cross of Christ ••• 

The passa.ge here under discussi on may be called the classic 

test on the oneness of God's love and Christ's cross. T~e 

simplest expression for this is 'th e love of the Cross'."2 

\'ie see tr.at Nygren who gives the idea of the wrath its 

full scriptural e~phasis, can at the same time give as full 

an emphasis to the love of God as a commentator wbo tends to 

'play-down' tte wrath in favour of the love of God. 

There is a parallelism of 'justification' and 'reconciliation' 

in versus 9 and 10. Dodd elucidates it thus : "Justifi cation, 

or reconciliation, i s, .• , the initial a ct of a process; but 

it carries with i i: the assurance that the j?rocess will be 

ccmpleted. 11 3 

----------------
1 Dodd, op cit. , p. T5 
2 Ny.:;:tc.a , op •:: i t, !) . ;.01 
3 Dod.C .. , op cit~ p. 77 



':..'he n.l t erna·tive prucess i;; -vha· ... of w.r<~.th, 11wi10reby . .in 

brings its own retribution, conceived as reaching consumation 
' 

in the Last Judgment. It is from this second process, that 

t he divine love, having already acquitted us of our past sins, 

will surely save us." 

v1.th which :i)odd p:-oser:ts ·.1,_. i.Jt.~ v.· .) :::e-je-::t 1.he way in wlr;..J:. 

the process of ·.:ru.t.1 is re~;<...::ocd r:.s ne:•elY a process in ·:;he 

inevitable and i t::)<n·sona.::. :l-3.-;:,~·o c,f th:.ll;5S-. as 1 sin brin;_::ir.g 

it~ o'm retribution' . If ·;:;\c.- 1:::at n can be manifest in &.n 
• "' .., "wo unconsc1.ous c:rl'.(:.v;,:, Of-'~"r , it cc.n also be manifest in 11bJ.i·u.d 11 

circumstance . ¥' c~nnot deny 0od's wr ath without denying his 

Creatorship and o:nnipotenc.J. ThE.- dilemma ,)f the loving God 

who permits suf:.?eri ng has led exponents of the 'new theologr' 

to doubt the Creatorship and orrnipotence of God. Their 

conclusion is dra\VIl. logically from their premisses, but the 

conception of love in the major premiss has not been held in 

tension with the wrath of God, so that their lov~ng God 

reminds us of a spoiling father rather than of a wise one.~ 
The thought tends towards the idea that if God is loving he 

must make life comfortable for his creatures. The opposite 

view, that we wish to maintain must accept correlation between 

suffering and the wrath of God, and this is not without its 

difficulties. But we need hardly abandon it just because 

the rationality of men is unable to work out anything approaching 

a perfect correlation. We shall maintain that the Last Judgment 

speaks of a reality. It is not a redundant piece of Old 

Testament apocalyptic to be summarily dismissed, We recognise 

that it is symbolically conceived and that the symbol is old, 

and perhaps out-of-date, but "it remains a reality. We m~ 

follow Tillich in questioning the validity of talking of 'mere 

symbol', maintaining that symbolic language must point to a 

reality beyond itself in order to merit the lable metaphor or 
2 symbol. 

l See esp . "The University Discussion" published in Flew and M~.cinty.re , 

New Essays in Phil osop::1.ic The()logy, Chapt · r 6 
2 cf . footnote p.l7 above 



JJ1ot l·cr poin ~ 01~ irr.:>ortaucc ari 3e:> 01:t of t ile bc.:l:c·:ct 

in the init iative of God. This i s a domir.ant tt.e,ne of .-J.e 

particular passage out, of which our discu...,sion arises. 11But 

God shows his love for us in that while we were yet sinners 

Christ died for us • 111 The love of God. must be made manifest 

to the sinner, that is before repentance and until repentance. 

This manifestation must appear in the guise of wrath, 

rorr.embering thr.,t t ie wra..,n is as :nuch a pa:?:t of Goci 1 s lo·:u 

as is his compassion. vT.1ore the wrath of God is conceiv._d 

as the nc.tural fate of 1h'1r esponsive man, and nothing moru, 

there is no vehicle of God's initia•,ive. God can hardly 

be said to be working in u:.uepenta.rrt man if we conceive of 

his work as an abandoning of that work. This manifestation 

of his wrat h i s his initiative at work. Man aware of 

abandonment by God is likely t o seek God, and thus the prior 

act of tf..e love of God is worked ou-t. We have previously 

suggested -that man' s hostility towards God culminates in 

indifference towards God; in this situation. the awareness 

of abandonment by God has been lost. The only logical way 

in which the initiative of God can be conceived in terms 

of Dodd' s account of the wrath, is that it acts through the 

example of the love of Christ for us. To be consistent Dodd 

would have -to accept an exemplaris-t or subjective theory of 

the atonement. I-t is not to be denied that God acts through 

the example of Jesus, but this is not the limit of his action. 

The discussion of Nygren on this passage of scripture 

is particularly interesting in terms of the subject-object 

dichotomy. Commenting on Romans 5:10 he sey-s:
2 

"Jesus died 

to take away enmity and bring about reconciliation. 

Reconciliation took place, Paul says, 'while we were God's 

enemies '. That is a troublesome statement for every 

subjective theo~ of the atonement which sees in -the a-tonement 

only a change in man's attitude to God." 

I t certainly is a troublesome statement for the more 

extreme forms of subjectivism which maintain -the reconciliation 

i s simply t he consequence of ~epentance, independent of the 

1 Rom<1lls 5:8 
2 Nygren, op cit, ].l . 204 



work of Christ, tut it would. nc.t cla:;h wi"t:.l'. the sor-., oi' 

subjectivism which teacb.es that the change is brought abou.t 

in man by this unique action of God. Nygren continues: 

"When Paul speaks . of the atonement he does so in a 
w~ that breaks down the traditional alternative 
'subjective or objective atonement'. The atonement 
does not consist either in a change of God's mind 
because m~ makes satisf'ar;tion, or in a cha:::1ge o{ 

oa.n's mi:r:.<. ·:)e:::ause ha se<:~ tae love of Christ . ~'r.e 

u.tor~ement is not bro:lghi i~boat b,y ·vhe change of our 
mind frorr. enmny agai.:1st God to lov ·~ :for Him. It 
has alreE.J.y taken :pLt.ce, and wl:..6.:1 i t "vook place ye 
were yet )r.<!mies o·f ·}oct. But, there can be no talk 
of a change in the rr.ind of God throu;sh the atonement~ 
for the atonement i.:., to ~.,aul, exclusively the work _ 
of God, who tilrough Christ reconcil ed us to himself ••• nJ. 

Nygren then seeks to place the atonement objectively. He 

contrasts '~he objective reality' of the wrath of God, witL 

the 'objective reality' of the new covonan~ of peace. 

"Peace with God is not merely a state of feeling in 
us. When we believe in Christ, we thereby have, in 
a purely objective sense , a new status before God ••• 
They who through fai~h in Christ are justified are 
no longer at enmity with God but reconciled with Him." 

We will make three comments on these statements~ Firstly, in 

what sense may we regard 'the wrath of God' and the 'new 

covenant of peace' (presumably written on men's hearts, 

Jeremiah 31 : 31) as objective realities? Secondly, we note 

that peace with God may not be "merely a state of feeling 

in us". A sounder New Testament expression would be to say: 

Peace with God is the state of grace i n which we find ourselves. 

Can one's state of grace be regarded as objective? Thirdly, in 

what sense can our "status before God" be regarded as "purely 

objective"? 

Nygren supports and emphasises the theological points 

that we have made, but we must question his use of 'objective' 

as that which is not merely a matter of feeling. This implies 

that 'subjective' applies merely to matters of feeling. Nygren's 

use of subjective is in agreement with theological tradition, 

but it is an incorrect tradition insofar as the theological 

usage is different from the philosophical usage from Which it 

is derived. Subjective is that which takes place in the 3ubject , 

it is not merely his emot,io:;.1al reaction. 

1 Nygren, op cit, p.204f 
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Nygren COLies c l oser to e.n ·r ec v vbj ~ c..,i.ve pla cL1g "·. 1. 

he emphas ises that 11 C:.1rist b.ve5 in us, and we in Him. 

Through his life we possess final salvation •.• 111 We will 

go so far as to say that the objective placing of recon­

ciliation is in the Church: In its ministration of the Word 

and Sacraments and its preservation of the witness to the 

life of Christ. Paul -wrvte -.;,o the Col ossians: ''And you, 'Who 

once were 13 st :;:- ~gc.d and. t:).;;t:.. j_e .:.n n:;. nd, doi::1g evil d8ed.:; ~ t.e 

has now reconci l eel in h i ..5 boJ~/ o:': flesh by his death, ir. orcler 

t o prese::1t you holy and l:.l ameles5 a;.1.cl irreproachable b ef 0ra 

him ••• Now I r e j oice in oy suf .Ze:::ings for your sake, and in 

my flesh I comp:;..ete what is b.cki ng i n Christs afflictions, 

for the sake of his body, that is, the church . ... 112 Tr.e 

1 once for all' E'vent of J esus life and death is mediated 
3 

objectively in His body, the Church. 

1 ibid 
2 Colossi ans 1 : 2lf 
3 It is notable that in the comments of both Dodd and Nygren the 

reference to the resurrection in verse 10 ( 11much more ••.••• 
shall we be saved by his life, 11 ) has been overshadowed by 
emphasis on his death and crucifixion. A similar criticism 
was made in regard to Dale when it was pointed aut that this 
concern with the Cross to the exclusion of the other events of 
the passion minimises the meaning of the Church and Sacraments. 
(cf. p.23 above) 
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CHAPT1-:: '. 2 

JUSTIFICATION 

1 . J ustification (or reconciliation) describes a process leading 
to the es chat ological evr r:t of s:J.vat:.on. 

The close si:nilarity be"t\Y€·en the i d.eas of re.::onciLr~.tior.. 

and justificatioL. mak~ i1. a1)propriate for us to proceed to ;;n 

examination. of j·u.stification, at thi5 st · ge. Barrett, L1 

particular, has drawn attention to this similarity. ~he double 

parallelism of Romans 5:9,10, in which Paul contrasts present 

just ification ( s\ ~~~~ et. .... ,.£::.> v'J..; ) with the future salvat ion 
/ ,) ' .... ) ... 

(G"'I.\Ie"\c-o,_,..~e~ e<no T~s. op~'s ) ; and the present reconciliation 

( ~~~ '1\'t.o(.y,v-re: s. ) with ll"l41 9~r~}\4.&o... has led Barrett to conclude 

that "Justification and reconciliation are different metaphors 

describing the same fact. The m~aning of the verb 'to reconci~e' 

is determined by the noun ' enemies'; it puts an end to enmity, 

just as'to justify' puts an end to legal contention. 'Recon­

ciliation' evokes the picture of men acting as rebels against 

God their king ••• ; 'justification' that of men who have offended 

against the law. 111 

Before examining t he legal metaphor we m~ note the· 

significance of the contrast which Paul draws between ' salvati on ' 

and 'justification' and 'reconciliation' alike. In Romans 5:9,10 

1reconciliation'/ 1 justification' is present continuous but 

'salvation' is from the eschatological wrath. Barrett says that 

Paul 1 s "teaching on salvation belongs essentially to the future" . 
) ' .... > .., 

That it is salvationO<ITO T'\!. O?'(')S. , shows that "it refers 

to the final del i verance at the last judgment. As such it is already 

guaranteed by justification (or reconciliation), in which God 

anticipat es his f avourable verdict. 112 'Justification' or 

'reconciliation' is thus the deliverance ~IT~ T~$ DfY'S and 

a continuing process culminating finally in salvation. The 

progress towards the esehatoLJgical event of salvation is 

illustrated in Eorr.ans l :1.6 whare the Gospel i s described as 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------~--

l Barrett, op cit, p.l08 
2 ibid, p.l02 
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"the pu"rer of God unto sal vat ion to everyone who ·belieYea .' 

Barrett t r anslates it a.s, ''the operation of God's power 

working towards salvation, effective for everyone who has 

faith 11 •
1 

We note, firstly,that "salvation was beguxi, 

though not completed, in the ministry, death and resurrection 

of Jesus •• • This proleptic enjoyment of salvation in the power 

of the Gospel • ••• is an ir:·:poriia.:lt key ·vo Pa.ul ' s t hou<>hi: 11 • Hi.5 

doctrines oi' j ust.i ficatior. an~ "ti.he Hol.~ · Sj:>iri t are ·.:.ui l t .;.:._.,or.. 

it. 2 Secondl y, it is t o be no~ ea. that t.'-le power u.::1to 

salYation is God 's power. The role that man plays i s "ha"illg 

faith". What is involved in ' ha.ving faith ' will be discu..;sed 

after 'justification'. 

2. Development of the New Testament meaning of ~tl<.lll.tO.S 

l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

In Greek society ~~~~,o~ denoted on~ who was correct 

according to the traditions of polite society, observing~'~~ 
~' \ 

as opposed t o u(!lp\s • It covered a man's duty towards his 

fellows, and in a religious context towards his god. Moral 

philosophy extended the idea to embrace all the social virtues, 

making it eqti.i valent to that is beautiful, good and fitting. 

A\WJ~C,o~ thus came to be regarded as one of the four cardinal 

virtues; wisdom, temperance, justice, and courage . It came to 
3 

signify an innate quality of human nature. 

In Hebrew thought the author of justice was God. "Yahweh 

is the fountain of justice from which all Old Testament codes 

of law were derived. 114 He was conceived as the r ighteous 

judge5 and it was from legal proceedings that Israel drew its 

picture of the world.
6 

6~~~~0~ in the LXX is then to be seen as a Greek word 

expr essing a Hebrew concept. I t is closely linked with the 

thought of the judgment of God, and the Greek idea of virtue 

has given place "to the fundamental question of man' s 

standing in the light of that judgment, as made known in· "tihe law". 

Barrett, op cit, p.27 
ibid, p.28 
Quell and Schrenk, Kittel: Bibl e 
Deuteronomy 1:17; Exodus 28;30; 
Psalms 11:7; 7:12 
Quell ar1d Schrenk, op cit , p.5f 

Koy ·wo:;:·ds: i:hghteousness, p .14 
Genesis 18: 25 et al 
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Thus, 1mile in t.l: e rest Jf Gre ;.:.:t 1 i te::-ature it inG.icatas or.e 

who does his duty as a citizen and subscribes to the common 

good, in LXX it means one who obeys God as a member of the 

theocratic community.
1 

Furthermore, there was added the 

conviction that God himself was f(t"-••o.1 • He was the righteous 

judge inflicting just punishment, but he was also ~{~,o~ as 

the best o,ver o:f' 3alvatio:r! .• 2 g.1ei.l and Schrenk point out tr.r~t 

the Hebrew c/dh.::u:~ah, for wilich ~~~:.:.oocr~v\cccurs one l:un.dred c..nd 

thiruy-four time., in LXX, belongs to the terminology of 

relationship. 

"He is just who does justice to claims made upon him 
in tl: e name of a relationship. Thus God's righteousness 
is manifested first in that he rules according to t~e 
covenant ir.. fellowship wi"th his people. This concrete, 
rather than abstract way of conceivi ng it, means that 
it includes both a forensic and a soteriological 
element. 113 

This is most clearly illustrated in Deutero-Isaiah Where frequently 

the language adopts the imagery of a lawsuit. Yahweh's judicial 

righteousness secures justice for his oppressed people in the 

proceedings against their conquerors. Psalms 65:5; 71:5 express 

a similar usage. 

In Rabbinical Judaism the ideas became formalisedo The 

righteous man called upon the righteous God to vindicate him, 

and there developed a doctrine of rewards and punishments. They 

took an optimistic view of man's ability to achieve a balance of 

righteousness before God. Righteousness was a chief characteristic 

of the Messiah in late Old Testament literature; thus the Rabbis 

taught the righteous would obtain the greatest r ewards in the 
4 day of salvation because of their good works. 

The New Testament use of ~:~tos is largely determined by 

its LXX use, but a new emphasis and feature emerges. The 

righteousness of the Messiah is contrasted with the righteousness 

of men. On every occasion Jesus does the will of God perfectly. 

The Jewish distinction between righteous and ungodly men is still 

recognised; but in the light of the normative righteousness of 

1 ibid, p.l6f 
2 Psalms 116:5 
3 Quell and Schrenk, op cit, p .29 
4 ibid, p.l7 
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the Christ, corr.placent ar:d sel:?-righteous men are expo set: <.l.S 

hypocritical. "What the Gospels do is to put a question mark 

after t he word 'righteous•, as applied to themselves by men 

who were hypocritical, complacent, and scornful of others." 1 

It is when the New Testament questions the righteousness of 

men in the light of Christ, that a new problem arises for the 

link forged beh:een salva.-vian <lL( r Lgt.teo-usness i n Daute::o­

Isaiah. The i a.£.a. of Go:."L a.s ~ucigc remair;s, but his absol·t-:.e 

justice i;;, seen no t. only L1 ~ t·.liging but i:1 reconciling t: .e 

unrighteous. "te is faithful . .,r,ci j-ust t :) forgive us our sins . r·2 

The ideas hinted at in the P5<t:Lms ant. in Isaiah. 40-55 ar .: brought 

out clearly and linked with ~he vrork of Christ, in which God is 

proved to be b~I(..CX.I o $ The ~oteriological aspect is now 

primary. In Det:..tero-Isaiah Yahweh's justification of his 

people could be conceived rationally because they wer~ th~ 

righteous remnant; they had "drunk at t he hand of Yahweh the 
3 

cup of his wrath" , and had drunk it to the dregs • At the same 

time , Deutero-Isaiah recognised that redempt_i on was of God and 

for his own sake. "I am he who blots out transgressions for my 

own sake, and I will not remember your sins. n4 The enigmatic 

Servant of Yahweh forges the link between Old and New Testament 

thought. 5 

In the light of the New Testament Messiah, it is recognised 
6 

that, "all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God." 

The optimistic v iew of man's righteousness can no longer be 

taken. "Who then can be saved ?•i The anti thesis between justice 

and salvation emerges; but the New Testament message does not 

allow the logical inference to be drawn, and this is its wonder. 

God justifies not because men have been found righteous but in 

spite of their unrighteousness·, through the merits of the 

righteous Christ. "With men this is impossible, but with God 

all things are possible. n7 

Accordingly, Dodd can point out that to Paul and his 

1 cf . Luke 16 :14 
2 1 John 1 :9 
3 Isaiah 51 :7f 
4 Isai ah 43:25 
5 cf . p.36f below 
6 Romans 3 :10 , 2lf, cf I John 1: 8 
7 Matthew 19:25,26 
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as it would have appeared to anyone familiar with the Jewish 

conception of Yahweh's righteousness. Particularly as the phrase, 

'to justify the wicked', is constantly used of unjust judges in 

the Old Testament.
1 

Dodd attempts to resolve the paradox: 

"the real moral is t~at the personal relations of God to 
men cann.:>t b~ d·3sc:ribea. · ;; n lega} tc:.ms a;t :-ll. T~, 

revelati~r. of His ris~:.-.,vc·usne:;s i 3 : ::..part from -,..1:13 J...~w 

al-cogeth.::r '. r ! 

T'nis is tt> overs.i mplify. We cun ne1. ther ignore the lega::. mt:tap.1or 

not attribute i. t to Paul J.S a ::het orical device to gain ::lis 

readers 1 attention. The reall ty of ti:.e New Testament mes~t:.ge 

emerges fromthe.Old. Th~ ethical if not the ceremonial l~w of 

the Old Covenant is retained. "Do we then overthrow the law by 

this faith? By no means ! 2 On the contrary we uphold the law. 11 

The antithesis remains. Attempts to rationalise it resu~t i n 

various odd and unlikely theories of the atonement . They are 

chiefly conce:rned to explain the operation of Christ's merit. 

In the fourth century Gregory of Nyssa conceived of Christ as 

the bait by which Satan is hooked. Peter Lombard i~ the twelfth 

century likened the Cross to a mousetrap baited by the Lord's 

blood. More genarally the Son of God was conceived as placating 

a righteous and indignant Father. The idea was taken to its 

rational climax in the satisfaction theory of st . Anselm and 

in the juridical theories of the seventeenth century. The 

paradox is unresolved, but very gradually a new concept of civil 

justice has emerged out of it with its motive rehabilitation and 

not revenge. 

The Christian concept of the justification of the unrighteous 

is experiential rather than deductive. It is experienced by those 

in close relationship with the Christ. Those of his disciples 

who hunger and thirst after righteousness shall be filled.
3 

It is for those who will deny themselves to follow him, those 

who are .prepared to lose their lives for his sake and the sake 

of his Gospel. 

In I Peter 2:24, Quell and Schrenk racognise the sJfferiLg­

servant of Deutero-Isai~ por-trayed in Jesus' crucifixLu, and 

1 Dodd, op cit, p.52 
2 Romans 3:31 

3 Mat.thew 5:6 



in l Peter 3 : lu Christ's death is prasented as the suffer~ng 

of the righteous for the unrighteous.1 

Gottwald concludes his examination of the content of 

the four Servant songs of Isaiah 40-55: 

"Suffering app.s·ars for the first time in Jewish tradition 
a.s a positive good. It ::_.., r..ot a!.way.s ' ;he result o£ 
w:cong; t:.t- sufferer ne!ld r"ut b€ a sinner. In trut. i.~ . 

individual or natior:.1l ~uffering, i.f bourne as a mi ·;sior ... 
from GodJ rr.ay be the .near..s of ur..t old blessir..g to ot::-~c:;.·s . 

The Servant is disfigu::.:-ec~ by the abuse heaped upon ~·.im, 

none of which is due to h::.s own wrongdoing. The on.ookers 
who have slain him are thG penitents who now confes.3 in 
awe that he bore their sins. It is hard to convey i n 
Engl ish the tremendous effect of the Hebrew with the 
reiteration of the pronouns he and his and E and .££· 
creating an onomatopoeic dirge of mournful and awe-struck 
regret. What an astonishing disproportion between his 
suffering and our abuse of him, his innocence and ou~ 
guilt, his patience and ~ call~ mookeryt tr2 -

The authorship of the songs and the identity. of the Serv~~t 

remain a contentious issue, but that Jesvs identified himself 

with the Servant and with the principle of vicarious suffering 

we cannot doQ.bt~ 

"Were the poet himself in our presence, he might be 
no more articulate in advancing a precise theory than 
we are. But the central point he has not left in 
doubt: Yahweh's love and power are to be made manifest 
to the nations through Israel, and through some person 
or persons within Israel who participates in the love 
of Yahweh to the e~tent of self- obliteration. Sup~eme 

power is in love rather than in coercion ••• Deutero­
Isaiah's insight was not immediately taken up~ 
Judaism was too engrossed in survival in a hostile 
world to care much about converting the heathen. But 
the ideal did not die; it erupted in the early church. 
Jesus was deeply influenced by his reading of Isaiah 
40-66. The universal salvation promised in Deutero­
Isaiah finally came to birth in Christianity. In what 
sense then may we speak of Jesus Christ fulfilling 
the servant prop4ecy? He fulfilled it by recognising 

3 himself, his purpose and method in the Servant figure. 11 

Thus tl1e link between the Righteous Judge and the God who loves 

and forgives is forged in human thinking. The principle that 

the righteous may suffer for the unrighteous is revealed. But 

it is more than a workable principle, it is the plan of God. 

l Quell and Schrenk, op cit, p.24 
2 Gottwald, A Li;tht to the Nations, p . 418 
3 Gottwal d, op cit, ?.425f 



As Gottwald pr~:<.:.ents it to us i t mi,)1·~ appear t hat JuC..f:.l .~l 

coul d have provided a means of reco:··.ciliatior.. by operatiug 

this principle, only it was too concerned with the matter 

of its own survival. The Servant reveals that "supreme 

power is in love rather than in coercion". But the Servant 

must precede the principle. If we tr,y to r ecognise the 

principle indepe;1d ·.mt:-..y .r~ thE: Scrv<..nt we .shall have to :. tCLoept 

the extreme suojec·:-.iv:~st. view .::.f ·l.lu &..tonun£:nt . Thi~ is 

similar to the theor,y o·' ·,;:a,h.Jwi. who mair.tains that rcd.L ~_ptio:n 

ttrough rupentLJlee is a:lva.ys a p:> .ssibill.t.y, even indepenu:::--:tly 

of Christ. It s ug1_rests t:~at reconcilia~ior. without a saviou.r 

is possible prov.;.dud only t hat the correct principle is 

discovered and used. In this view, Jesus is · not the Inca.rr..ate 

Son of God, but arbitrarily the one who first recognises and 

applies the principle. In the face of this we must mCt.intain 

that the principle of the suffering Servant ~ s an abstraction 

drawn from the experience of the apostles of their Lord. It 

is first an experienced reality. We may even go so far as 

to suggest that Jesus realised the Serv~t in himself; and 

this is essentially different from saying that he recognised 

the principle of suffering as depicted in the Servant figure. 

This is why it is possible to suggest that our modern concept 

of justice as rehabilitatio~ is an outgrowth of Christianity. 

The paradox of God's justification of the unrighteous is 

slowly becoming the new norm. Vicarious suffering is realised 

as a way of atonement only through Jesus Christ and his Church.
1 

Deutero-Isaiah presented the principle, temporally prior to 

Christ, and that is why it was presented as prophecy and not 

as gospel . The justification of the unrighteous through the 

suffering of the righteous remains paradoxical until its 

significance is experienced in Jesus Christ. Experience here 

is n ot to be confused with subjectivism. It is the historical 

witness of Jesus Christ mediated through his Church. 

2 H.A. Hodges attempts to resolve the paradox of the 

justification of the sinner by drawing an analogy between a 

god and a king. 

1 cf. the criticism of R .E. FoslLck, p.6 abo re 1 footnote 1 
2 H.A. Hodges, TJ:-,e Pattern of t.i.1 0 .Atoner:1ent, p.63 



'A m~n is r::.g.1teou~ i i' h.:: i~ and do \~S what i~- a.ppro· n·ja~~ 

in his S'-ation and ::.n his relf1tions. with ot-her peo~le. 
(A king i s righteous, that is, he does what is required 
of him as king, if he ensures that his subjects do what 
is required of them.) The king's righteousness is not 
merely a matter of private conduct; it involves the 
active promotion of righteousness among his people. This 
is even more true of a god, who is indeed the real and 
ultimate kin;5, of whom the earthly king is only a deputy. 
The ; od :.:tow;> h:!-;3 ri]htc-ouEness b~r naj ntaini:J.g a...d e'.-e.a 
cr€a.ting i'.._J:1.teou~;r.0.3s a;.:or.; !:is j?Cu:ple." 

The analogy he:: e s ~ em.s to .rest heavily on ::·orr.e form of b•olief in 

the divine right o? kings . It is true ·;;luv a grear, mt.tny soci~:ties 

have regarded th.::l :dng as rep1·ese:ntative of the deity. Only if 

we accept this unquestioningly in our own society does Hodges' 

appeal become a logically baseci or.e. The appeal is in i'a.ct based 

on scripture, u.nd or. the f d.ct th2.t ".;he Hebrews regarded ~a..r.·weh 

as the ruler of the nation. ''The Bible~' he says, "accepts this 

view of the relation between God and his people. 11 

Continuing his argt~ent Hodges says that the sinner as 

such deserves nothing but conderr~ation and chastisement. But 

he is only a sinner "because he has yielded to Satan's advances 

and fall en under his power; and from this point of view God's 

righteousness should surely show itself in delivering him from 

that tyranny. Surely, too, God will make known his righteousness 

not by destroying the offender, but by converting him and writing 

his righteous la.w in his heart. So interpreted, God ' s 

righteousness becomes equivalent to his salvation, and it is thus 

that the Bible constantly regards it. 111 

From Hodges' argument it would appear that God is pledged 

to destroy iniquity and justify the sinner because he is God. 

The argument is circular for iniquity must be defined in terms 

of God's righteousness. Righteousness cannot then be defined 

in relation. to iniquity independently of God. ":for God's will", 

wrote Calvin, "is so much the highe$t rule of righteousness that 

whatever he wills, by the ve~ fact that he wills it, must be 

considered righteous."2 Also, a king is not obliged to rule 

justly, unless he believes th~t he rules by the consent of God 

(or by the conse;.1.t of tr.e pec·ple if it is a consti tution<d· 

monarchy) for his obligation n.ust be derived in relation to some 

1 ibid, p.67 

2 Calvin, Inst>i.t-ute~, 3:23 :2 
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oLher pu.r t .; ' . It is ridiculous tu suggest by analogy t.ha·.., Gc.d 

rules by the consent of the people unless one is ironical ly 

rejecting theism. That God should rule by his own consent is 

entirely acceptable but that hardly places him under any 

obligation. Alternatively a king may rule righteously for 

righteousness' sake. God reveals himself as a righteous Goa. 

'l'ha'L he has re\ealed this far~-:. tilro..1gh t r,e i.lcc~.rnati .m a::. .. l thui. 

he judges und justifies the unrit;hteous i.5 of tbe :.:-eveal ~c. 

wonder nnd mystery of God. I-:j is not the logical necessity 

of man 1 s concept ion of w~1at God should be like. Justification 

is a free gift cf God. We do not acknowledge God becaus~ he 

meets our concer-tion of r ight.eousness. :aather the Chrls·.:.iarJ. 

obtains a concepti on of wnat righteousness really involves 

only through the revelation of God in Christ. This is w~w 

the lex talionis is replaced in t.he New Testament by love 

(~y::_IT,) which is also a law - but a law which transcends 

the old law. The New Testament reveals to us a norm of 

righteousn~ss which in terms of the Old Testament and in 

natural terms is paradoxical . This i s expounded by Paul in 

Romans 2 and 3. It is paradoxical just because it is a new 

revelation. 

In the New Testament, tte idea of the righteous God 

justifying his people of the New Covenant is most clearly 

and systemat ically developed by St. Paul. He takes seriously 

the Old Testament teaching tha t the righteous man is one whom 

God pronounces righteous because he has kept the law. But 
! 

another axiom has also to be stated: "There is none righteous, 
l 

no, not one." Paul acknowledged that Moses had given the 

law as the standard of righteousness,
2 

but he is adamant 

that no one has fulfilled the law because we are all under 

sin. There is in fac't no 1 righteousness which is of t he l av'. 

Paul had come to understand that the law cannot produce true 
3 

righteousness before God. The self-righteousness whi ch it 

does produce is only 'loss• 4 and 'refuse•. 5 
The f ailure of 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
l Romans 3:10 
2 Romans 10:5 
3 Galatians 3: 21 
4 Romans 10:3; Philippians 3:9 
5 Philippians 3:8; cf. I Colji:n,hi ::Jls 13 



righteousness by the law i s :.. :;. lustrated by the fact "tha;., 

Gentiles who do not make righteousness their aim, · have 

attained righteousness - the righteousness that r ests on 

faith; but that Israel, whose aim is a law purporting to 

gi ve righteousness, never reached that law. Why? Because 

they did not pursue their aim by faith, b~t as if it could 

be reacheJ by 1·orks".
1 

Paul ' s position mu :::.t iaYe baen derived from personal 

experience in an effort to de:.?ine his position in relation 

to the law aft er exchangi ng Christianity for pharisaism. 

Barrett i nt erprets the i deas of Romans 7:9-10 autobiographicall y 

as fol l ows: 

"I n t he first innocence of youth Paul was alive. Death 
is the ccnsequence of sin , and "there was at that time 
no sin to incur i t. Life is f rom God and there is 
nothing t o interrupt the chi ld's natural and instinctive 
communion with him. Then came the moment when the Jewish 
boy became a ' Son of the Commandment ', and assumed 
responsi bility before the law. With this new legal 
responsibility sin took its place in the boy's 
experience. The forbidden world appeared upon his 
horizon, and he longed to enter it. He desired to 
gratify himself and to achieve independence of the God 
who placed unwel come r estraint upon him. Thi s was 
death. 112 

In Romans 2:17-29 the status of the Jew is examined, and Paul 

could not have written this without being conscious of his 

own previous zeal for the l aw. The Jew relies on the law to 

provide him with a secure standing before God. He makes his 

boast before God on the grounds of the law but he i s very 

vulnerable at this point . For the law on which he would rest 

i tself accuses him . More clearly than ever it is recognised 

that the righteousness is of God, and just because it i s God ' s 

righteousness it can only be imparted to man as a free gift. 

The matter is described concisel y in t he passage Romans 3:21-31. 

God's righteousness has now been manifested apart from the 

law (21) . It is manifested to those who have faith in Jesus 

Christ (22). All have s inned, all lack the gl ory of God (23) . 

Justification is a free gift, by God's grace through the act 

of r edempti on whi ch God parformed i n J esus Christ (24) . G~d 

l Romans 9:30f Bar r ett's translat,ion 
2 Bar r ett, op ci t, p. l44 
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pul>licly set S.' o:;._·tl- Jesus Chri s t :tn ln . .:; bloody sn.crii'ic:;._t;.:._ dc;a. .. .t 

as his means of dealing with sin. I t is received through 

faith (25). 

Three points emerge. Firstly, for Paul the old word 

'righteousness' takes on added meaning. It is of God' not 

merely in -':.he sen~e of tbe Goa-given l aw, but in the sen.s0 i.n 

which man 1s ~ighteous or~y b~c~use God has given him that 

status. What thi s meaning is c;;nd how it has been interp::etcd 

will be our next roint of enquiry. Secondly, in contrast to 

jus~ification by works of the law Paul says that justification 

is 'by faith'. We shall conclude our discussion on justification 

with an examination of the content whi ch can be given to ljhe phrase 

'by faith'. Thirdly, this ac~ of r edemption is somehow linked 
! 

to the sacrificial death of Jesus Christ. 

3. Righteousness: I~puted or Imparted? 

Dodd points out that the terms righteous, just; righteous­

ness, justice; justify, are all derived from the same Greek root. 

He maintains that the root righteous more aptly translates the 

New Testament Greek than justice. It is therefore unfortunate, 

' in his view, that there is no verb derived from righteous, 

corresponding to justify. 

"The Greek word translated ,justif;y, means i n Greek 
writers, •to account or pronounce right' or 'to treat 
justly'. It does not mean •to make righteous' • .• 
Sinful men before the divine tribulal are acquitted 
for nothing, by God's decree as judge •••• Paul uses 
(the words) in a w~ which hovers between their wider 
Hebrew and their narrower Greek connotation. When he 
says they are justified for nothing by his grace, the 
idea upp(!rmost in his mind is that of deliverance. 
But as he is stating it in legal, forensic terms, 
deliverance takes the form of an acquittal in court. 111 

The question arises whether the justified are made righteous 

by God or whether they are merely treated as if they were 

righteous. Dodd clearly favours the second sense, Here is 

the same approach as we found in his consideration of the 

wrath. The vigoroas language of the imagery is s oftened to 

simpl i fy the i ssueto our understanding. \ve have caught u, 

glimpse of the u:..'lfortilllate theological consequences of '1j tki ng 

l Dodd, op cit , p. 5J.f' 
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cl 0n.r ru.l,i ona.l i. -·:- s o f..:.r tl.S not to be a.bl e to taJ ... e the wr:d h 

seriousl y. 1'he consequences may be equally serious for a 

theology of justifica·tion which rests on a legal fiction. 

It is far easier for the Church to pronounce a man 

righteous in the sight of God, by 1 the touch of a wand 1 as. 

it were, than t o CL~·e ;fo:: J:-_i s growth :..~• g:~a:e. I i' justif:i. ca-jion 

is m·3rely tb.e trcat.:i.ng of men as :i.f they were righteous t.ten 

there arises the weJ.k.r:.ess t ha"v ju~;tif1.cation and .s~l vatio:1 rruy 

be regarded as tvo automat ic upen:.tions ir: the scheme of "';,.1in;;s. 

We may be blinde<l t o the :..act that 1 just ification unto 

salvation' is a pr ocess. P~ conceived by Paul it culminated 
l 

i n the eschaton, but it also consisted in 1 d~ing every day•. 

The justificatiofi ~s not of the works of the law, or "by good 

deeds, or by any achievement of man. 1t is God 1 s free gift, 

but it costs discipleship. Bonhoeffer has warned us: 

11Cheap grace is the deadly enemy of our Church •• • • It 
means forgiveness of sins proclaimed as a general 
truth, the loYe of God taught as the Christian 
•conception• of God •. •• Cheap grace means the justi­
fication of the sin without the justification of the 
sinner .. • (It) is the preaching of forgiveness without 
requiring repentance, baptism without Church discipline, 
Communion without confession, absolution without 
personal confession. Cheap grace is grace without 
discipleship, grace without the cross, grace without 
Jesus Christ living and incarnate. Costly grace is 
the gospel which must be sought again and again , the 
gift which must be asked for, the door at which a man 
must knock •.•. Costly grace confronts us as a gracious 
call to follow Jesus, it comes as a word of forgiveness 
to the broken spirit and the contrite heart. Grace is 
costly because it compels a man to submit to the yoke 
of Christ and follow him; it is grace because Jesus 
says: •My yoke is easy and my burden is light•. 2 

Once again, as in the context of reconciliation, we must avoid 

apportioning achievement between God and man, or even thinking 

in these terms. Justification is God acting in man. Paul 

could speak of completing in his flesh 11What is lacking in 

Christ 1 s afflictions for the sake of his body, • • the church11
•
3 

But Paul of all t h6 New Testament authors is most adamant 

that justification i s of God and not the achievement of men. 

l I Corinthians 15 :31 
2 Dietrich Bonhoeff er, The Cost of Di.scipl•~ship , p.35f 
3 Colossians 1:27 
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Pnul' s achievmrents a .re ' fruit ~ of "t-he Splri t ' , t~1ey <•re 

consequent on his being 'in Chris~ ' . To follow Christ 

costs a man a great deal, not because Jesus Christ failed 

to pay the whole price but because he follows Christ who 

paid so much. 

"Such grace i.s costly because it calls us to follow, 
anc i t i :; ~r.1ce beC;....'.:..SE· :~t ca::.ls U ::. tc· fol lO'Jl Jesu;. 
Chri::.t . It i s cos-r.ly t.ecau:;e i t. cc,sts a rr.an h::..s 
life~, and i t is gra.ce because it gives r~ man the 
or.ly true li.fe. It is c:osi..ly because it condemns 
siL , and grace because i t jus~ifies the sinner. 
Above all, it is costly l1ecause i t cost God t he l L 'e 
of hi s 801:: 'ye Wl:re bc.ught a-t. a pr·i.ce ' , a·1d wh.1t 
has cost God much ca;.'1.1.ot be cheap for us. "l 

We have nov enterei upor. a discussi on which may be more 

suitably dealt w~ t."l under an examinat ion of the 1 ransom' 

~mage . It does, however , serve us \.J'l.th an example of t he 

int imate inter-relations between the various images and points 

to the danger of conceiving a theo~ of ator.ement in terms of 

only one or some of the biblical images. 

Barrett is sympathetic to the problems an exegesis such 

as t hat of Dodd seeks to solve or avoid. He acknowledges that 

"it is very generally recognised that in Paul's usage 'to 

justify' cannot mean 'to make righteous' · in the ethical sense ­

' to make virtuous' . To mer.tion no other consideration, the 

epistles depict countless Christians who, though justified, 
2 

are certainly not perfectly good" . He notes that the suffix 

. c " l.n ~IIUC.I ~ is sometimes used not in the sense 'to make ••• ', 

but in the sense 'to count ••• ', or 'to treat as •• • ' . It is 

from these two observations says Barrett that "the most popul"ar 

modern i nterpretati on" of justification is draw, viz : 

Justification means t hat God treats sinful men as i f they were 

of complete and unstained virtue. But to this interpretation 

he brings two radical objections. The first is linguistic. 

The Hebrew verb hi tzidig which t he LXX links with S·~••'w and 

which lies behind Paul 's usage is, unlike the Greek, regularly 

causative in meaning and it cannot be weakened so f ar as to 

mean ' to treat as righteous ' . The second objecti or. i s ~tat 

this account oi' ju.:;tificatior. r..ust l. ec..d e:.ther t o Pelag:u·.r.ism 

(since faith " .i.ll ·)e treated ~s a. r ighteous work) or it '·ill 

l Bonhoeffer , op cit, p.37 
2 Barret t, op cit , ~.75 
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l eal; tc• thu kind o: l ega.1• tictio:, wi;ich men feel instinc :. ~vdy 

is not legitimate, even for God. "Not even he may pretend 

that black is white. 11 Barrett prefers the view that 'to make 

righteous', is "a creative act in the field of divine human 

relations". It is not a legal fiction. It does not mean to 

be made'virtuous' but !to be made 'right', 'clean', or 'acquitted'. 

Barrett , 1-.ow:ve:r, 8p:pt...ar~ ,s.;i:Ll to be dodging "the }.ssue, for 

the contra.di ctiOl: of ·0::-:e guilty man acquitted remains, u..·. (L ttis 

is more th~n the c~nsequence o~ the forensic metaphor. 1he 

Christian's righr.eousnes.s mmt exceed tha1i of the pharisees. 

Christian virtue cannot be discarded or loosely attached to 

the faith. It m..1st be seen as the consequence of reconciliation. 

Despite the linguisti c difficulties of tense, it must be 

acknowledged that to say a man is justified means that he is being 

made rigbt . The use of the perfect tense for a continuing process 

m~ be excused on the grounds that the beginning of the process 

is marked by a disti nct event - objectively, it is the incarnation 

and work of Christ, or subjectively, the incorporation of the 

individual into Chri st's work.
1 

It is to be noted that this is 

not the same as 'objectivity' conceived in terms of a change 

in God ' s attitude, or the devil ' s status, or 'subjectivity' 

conceived in terms of a man ' s response to an example. In 

another context Barrett does allow that justification has a 

continuing implication. 1 Commenting on Romans 3:212 he writes : 

"In 1:17 Paul said, God 1 s righteousness is (being) 
revealed ( ~1'\'Q\~II<~~n "l't~l , present tense). Here 
he says, God's righteousness has been manifested 
(atE:e«·~t~pw~• 1 perfect tense). There is little 
difference. The present tense emphasises the 
continuation of the process in the proclamation of 
the Gospel, the perfect the fact t hat the process has 
a beginning." 

With this quotation i n nund it is dif ficult t o see why 

Barr ett has found it necessa~ to draw a distinction between 

'virtuous' on the one hand and ' right ' , 'clean' ~ aud ' acquitted' 

on the other. He is only hiding the 'legal fi~tion', which he 

has taken care to point out . Justification conceived as a 

process in which man grows i n grace being perfected through 

Christ in the escha.ton , whi le d.eman<iing t he application nf the 

scriptural i dea. of fo rbe(Lrance ,3 it 6.oes not depend on a legal 

----------------------------------·---------------------------------------------
1 
2 
3 

See page 50 
Barrett , op 
Romans 2:4; 

oelow 
cit, p .73 
3:25 
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fictj on. I t i& only vr.e:i jus·.,::.ficatjon is regarded as a 

pronouncement of God, unaccompanied by a process culmina~i~g 

in man' s f inal perfect ior:1 t hrough Christ, that it becomes 

fictitious in any sense. 

Nygren's interpretation of 'IV.OC.IoG"G'I' et-o~ in tenns of 

the new aeon is more acceptabJ e t han t hat of eitr,er Dodd or 

B3-rrett . 

"Righteousness is primar:.ly God' s rather than man's •.• 
Indeed, Paul contrasts ' t he righteousnE·ss of God' 
not merel;r with man's s~.n, bu-u ''j_ t h man's o-wn righ"V LOUs­
ness. Thus it is of God that Pa~ speaks all the t ime -
firs t of t he wrath of God, and now of the righteousness 
of God. 'l"'hat does not mean that he is silent about man . 
Rather does he speak of man at all times - fonnerly of 
man under the wratn of God, and now of man translated 
t o the realm of: the righteousness of God. 

Vle may say, therefore, that by the expression 'the 
righteousness of God' Paul does not refer to something 
which is s ol el y the property of God, or solely a property 
or inner quality of man. The latter is precluded by the 
very words. It is the 'righteousness of God', not of 
man. But also to preclude the former - that righteousness 
as solely a property of God - it is truest to translate 
\1\I.O(,or~"''\ e~o~ as 1 righteousness .!!2!!!, God' • The 
righteousness of God is a reality in our midst which God 
has manifested on earth. It has come from God and is 
revealed t hrough Jesus Christ. Just as 'the wrath of 
God' is the inclusive state of the o.ld age (aeon), so 
'righteousness from God' is the characteristic of the 
new. n 2 

The question: Does Paul mean God's o~n righteousness in the 

sense of property belonging to him, or does he mean that man 

thus has a righteousness by reason of which he can stand in 

God's presence? is regarded as i mproper by Nygren . God's 

righteousness is not a property that lies in him. "Such a 

view is very natural for us, with ou.r persistent Greek way 

of thinking; but it is utterly foreign to Paul's view. The 

r i ghteousness of God is a r ighteousness which He reveals t o 

us and permits us to share. Hence it is man's righteousness 

too. "3 

1 Matthew 5:48; 19:21; John 17: 23; Romans 12: 2; Ephesi ans 4:13* 
Colossians 1:28 
'T~~t.\OS. here translated as 'perfact' is often translated in ~ ,he 
R. S.V. as 'mature ' . It is of the same root asT~?.os - end , i n 
the sense of 'purpos e' rather than finis . These associations 
add weight to the ldE:a of 1 j ustification 1 conceived as proc ess. 

2 Nygren, op cit , p.l46 
3 ibid, p .74 
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!LA. llod _;c.,; also tn-:~s t ,l) t Le pl"oo:i.r~rr. of whether G,),l: s 

j us Lificatiou of the sinner menns that the sinner is mud J 

rjghteous, or treated as i f he were righteous. His discussion 

is illuminating for he manages to combine the idea of 

justification as a completed act of God, with the conception 

of justification as a process of actual moral reform, or 

sanctifica-tion. 

The f irst aspect he call:.; .:ius".;ificati on as accepta-::1ce and 

forgiveness in Chr ist. This is the main aspect of justification 

as it is presented in Romans. "St. Paul has nothing to do with 

post-dated fo rgi ve~~ess." In Paul 's epistles the Christian does 

not hope that he will be forgiven, he has the assurance -cl:at 

he is forgiven here and now. 'There ~s now no condemnation for 

those who are in Christ Jesus ' . This justification is more 

than formal forgiveness. "The di scharged prisoner is drawn 

back, nay, welcomed back into the life of the family of God" . 

Thus he is set free from servitude to sin, he is adopted into 

the hot•sehold of God, addressing God as Father, he enjoys what 

St. John calls ' freedom of speech' (ITcat.fT~O"'t-.. )1 
in the 

Father's presence . 

No man is righteous before God but "to be in Christ is 

to stand before the Father in the Son, and when a man so stands 

the Father sees in hi m not t he sinner that he has been and is, 

but the member of Christ that he is and is to be." The double 

conception appears clearly in this statement but we are here 

concerned mainly with the first aspect, "man is treated not as 

the sinner he has been and is." 

This must appear as a paradox: "We are and we are not 

what we appear to be ." We are in Christ and in the Spirit , 

but we are also i n the flexh. "We are already in faith and 

hope what we are to be , and not only do our own faith and hope 

present us in this light, but God himself sees us thus. 112 

Our examination of 1 faith' which follows below3 may 

place a query behind Hodges ' use of 'own faith' in ter~s 

of Paul ' s qualificatior, "saved by faith, and that not of 

l I John 1:28 
2 Hodges, op cit, p.t6 
3 Page62f below 
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. l yours3lves." Bu.t ins:.fu.r n..~ it dec.ls wi-:-h jus'Lificu.tj i,~J 

the statement is a.ccepta.ble. Faith and hope are the 

relations which enable us to have the assurance that God 

sees us thus; but faith and hope, it will be argued, are not 

entirely subjective qualities. 

The pa.r o.dox \\>ll.ich Hodges points oot is reflected no1, 

only in t he i1:.:i.:...vidual but iu the c.~.t:..::ch. 11e paints i t . 

vivi dly: "The Church is dwel:ing in the heavenly places n:t 

the very same ti .. ne that i ~s mo;nbers are fuddled with drink and 

fornication, for all tha.t is o::=' t he earth, though it con-c,im;;.es 

in time, is already dead in thP. eyes of God, and our real life 

is hid ,.n. th Christ in Him. ••2 
~~ile we admit that the members 

are 'fuddled' and not only by the two vices which Hodges has 

somewhat puritanically chosen, and though we acknowledge that 

the Church or its saints on earth have never been perfect, we 

must suggest that the paradox is not an absolute one in the 

sense that it is to be merely accepted. The role of the members 

is to attempt to resolve the paradox, not logically but by moral 
3 effort . So closely interwoven are the strands of justification, 

faith, and works that it is difficult to resist leaping ahead 

and oual ifying what we mean by 'moral effort 1 to affirm that 

justification is by faith and not by works, but this must wait 

its proper place. The resolving of the paradox is the process 

which forms the second aspect of Hodges' treatment of 

justificatior •• 

He introduces tt.is aspect by asking whether righteousness 

is imputed or imparted. In the first place, where righteousness 

is conceived as "forgiveness in Christ" righteousness ~ppears to be 

imputed, but: "Is God content, while pronouncing the sinner 

righteous, to leave him in his actual unrighteousness?" No! 

says Ho&ges, righteousness must also be imparted by God to the 
4 Christian. He laments, as Bonhoeffer has lamented, that 

Protestantism has so often taught that it is Christ's righteous­

ness that is accepted instead of man's in pa~ent of the debt 

which man owes to the Father. The true formula of salvation 

1 Ephesians 2:8 
2 Hodges , op cit, p .6S 
3 Romans 12:1f; I Peter 2:1- 10 
4 Page 18 above 



is not 'Christ ins-r;ead of .nc 1 but 'Chris"t in mE· ar1d. I in L i.m' •
1 

A t heory of merely imputed righteousness becomes incredi.ule . 

"How can I be in Christ, who is all righteousness and not myself 

be made righteous? ••• How can I receive his life without. also 

rece:i.ving the charactr~r of that life? 

The righteousness of God, made mine in hope and 
i11creasingly mine in fact through Christ, is only ti,S 

his gif t, md in th.:. s life I open r.;ys~)lf to receiVf· it 
only imi> Jrfe::tl y, The re is thus ar. element ot' ar"t: .. c::.:pl,tion 
in eyery .. vhing t i1at i s ~<11d abnut tt.e Chri:::ti.:.n whi ::. e still 
in t':-.is .:. ife ; we a re r.o' v }.::J. hope , 1.e, in expecta .. i ou , 
what we shall be af-can;e:::db i n actl:.ali ty . But. st~ ll tte 
difference between ther. and now is not a diff'eranc.: between 
being and not b eing ; i i . is the difference betw·een i,he full 
grown pl ant and the quickening seed, between the mature and 
t he inchoate, \'lhat we shall one day fully be, that we 

already a re in pc;~rt. God ' s judgment in counting u s 
righteous i s theref ore never r,ytolly false in fact (how 
could it be?), there is never a moment ·when we have been 
p ronounced righteous but have not yet begun to be made so. 
Acquittal ar1d restoration, forgiveness and the beginning 
of the new life go together. God sees is us what we are 
and what we are to be, This is in accord w:i th the Ol d 
Testament principle that the Word of God is a creative 
Word. If God calls us r ighteous 9 He at the same time 
makes us so, 112 

Can the two aspects of justification be united? More 

particularly, can their unity be detected in St . Paul? As we 

have p r eviously noted, Hodges sees the aspect of forgiveness 

clearly portrayed in Paul's discussion. of justification in 

Romans . When Paul uses the v er b ' to just ify 1 does he mean t o 

make r ight eous as wel l as to acquit? The question needs to be 

sensi t ively handled . 

Fi rstly, it must be remembered that in Romans and Galatians 

Paul is working out an argunent directed to a particula.r point 

and he does not necessar ily say all that i s on his mind, His 

argument i s conceived i n terms of a man before his judge. "In 

this context 9 to be justified must mean primarily to be reckoned 

as righteous, and the overt logic of the argument does not require 

it t o hav e any other meaning. On t he other hand it does not 

exclude t he other possibl e mea.ni ng . "
3 

1 Hodges, op cit, p.70 
2 i bid, p .70f 
3 ibi d, p .72 
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Seco.:1dly, HoC:ges dE:tec"ts, <:nd r:;.ghtly so~ & devt·lc ,y::ar t . 

in the idea of justification ~ s vhe arglli~ent of Rorr.a.:1s 

progresses . The second aspect of jus~ification begins t o 

shi ne through . In 5:18f the transgression of Adam which 

spreads to all men i s compared with the spreading of justification 

to many through the righteous act of Christ. The sinfulness of 

Adam is imparted to man, not :imputed, otherwise the myth could 

never have perfonned its t ask ... n t ha Hebrew mind 1 if ~XF:!. Lining 

the experienced r eality of aV1.J. . T-1.e reality of the rig~tec;us­

ness imparted by Christ is thus i mplied. The contrast of 

disobedi ·:mce with righteousneHs in verse 19 links righteousness 

wi'th obedience 1 ar.d obedi ence cannot be other than actual. 

Comparing 4:25 with 6:4 suggests the equivalence of just: fication 

and newness of life, and clearly iQ Chapter 6 newness of :ife 

means a real repudiation of sin and actual liberation from it. 

"ln. Chapters 7 and 8 the original argument is swallowed UP. 

into ••• a hymn of the risen life of Christ ••• The word 

'justification ' grows with the theme, and ends by meaning 

nothing less than the risen life itself."
1 

In addition to Hodges' two arguments we also note that both 

Romans and Galatians, the epistles in which Paul most clearly 

sets f orth his doctrine of justification., are concluded wi th an 

ethical exhortation. 2 Being consequent upon the exposition of 

justification by faith they clearly imply that the justified 

man should behave in a righteous manner. I ntroducing Galatians, 

the Oxford .Armotated Edition of R.S.V. has: "The central part 

of the letter states the doctrine of justification by faith 

alone . Lest some should imagine that this doctrine leads to a 

l ife of indifference to the moral code, Paul concludes with 

certain practical applications of his teaching. 113 

The argument for Christian ethics is thus not of t he form 

be good and you will be saved. It is unfortunate that a popular 

misconception of religion - religion is not distinguished from 

Christianity on this level - has this idea·. It is a part of 

everyone of us until we think ourselves out of the chilill1ood 

myth, that good children are rewarded by being sent to heaven 

and naughty ones are punished in hell . 

l ibid , p.73 
2 Romans 12: lf; Gal~tians 5:i~ 

3 The Oxford .Armotatr;d Bible, j? .l403 
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HaUtc.r-, t~s it. is foc:1:d in St. I'aul t :1e u.rgument :r:·..u: 

You are just ifier ty God in Christ, tl,eref ore behave in <L 

manner befitting one who is in Christ, or in his Spirit. 

"If we live by the Spirit, let us also walk by the Spirit. "l 

I n more ecclesiastical terminology we might say: Since you 

have been made a member of Christ's Body by your baptism, 

behave as befits oce in whom God is working through Christ. 

Seen this "''i!.Y t .:.kn is no cont_·<l.dict .to:~ bet'.¥een the Epistle 

of Jnroes - 'faith -..·ithou1i 'vor~-<. . : :..s dead ' - a."ld Patlline 

1 just.ification b~r faith 1 • 

4. The Ind.icativel:i:r .. pnative of God's Word 

When we follow St. Paul in arguing from the fact of 

justification to a demand for righteous behavious we appear 

to fall foul of what philosophy calls the 'naturalistic fallacy'_. 

We have deduced an ought from an is. The Christian is righteous 

therefore he ought to behave in a righteoUs manner. We have 

confused the indicative with the imperative. At this point 

we have agai n to gJ beyond ordinary logic. Our language becomes 

'odd'. 2 Christian theology asserts again and again that GGd1 s 

indicative is imperative. Of several examples the most explicit 

is that of Bonhoeffer. Commenting on the Word of God in Creation 

he wri tes : 3 

"God speaks. This must first of all be understood in its 
fullest sense. 1Word 1 means 1 spoker.. word' -not 'symbol', 

• meaning • or 1 idea 1 
, but the concrete thing itself. That 

God, speaking, creates means that the idea, the name and 
tte work are one ir. the created reality in God. The 
essential point is therefore not that the Word has 
'effects• but that God's Word i~ itself work. That which 
in us breaks hopelessly asunder is for God indissolubly 
one: the word of command and the event. With God the 
imperative is the indicative. The latter does not follow 
from the former , The indicative is not the effect of the 
imperative; it is the imperative. We cannot describe 
God's creating as an 'effect• either, because his word 
does not contai~l the character of comma.rJ,d, the absolute 
freedom of creating whicc comes to expressio~ in the 
Word that encompasses a definite reality - the freedom 
of the Creator from the creature. The 'Word' ex-presses 
that it is done O'lt of freedorr., the event expresses the 
fact that it i s done from authority. The fact tha'u 

1 Galatians 5:25 
2 cf . p . l7 above , footnote 2 
3 Dietri ch Bonhoeffer, :::;r eatio'J. and Temptation, p. 22 

\ 
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it i s absclutely it..pos~iblc for us tc t " ·.i.nk thu 
indica.ti ve. ar.d th.•.) i :n:pc_·a"tl ve r.,t ona and the sam<) 
time indicates that we no longer live in the uni"ty 
of the active Word of God, t hat we are fallen. For 
us the connection of indicative and imperative is 
only conceivable when they are mediated by a 
continuum, mostly under the scheme of cause and 
effect. This scheme then attributes the end of 

But this does not 
apply to the creation . 
of t ile CrHator '"'hence vr: coul d deri.va a necessa.r:; 
connuctivL with t he c.:~.u. e \Cr,;ator). It. is a work 
created :.n freedcm ::.n ~he word.'' 

The Word that is spoken in Cre~tion i~ the same Word as is 

spoken in t he reconciliat ion a.J.d justification of the crc-. ... ture. 

When God pronounces man righteous he is righteous and it is 

imperative t h,,t he strives to behave in a f.1anner befitti:.:lg r.is 

status. The ':fc.llen ::rea"ture ' is raised up to become the 

indicative embcd.iment of tne \ford, -which for him becomes Cod is 

command. 

The indicative/imperative of God's word is also implied 

in Kleinknecht's discussion of the wrath of God which we 

examined in the previous chapter. There we saw how the 

~~~~o~ o~~'1is a vessel of wrath both in the passive and in 

the active sense. Passive because God uses the vessel, active 

because the vessel acts as if it were an independent source of 
"' ~'\.I evil. A similar analysis was made of the a"14'-"o.!> t.11E:.O~. 

Translating this into our present image we might say that a 

man is justified in the passive sense because he is justified 

by God i n Christ. Actively, he behaves as a seemingly 

i ndependent source of right behaviour. 

Bultmann
1 

discussing 'faith' in the Johannine writings 

says that to give credence to the preaching of Jesus means 

the same thing as to believe in Jesus who is being preached. 

John developed the idea of the kery~aa so that the Jesus who is 

being preached is himself encountered, it is he who 'speaks'. 

Jesus is designated 'Logos', and John hereby gives expression 

to the idea that God's word and action are a unity. "In the 

word God 1 s action is encountered and God 1 s action is his word. 11 

To'believe in hu1' is the same as 'corr.ing to him' , 2 'rec~iving 

l R. Bultmann, Kittel: Rible Key Words : Fai th , p.98 
2 John 5:40; 6:35, 37)44f 



him' ,
1 ') 

or 'lcving him ' .-

i s more difficult r.o see 1n Lultmanr.' s eX;l.ffipl8. He h .... s _rtt r 0d.uced 

the Christological ideas whicl:. are necessary for a complete 

statement of justificatio~. Jesus is the word made flesh, the 

clearest manifestation of the indicative of God's word. To 

give him credence is to recognise who he is, and it is at the 

same time the acceptance of the imperative to follow him and to 

obey him. Whe.rever the loJos id.~:a. u e1npJ.oyed in Chri~·ji...u:. thec.lonr 

the indicative/i:nparative :..s i;;~pb.c~ t , 
3 

Cox makes the samn poi r.t. He does not like the tr:-.cl.i tional 

idea that t he Ct.urch should exhort people, but he says t .1<.t the 

message of the C:nurch, ir. the indicat ive mood presents t h em w~ th 

a crisis in wt.ich they have to choose either of two ccurses of 

action. The Churc:1.• s announcement produces what theologians 

call the 'crisis of the Ki::1gdom 1 • Cox prefers to call i t; a 

catalytic gap in which people have to make a decision. Using 

a polibtal metaphor he says: "It is the coming of the new 

regime into the midst of the old wr.ich requires tnis response • • .•• 

the revolutionary r~gime has seized power but the symbols of 

authority are still in the hands of the old displaced rulers ••.• 

Each man i s confronted by a crisis. Shall he obey the new 

authority; or shall he obey those who still claim the right 

to govern .•.• The citizen cannot answer the choice theoretically •••. 

His choice is expressed in what he does. 114 ·once again we see how 

the statement of what is, arouses in man the question of ought. 

5 In Chapter l we pointed out that 'God's action' and the 

action of man are not to be conceived on the same level. The 

indicative/imperative of God's Word is another figure illustrating 

t he same point, and a very similar idea must have been in 

St. Paul's mind when he wrote to the Philippians.
6 

"Work out your own salvation with fear and trembling; for 
God is at work in you, both to will and to work for his 
good pleasure." 

7 Brown comments on the apparent contradiction: 

l John 1:12; 5:43 
2 Jor~ 3:15 , 36; 6:40 
3 cf . R. Bul tmn.nn, Jcsu.> Cr.ris~ a.r.a Mytholc.gy , p.~(6 

4 Harvey Cox, The Scc"Jl1r Citv, p. l~O 
5 Page 17 above 
6 Phi l ippians 2:12, 13 
7 James Brown, Sub ~a c ·c. .md Object 1.n :V:c>der ':l. 't'h·~ology, p.81 



"But does not the co::t:;:adi.cL.on .::.ris<· f rom C0llCE·h·~­

.Iod u.nd meW. .:J.s two dmilar u.gents co-operating i n 
analogous vra;ys w·ithin the same field of reference? 
God's share i n human action cannot be distinguished 
from man's either by dogmatic definition or psychological 
inspection ••. All is from Godt from whom, through whom, 
and unto whom are all things, but looked at from the 
human end of thept·ocess, from below, there is much that 
men must do, of and for himself. 11 

Have we '3 <::-"~d enourl: ~ .... o !;.~ lOW' tl.a t Gocl r s pronouncing xan 

richteuus i. s nv :.. e ;ral fict~or., and t oshov how this impu.r ·Loi 

reality appear;; in man :1s ..!Il ohl:i.ga;':.i un t,i strive d.fter1~{\.:, ~s ~ 

that is, perfect i o:J. , maturity, t h.0 achicv:..ne; of hi s pur·l)(, s~ in 

God's sight? 

5. Just-ification ..tnd Sanctification 

The problem of imputed cr imparted righteousness w·<~s one 

which also exercised the minds of tl1e Reformers and the Counter­

Reformers. It was linked with a verbal disput~ concerning the 

use of 'sanctification 1 • The Reformers could not deny that the 

faith demanded t he effort of moral renewal, but they were 

determined to associate . ' justification' with 'forgiveness' 

and to emphasise their point, they tended to deny that it meant 

anything else at all. The word 'sancti fication' was reserved 

for the process by which the Christian shares in the virtues 

and gifts of life in the spirit, and in a growth i n grace . 

They regarded justification and sanctification as entirely 

separate. Expounding the doctrine of justification by faith 

in his lectures on Galatians Luther sa;ys: 

"We concede that good works and love must also be taught ; 
but this must be i n its proper t ime and place, that is 
when the question has to do with works, apart from this 
chief doctrine . nl 

The distinction is also implicit i n Calvin: 

"Since faith receives Christ as he is offered by the 
Father, and he is offered not only for righteousness, 
forgiveness of sins and peace, but also f or sancti­
fication •• • "2 

The clearest statement of this distinction, Hodges suggests 

is to be found in Wesley's sermon on justification by faith: 

1 Lut her 's Works , A~erican Eii tion, Vol.26 p . l37 
2 Quoted by Hodges , op ci t, p.75 
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"\\nat is ju.3t:Lficat.i::m? ...• :tt is evi dent .. •• t.l:.ut i ·., is 
;ot bein:5 ~-Hide actua:..ly jus~ Lnd righteous. This L 
sanc"Lifica-:.ion, ,.mich is ind.e"'d in some degree the 
immediate fruit of justification, but nevertheless is 
a distinct gift of God and of a totally different 
nature . The one implies what God has done for us 
through his Sony the other what he woiks in us by his 
Spirit."l 

This passage not only illustrates the distinction which Protestants 

have made bet11'cen jus~ificaticr~ w d s :: .. nct:dication, but it also 

shows how this dist-inction is related to the dichotomy wi·d ch has 

been drawn between the objective idea of the atonement "-..·hat 

God has done for us through his Son", and the subjective work 

which he achieves "in us "by his Spirit". The Pauline inter­

changeability of 'in Christ', 'in the Spirit', and 'in the Body' 

has been lost. 

The Tridentine Decree on Justification, recognises 

sanctification, not as separate from justification but as an 

aspect of it: 

"Justification is not only the remission of sins, but 
also the sanctification and renewal of the inner man ••• 
whereby a man, from unrighteousness is made righteous •• 
We are renewed in the spirit of our mind, and are not 
merely accounted righteous, but are truly called so and 
are so ••• This comes about when ••• by the Holy Ghos_t 
the love of God is shed abroad in the hearts of those 
who are justified and inheres in them, so that in 
justification itself, along with the remission of sins, 
a man has all these things simultaneously infused into 
him through Jesus Christ, into whom he is grafted. u2 

Apart from the suggestion of instantaneous rather than progressive 

sanctification suggested by the words 'simultaneously infused' 

the statement is entirely in accord with the attitude which we 

have previously expressed. It acc·ords also with the one 

occasion where we have previously used the word 1 sanctification•.
3 

Given over as they were to uncompromising polemics, it is 

understandable that the Reformers should have emphasised the 

aspect of forgiveness, separating it from sanctification, while 

the Roman Catholic theclogians favoured that aspect of 

justifi cation which is sanctificatio11. Hodges4 points out that 

t he Protestants ' desi re to safeguard the character of redemption 

ibid 
Quoted by Hodges, op cit, p .73. Ch~pter 7 of the Decree 
Page 46 above 
Hodges, op cit, p.77 



n.s the f-re(~ u.nd unncri t ed gifi oi God is ·;,I. e r oa so:1 viby t. .. y 

have so often m::;de heavy w.:mtb.:r c1bo~_;.t good works, a.nd u. e 

cultivation of virtues. F'or the Roman the remission of sins 

is no standing problem, for he is baptised and thus absolved. 

His thought turns to ~he matter of his growth in grace, and 

this naturally includes the effort of discipline. It seems 

that Protestantism is often so anxious to insist that forgivene,:;s 

cu.nnot be c-arnv:l tha.t i ·.:, re~;e.1·C..s •rith sus)icion anyone Vif,o pol:..1.:;s 

to the com:plem<:n-~a:-y trut ..• i..ha·~ , havi:.t5 been forgiven, tl:'.e 

Christian i s expec·ted to w•>rk out his own salvation, gro\:i.l~g 

in holiness and righteo·usness, by the help of sanc-tifyin.; grace. 

Protcstent teaching thus favours the separation of the 

ideas of justificat ion and sanctification. Justification is 

closely linked with a moment in which the individual recognises 

that he is forgiven by God. Sanctificatior. appears as the 

process of moral purification. At first sight the etymological 

difference between 'justification' and 'sanctification' seems 

to favour a separation of meanings, supporting the sharp 

distinction drawn by Protestant teaching ana opposing th& 

merging of the . two concepts which we find in the Tridentine 

Decree. But on closer examiration it will be seen that the 

separate meanings which Protestantism has given to these two 

terms precisely reverses their etymological derivations . 

Sanctification is etymologically related to ho~iness 

rather than to righteousness. Tillich reminds us that holiness 

was primarily cultic, and only afterwards did it gain moral 

significance. Unclean originally designated something demonic 

and opposed to the holy. Only later was unclean associated 

with immoral, and this association when it becomes exclusive, 

deprives the holy of its depth. 

"If the holy is canpletely identified with the clean, 
and if the demonic element is completely rejected 
then the holy approximates to the secular ••• (It) loses 
its depth, its mystery, its numinous charaoter."1 

In Calvinism particularly, the moral significance is emphasised 

at the expense of all else. Tillich remarks: 

l Paul Tillich, §Ystemat ic Theologr , Vol.2 ?.240 
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11Fear of t he demonic per "J1eai..e"" Gal \·in's doctrine 0f i..he 
divi·J.e holine~.s. An u.Lnosi, :leuro·~ic a.;.1 .• dety al out ~.he 
unclean develops in later Calvinism. The word ' Puri"tan' 
is most i ndicative of this trend. The holy is the clean; 
cleanliness becomes holiness. This means the end of the 
numinous character of the holy. nl 

Under the influence of Puritan extremism separatedness is conceived 

not for the purpose of mediating the holiness of God, but seemingly 

as a moral end in itself, so that fe~r of the moral law and pride 

ir. personal self-control oneco ag~~L1 replace ~he conf1.dence i n Gcd, 

which Pa.uline justificu.tion Lv fui tt tec.:.ches, A developm~::nt .t.J.s 

taken place which may be descr ibec. as the lea:?frogging of justifi­

cation <md sanctiL.c atior •• 

Holiness and f'a.t:ctification hav·e n.lways been associated 

with t he action of the- god. In the Old Testa..11ent holiness was 

primaril y a quality of Yahweh2 and the holiness of Israel , the 

people and their cult objects, was derived from him. Righteous-
3 ness and justice were demanded of men. St. Paul's exposition 

of justification through faith in Christ marks the culmination· 

of the recognition that men are i ncapable of righteousness 

independently of God. At the Reformation Luther recalled men 

to the· recognition of their utter dependence on God, but when 

sanctification was separated from justification it became the 

vehicle in Puritanism for the persistent_ legalism Which men 

prefer to dependence on God . 

Sanctification has become related to moral rightness, 

while justification is that medium through which God acts. 

This is almost a complete reversal of the etymological 

derivations of these words in which it is the sanctified which 

mediated the holy, and righteousness meant legally and morally 

right. We conclude that 'righteousness' and 'sanctification' 

must be used together to denote the reality and the purpose of 

the changing behaviour of those who are in Christ. The New 

Testament has transformed the meaning of 'righteousness', but 

this does not mean that we can r~tain its previous meaning in 

theology by substituting the lable 'sanctification'. Hodges 

wonders whether Trent has overlooked the difference between 

righteousness and holiness . RatherJ it seems that Protestantism 

1 ibid 
2 Isaiah 6 
3 Micah 6:6 

\ 
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has overlooked tt2i:t s imilu,rit.y in e)'f ,,ct. Be::.ng ~:w c.c r:i. .:Lu:cu_. 

r:.nd bcir .. g s:mctif.ied. ;:Lre t ·~ e sa..·e t.h :.n J conceived .:rom ci .~ - f' . rent 

viewpoints. Justification is the change wrought by God in man 

in terms of the legal metaphor. Sanctification is the same 

change, seen in terms of the purpose for God, which becomes 

evident in the man. 

Another matter rai$eQ by Roages is that of Christi~~ 

experience, the ide.'!. of conversior., and i "ts relation to ju::;tifi­

cation. We have i ndicated the importance of personal experience 

for Paul's t eaching, and as we shall see below, Luther's 

rediscovery of the doctrine of justification by faith was 

accompanied by a similar experience. The problem is also 

concerned with the question of subjectivity in atonement. There 

are many Christians, not only those with sectarian affiliation, 

who believe that the effectiveness of God's act in Christ for an 

individual depends on his experiencing 'a spiritual rebirth'. 

The term is certainly scriptural, and particularly Johannine, 

but it i& more closely associated with baptism than many of 

these people recognise.
1 

Chronologically Paul's exposition was preceded by his 

conversion. This has led many Protestants to suppose that 

justification must be preceded by conversion. It is taught 

that a man must recognise and repent of his sinfulness, before 

God can act in reconciliation or justification. Logically the 

teaching is accompanied by a doctrine of believers baptism, for 

if baptism is to be related to regeneration and regeneration is 

dependent on the consent and confession of man, consent and 

confession must precede baptism. It is not to be denied that 

there is some correlation between the Christian's willing 

consent and the working of the Spirit in his life, but at the 

same time it must be recognised that in New Testament teaching, 

any confession or conviction in man is initiated by God. Once 

again we are faced by an apparent contradiction aris ing out of 

misconceiving the 'action' of God and the action of man on the 
2 same level. In chapter one it arose in the context of 

co-operation between man and God. Her e it arises in t he idea 

1 John 1:33; 3:5 
2 Page 17 above 
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of' the cl a~;h of wi.Ll betv;een n...L ana G.)d. On the oae :1ar.c. we 

wc~llL to say that God act.3 before r:wn coasents, and that -he 

very consent which a man eventually gives is the proof that 

God has been acting. On the other hand it cannot be denied 

that man can resist God's will, temporar ily at l east. Man 

can deny the action of God, but ultimately man ' s will and 

·action can stand over against God only because God permits 

i ".,. It is hi~; "'il.l to .lll•)W £ msn frae e:~pression of hie~elf. 

In these term~, '"c .::an rei t.~rai e cur earli3r conclusion t:1.at 

the act ion of .Jod .md the .1cti on of ma..""l a::e not ul time.tely on 

the same ::.evel . 

In Romans 5:6,8 Pc:.ul has no hesitation in implying that 

God acts independe:n.tly of mar.' s conscious response. It is 

action which takes place not only in the objective events of 

Christ's death and resurrection (v.8), but also subjectively 

in man- while we were enemies we were recor.ciled to God (v.lO). 

God's action in man which is described by both terms 

reconciliation and justificati on is not completely limited 

by the unresponsiveness of man. It is possible or rather 

necessary, for the Spirit to move in man before man consciousl y 

acknowledges the fact, that is, before he is converted. The 

experience termed cor.:version is therefore psychological rather 

than theological. We must not allow the fact that Paul's 

conversion -precedes the formulation of his doctrine to deceive 

us into thinking that conversion preceeds justification, or 

r econciliation, or regeneration, though the second term 

admittedly has implications of consciousness for both parties 

involved. The experience of coDversion, as Hodges with 

perspicuity points out, is produced not by the fact· of 

justification, but by the consciousness of justification. ''Much 

confusion could have been avoided if this distinction between 

the fact and the consci ousness of the fact had always been kept 

in view. Without it there is a tendency for what is ostensibly 

a discussion of justification to turn into a discussion of the 

consciousness of justification, and for justification itself to 

be identified with conversion 

unfortunate consequences. "l 

1 Hodges, op c.it, p.80 

a mistake which can have 
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Cne particularly urJ.,'or"Luaate ,~ on s ec..:_ucnce a1·i .sing f ··c::; 

Li1 j s er r or i s the -:: onl' usion bC'twoen fa.i til and conver s ion. 

We are just-ified by f~i th ; if we regard conversion as tho 

moment of justification, then it seems that faith is the 

emotion which accomp&lies conversion, the conscious recognition 

of the grace of God in Jesus Christ. This emotion is a 

momentary thing, a feeling which the convert thereafter 

cont inually tri es .;o evok0 :i.r .. his wc,rship ar:.d devotior:. :.'his 

i s t he wo:cst scrt of subj ecth--sm, i'or in it our Christi..wi.ty 

is im;rove:rted <.nd inclivid·..1alised1 .30 that we fail to set..' "Lhe 

corporE~.te signi fica.nce of uhe :Oody of' Christ, and the Kingdom 

of Heaven. Worship and comnuni on fE.il us, for they cannot 

continually arouse the origin~ ecstatic feelings. 

Nevertheless, the consciousness of God's saving action 

in t he subj ect is rightly regarded by Protestants as important, 

but for a psychological and pastoral reason, rather than a 

theological one. The psychological aspect was largely neglected 

in Christian literature from Paul to Luther, maintains Hodges. 

He describes it thus: 

"Man is guilty and he knows he is ••• It is the knowledge 
of one's guilt, the knowledge that one stands in the 
wrath of God, which creates the psycholofical ._ problem, 
the thought of God can only be terrible. His impulse 
will be to escape into forgetfulness or to raise the 
persistent cry of Bunyan's pilgrim, ' What shall I do 
to be saved?' Nothing can solve his problem which does 
not remove the burden of anxiety by substituting for the 
angry judge the figure of the merciful father, and when 
this substitution is made, man's attitude to God is 
wholly changed. For insecurity he now has confidence, 
for fear he now has trust."2 

This was the experience of St. Paul. It was also the experience 

of Luther, Wesley, and co~tless others. Out of this kind of 

experience Protestantism has tended to foster what Hodges calls 

' a particular tj~e of spi ritual case-history'. This involves 

a concern on the part of an individual for his spiritual state 

foll owed by a sudden experience of illumination and release, when 

he r ecognises in the Christian message of justification, that 

hi s s alvati on depends not on the achieving of merit or a certain 

standard of ' goodness ' , but on God's gift of grace in Jesus 

Chris t. The moment of recogni t ion of what God has done r nd i s 

l See p.l 5 above and p .63 below 
2 Hodges , op cit , p.78 
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doing is vLe morr.ent o.f co::-.ver5.:.on. I ·.j i s :1ot "the :T,o.lcr.-:. o.~ 

justificat~ on or t~e mo~ent of f aith, for neither just if. cation 

or faith are characterised by momentariness. It is the moment 

of recognition. 

In primitive Christianity the Gospel was proclaimed to 

adults. They necessarily became consciously aware of the good 

new~ ic a r·eL.tively sho:ct pen.od of ti:ne. .Among child::-cn 

brought up in Christian homes t hE! ro3cogni'tion of the true 

doctrine of jt<stificatic.n may have been f •)stered at an early 

age. As c:!ildren are no't weened from their pa.rents in an 

instant, a~d as the grow into independence there may be no 

point at which they become suddenly responsible for their own 

decisions, so that an individual, brought up in the faith need 

not necessarily experience a momentary conversion. He may 

simply be aware that his justificati on does not depend on his 

own achievement. Having been brought up to trust in God he 

does not experience the concern which characterised a conversion 

like that of Luther. Christian children correctly trained 

should not have to be suddenly converted. Rather, their active 

response to the faith should be fostered by pointing them to 

the significance of their baptism. They ~ justified by faith 

and by this mercy of God we may therefore appeal to them to 

present their bodies as a living sacrifice, holy and acceptable 
1 

to God. 

The fostering of a patterned spiritual case-history is 

often criticised on the ground that it tries to create the 

problem that it can solve, and often this is a valid criticism. 

Preachers do tell men that they ought to feel guilty, in order 

to be able to say to them, 'Your consternation is unnecessary 

if' your believe' • When this happens preaching becomes artificial. 

On the other hand this psychological aspect is important insofar 

as it enables the pastor and preaCher to give real aid to persons 

genuinely distressed. 

"Man is guilty and he knows that he is." asserts Hodges. 

There is no way of testing this statement. It does not appear 

to be of a theological 11ature. As a statement of fact it often 

appears to be contradicted since many deny that they have an 

l Romans 12:1 ; cf. Romtns 6 
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aw;1ren.ess of u:_l t and. f e:·.• dJ .. J)lay tr.o a.."lxiety o:f a Sn:J.l or a 

Luther. We cam~ot attempt a ciecisior. based on psycholog.Lec1 

analysis wi. thout departing from our field. From the theological 

point of view, however, we have previously emphasised the 

importance of the wrath of God. It was stated that God is near 

to unresponsive man, and that the wrath of God was concommitant 

with the love of God. Thus we may proclaim the wrath of God in 

justificat.:.on i,rustir..g that "vhe ~;eed will not fall on un::-esponsive 

ground. 

7. Recapitulation 

Recapitula.ting our conclusions concerning justification~ 

We understand that it i s closely paralleled by tte reconciliation 

metaphor. Both refer to a process of the Christian life . 

'Justificatior::' underwent a modification i n meaning in the New 

Testament so ttat it appeared paradoxical to law and nature. 

Paul touches on this i n the first three chapters of Romans. The 

paradox sets a new nonn for justice, "righteousness is apart 

from the law altogether". Righteousness is not a prop~rty of 

man, it i s a God-given status imputed in forgiveness, but not 

limited to imputation , for by grace man grows into maturity. 

This growth culminates in the eschaton, but it ought to be real 

and detectable in time, for the Word of God has the quality of 

t he imperative as well as the indicative mood. Justification 

is God's action in man and as such it is not limited by man's 

will, though by our God-given freedom we may hamper the movement 

of the Spirit. We have no control over God's gift of grace, but 

it is associated in scripture with the sacrament of baptism 

rather than conversion. Conversion is the recognition of God 1 s 

grace, but grace is not limited by our recognition of it. It 

may rather be said that this recognition is a consequence of 

grace. Finally, the Christian can never be regarded as righteous 

in himself. He has some relationship to the righteousness· of 

God which the ungodly man lacks. Paul expresses this in the 

antithetical structure of Romans 1:7 where he contrasts the 

righteous with sinners , but he never goes the length of s~ing 

'we are now righteous'. The distinction i s indicated in the 

~ew Testar.1ent by the word 'faivh' . 1 Christ::.ans a r e rigtt,.ous 

insofar as t hey u.re· ' justified by faith' • It is to the ccncept 

of faith that we m~st nc~ turn. 

1 Quell and Schrenk, op cit, p.25 
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CHAP'PEP 3 

JUSTIFICATION BY FAITH 

1. The Enigma of Faith 

The idea of :t'ai th is most enie;m~t ... c in Christian t.b ~Jlog::r 

and yet faith is a particularly important and widely useu ~e·un. 

In considering t\e subjective element of the atonement "'"C .nu.;;t 

attempt to gjve a. clear pla.cing and description of 'faith 1 • We 

have attempted to show that reconciliation and justification are 

almost parallel descriptions of the subjective element, where 

subjective is ~aken as the sense of the 'atoning' change which 

God works in man. We ha.ve rejected the subjectivism which 

suggests that atonement depends entirely on our operating the 

right principle, whether this principle be moral rectitude, or 

repentance, or a particular emotional state. We have insisted 

that conversion i s the recognition of God's imtiative, that 

it is of great psychological importance in the Christian life 

but not that which finally limits God's action. in the subject. 

The New Testament, Paul in particular, and the Refonners 

have related justificatio~ to faith. We are justified by 

faith, so that it appear·s that faith is the condition of 

justification. The New Testament urges men to have faith, 

so that faith appears to belong to man. The infinitive rturT~'-IV 

is often translated 'to believe'. To give credence to someone 

or the statements which he makes seems to be to commit one to 

a certain pattern of behaviour towards that person. Thus 'to 

believe' or 'to have faith' is an activity. Barrett suggests 

that the content of faith may be indicated in Romans 1:5 where 

reference is made to ~nOCK.o\v n{a-1'hol~ - 'believing obedience'. 

On the other hand, Paul draws a contrast between faith 

and works. Righteousness is not by works but by faith. In 

this way the idea of fai t h is the necessary activity, condition 

or prerequisite of man seems to be negated. The contrast i s 

startlingly stated i n :E.'phesians 2:8 "For by grace you have been 

saved through faith, and this is not of your own doing, it is 

the gift of God. 11 Man is called upon to have faith but the 



faith ttat he c; n have is the g~_f t of c:~od. This ca.'1 also be 

illustrated from the synoptics, in the p:::ayer of the fath ... r 

of the epileptic: 11I believe, help thou my unbelief."1 

This is the enigma of 'faith', that it is the condition 

that man must fulfil for salvation, yet it is not an achieve­

ment of man but a gift of God. 

2. Lu·vher on J ust i.fic3-tion hy ·-<'aj_ t t. 

The Refcnners undersco:ced -vhe negati on of faith as an 

activity. Justificatior. was ~:ola f i de, 'by faith alone'. 

Luther is credited with r ediscovering the doctrine of justifi­

catior. by faith. In his lec1iures on Romans and Galatians he 

expounded it with great emphasi s and at great length. No 

discussion ort justification by faith wuuld be complete without 

some brief exami:lation of what Luther taught. At the same time 

such an examination will provide us with an illustration df what 

we have called the negation of faith as an activity. 

Luther as clearly as Paul, came to his theological 

conclusions through personal experience. His works are filled 

with references to his monastic experience and to the 'papist' 

doctrine which had burdened him. For Luther the mediaeval 

doctrine of merit played the same role as the Pharisaic Law in 

St. Paul's experience. He too was aware of that coming of the 

law in which sin-sprang to life and death loomed as the 
2 

consequence. 

"Before the law came we were living at ease, secure, 
thinking nothing was wrong, but afterwards the law 
entered in, and showed us what kind of people we were, 
and commanded those things whic~ even if we had wished, 
we could not have performed. Then I simply was driven 
-to despair, so that I began to hate and blaspheme God, 
who seemed to deal so unfairly with me. rr3 

Luther recounts how he hated tte words Justudia Dei which he 

found in the first chapter of Romans, for by the use and 

consent of all his teachers he had learned to understand it 

l Mark 9:24 
2 Romans 7: lOf 
3 Quoted by Rupp, The Righteou :ness ~f God, p.lll 
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a5 the formal o.r active ~us ;,ice "ri::;h wh ' ch GoC. ~s JH:, v - , · . : 

pt.alishes unjusl si!mers". 

"However irrepro.:~.chably I lived as a monk, I felt myself 
in the presence of God to be a sinner with a most 
unquiet conscience nor could I trust that I had pleased 
him with my s.atisfaction. I did not love, nay, rather 
I hated this just God who punished sinners and if not 
with open blasphemy certainly with huge murmering I 
was angry with God •••• end yet I k.11.ocked i mportunctoJ.y 
ct P ..;.ul i. t,t is :pi :::.c :! , llli 1 .stiri ~ :n.:>.st arden-tly i-u · .rlow 
wha-7j st. F ::LUl mea_rl·::. . " 

Lu~her recut.n-".s ·~1.ow he :.t~d'i. t<: .. td. da:r and night on t he wo::c..~; 

"the just sha:..l live by fa.~~ur~ " arul a.t lasJ.::., ''God ".Jeing m3rciful '' 

he began t •) undt cstand the j ur::.icc of God., "as tha,. by wnich 

the just hves ty the gift of C.~d, ila:nely by faith". He 

recognised that '" the j~stice of God is r~vealed in the gospel', 

to refer to that pa.ssive j ustice, w:. th which the merciful God 

justifies us, ·>Jy f aith". 

"This straightway made me f eel as though reborn, and. as 
though I had enterea through open gates into parad:.se 
itself. F.rom then on the whole f ace of scripture 
seemed different ••• Aud r.ow, as. much as I hated this 
word 'Justice of God' before, so much the more sweetly 
I extolled this word to myself, . so that this place 1n 

Paul was to me as a real gate of paradise. 11 1 

It is clear in Luther's account that the sense of release which 

he experienced was the result of his recognition of the meaning 

of scripture. The insight is the gift of God but it is not the 

only gift, nor is the grace of God limited to the moment of 

insight. Luther's recognition was of a fait accompli and a 

continuing mercy, although this is not so clear in his teaching 

as it is in his autobiography. 

In his exposition of the great truth that had come to him 

Luther contrasts the righteousness of faith with the righteous-

ness by works. 

"In the f irst place, there is the external way, by work~ , 

on the basis of one's own strength. Of such a nature 
are human righteousnesses which are acquired by practice 
( as it is said) and by habit •••• For they (the contem­
pora~ philosophers, the State , and the Church) think 
that one becomes righteous by doing righteous things • • • 
This is the ¥~nd of righteousness the Law of Moses ••. 
brings about : namely whe:1 one servci:: God out of fG~:.:.: 

of puni5I:ment or because of the pro ... ise of a rewarc . • •• 
This is a ,;e,:vile righteousnes-s, it i s mt:.rcer.c..ry, 

l ibid, p .• l22 
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fei g.ted 1 specious , ex..;.:: r :1rl 1 t. Enporal ,, '.¥orldly, ,m .:·,,:,t . 
lt p::-ofits noth;.ng f or :.,he glo1~y t o c0me but reu~ i, ·t:; 

:t.n Ltis life its reward . •• this is "low Christ desc ci bes 
the Pharisees. 

In the second plac~e 1 there is the inward way, on the basis 
of faith and of grace, when a man utterly despairs of his 
former righteousness ••• and casts himself down before God, 
sobs humbly, and confessing that he is a sinner, says 
with the publican: "God be merciful to me a sinner:" ••• 
This righl,eousness is noth:i.ng else than calling on 1;,he 
nam2 of Cc,J, •• • The ... ·efo n · i:l your conscience troublo<: you. 
and you ,-.re _ sirL'1·: r aJ ,d seek.'i.ng to become righ-r,e0·.;.s, 
what wi:'.::. you. do? WiH ~'ou look around to see ,,mat wcrks 
2'0U may do or wher3 you ;nay go? ~o·~ On the contr<:Lry see 
to i t, th<J.t you hear or ::ecall the name of ·the Lord ••• " 1 

To av-oid any confusion in 'the matter of righteousn'~ss Paul's 

ph:case "works of the l...aw' must be taken in its very widest sense . 

The distinction which Jerome had made between ceremonial law and 

Decal ogue i s not to be conceded. 

"Even if you do the works of the law, according to the 
commandment "You shall love t he Lord your God with all 
your heart, etc." you would still not be justified in 
the sight of God, for a man is not justified by works 
of the law." 2 

Thus, any subj ective doctrine which simply depends on a loving 

r esponse to tte sacrif i ce of Chri st would be in direct 

contradiction to the teaching of Luther. Even love is a 

consequence and not a prerequisite of justification. 

There i s no possibility of j ustifi cation before the 

accept ance of grace ' For whatever does not proceed from faith 
. . I 3 
~s s~n . Luther enlarges on this: 

''Trying to meri t grace by preceding works, therefore, is 
t rying to placate God with sins, which is nothing but 
heaping sins upon sins 1 making fun of God and provoking 
his wrath." 4 

The Law has a ver,y limited though necessary purpose for 

Luther. It "shows sin, t errif ies, and humbles; thus it prepares 

us for j ustificati on and drives us to Christ". In this passage 

justification i s linked with our recognition of the work of 

Christ. It thus contradict s some of the conclusions we have 

already drawn . 

Luther ' s Works , Lect ures on Galr .. t ians 1519, American EeL , Vol. 27, 
p.219 
Lut her ' s Works , Lectures on Galatians 1535, American Ed., Vol.26, 
p .l 22 
Romans 14: 23 
Luther ' s Works, Vol. 26 , p.l25 
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We shall n.::.so di.st.groe ·,vi. th Luther "1111 ~u he ;:;rys: 

"God cannot defend th:..s deity of his <. gainst the sel f­
righteous people who are unwilling to accept grace 
and eternal life from hiQ freely but want to earn it 
by their o,.m works.... In order to retain it He is 
compelled to send forth his Law, to terrify and crush 
those very hard rocks. 11 l 

We have disagreed with Hodges' notion that God is compelled to 

justify the sir.n. r. Our pc.si·t.i.on is ~.lso different to Lu·~her' s 

for ·we cannot n.g:::-eE that m<:n can limi"u God, but to the extent 

that we have rc·cogn1sed GoC..' s wra-r,h (Lav;· in this passage) 
2 

we 

are agreed with iJUther. '{;:e compulsio:1 and limitation of God 

which Luther spe~5 of we could recognise only as the self­

limitation and cumpulsior... of love. Doing this we recall the 

close relationship we have drawn between the love and wrath of 

God. 

Taught by the law to know himself a man becomes truly 

repentant, "for true repentance begins with fear and with the 

judgment of God". He understands what Paul meant when he said 

men are slaves and captives of sin. 

"Now he begins to sigh ••• he despairs of his own strength, 
he looks about and sighs for the help of the Mediator 
and Saviour . Then there comes at the appropriate time, 
the saving word of tt.e Gospel... • this is the beginning 
of salvation." 3 

It is striking that Luther can give a phenomenological 

description of "the beginning of salvation" without any mention 

of faith. We have to read on to find a description of faith. 

"Faith takes hold of Christ and has 
him as the ring encloses the gem. 
having this faith in Christ who is 
him God accounts as righteous • ••• 

We define a Christian as follows: 

him present, enclosing 
And whoever is found 
grasped in the heart, 

A Christian is not 
someone who has no sin or feels no sin, he is one to 
whom, because of his faith in Christ, God does not 
impute his sin." 4 

Once again we come face to face with the enigma of faith. 

Righteousness or salvation is not a consequence of faith, and 

yet acco1uing to Luther the absence of faith limits God. This 

1 Luther' s Works , Vol.26 1 p.l30 
2 Our synonomous usc- of 'law' nnd 11o/'ra-th' is cor.siatent with c·.n· 

recognition of 1 j1..stif'icatior..' and 1 reconcilia-tion 1 as diffe::rant 
images describing the continuing process leading to salva-r,ior.. . 

3 ibid, p.l3l 
4 ibid, p.l33 
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lir .. ita.tion is not _'inal lwwE;ver , }or tl".e Law (Wr acr.) brt ,:.s 

through . Faith .:. :s the> negatiou of .... ct.:..v:i.t.y , ever: : ove, < ...... 

the acceptance of grace. It is conceded by Luther that "good 

works and love must also be taught; but thi s must be in their 
l 

proper time and place". 

Luther also suggests , in a s omewhat contradictory fashion 

tha.t "when we J-re :~nvol..-eJ. ir.. a d:..scu:ssion of jus:tif'ica·;j:i.o.; , 
2 

there i s no roorr. f.)::' spea:-::cr:.g c bout t :_e l.aw·" . 

is cc.ntradictol"Y for it is out of tbe despair crea;:,ed by t~'le 

law that Lt.:.the:r l'e.:ognised the "beg:.rrr_ing of salvc:tion" . This 

recognition he then calls f ait.h. Faith is a graspi ng of what 

has been revealed as justifica.t i c.n . It i s then claimed that 

the justification is by faith alone, as though faith preceded 

justification. It is also claimed that the law is a thing 

apart, while it is out of the l aw that the despair arose- the 

despair, which was the condition in which the true nature of 

justification became apparent. We need to separate the elements 

of experience and teaching. 

Phenomenologi cally there is no doubt about the order of. 

events. They are confrontation of the law; despair ; the 

revelLtion of righteousness; a grasping and holding of this 

righteousness by faith i n which the despair is held at bay; 

and finally, the psychological phenomena of a feeling of 

freedom and a willingness to serve God. 

Theologically, it is tten taught that faith is of first 

importance and law is something of s econdary concern. In the 

context in which Luther and Paul taught, namely, the l egalism 

of the Mediaeval Church and of the Judaisers in the Early 

Church, it was necessary to reassert the importance of faith. 

Disassociation of faith and works i s r ath er than an accurate 

description., a rhetorical and didactic device to assert the 

importance of f aith • . Luther's phenomenological description 

of faith shows that it is a conti nued holding on t o the 

revelation. It issues in and is associated with a zeal to do 

God's will. Faith and works ar e closely associated and to 

this the behaviour of both Paul and Luther bear witness. The 

l i bid, p.l37 
2 ibid, p . l37 



works of tl".e lu.w and the ·orks of f aith a:::e indis~inguisl:a...)le 

as such, lndeed they mu5"., be the same, at we see for exa.--npL~ 

in Matthew 5:17-20 and Romans 13:8. The difference lies in 

their motivation only , t hough zeal may depend on t he manner 

of motivation, 

For persons who find themselves in the situation of Paul 

or Luther , ove:·burciened "!:>y a sense of gcil t, driven to de.:; fair 

by the i nadequac2, c,f thE:ir acni evements ir. God's sight, the 

type of "case-history fostered by ProtestarLtism 111 provides a 

genuine sol uti on. The te.:..chin.;; of justification by fai tl: 

i ssues in a genu~ne sense of r econciliation and release fr..)m 

anxiety and lead.:; to a tr"..lly Christian life. But yery few 

persons confron-t.Gd by a protestant preacher at the present time 

find themselves ~n this situation. We have previously suggested 

that this leads ~o the sometimes artificial practice of 

suggesting to congregations that they should feel guilty, and, 

assuming that the object of this exercise is achieved, they are 

then quietened by the proclamation that justification is by 

faith. This brand of Protestant Christianity may be literally "apart 

from works altogether", for the subject of zeal for the Kingdom 

of God may easily find no place in the scheme at all. The 

strength of Paul and Luther in their particula.r situation may 

become the weakness of Protestantism in a different situation. 

Bonhoeffer is one of the theologians who has pointed out 

the need for the preaching of discipleship and its costli ness. 

He comments on the Reformatiou and the experience of Luther: 

"When the Reformation came, the providence of God raised 
Martin Luther to restore the gospel of pure costly 
grace • .• Luther had left all to follow Christ on the 
path of absolute obedience ••• The call to the cloister 
demanded of Luther the complete surrender of his life. 
But God shatter ed all his hopes. He showed him through 
the scriptures that the following of Christ is not the 
achievement or the merit of a select few, but the divine 
command to all Christians without distinction ••• The 
monk's attempt to flee from the world turned out to be 
a subtle form of love for the world, The bottom thus 
having been knocked out of t he religious l ife, Luther 
laid hold upon grace , •• He saw God in Christ stretching 
forth his band to save , He grasped t hat hand in faith, 
believing tl:at ' after all, nothing we can do is of any 
avail' however good a l ife we l ive I . The grace which 
gave itself to him was costly gr ace, and it shatter~l 
his whol e existence ••• Luther did not hear the word : 

l See page 59 above . 1'he ter~_i is ~-Ioa.Jes, op cit, p , 78 
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' Of cour::c .Y·l'J. :tave si.n .. "h .. d, but .. lO"Io.' everyt}.tin~ is 
forgi. ven , ~.o you ca,1 sta2' a8 ym ... <..r-..· and. e:< joy th~ 
consolat i ons of for.;iven£:ss'. Su, Luther ha.d to 
leave the cloister· and go back to the world, not 
because the world in itself was good and holy, but 
because even the cloister was only a part of the 
world ••• 

It is a fatal misunderstanding of Luther's action 
to suppose that his rediscovery of the gospel of 
pure grace offered a general dispensation fn1m 
obeci... .. ence :,o the co - 1und of Jest:.s. cr tl1at it. was 
t :H) ;zret. ~ .ii..3 ~v-rery uf L ; e Itefonnat~on tha~ God's 
forg:.. vir.:. _5r ,1..::e ad.or·atic aL .. y conf arred upon the 
world both r:~ghteousne5:: and holiness... It was 
not the j·..:3tificat.ion of sin, bc..lj t he justificatior. 
of the s in.ner that d=ove Luther ~rom the cloister 
back into ih~ world •. • P~ ... r i'r or.; disper.sing him fr01 .. 
good work~, .~ t meant thr::. to nust tn.k.e the call to 
discipl eship mo~e seriousl y thart ever before ••• Th~t 
was the secret of the Gospel of the Reformation -
the justification of the sinner. 

Yet 0he outcome of the Reformation was the victor,y~ 
not of Luther's perception of grace in all its purity 
and costliness, but of the vigilant religious instinct 
of man for the place where grace is to be obtained at 
the cheapest price. All that was needed was a subtle 
and almost imperceptible change of emphasis, and the 
damage was done. .. Luther always implied as a 
corollary that it cost him his own life, the life 
which was now for the first time subject to the 
absolute obedience of Christ ••• Luther had said that 
grace alone can save; his followers took up his 
doctrine and repeated it word for word. But they 
left out its invariable corollar,y, the obligation of 
discipleship ••• Judged by the standard of Luther's 
doctrine, that of his followers was unassailable , and 
yet their orthodo~ spelt the end and destruction of 
the Reformation as the revelation. on earth of the 
costly grace of God. The justification of the sinner 
in the world degenerated into the justification of sin 
and the world. Costly grace was turned i nto cheap 
grace without discipleship ." 1 

The teaching of St. Paul and Luther are appropriate in a 

particular situation where the l aw is already beir..g taken 

sermudy. In the other situation it needs to be balanced by 
2 such teaching as that of Bonhoeffer and St . James. Indeed 

Paul himself, as we have noted above , did not fail to conclude 

his expositions in Romans and Galatians without a reference to 

discipleship. 

1 Bonhoeffer , The Cost of Disciples9~, p .39f 
2 J ames 2:14f 
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(a) A condition fulfilled by man 

There are two other notable misinterpretations of faith, 

arising out of the misunderstanding of 'justification by faith'. 

Firstly, the negation of faith as an activity and the discounting 

of 'works' r:as l ~Q -:-o the ·~e:acning tr.at fai th is t he only 

condi-~ion !iecessa:ty for ::;&.:~ vatici+. Second:;.y, the process ...>:! 

negation is taken further ::md fc..itr, is thot:.ght to be a mor:J-ent of 

passi -ri ty. The d,:nger of i hese is the energence of passive 

Christianity. 

Nygren has provided a host of exfu~ples1 of the first error. 

We shall quote only three. "Faith is the indispensable ar.d only 

cor..dit ion of salvation'' (Althaus). "Faith is the condition on 

t he part of man without wh~ch the gospel cannot have power for 

him" (Bo Weiss). "Nothing but faith is demanded in order that 

man may experience the righteousness of God" (von Hoffman). 

Against this chorus of interpreters, NYgren declares that nothing 

was furt her from Paul's mind than the idea that man offers faith 

as the condition for his justification. Paul's thought was 

wholly positive, but the formulations quoted introduce a negative 

element . They imply that without faith the Gospel cannot be 

ef fective . In this seemingly fine-spun distinction, suggests 

NYgren, "there lurks a fateful disorder of the whole Pauline 

view". Paul's words are made to mean the exact opposite of 

what he intended. In the same way Luther's expression sola fide 

was intended to withstand eve~hing legalistic, but this ve~ 

phr ase can be understood legalistically as soon as faith is 

regarded as something demanded of man. Concluding this argument 

Nygren r elates it to two points we have touched on before. He 

w-rites : 

"From such a source has come the psychological view of 
f~ith which makes it a subjective quality in man, 
necessar~y as a condition of his salvation. starting from 
t hat view some have assigned co-operative roles to God 
and man, attempting to determine what each must cont ribute 
in the work of salvation. In the gospel God meets man 
with his mes sage of salvation: but as l ong as man has 
not taken his stand as to that message it remains a 

l Nygren, op cit, p.68f 
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·[>owerle&s '..ro::d. So the crucial quc~.tion i s how maL: on 
his pr•,r t r"a' :-r.s to vhe go spd •• . • 

Paul's t hought is utterly different f rcm this •••• he has 
no thought of apportioning to God and man respective 
contributions to salvation. For him faith is not a 
subjective quality which must be present in man if the 
gospel is to be able to show its power. It is truer to 
say that one's faith is evidence that the gospel has 
exercised its power on him. It is not man's faith that 
gives the ,gospel it3 power; quite the contrary, it is 
the power 1)f -r.he go .. pel ... hav maw s l.t possi ble for )r>e 
to bE:l i e v J , Fa.i ih is only a.nCJtr.er y,·ord for the fact 
t hat one 0 ·longs ~c. Christ me through him ,.e part:Lcip. ;;~ 
in the new a1;e . ])aul lo ;)ks at faith in a much lonr er 
per spective ·::.t.an we usually do, a perspective resting on 
his view of ·jfie t,'i'O ages." 

(b) A passive .nonent 

The ~econd m:.sinterpretation of faith to regard it al? a 

passive moment iJ ~he experience of man, is found in the English­

speaking commentators. Barrett says: "Only when a man is 

prepared to st~~d still and see the glor,y of God can he apprehend 

God's action as salvation. 111 In view of his other well-balanced 

statements it is hard to condemn Barrett or.. this issue. He does 

not directly relate this "standing still" to faith, and one 

suspect s that he is using the metaphor to convey the cessation 

of anxiety concerning one's status before God. Dodd makes the 

'standing still' far more explicit. He defines faith: 

"It is an act which is the negation of all activity, a 
moment of passivity out of which the strength for 
a ction comes, because in it God acts." 2 

Again, provided t he moment of passivity is regarded as merely 

metaphorical of time, there is no danger . But if it is taken 

literally it is possible to conceive of faith. as a series of · 

passive moments, which, if God does not act overtly, may st retch 

into an indefinite period of inactivity. The Protestant trait 

whi ch Bonhoeffer radically opposes ca.n be conceived in different 

te:nns. Its excuse may also be that of waiting for divine guidance. 

It fails to see that guidance lies within the action. Paul never 

suggests to his readers that they should wait for assurance and 

conscious maturity of their faith before they attempt to practise 

i t. His appeals for Christian action are all based on the 

1 Barrett, op cit, p.28 
2 Dodd, op cit , p.l6 
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<1Si'umpt .:.or. that dod has n.c'Led ;.lld. i f. ~:,c ·..,i -lg. As Go..:. a.d;~ :1a;..1 

must act, rmd as mun a c1,s t,he acts of Gocl become eviden-r-. 

This is implicit in what we have already said about the vessel 

of God being both active and passive, and it is implied in the 

idea that God's word is indicative/imperative. To wait upon 

God is to serve him , The message of action is clear in the 

instructions of Jesus to the disciples: "And when they bring 

you before thE <'Il..:. _5opt•~s '-lnd ~h0 rul ·.::rs Uld the authori "ties 9 

do not be anxiou::; how or what you are to answer o:r what y ou are 

to say ; f or t he Holy Spi r it ,.,-ill teach you in that very hour 

what you ought t o .:.ay .. 11 
1 

However faith is conceived it i s clearly not something 

moment ary. When we talk of faith as a moment, we are 

confusi ng it with the moment in wtich one becomes consCious 

of justification. But we have previously sho'Wll that this moment 

of conscious recognition of justification, if it takes place, is 

not to be regarded as the moment of justification itself. Thus 

we are not l ed i ncorrectly to assume that since justification 

is by faith, fai t.h is the moment in which we become conscious 

of God's action. 'Having faith' or 'believing' is continuous 

i n whatever way it relates to man. 

4. Faith is 'believing-obedience' 

Having explored some of the merits and demerits of Palll's 

(and Luther's) dichotomy between faith and works as a counter 

to legalism, we must now return to an examination of faith in 

its broader aspect. 

There is even in St. Paul himself, an idea of faith running 

counter to the Reformation emphasis, or the misunderstanding of 

it. In the face of the passi vity and inactivity which has been 

deduced from the Pauline distinction between faith and works, 

the New Testament links faith with obedience to Jesus Christ. 

This far from demanding only a passive and negative restraint 

from the world demands of the Christian that he be the salt of 
2 

the earth, the light of the world. He is not the man who 

cries "Lord, Lord", but t he man who does t c.e will of the Father. 

1 Matthew 10 :17 
2 Matthew 5:13-16 
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He L recocni1'ei u:· tl-.e fruit that he bri·,::.gs f'orth.
1 

r,'l 

Christian is to be a h0ar ·.): · anc" a deer. 

as a disciple (one under discipline), hears his words and 
2 

does them. Paul, even in the middle of his discussion on 

justification by faith is able to say: God "will render to 

every man according to his works. 113 

Faith i n t .1is large:· sen·;;e is e}i:,orr.ised in 1j:'1e "·o: d~ 

which Barrett has chosen f:~om liorr.illl~ l: 5 - 'believing ob~:d:. e.1c~' 

or 'the obedienc .. of fai k,' . 
4 

EHlar€)nJ on tr.e idea cor:-va:z.ned 

in these words, jarrett writ es: 

"He who beL.eves accep·0s the power of God wilich is n.t work 
in ~he life , deat·-., and :resurrection of Jesus as tl.e power 
of God, and t herefore s1:.bmits hi mself to it, claimir..g no 
rights over against his Cr eator but ready to trust himself 
vholly to his grace and wisdom. 11 5 

Faith is thus seen t o be double- sided in that it includes both 

believing and obeying. It i s neither merely belief nor m€rely 

obedience but believing obedience. If we fail to recognise 

either of tt.ese two sides we incorrectly conclude, either that 

f aith is an achievement of men, or that men play only a passive 

role in the business of faith. When obedience is exclusively 

emphasised faith is regarded as a merit. When believing i s 

emphasised to the exclusion of obedience faith is reduced to 

passivity so that man has no way of reacti ng to the call that 

is made on him to 'have faith'. 

The double-sidedness of 1faiti1' is shown by Weiser
6 

to 

derive from Old Testament usage. In a wa(f similar to the 

transformation of ~~}..o...y~ and <b,~Ol•oc:r~ ... \ which we have 

seen above , "'(j""'"{~0~~~ underwent a marked change when it was 

used almost exclusively in the LXX to translate the Hebrew 
e -he mi n . 

J In classical Greek ITtct"Tt:.11~1-l was not fundamentally a 

religious attitude but it moved towards this when used in 

phi los ophical discussions against athei sm. In those 

1 Matthew 7:15-20 
2 Romans 2:6; 13 
3 Matthew 7:24 
4 RSV 
5 Barrett, op cit, p.2l, 28 
6 Bultmann and Weiser, Httel: Bible Key Words: Faith 
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circt:.m~;tanc · ' S "here it w.t:.. cla:u.1eC::. tha-v the dei."ty led thi3 

unbeliever into telief, t~:e worJ. becan:e a.:;.,ociated. '":L th :p:i. c. ty 

and it begau to show the tendency which was to become radical 

in the Old Testament translatiotl. In the proselytising mystery 

religions 'faith' became a key word in religious propaganda, 

but even here it contained no more t~an a nuance of the idea 

of obedience. Basically, the Greeks reg~rded 'faith ' as a 

quality o! whor~v(r ,?C.!'S€:; .~c.. j_1, 1 .md ~ .. ·z-oici .... n )<~.r"icula:clJ, 

urg,)L.. mun tJ h.~vt f · i th i _, h::.ra.; ,:L:' . 1 

By an ex:::,r.nnat,ion o::.' the .Jt.her d.3rivatives of the .::2:!:::. 

root, of which hoerr:in is t:1e hiph ' al form, Weiser enables us 

to gain some ir.sight into the dapth and richness which LXX 
I I 

gave to IT l<r"T'~Ile\V and tTI0""\1~ , a:r..d consequently to the K~w 

Testament concept of faith. 

e -Tne niph'al derivative, ne' m~i, is usually translated 

as firm, certain, reliable, bat these miss its fundamental 

meaning. It is usually associated in profane usage with ~ 

substantive , and it adds weight to the particular purpose of 

the object indice1ted. For example: 111 will fasten it as a 
e -

tent peg in a ne' man place." (Isaiah 22:23). Here it is 

best translated 'a~ place', indicating the suitability 

of the place of fastening for its chosen function. Another 

illuminating usage is its application to the idea of dynas1Y, 

where it strengthens the implication of continuance in order 

to say that it will not die out. 2 Thus, Weiser concludes: 

"It declares that in any given ir'stance the qualities to be 
3 attributed to the subject in question are actually present." 

When the term is applied to God, in Deuteronomy 7:9 for 

example, the faithful God is He who keeps the covenant and 

~ with those -who love him and obey his commandments, He 

who performs the oath which He swore to the fathers. It 

underlines the essential; "that which makes God to be God. 114 

1 l/eist•r 1 op cit, p.38 
2 1.oid, p . 4~ cf I Samuel 2:35; I iCings 11:38 
3 i bid, p . 5 
4 ibid, p.7 
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Ir:cidcnt.a.ll,v, 1 .. ; 1.s p ... rti ,:t.lar xmi:ple .ra.i.,cs the ql.;~:>t :...H:; 

the Pauline phrase 'justification by faith'? The New 

Testament is not entirely unaware that the description 
1 

'faithful' can be applied to God as well as man. 

1 Any accept.abl e cor.c l u~ io~ en tl:: is as)ect would require an :x.J,;atical 
study whic:1 ..-E. ar" .·.oi con:l'e-,t:nt ~ :> ... ake .. 1.k:.t some pciL.t s E..~.) ;.,-orth 
noting. Firstly, •_ ai t-hfulne.:;, s' i s :1ppL.cd to God in I Cori:r~n:.an~: 

1:9; I Thessal on.i . ..w1s 5:2-:.; II T.:J e;:; saloi.1ia.s 3 :3; II Timo·Lly 2:1~; I 
Jobn 1:9; Revelativn 19:1. Onl.r ·;;he aJ.jectiva.l refereuceE. e..re 
quoted :. ... ere and t~.ere may be others. 

SecondJ. v, ,.mere P ..;,u:.. btat es tl:e d oc .~:rine cf justification by faith 
it is clear that it is fait:.h in Christ that is referred to; cf 
Galatians 2:16 11Justified by faitn in Christ. 11 Faith is spo~en of 
not as an attitude ·~o:hich man brings to this revelatior. in Ch:.ci.s"&, 
but ii. COf>IE) S wjth Christ; cf Galatians 3:23 "Before faith c:.me, 
we were confined under the law, kept under restraint until fai th 
could be revealed." 

When Paul speaks of 11 rederr.ption • •• to be received by faith" in Romans 
3:2'5 it is . "reder:;ption in Christ Jesus, 'mom God Eut forward as an 
expiation by his blood, to be received by faith", and 11fai th in 
Jesus Chd st for all who believe. 11 Thus the act of believing, whi ch 
is man's act depends on God's a ct i~ Jesus Christ. We have treated 
this tbemc elsewhere in relati on to righteousness (p. 68 ) • 

In Galatians 3:26,27 Paul's readers "are sons of God in Jesus Christ, 
through faith "because they hc:.ve been "baptised into Christ 11 and have 
"put on Christ". Faith i:=:: not independent of baptism, and the 
efficacy of baptism depends on t he promise of God so that man's 
fai. thfulness is not only man's but God 1 s also. It may be argued 
that bap-'.,ism is the initiation of an individual into the New 
Covenant in Jesus Christ. The con.cept of faith in the Old Testament 
arose out, of the covenant idea, which clearly depended on the 
faithfulness of both man and God. 

Ephesians 2:8 is unmistc:ka.bly clear: 11For by grace you have been 
saved through faith; and this is not of your own doing it is the 
gift of God. " 

Finally, it may be suggested that in Romans 1 :l7a ("the right eousness 
' ) ' j / of God is revealed through faith for fa~th" -e.cc. fll<r-Te..WS '-'S ti\4"TIY 

Paul is referring to both the Godward and manward sides of faith. 
The commentariE-s t hat we have used do not giv·e this explanation l::ut 
none of thejr explanations is very satisfying. Dodd dismisses it as 
a rhetorical device, giving emphasis to 'faith' (op cit, p.l3) . 
Barrett has a similar explanation (op cit, p .30) . Only Nygren 

enlarges on the phrase (op cit, p.78f). He says that the particular 
emphasis thus given to faith is that 11Faith is both the · beginning 
and the culmination". Faith is not merely the means, that is, of 
fulfill i ng the law. It is the end itself . Here Nygren clearly reveals 
his Lutheran background in the determined separation of f aith and law. 
We have already a~tempted to show the shortcomings of this separa~ion. 
Faith i s faithfulr.ess to the will of Gcd, It is the willinf:: co­
operation with t he. wij 1 cf God, artd ~he :fact that this relat ion is 
ap·tly described by ' luve' :::-ather than the ! h~te ' (cf Luther 's 
experience) does not, mean t.hat it has to be antinomian in cr.J.racte··. 
Nygren goes on to si.lggest th;>.t the phras .) in questior. modifie~:> , no·v 
t he v e rb, but the \vi1oj_e statument , cf which 1 righteousness 1 i_ vhe 
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lVJ:w·l .w 1 .)n:..1.n is appli ed ·~o r.1u.n before Cod, j t errrpL 1.,-. ~ e .~ 

t.ll i.::; sumc coveno,r,t relu.t J.o!: o:;.' r.1a.; ! t.:> God f :01 .. t he ;nunwar,. :;ide. . 

l t is the r ccogni tion of o. mu.n that he is before God. I n :t-.J'ehemia.h 

9:8 Yahweh finds Abraham' s heart faithful , and so he makes a 

covenant with him. "The idea of~ expresses the attitude of 

man towards God which corresponds to the claim of God in the case 

concerned, it denotes not only the correctness of the external 

behtwiour, but jt..st as mud: tr.L· d: spo:,itio"!:l, Ill l'l1...t.t is , prE:;SU!L::'Lbl ,Y I 

it is no-r. merely obcdLmc.: but 0&lievL1g obedience . 

(! -
The a:,:>plic:1ti::ms of n~ 1 r· .;.n to God and to man both :'.l lustrate 

the close relationship between the Hebrew idea of faith and the 

covenant. It is faith which makes the covenant a realit y. Yahweh 

is faithful am. pro\ idcd Israel r emair..ed f ai -r.hful the pro.nise of 

the covenant would be ful:illed. The New Covenant in Christ, a& 

a covenant relatior. depends upon the faithfulness of God and the 

faith of the people. Faith appE·ars as that which makes ChristiG.ni.ty 

a r eality. As Christianity i s not entirely subjective , so faith 

outstanding thought . He restates it thus : "In it (the Gospel) the 
righteousness of God is revealed - a righteousness through faith and 
f er faith. " The argument is ingenious but artificial. The obvious 
tvnclusion is that the revelation. of righteousness is through faith 
and f or faith . We have already suggested that this double-sidedness 
of fait h may be construed as believing and obeying (p.73 above). 
Whe re believing means recognising tLe power of God and obeying 
i~volves submitting oneself to this power. In other words, faith is 
God's f aithf ulness and man's faithfulness dependent upon it. Nygren 
suggests that his rendering should be accepted in conformity with 
the second part of verse 17 " •• • right eous by faith ••• " and w.i. th the 
almost technical phrase cc.,l(p.,oc-~~~ ~~\<.. lt~cri~IIJS • Directly contrary 
t o this it seems t hat 'justification by faith ' may indeed be short­
hand for the prior, and thus more primary statement : "righteousness • •• 
is revealed through faith by faith". Taking the more literal form 
of the Greek we might even translate it thus: "Righteous is revealed 
from faith tofaith". Revelati on, God' s act is thus recognised as 
an act of faith. 'Justification by faith in Chri st' encompasses 
man's response and God's action. It refers to the subjective and 
obj ective aspects of the atonement , demonstrates the intimacy of 
these aspects, and the error of separating them. Faith viewed 
ext ernally, that is, as a religiously neutral observer might see it 
i n t he practice of another, is an attitude of man. Viewed from the 
inside, the very faith of man must recognise itself as the faithfulness 
of God. 

We may only ask the questiolt, since we cannot adequately demonstrate 
+he snswer: Have we r:.ot , in cur Protestant emphasis on faith 
regarded it only ex-r,ernally, that is, as a human att~ tude? .A.i.1. 
attitude, indeed passive and waiting for God to act , but too 
readily failing to recognise that he has acted and i s actl.r~g. 

l Weiser, op cit, p.8 
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carmot be cntireiy r. manw~rd {t;alit y , or effort, or virC1: ;, 

but i. t. i s the :;:-e"li ty of the r clavion_hip be"t·ween God a.la . ·aJ.". 
Since t he lncarna.tion is pre-eminently the manifestation oi' this 

relationship in Christianity, f aith is 1 in Jesus Christ 1 • 

The use of the verbal adjective~amen points in the same 

direction as the niph'al. Thus when in I Kings 1 :36 Beneniah 

replies 'cmen i o tLe king 1 ~ cou~'ll,.r.d to u_·.oin ~ Sclomon :•s ~. :i:1g, 

tlns implies tha·:, Bencn~all has unierstood the con.r.;and, "'b.::-.;e ,; 

wit.h it, and dcs:...res that l"ah"reh ~.;ay bring the King's wo:.d to 

pass, but G.l::;o a·v -vhe same time expre"'ses his own obl i ga11ion 

to cor.tribute ~1i;nself, all that he can do t owards the execution 

of the order. Hf!rC too the idea of the r elationship betveen the 

claim made by the saying and i ts .realisation is present . It ~s 

also reflected in the L]X i n which ~amen is translated fourteen 
. _. 

tu .. es by 'l~~biTO- 'Let i t be thus', and only three times is it 

transliterated astt}l~~ • Thus, sews Weiser, 

11the t e-r m -:nn- when used i n this reference, comprises a 
double reference; the knowledge and recognition of 
t he relation between the obligation and its realisation 1 

and the fact that this obligat ion with all its practical 
cons equences is binding on him who says~·" 1 

The reality of which faith speaks is t hus seen to involve 

r ccogni tion and response. It is ~11'-.14..01~ CT
1
\ct'Tt-...as- 1 believing 

obedience 1 • 

It may appear circular to describe 'faith' as 'believing 

obedience' because of the usually accepted synonymi ty between 

'having faith' and 'believi ng', but 'believing' is thus rescued 

from its Greek use and meaning and clearly given the richer LXX 

connotations. We have no clear evidence of the Greek influence 

in Paul ' s context, but some idea of the Hellenistic Judaism 

which confronted the makers of the New Testament may be derived 

from Philo ' s concept of faith. Weiser sketches it for us . 

Philo was greatly influenced by the Greek and Platonic traditions, 

~ud the turning to God which he describes i s not the response to 

God's Word or t o His activity in histo~. Rather it i s the 

rc~ult of contemplation , an attitude of mind, the most perfect 

of virtues. "rTt~·riS is therefore basically the firmness of a 

m ·n, that ,.,hich cannot be shaken. 11 He replaced the Sto~c: idea 

of belief in oneself by be~_ ief in God, but it was s t ill ~ goal 

for which man traiLed himsr,lf. 11.1.ndeed 1 rt.•:a-,. ~~ is nc.t a 
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relatior..ship 0 1. r:1an vi d! ~.imsell' ." I~ is a psyc.aologic,d 

achievement rather than faith in the God who acts in history. 

Paul in writing of faith may well have been faced by a confusion 

of this largely 'classical 1 meaning with the Hebrew meaning which 

LXX tried to convey. Both meanings survive in English, but ·as 
. ( \ " Paul l1.nks 1Jrt«l4o~r~~ and ITia"Tt..~JS he clearly opts for the Hebre>v 

sensa , thu.s we ,r""y rega1:·c~ ' b .:;lievinr cbodiencc. 1 c.s the :.:c. ..-:1 

Pauline and. Ne·,.,r ':..'e.jbment. mear.ing of :f'ait1:. 

The s ame duu . .)l et as::ists in pro·tecting the concept of 

faith from corruption in the oppcsite direction. In reaction 

to HellenL,ation, ·che Juda,isrr. of -vhe intertestamental pericd 

1 l egalised' faith so t hat it acquired the character of ooec ience 

to the Law. In eonsequence of t he canonisation of the t radition 

and the solidifying of the relationship in s tatic Law, f~iJh was 

no longer loyalty t o the activity of God experienced in history 

while trusting to his activity in the same sphere. "History is, 

as it were, suspended and a real sense of being bound up with it 

is lacking ••• Faith loses its character as decision ••• in a 

historical si~uation, and presents itself as a form of 

consciousness which having entered into the teaching of the 

scriptures may be experienced in them."
1 

The working of the 

Spirit and the divine activity are limited to the past . Faith 

now looked forward to supernatural eschatological events. 

Salvatior. i s no longer to be bestowed on future generatior.:s 

of the nation, but upon those wl1o remained faithful to the letter 

of the Law. This in turn led to a doctrine of merit. The 

righteous man depended on his own merit. It was only the 

unrighteous who needed to cast himself on God's mercy and t his 
2 

act of faith became itself to be regarded as a meritorious act. 

The New Testament retained something of the eschatological 

teaching of this period and broadened the idea that salvation 

is not of t he nation but of the faithful, so that not only the 

f aithful of Israel were included, but the faithful among t he 

gentiles al s o. However, f ollowing the condemnation of legalism 

and Pharisai sm by Jesus , the New Testament rejects the forr.1alism 

of the law and the doctrine of merit . The most developed reaction 

t,o this formalism is Paul's doctrine of faith . But even the act 

of f'ai th rn3.y come to be regard~d as a meri·vorious a ct.. Th~. s was 

l Bu: tmann and ~lei .:, er , op cit-, p . 5l 
2 ibi~, p . 50-52 
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upp:1rer.t in the: intertesi.<.~..:.)nt&l _period. .. Ulu more· clc....,:.:ly :.r. 

post-Reformation Protestantism. 

The doublet 'bel ieving obedience' protects faith from 

this formalism, for a l though it appears at the Reformation 

as something of a contradiction to sola fide, it speaks a gainst 

the Pharisaical i :ied. of fa :'.. 0.:.h e;:; obec.i .ance and it spea.h.::; t o us 

(heirs of t-Lc l:1 1 u rh1tior:~ :nT-.. .:-'1tin~; '.ls from neg..t:t:...ng f u.J.L'l ::~.& 

<'ill activity. bJ.if:. c: .. earl y, '.k.c.t w.: huv<.: s :1ici of Pha:;:·i.u:.is .. : .:.n 

this paragn.ph ~1 a.~ - .;quaJ.ly well ba appl i ed to the Roman d..:;c·vrina3 

a.gain.~t whi.::h L·.; i-_le r rea~ted . 

The conce~?J" O .L f ..... ilh deriYod fl·om t hH classical Hebrew 

idea via the LXX is doublc-sJ.deCL. This double-sidedness may 

be epi tomised L'1 Pa-11 1 s phrase 'be-lieving obedience'. I t is 

believing, trusting , fearing , ~~d acknowledging God, and it 

is also obeying and being loyal to his coffiQandments and will. 

1'he double-sidcdness maint ains a tension and a balance which 

may be r epresented diagramatically. 

F.AlTH 

believ ing tobedience 

Hebrew -rnn-

~concept 

HELLENISM (Philo) ----+----7' JUD.AlSTIC REACTION 
(fait h as an atti- (overbalanced in 
tude of mind) favour of obedience 

to Law) 

New Testament 

Paul Ja.J:nes 

~ 
REFORJ.'fATION -E(~------t---- ROMAN CATHOLICHM 
( sola fide (emphasis on 
emphasis on merit) 
believing) / 

./ 
./ 
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5 . "P.1ith i n C1 ri ~ - fe -u -.:; " 

l 

3 

We thus see how the New Testament adopted the Hebrew 

concept of faith.\Ha-r~l}~,.j when it was used to translate heemin 

took on a much stronger c:onnotation of obedience than it had in 

Greek usage. It was believing and obeying and it also became 

related to ·the co-,r<:uan-:; iC..::a. ., 3oth of t~1.e:::;e n~lations a:;:-u .:::arried 

into th& Neu Te.3tdffi:):1t mcani:tg. !~vcog:;:1ising this tne que:;·li· .on stiL. 

re:n..:.ii"s : 'y;l~.t ,tid tl::.e New '.i.'es v<...ment add to the concept o.::' faith 

to ltive it :1 specifically Chri ~.tic....1 ..;ense? We have see:u. ..1 

transfonnation in tae Ne,., 1'estanent of the meanings of botL 

'reconcil iation' and ' justificLt i on'. We may well expect <. 

similar transfo1nation in t he meaning of ' faith' o.s we proceed 

from the Old Testament to the New. 

1 
Bultmann says that there ~s such a transformation and 

t hat it is most clearly indicated by the formula rt~¢1 1:=. (or 

~<i',.~ lJt. l'V )~•> •• • 2 
which is almost exclusive to the New 

" ..~ ' ~I "" Testament. The li \Q"'\(i"~'~ G;.\~ XP llt"'"TO'IJ ,4'"0\l~ formula where 

it appears i n the New Testament is seen always as the "gateway 
, ) . 

to salvation", but the M1<rT~Ue:.rv E:.IS ... fo:rmula is never 

applied to God, not even in the New Testament. In addition, 

i t is also to be noted that the LXX fo:rms which describe the 
" / ) faith relationship to God , namely, 1\\<r"TE:O~I...J or l't\QT~ue.l'} ~'T\ 

with the dative, are never applied to Christ. Thus there is a 

formal linguistic difference in the New Testament, between 

'faith in God' and 'faith in Christ'. 'Faith i n God' where it 

is used in the New Testament is retained in its LXX form.
3 

\ve conclude that faith is neither passive believing nor 

mere obedience to a divine l aw. It is a whole-hearted and 

zealous endeavour to seek and to do the will of God. But it 

is more than this for faith is not only the attitude or actions 

of the believer, but the relationship of God acting in men. 

This relationship is probably best illustrated by the Old 

Testament concept of covenant i n which men will ingly seek to 

obey what tbey believe to be vhe will of God, believing also 

that in so doing"the ulti ... ate :purJ?ose (God 's and t herefore 

Bultmann, op cit, p.6~f 
uor< 2:11; Galatiacs 2:16 et al 
Ii.<Jbr ews 11 :6 



t heirs also) will be worked otc~. We h;tve described t'lns ,_ 

God acting when men act. 

To the covenant concepti on of believing-obedience we 

must attempt to add the specificall y Chr istian content which 

is signified by the phrase "faith in Christ .Jesus" - IT~¢"T<;IJE.•V 
.)1 .... 

~c,. x~ \u·t:'o~ ~s-}uv. 
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CHAF' .. '};R 4 

THE RELATION OF SUBJECT TO OBJECT 

l. 'l'h o Nature ()f ·n.( P rJ-::>1. .-

wnen ""e see_...: ·.-.o giYC cort(;nt to t he f ourula ".t' r.i th ;..{;. Chri~t 

J·esus 11 ve come :::'"-~e to fe>cc \vitl::. i.:i1e p:rooler.~ of relatin1; ~vhc. 

subjective clemcr...-::; of the <: _.onemer.:.t to t he object of fait;1; Christ 

J esus. 

Thus far ·we hc1.ve m<1.de a d ..:k.ilcd study of the subj cctive 

aspect. We have concentr . .-.:.od 011 the details of wl:at is mecnt 

by 'reconciliation ', 'justification' , and 'faith'. We have rejected 

the doctrine ter..ching t hat the atonement is objective becaLse it 

represents a change in God. We have also rejected the so called 

'subjective' teaching that the ato_nement is something which man 

achieves merely by foll owing the example and moral teachings of 

Jesus. We have repeatedly emphasised that the atonement is 

subjective in so far as it is an action of God in man. It also 

appears as man's actioL for ~•en man acts in accordance with the 

will of God, then God may be said to be acting. The action or 

the Word of God is indicative/imperative; by this we understand 

that what God speaks is, but it also appears to man as a call to 

act in accordance with the will of God. The subjective element 

is summed up in the word 'faith'. The object of faith is Christ 

Jesus. 

Dale's attempt to understand the atonement, we have criticised 

as a disguised form of exemplarist subjectivism, but we were forced 

to acknowledge that he used the philosophic term 'objective' in 

th~ corr ect s ense by relating it to facts or events in the world 

rather than metaphysical changes 'in the mind of God' or the 

'status of Satan 1 • 

Faith {God ' s act ion in man), the s~bj ective &lement of t he 

atonement must be j~elated to Chris t J esus (God's action ::..s hi story), 

the objective cl vment . E1is rel .:.t.tiondhi:r-- is expressed i n the 

formula 11f~i t h i n Chr ist Jvsus 11 • But what content can b< give:1 
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to th~ formula? 10v doe;:; fd tn in a p::es t nt indivi..c.ua l r..l . t .. 

to the even1- of Cb r :.st Jesus ne c::.rly tw.:> thousax:d year~ <J-<;o? 

What is the reality of the event of Christ Jesus? Theologians 

have tried to answer the last question in varying w~s. 

Kierkegaard has emphasised the Incarnation. A great many 

believers have placed the emphasis exclusively on the crucifixion 

of Jesus. ' fe have already criticised Dale and Nygren on -this 

score . So extel.:;iv•l i ;" ·r-:Ll ide a, t.hat t !1e ator.ement i1: g<!Ii~ra:Uy 

believed to be :.:e .:e:.y an cx:plar.ation of how Jesus' dea.th .1-ffects 

us. Rashdall p l.a0e•l more empb: .. ::.is on t he teaching of Jes""o.ls than 

on any other even·.j recorded in the Gospels . The recorded e-vents 

of th0 re&u::rection, ascen~ion, ar..d pentecost have caused a 

grea.t deal of trouble for ine historical critics of the New 

Testament. For tnis reason they have not played an adequate role 

in modern Protestant attempts to expound the atonement. 

The questions of the reality of the event of Christ Jesus 

and the medium through which it is effective for us two thousand 

years afterw·ards cannot be answered separately for the medium 
I 

must depend on the nature of the reality. The question of the 

reality of the Christ event raises questions on the meaning of 

hi story and also on the nature of the subject-object relationship. 

We will proceed by examining the subject-object relationship and 

then studying and criticising the way in which it has been applied 

to the historico-theological question of the atonement by 
\ ) 

Bul tmann in his exposition of n~rTE-IIt,IV E:..~ s xr(lr'TO~ I'\c:roVY. 

2. The Subject-Object Relation 

l James Brown writes: "1 t may be that this relation, instead 

of being the fixed quantum it has the air of being, may prove 

surprisingly variable in different contexts." He points out 

that the subject-object relation is one of the fundamentals of 

epistemology and suggests '~hat the truth will involve some sort 

of correct relati on or proportion between these two elements of 

knowing- not necessarily an identical ••• proportion in all kinds 

of knowing - and that human thinking is liable to distortion when 

this correct balance is upset on one side or the other, in the 

peculiar circumst ances of the reality investigated". 2 

l James Brown, Subj€·ct and Object in Modern Theology, p .19 
2 ibid, p.l2 

He also 
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SU&;gC." i.S tll;Lt t .Lc. popular d:i_ ...;ti .<.ct::.or. 1 WDich t ends to ide1 ·.:,.f.{ 

truth with obje<.:tc.v:..ty, and error with subjectivity , is a 

"confusion resulting from a failure to understand that , within 

the all-embracing subject- object relation ••• there is room f or 

variation, according to the matters studied". While elimination 

of the subjective is a virtue in natural science it would not be 

a virtue in poev~f, or in Christian theology where the question 

is CL:11plic~ted L,, t'o.v .:.pec:..,Ll rela vion.:;h:-.p of :L ts 1irc.th· io f.;.i story. 

·we may add. ~ .:1e ,u ·~g,. :;tion -vh<Lt the suc.::ess of science has 

J?rejudiced men ia f;.:,vour oi reg.ndln£, objectivity as trutL to the 

ext€nt that the nec .'SS<...ry role of th(; subject is overlooked or 

minimi~ed ~nd t~te ii::-uth in area~ where subjectivity :nust :f,lay 

a greater role is unappreciated. 

It was i n the cri tic •. l philosophy of Kant that the modern 

formulation of the relation clearly emerged. His usage reversed 

the mediaeval terminology and linquistic survivals of the old 

usage survive and complicate our understanding of these terms. 

Thus a subject for discussion may well be an object or an event 

in the world. Bu~ this is not the only complication. Primarily 

subject and object are terms in epistemological theory. "To the 

generalities of knowledge belongs the fact, that it involves 

the appearance of an object to a subject, in a unique kind of 

relation which is constituted by their togetherness in which 

each implies the other. In this context the subject i s not 

yet an existent; it is a logical (or epistemological) presupposition."! 

As soon as we begin our epistemological inquiry we transcend the 

subject-object relation (the relation becomes the object and I 

become the subject attempting to know about knowing). 

In order to examine the subjective element of the relation 

we must place it in a personal knowing subject, and in this way 

the epistemological presupposition is given existence and ontological 

status. When we transcend the subject-object relation in order to 

examine it we make an object of the subject. This may appear to 

be a strange procedure, but it is what we in fact do, and so long 

as we recognise t~1is we can avoi d much confusion. More particularly 

we will avoid the mistake of regardir,g sub j ectivity as feeling or 

error, and also avoid the complementary rni stake of regarding 

1 ibid, p.21 
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'objeciive' or o'oject 1 a.s ::-cierer,ce to t,h..:,t which is 

unchangeable ani t rue. 

A further com?licating factor, this time more especially 

in regard to the na.ture of the objective element of the relation, 

is the scientific description of sense experience. While similar 

illustrations may be drawn from a description of each of th8 five 

sc.i., ntist t:;lh; t:..:; th.a:;, tte door we ::;ec as blue is really 

colot:.rless. It rr.erely rcfl~cts a certain wavelen~th of e:..ectro­

magnetic wave which impinc;as on the eye and is interpre'tei ·oy 

the brain, giving u.:: the sensat::.or. wnich we describe as 1 .;;ceing 

blue 1 • By this and similar descripti ons the scientist ma,y 

attempt to persuade us that rea~ity is a colourless, odourless , 

tasteless, and possibly even we~ghtle&s and shapeless ' th~ng-in­

itself'. It has its existe~ce 'out there ' ln a sphere wh~ch 

can only be reached through ins~ruments and scientific deductions. 

Because we generally assume that reality is a unity and unchanging 

we are often dismayed at the thought t hat the world which we commonly 

experience i3 'unreal'. In so doing we make a complementary error 

to the one which regards objectivity as truth and subjectivity 

as error. 

In contradiction of this error we must reassert that 

knowledge involves a relation between subject and object, that 

reality i s the experience of this relation.. John Baillie has 

defined reality as that which stands overagainst us.
1 

Tillich' s 

analysis of subjective and objective reason is even more useful 

and enlightening. He writes: 

"Subjective reason is the structure of the mind which 
enables it to grasp and shape reality. The description 
of 'grasping' and 'shaping' in this definition is based 
on the fact that subjecti ve reason always is actualised 
in an individual self which is related to its environment 
and to its world in terms of reception and reaction. 
The mind receives and reacts. In receiving reasonably, 
the mind grasps its world ••• 

The division between the grasping and shaping character 
of reason is not exclusive. In every act of reasonable 
reception an act of shaping is involved, and in every 
act of r easonable reaction an act of grasping is involved. 
life tr .... nsfonn reality according to way we see it. G.rasping 
and shaping the world are inte:rc ependent. In the cognitive 
realm this has been clearly expressed in the Fourth Gospel, 
which speaks of knowing the truth by doing the trutJ.1. 112 

1 J. Baillie , f.. Sense of the Pro sene·~ of red , p.33 

2 Paul Tillich, Sy~;te:natic 'Th ?ulOf,:.:V , Vol.l, p .84f 
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Perc is tte clear reco&m:i:~ ior: :.hat refl.li ty is not i:adapendent 

of the subject. He grasps reality but he also shape.;; 1.t. Eru1 

changes his world. Real ity stands overagainst him but it is not 

immovable and unchangeable. It is ironic that science, wh ich 

provides us with the technology for changing our world more rapidly 

and radically, has sometimes led men to believe that reality 

belongs to unchanging and impersonal objects. 

Havin[:: d.:; ~ cribed sut~ ect:..ve reason as the rational :rr,ructure 

of the mind, 'i'illich describe:; obje.:;tive reason as the ra.t~onal 

structure of re.:tli ty which the mind can grasp and accordL'lg to 

which it can shaye reality. He gives axamples: 

"Reason in the philo::.opher grasps the reason in nature. 
Reason in the artist grasps the meaning of things. Reason 
in the le-gislator shapes society according to t he s·trl!ctures 
of social balance. Reason in the leaders of a community 
shapes communal life according to the structure of organic 
independence."l 

He notes that: 

I 

"Objective reason is rational if, in the twofold process of · 
reception and reaction, it expresses the rational structure 
of reality. The relation. • • is not static... (but) reason 
unites a dynamic w:i.th a static element in an i ndissoluble 
amalgamz.tion. This refers not only to subjective reason 
but also to objective reason." 2 

Tjllich's thought at this point is derived from Hegel, but 

fear of Hegelian immanentism should not discourage us from 

recognising the usefulness of the analysis. It is only when we 

equate God with reason and consumethe individual subject in 

objective reason. that we fall into the Hegelian error which has 

been so roundly condemned, by succeeding theology. What then 

is objective reason? What gives my world, that wb.ich stands 

overagainst me , its rational form? 

Some interesting analysis by John Wilson
3 

may help us t o 

give an answer to these questions. Wilson is concerned with 

the difference between 'experiential ' and 'existential' 

s tatement s. One of his examples concerns the 'seeing of a 

penny on the table'. A subject may describe his experience of 

seeing the penny in various ways. So long as he phrases his 

report in experiential language, for example, "I see what SElems 

to me to be a penny on the ta.ble ", he ca;.1..~ot be r efuted for no 

l ibid, p.86 
2 ibid 
3 John Wilson, Philosop~- and l?. ~lig] or., ~-? .81£' .. 
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otter persons c;:;.n be sure just ¥.-hat the su..bj ect expcriH.CE!S. 

If, however~ he cornr.1its hiraself to a generalisation from 

expP-rience and claims that "There ~s a penny on the table", 

he is making an existential claim, and if t he experience of 

others does not corroborate his claim then he m~ be persuaded 

that he is mistaken. That is, he has committed himself and 

has been proved wrong. While the experiential claims cannot 

be refuted ·.Ji1ey , .. re :._Jractica.lly ur.::.mpo:rtant unless "the 

ado.itional clai-r;, t tat t h..:-y reft:.r -co o~jec-cive reality, i.:; 

mad( or in:pl ied, ;.w'"ld this c::.o..im involves ' he taking of a risk . 

Norrr,ally the. risK i ·1 this "type of ~nstance is not very gr .)at 

and we are almost ~~aware -chat we a r e t~~ing it. For thi~ 

reason we usually a: ways assume that the experiential statement 

"I see a penny on the table" implies the existential situation 

of a penny on the table. 

Enlarging on Wilson's analysis and example, let us suppose 

that a particular subject A i s very insistent in claiming that 

there is a penny on the table despite the fact that his fellow 

B cannot see it. B knowing that his faculty of sight is usually 

trustworthy, may suggest to A that he is deluded, and behaving 

irrationally in this matter. While only A and B are present 

A may confidently counter with the contrary suggestion that it 

is B who is irrational and out of touch with reality. If B can 

call on another witness C who agrees with him that there is no 

penny on the table A may be persuaded that he has made a mistake, 

or he may claim that both B and C are out of touch with reality, 

though he m~ privately begin to doubt himself. 

Our development of the analysis may now follow two routes. 

We will explore them both. Firstly, suppose that B and C 

gather an increasing number of witnesses to deny that A's penny 

exists. A may at some stage acknowledge that he is mistaken. 

If he persistently maintains his point of view and continually 

sees things that nobody else does he will generally be regarded 

as irrational and out of touch with reality. We might say that 

he has been caught up in his subjectivity and that he is out of 

touch with the objective world. It i s probably because of this 

type of case history that subject~vity has become associated 

with error, but it is subjectivity functioning abnonnally and 

not subjectivity in its ess ence which leads to error . Each of 



the wi:;nesses w~·.o found A to be in error d.ici so on the b& __ i;,, 

of his experiential (subjective) judgment. The objectivity 

which they achieved depended on the correlation of their 

subjective experiences. That which stood overagainst them was 

not only the table-top-less-penny object but the corporateness 

of their subjective opinions. It was the radical breakdown of 

correlation between A's experiences and. the experience of the 

majority of ins con· ~ empo..:a ·6 es which lc::d to their labling hi;n 

as irrational. Oojectivity and reality are thus dependent en 

corporateness. I·~ ls an im?ortc.nt but not the only factor. 

If A had chosen to agree vLh the majority •;nile still 

experiencing the phenomena of the penny, "'.;hey would not have 

doubted his sanity but he would have. It would have seemed 

to him like a bad dream or an unreal experience. The other 

factor in reality is thus the subjective experience of what 

appears as, and nonnally is, reality and objectivity. We 

conclude that reality is not unchangeable and that it depends 

on the experience of the individuals in a community. Reality 

is the common experience which I share with others. My relation 

to the/my world is both intimate and shared. 

Following the second line of possible development of our 

analysis, let us go back to the situation where A is opposed 

by B and C and let us suppose that A finds a witness D to 

support his contention. The A and D faction will then be able 

to stand firm against B and C and both parties will claim that 

the other is out of touch with reality. If both sides gather 

an increasing number of witnesses, both will gain in confidence 

in regard to their particular claim. They may try to persuade 

individuals from the opposition to see it their way, The two 

groups m~ accuse each other of a lack of objectivity and 

reality, although it would be increasingly difficult to accuse 

the opposition of subjectivism in the bad sense. An individual 

uncommitted either way would be unable to decide which group 

was in touch wJ. th reality without making a committal not merely 

of opinion but of himself to one or other of the groups. This 

personal committal wou~d be necessary whether or not he was 

present at the time of the penny spotting, and his decision may 

well depend on the reality in regard to other matters which he 

has found among the individual s of either side. 
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ln concluc"iing the fir:;t line of '.nalysis we saiC.. th .. ·r, 

reality is t he ,:o.nmon experience which I share with others . 

Now we have seen that communities can arise which differ on 

what they regard as re~lity. The communal aspect is important 

in deciding what reality is. The size of the community will 

play its part but this is not the sole or final criterion. 

A small ccmmunity convinced by the vividness of' their experience 

may w·ell maintair: t.:le reality cf what- they believe a.gainst t.he 

contentions of a . .:arger group "·r,o do not share the experience 

and claim that it i3 unreal. The conwm1al and experiential 

t db -.::> 1 fac ors are thus bot:1 im)or cant. We have been warne y .urown 

against seeking t~ compare their relative importance. The 

correct proportion of subjective to objective will vary with the 

matter in h~nd. In our simple example which we have extended 

to an almost ridiculous degree, the communal factor may well 

carry more weight than the experiential, though the latter can 

never disappear altogether in the judgment of an individual. 

The same may be said for scientific judgments . But even here 

the matter is not straight-forward for one experiment (that is 

one scientific experience) may lead to the questioning of a 

generally accepted hypothesis. In· matters of art and asthetics 

exp€rience is more important than objectivity or acceptance by 

the wider community, yet the artist must also take communication 

and the community into consideration. 

In the matter of religious belief the complexjty of the 

relatioh of subject to o~ject is increased for in addition to 
I 

the communal factor and experience there is the historical 

element. All these are interrelated and experience in religion 

must necessarily be more complex than 'seeing a penny'. Thus 

far we have confined ourselves to an untheological examination 

of the relation of subject to object. We must now seek to 
2 

'correlate' the theology of the Christian revelation with our 

analysis. We will begin with a critical examination of Bul tmann's 

~ l ' ~ exposition of ITtCM'Eo.l1t.•V E:..t~ XP•rTo'Y .l.,croi>"'> 

some points of Tillich's understanding of 

of the faith. 

1 See page 83 above 

and examine his , and 

the historical aspect 

2 The term is Tillich' s and it refers to the relation between :reason 
and revelation. Systematic Theology, Vol .l , Part 1. 
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What content Call be given to the distinction between the 

Old Testament idea of 'faith in God' and the New Testament 'faith 

in Christ Jesus' which is expressed in the fonnula IT ;11'"\e..oE:A ~,., 

X • '-r -p1crToV -'-'\<i"ovv. Bul tmann bases his answer on a conceptivn which 7 

he says , is taken for granted by every Christian teacher. It is 

expres .·ed ;Jy .St. .>n·;:._ in Lu:.i c.U lC . 9 "!£' : ' 0t: confes.;; ( ~}Ao~~·~'ftc:.\~) 

wiuh your l.i.ps th .. t ,Jasu::: i .. Lcrd ,_ncL be:.ieve ( t;(.r't:."~'v ) ia y .. mr 

two t.mets herc:...n c:qnu.s..sc ~ f e r :: . ...:.n J..mpori-<.nt unity. The 

resurrection is not 11erely -L r.:.:nar&.abl e occurrance, but i~, is 

"the fact of sc.:.lv~tion on the strength of vrhich Jesus bec..ur.£, Lord". 

When either Lordshi? or resurrection i s stated this whole relation­

ship is meant. Even wben 'the saving event is described i:1 other 

terms it is always this whole that is meant. A useful point is 

made her e but when ve come to examine the historical analysis 

whch Bul tmann makes of the Christ-event we shall find i t i nconsistent 

with this eQphasis on the resurrection. 

I n the Old. Testament as we have seen, faith was related 

to the covenant of God with Israel, and it applied to the histor y 

of the nation . TI1e individual practised faith as a member of the 

nation, and his faith was directed towards the future of the naticn.
1 

Bultmann writes : 

"If tbe Old Testament relationship with God is called 'faith 
in God', then faith of this kind is different from the 

~ .) v~ • .. -r TTI<M"Ufo•~ f:•s. 1\t'rno'll ... , .. o~y owing t o the fact that the Old Testar-
ment faith - as being obedience and loyalty - is directed 
towards the God whose · exi stence is always already taken 
for granted. But faith in Jesus Christ in its original and 
proper sense, is not obedi ence t o the Lord who has always 
been known. On the contrary it is by faith t hat the 
existence of t his Lord is first perceived and acknowledged. 
Faith lays hold of 'the conviction that for the believer· 
t his Lord, Jesus Christ, exists." 2 

It i s here that Bultmann's familiar emphasis on the Word emerges 

and al so his particular view of history, as demanding existential 

decision. He continues : 

l Bultmann, op cit, p . -Uf 
2 ibid, p.75f 
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"For this Lc:::-d first 1.1eet~: tLe ·)eli.:var only i ·:l th0 
~"-ery~-,.,mn, and he be1i \1ves in the str .. mgth of kv 
kerygJ;w, • .• This never becomes a mere instructiYe 
piece of information, which might be dispensed with 
once it had become known, but always remains the 
foundation of the faith. For God instituted the word 
of reconciliation together with the Christ-event.l 
Therefore faith "i.n the kerygma and in the person 
mediated by it are inseparable, and faith always 
remains a bold venture in the sense that it is based 
on tht.: ke !Y.\!!1:.!.. 11 2 

Bul tmrul::l. the risen Lore. :..s I:.ec.ia;:,ed in the kery;ma so thLt 

formula n-~cr-n.oE:t...; 
J 

e. ( o;,. XV>•~--r'ov 1. r\~o~v comes to e:>..--pre~s what 

really a personal relati onship. The bridging of the g. ,p 

between the objective Cnri3t-event and the subject's ~ppropriation 

of it lies in the personal subjective confession of his Lordship. 

Belief in him means to acknowledge him as Lord and this i ~ its 

own confirmatioc or verification. There can be no public proof 

of his Lordship, that is, his having been raised or his power of 

resurrection. Within the framework of n(a--re:.uE,..,. cc. ?s XptrT~"V '4rouv 
the relationship is personal and this is expressed, claims 

3 
Bultmann, by calling upon the Lord; by sharing fellowship with 

him. Bultmann recognises this fellowship in the sharing of death 

and resurrection, prefigured by baptism;
4 

sharing in his suffering 

for his sake; 5 and sharing in a fellowship of love, exultation, 

d 
. 6 

an Joy. 

It will be noticed that Bultmann's concept of fellowship in 

Christ is rather limited to an individual and his Lord. Fellow­

ship 'in Christ' may well have a far wider meaning than he allows. 

The word of the kerywa which comes to an individual does not come 

invacuo, but it is mediated by the preaching of the Church. It is 

true that there can be no public proof of Jesus' Lordship, but as 

we have seen in the first part of this chapter, objectivity and 

reality are possible within a limited group. The Lordship of 

Christ while it is not public, is certainly acknowledged as a 

reality within the fellowship and community of the Church. The 

confession of Lordship which Bultmann has l inked with the 

resurrection must also be linked with the corporate aspect of 

the Church which is expressed in the figure 'Bo~ of Christ 1 ,
7 

1 cf. II Corinthians 5:18f 
2 Bultmann, op cit, p.76 
3 Romans 10:14 
4 Romans 6:4,9; Galatians 2:20 
5 Philippians 1:29 
6 Bultmann, op cit, p.83 
7 cf. J . .h. T. Robinson, The Bodv . In this study of Pauline tnoclogy 

Bishop Robinson convincingly demc,n::>trates by axegetical me-:;h.)ds the 
importence of 1 the Body' in describing the corporate nat ure ::rt the 



for i t W<' S '.Jy conf e;;s i on ot Lor dsLip ar.d baptism t :u .t i r.d _v:..d..L..;.l ­

were incorporated i ·1to t:1e: ,:;ht..rc.h. A closer inspection of vhat 

Bul tmarm claims to be 1ihe expressions of a personal relationship, 

will reveal that the rel~tionship is not merely personal but 

communal. 

Summing up the distinction between the Old Testament and 

the Kew Te::;t ament c:mcaptiolB of' fai th, Bu:!. ur.laxh"l recogni ses t hat 

the Ol d Test ame:1t cor: ceptiu~'l remains but fresh meaning :;.s a.d.ded . 

The new and old meaJ.ings a r 3 noli rJ.ecessarily excl usive of one 

e.nother. F~rst::..y, in the Jld 'l'estament. 'belief' (involvi;:-J.g 

loyalty and obedi ence) cent res upon Yahweh by reason of his 

acts . There i s no need to 'bel ieve ' in the acts since these are 

plain to see in the history of the nation. In the New Testament 

it is God' s act itself which has to be believed, namely, "that 

the crucified Christ is also he who rose again, who is exalted, 

who is the Lord, that thus, what •ras done to him is a divine act 

of salvation - all this is not plain to see but is only made 

plain by the words of the preaching 11 •
1 

Secondly, the Old Testament covenant involved trust in the 

fate of the nation. In the New Testament trust is in "God 1 s 

power to awaken life out of death, which will awaken us too as 

it awakened Christ. It looks forward to the completion of the 

work of salvation begun in Christ, which is brought to an end 

not i n the glorious conclusion of national history but in the 
2 

fulness of the Church". 

Finally, the 'obedience of faith' in the New Testament 

is not obedience to the commandments regulating law and justice 

in the nation's life, but believing obedience to the way of 

salvation in Jesus Christ. 

Again we see Bultmann emphasising the personal and over­

looking the communal. Here the communal aspect of the Old 

Covenant and the nation is contrasted with the belief of an 

individual in Jesus Christ as Lord. We may venture to suggest 

that the New Covenant is as corporate as the Old Covenant . It 

Church and i ts s i gnificance in understandi ng the resurrection and 
the sacraments. 

l Bultmann, op cit, p.83 
2 ibid, p.84 
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i s only the ma~me .r 0f incorporatior: :.nto tr~€ coven.:.n-L comr~tU:1.ity 

which differs. The Jew was born into the community of the 

nation. The Christian h~s to be 'reborn 11 into Christ by baptism 

and the Spirit. The use of the birth image strikingly emphasises 

our point. 

Turning to the subject ive element in the formula, Bultmann 

sec~ rr:.:rn!> as "tne ac~ i :1 vir·::ue oi' which man separates himself 

from the wor ld ;:md t urns :rcULd. corrpletely -jjoward.s God in response 

to God 1 s esr:hatolog",cal deed irl Cbrist . It is the act on which 

the new eschatologi~al existeLce of t he Christian is founded and 

it is the at titude which goes vd .. t h it . rr(c·TI.s. , bei ng t he 

attitude whl ch constitutes man's exi~tence, has complete control 
? 

over his lif e. rr-

We must immediately record our suspicion of faith described 

as 'the act' particularly when it appears as simply a man's act. 

We r eiterate our previous convicti on that faith is more than a 

conscious response on the part of a man. We have rejected the 

idea that faith is the moment of conversion or that faith is 

the condition in a man through which his salvat ion is achieved. 

Described as 'the attitude ' it is saved from the implication of 

momentarines s and given the idea of continuity, yet an 'attitude' 

i s in danger of being conceived passively. It might be more 

accurate, in our v iew, to describe faith as the continuing 

action of a man responding, or corresponding, to God 1 s action. in 

Christ. 

Faith described as 'attitude ' may be conceived as psycho­

logical, but Bultmann guards against this interpretation. His 

work is not psychological, he claims, but depends on an existential 

dialogue with history.
3 

He writes: "Faith is exhibited by Paul 
4 

as a historical, not a psychological possibility." .And he 

points out that the synoptic gospels do not attempt to describe 

the personality of Jesus. The quest for the historical Jesus 

has proved that this is impossible. We must reject the psychological 

approach and find enlightenment on the cont ingencies of our 

exis tence t hrough history. 5 

John 3:3f 
Bultmann, op cit, p .85 
Bul tmann, J esus and the Word, p .ll 
Bul tmann, Kittel' s Key Words: Fai th, p.87 
Bul tmann, Jesus and the Word , p. l3f 
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ln Bul tmann ! s ccncep J of the fti t-h t,;1e st:.bj ecti ve ,-..;;.d 

objective nspects o:c' the c.:.tonement are drawn toge-.;her, tu ., 

in a puzzling manner. Bult mann's is an existential descr~ption 

and the emphasis is laid heavily on the subject. Subject and 

object are drawn together in the faith of the subject. What are 

the consequences for the object? C. Wehrung
1 

has said this 

about it: 

"\Vhile orL1o.loxy r .. s .• ,,>holG .:pedes of an ever,t which c~..n 
be objectiv Jl: estab::.. :i.shed, :5ometh1.ng which happens, .md 
remc:.ins outsi.~e of U 3, to which faith is ult imately 
rel ated, B:11 t :.1ann - and thi ~. is somet.hing which he has 
very r.:uch at :1eart - relates this event so exclusively 
to fai th -chat faith a·:)sorbs it e=.tirely ••• " 

Can tl:-.is mean that ·..rhen Bul tmann has de-mythologised the saving 

event, it appears to have done nothing outside the believer? 

Does the reality of the divine act consist wholly in an intimate 
2 approach to the soul? Can such an event have any objective 

reality? 

Bultmann himself appears to have been ambiguous on this 

point in some of his early writings, and many of his critics 

and interpreters have concluded that the reality of the response 

to the Word, preached or read, is entirely subjective. The 

subject merely chooses t o say that he owes his salvation to 

the grace of God. 

But Malevez suggests that Bultmann can be interpreted 

'objectively'. It may be said that: 

"The divine event has an objective reality, that God has 
dor.e something in Christ, apart from us ; but, says 
Bultmann, we cannot see this 'something', this 'object', 
nor can we prove it; on the contra~ it eludes all our 
methods of historical investigation; reason cannot 
fa thorn it; it is apprehended by faith alone • 113 

This 'objectivity' rests upon Bultmann's claim that his existential 

interpretation is historical rather than psychological. Because 

the atonement is historical it is objective. But Bultmann does 

not understand history in the commonly accepted manner. 

l Quoted by L. Malevez, The Christian Message and Myth, p.67 
2 ibid 
3 ibid 



95 

'The essenc-e of llistorv cu,nnot te grasped by 'v1.ewing 
it as we \'icw our natural en,··ironnE.nt i :il ortl er to 
orient ourselves wi tl< it ••• 'li11en ;nan observes naturv rLe 
perceives there something objective which is not himself. 
When he turns his attention to history, how·ever ••• he 
is considering a living complex of events in Which he 
is essentially involved. He cannot observe this complex 
objectively ••• for every word which he says about history 
he is saying at the same time something about himself ••• 
Our seeing of Jesus as a part of the history in which we 
have our be i ng •• , mt:.::;t be ill tt.e nature of a contir:uous 
di1.lngue ·.,i. h hisuOI.' ' , 

Dialogue d..)_;s no-:. corr.0 as a conc.lu:.>i.on, as a kind o:!' 
evalue..tior. of history aftGr one .~~a~ f irst l earned tl e 
objective f a c·.js. On the contre.ry '0h€ actual E.·ncoun",jt:::r 
with histor.r -vak.ef; place only in the dialogue. \ve dv 
not ::;tand o'...ltside hi:_;torical forces as neutral c bservers; 
only when we a.re :reai..y to listen to ;:,he demar.d whic~1 

history mu.kes on us do~ we unde:rstanc;, at all what history 
is about. nl 

Can th is view of hi3tory be regarded a5 objective? Bultmann 

maintains that it can, and he calls into question the commonly 

accepted criteria of objectivity, 

"This dialogue is no clever exercise of subjectivity on 
the observer's part, but a real i nterrogating of history, 
in the course of which the historian putsthis subjectivity 
of his in question and is ready to listen to history as 
an authority ••• Such an interrogation of history does not 
end in complete relativism ••• Precisely the contrary is 
true; whatever is relative to the observer- namely all 
the presuppositions which he brings with him out of his 
own epoch and training and his own individual position 
within them - must be given up, that history may actually 
speak. History, however, does not speak when a man stops 
his ears, that is , when he assumes neutrality, but speaks 
only when he comes seeking answers to the questions which 
agitate him. Only by this attitude can we discover whether 
an objective element is really present in history and 
whether history has something to say to us. 

There is an approach to history which seeks by its method 
to achieve objectivity; that is, it sees history only in a 
perspective determined by the particular epoch or school 
to which the student belongs. It succeeds indeed, at its 
best, in escaping the subjectivity of the individual 
investigator, but still remains completely bound by the 2 
subjectivity of the method and is thus highly r elative". 

Bultmann's analysis of history is illuminating even if not 

wholly acceptable. The attempt to achieve a methodological 

objectivity by adopting some general criteria of historicity 

does appear to be somewhat arbitrary as he claims. For ex~~ple , 

the idea that an alleged historical event requires the corrobor<Lticn 

l R. Bultmann, Jesus and the Word , p.llf 
2 ibid 



of at 1 east two independent r~i ·;,;nessos before it may be tn.k.< .. 

as true is arbit.rc-.ry. What is -.:.he criterion of 'independe:d, 1 ? 

No two people witnessing the same event can be absolutely 

independent of each other. They have at least to be in a 

temporally and spacially similar circumstance, and they may 

ve~ likely be sharers of the same 'world view' • Thus the 

historians attempt to be objective is limited by a certain 

arbitrariness d~riv&G from the sub~ectivo element in the choice 

of criterion. lhE acceptw1ce of a criterion within a group or 

a scl'wol does howevE>r give them a -:ertain objectivity within 

their group. Since eveL tha 'seeing of a penny' has a necessar.y 

subjective elemen-v it is rkot surprising that historical decisior..s 

have a similar eL~ment. There is no way of deciding on the 

reality of the past. without taking some existential risk. Even 

the most carefully derived historical met.hod must contain some 

remnant of subj ectivity. The historian cannot escape from his 

interpretation of h1.sto~, so that he can stand overagainst it 

and declare "that is history, objective and independent of my 

interpretation of it". Thus to some degree at least Bul tmann 

is right in saying that b.istory must be existentially confronted~ ... 

If we could not entirely escape from subjectivity in the 

matter of 'seeing a penny' ·it is clear that we cannot escape 

from subjectivity of some degree in histo~, and the disparaging 

of various attitudes towards history because they involve this 

element is futile. At the same time it would seem to be necessa~ 

to recognise the importance of the objective facts and events. 

Bul tmann is not ver.y clear about what he means by objective 

or explicit on how he would relate objectivity to histor,y. 

Malevez' s study of Bul tmann has not led him to any certainty 

in this respect. All he·can assert is that Bultmann sometimes 

appears to be subjective in his exposition and sometimes objective. 

When Bultmann is interpreted objectively the object is qualified ~s 

that which can only be apprehended by faith.
1 

But Bultmann's 

understanding of f aith lacks corporateness and therefore objectivity. 

At first sj.ght Bultmann' s division of histor,y into historisch 

(an event or fact which took place on a certain date , which can 

be verified in our ordinary expe~ience with the aid ofthe 

historical method) and ge:>chichtlich (an event not necess ar ily 

l Malevez, op cit, p.67-68 
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connected with a <...ate , .md not provable b) 1 hist orical ovi t .< .1ce ' ) 

appears t o be unaccepta::>le. 
1 

We wonder how an event \vh.!. ch has 

no place in time , and which cannot be shown to have taken place 

can have any connection with history. In Bul tmann the 

geschichtlich significance of an event depends on its existential 

effect on those who are confronted with is, independently of 

whether or not it can be historically verified. Is Bultmann cheat ing 

when he claims .:n t J:-. i s ar.alysi.5 that ft.i th rests or~ histor~,r and 

obj ectivity rather than psychol ogy and subjectivity? Can an ovent 

be said to be hi storical and th··.ls objective when it is sie,ni ficant 

only ~o separate indi viduals? 

Bultmann' s distinct i on b etween historisch and ges chicnt l ich 

emerges clearly as ve see it appl ied to the event of the Cross. 

It is an historisch event, he says, and can be understood by an 

historian when i t is viewed si.nply as the fact of the crucif ixion 

of J esus. But in t he Christian message this 'historicity ' has 

assumed 'cosmic dimensions' expressed in. mythological representations 

that 'objectivize' in a manner unacceptable to Bultmann. These 

representations include the idea of the crucifixion of the pre­

existent Incarnate Son of God, the victim whose blood expiates 

our sins making vicarious satisfaction for the world. These and 

similar myths or symbols Bultmann wishes to reject for they speak 

in terms whi ch he regards as no longer meaningful or understood. 

Faith should express something entirely different from this 

mythical conception. The Cross means, not only remission of 

punishment but liberation from sin and victory over its power. 

He claims that if t he meaning of the Cross is divested of this 

mythical form i ts true character will emerge more clearly. He 

suggests that the mythological representations were originally 

employed to help the readers or hearers of the Word to understand 

the significance and the geschichtlich implication of the Cross. 

The Cross has the value of a geschichtlich event, that is, it 

affects the whole of humanity in relation to God for it achieves 

the 'li berating judgment' on men. 

It is appar ent t hat Bult mann regards t he mythical r epresen­

t ation as archa i c , and t hu s the need f or de-mythologi s ing arises. 

The new f ormulations which he envisages will not be mythol cgi cal, 

but that does not mean that t tey cease to be geschichtli ch~ or 

l The de::.cr iptior.s and f oll owing di scu&si on are dr awn f r or:1 Malcvez, 
op cit, p .73f 



Lh1~:L ;,he;v now become 1:.. t.~n1 stc.t ,'ments <!.bout historic~l _v ~_·nt5. 

Not only are the New Testament representations a~chaic 

but they also 'objectivize ' in a manner unacceptable to 

Bultrna.nn. Does the demyihologised 'Christ-event' avoid tras 

objectivization? We find Bultmann confusing at this point for 

he tries to discr0dj_ t t hese obj ectivi satior .. s and substi tut .? an 

exist·"'ntial enc:"J:lt •.;r with the ;·:o-r-6., but ir. other contex""~ he 

cl aims that the <!ia:. ogue w. th t i story is 'no mere subjecvivity'. 

When Bul tmann .::;ays that t he Cross achieves a liberati.1g 

judgment he does :10t . mean that Christ has earned our salv~~tion 

by his death , f or he rej ects the idea of vicarious satisfaction 

as mythological. 

"The judgmen'0 of God upon us is an act of God, which, 
considereQ : rom the point of view of its divine principle, 
is in sorr.e way outside of time ; the Cross accomplishes 
judgment i n t ·:1is sense, that it gives it its temporal 
expression; on the historic Cross of Christ God manifests 
t he condemnation which he has passed upon all men; · it is 
there that he makes known to us our personal conditi on as 
sinners, .• To sum up: the Cross of Christ is rather a 
statement of fact than something ' done' , 111 

In Bultmann's conception this 'st atement of fact' i s prolonged 

by God himself , all through our hi story. To do this the act of God, 

after having erected the Cross of Christ in history, through t he 

apostles creates t he keEYgma. By means of the apostolic ke!Ygma 

from that moment the judgment is always present and always 

contemporary. Thus an eternal act of God, in the act of preaching 

becomes an act which is always temporal, and a truely geschichtlich 

event, since it accompanies us throughout the 'course of ·histor,y and 

continually summons us to obedience in the duties and claims of 
2 

the present moment. The judgment has to be appropriated by us 

by faith, for the historisch event of J esus ' crucifixion does not 

reveal any s ign of its transcendence and that is why it escapes 

the speculative impersonal consideration of the historian; he 

cannot grasp the geschichtlich significance . It is in the 

confession of faith alone that the authentic liberation is 
. 3 

reached. 

1 Malevez, op cit , p.75 
2 ibid 
3 ibid , p .76 
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"The end of history has not to be pushed back into a 
state of the world to come; it realises itself from 
today, in the encounter; the end is already present, 
the age of the escha.ton has begun". 

We make three observations on this analysis of Bultmann's. 

Firstly, the confession of faith in Jesus as Lord has significance 

only when it is made within a community ~1ich shares the experience 

it seeks to convey. If 'authentic liberation' is only private 

existential encounter and not shares in a community there 'is. no 

point in making a confession. It will only be a noise from which 

those who hear us make it may try to deduce some indication of our 

changed psychological state. The Church plays an essential part 

in confession. This role is not fully recognised by Bultmann and 

many other Protestant theologians. 1 

Secondly, a remark on the 'realised eschatology• to Which 

Bultmann here subscribes and which is favoured by many theologians: 

Eschatology which is only a transliteration of the Greek for 

'doctrine of t he last things' is often invested with undue •mystery' 

and thrown like a blanket over all the New Testament promises of 

the Kingdom. Eschatology may be 'realised' as parts of Scripture 

seem to suggest but it is only a partial realisation. The Gospel 

is not mad~ more acceptable to man by divesting it of its promised 

rewards. 

Finally, without the continuing care of the Church there 

could be no guarantee that the keEYgma will survive. Essentially 

it is not our preaching but the apostle~s' preaching, deriving 

from their common experience of Jesus life and death, his 

appearance to them after the resurrection and the outpouring 

of his Spirit upon them when "they were all together in one 
2 

place". The gift of the Holy Spirit is imparted through baptism 

or through the laying on of the apostle's hands. Thus if in our 

present preaching the kergymatic Word is conveyed it is because 

we preach from message of the apostles preserved by the Church 

in the Holy Scriptures and because we are guided by the Holy 

Spirit given to those who are incorporated into Christ. 

1 Where the Church does ~ppear in Bultmann 1 s theology it is conceived in a 
vague eschatological sense unrelated to the common use of the word and 
the historic Church . "The community (tiOI-l\'=cr~•J is an eschatological 
conception, and when it is described in terms of the 'Body of Christ•, ••• 
it is a geschichtlich phenomenan, in this sense , it is accomplished within 
(divine) history." (cf, Malevez, op cit, p.l9) 

2 Acts 2:1 
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It is very difficult to see just how we can apply 

'objectivity' to Bultmann's understanding of the Cross. 

'Objectivizing' is rejected and yet the Cross or the kerygma 

somehow presents tte objective element accepted by faith. The 

content of the kerygma in its demythologised form cannot claim 

any traditional objectivizations. What then is the content of 

the Word? 

It has been suggested above that one of the common errors 

in theories of the atonement is the exclusive emphasis which is 

given to the Cross. This appeared in the teaching of Dale which 

we examined in Chapter One. Bultmann is guilty of the same 

error but he does not make it unconsciously. The resurrection 

is not overlooked, it is rejected as mythical. While he admits 

the historic reality of the crucifixion of Christ and builds 

his idea of geschichtlich significance of the Cross around it, 

the resurrection is treated in a different way, Demythologising 

involves the total rejectiou of the resurrection as an empirical 

event. Not only the New Testament setting, but the phenomenon 

of t he return of a dead man into this world is rejected. Barth 

has remarked that Bultmann thinks there is nothing to be said 

about the risen Christ, about his life after death, about the 

assurance of his victory over death which he brought to his 

disciples, about his fellowship with them before they were called 

to be the bearers of the message. The disciples did not really 

behold the glory of God in his Incarnate Word, risen and living 

before their eyes.1 In Bultmann's terms we cannot even s~ 
that the resurrection was a transcendent and not an empirical 

event, It forms no part of the 'saving event ' as elucidated 

by him rather the mythical story of the resurrection introduced 

into the keEYBffia i s seen as an attempt to assure its hearers of 

the victory which accompanies the acceptance of the judgment of 
2 

the Cross. Faith in the Cross and in the resurrection is for 

Bul tmann faith in the Word of the preachi ng. We cannot demand of 

it any credentials in the firm of this-worldly phenomena, not 

without resorting to mythology, He acknowledged that on his 

interpretation faith is saved from blind arbitrariness only 

because it answers our secret longings . 

1 ibid, p.83 
2 ibid, p.87 
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This attempt briefly to outline Bultmann's understanding 

of the Cross and resurrection and their relation to history and 

objectivity certainl y fails to do justice to all the intricacies 

of his thought. However it is not on the basis of intricacies 

that we criticise him, but on the broad issue that his attempt 

to demythologise and avnid the scandal of unnecessary confusion 

in order to present the necessary scandal of the Cross demanding 

decision, has failed. He presents us, not with the Word demanding 

our decision, but with a Word based and yet not based on the 

crucifixion of Jesus, a Word to confront us objectively yet 

devoid of any objective or intelligible content. Bultmann has 

rejected the criterion of authority in his method of presenting 

the Word, and seeing that intelligibility is his only remaining 

criterion our criticism must be particularly damaging. 

Malevez, rightly observes: 

"As a typical Protestant theologian Bultmann assigns to 
preaching an outstandingly soteriological role, which 
is far more important than that of the sacraments, of 
whic!h he simply says in passing, and rather vaguely, 
that in these also , in some way or another, the 
eschatological presence is realised. nl 

Going back to Bultmann's exegetical article on faith2, we 

find one of his rare references to the sacraments, in this 

instance baptism. In attempting to guard against the psychological 
l 

interpretation of what he has to say about faith he points out .that, 

"Faith is exhibited by Paul as historical, and not a 
psychological possibility. According to Paul the 
salvation effected in history is made real for the 
believer not in religious experience, but in the 
baptism performed on him." 

He refers us to Galatians 3:27-29: 

"For as many of you as were baptised into Christ have 
put on Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, there 
is neither slave nor free, there is neither male nor 
female; for you are all one in Christ Jesus. And if 
you are Christ's ' then you are Abraham's offspring, 
heirs according to promise." 

It is remarkable that Bultmann can call upon st. Paul in support 

of his exegesis and yet give so little emphasis to what Paul 

has to say. The confrontation of the Word may be suitably called 

1 ibid, p.89 
2 Bultmann, Kittel: Bible Key Words: Faith, p.87 
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a religious expE!rience, but it is clearly distinct from baptism. 

We shall illustrate wj.th one dilemma in which this error lands 

Protestant theology. 

As we have seen the reality of faith is described by 

Bultmann as an encounter with the Word. Where infant baptism 

is practised the ke!Ygmatic confrontation of the children does 

not precede the performance of the sacrament. This is possible 

only in denominations or sects where 'believers' baptism' is 

practised. Assuming that we have other good reasons for maintaining 

the practice of infant baptism, we cannot associate faith 

exclusively with a conscious response to the kerygma, not unless 

we reduce baptism to something less than the sacramental initiation 

of the child into Christ's Church. The dilemma is particularly 

acute in a subjective theology of atonement. We need to relate 

subject to object in our doctrine of atonement in such a way as 

to allow the sacrament to have its full s ignificance, even where 

the baptism is performed on infants. 

We have criticised Bultmann's lack of objectivity in 

expounding on the 'Christ-event'. We have tried to show how this 

error is linked with the placing of almost exclusive emphasis on 

the Word , at the cost of an adequate consideration of the Church 

and the sacraments. We have found his division of history into 

geschichtlich and historisch unconvincing and yet this analysis 

leads us into the recognition of a common and equivocal use of 

'historical' • 

4 . Histo!Y and Reality 

'Historical' is often used in two different senses and the 

failure to see this is partly r esponsible for the difficulties 

which the nineteenth century historical criticism of the New 

Testament has given Protestant theologians . It must be recognised 1 

that history can only provide us with a measure of probability ' 

It is impossible l that an event has occurred in a particular way. 

to l~ down any fixed criterion by which we may ascertain that a 

past event , or the description we give of it, is absolutely true 

and accurate. Even when we confine ourselves to the barest 

outline of an event and claim factuality for it we are taking some 

measure of r isk, however small. The more detail we attempt to 

give the greater becomes the probability of error. Some events 

l 
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are well attested UJ1d some not . An attempt to set down some 

standard of attestation proves to be extremely difficult. 

We can never escape from a certain arbitrariness in deciding 

whether an alleged event is historical or not. There is no 

distinct point on a scale of probability above which we can 

claim factuality without involving risk and decision. There 

is not even a clear scale of probability. The historian is 

equipped with only a very broad concept of what is likely to 

be acceptable evidence fo:r himself and for his contemporaries. 

He has to examine the evidence that he can find and on the 

basis of this make a reasonable claim.
1 

Strictly, history, 

or rather an historian, (for on this analysis there can be no 

absolutely fixed store of history) can only examine the 

evidence and then make a claim about it in general terms, 

for example: 'Event A probably happened at a certain time'; 

or 
1
It is unlikely that A happened'; or 1A might have 

\ 
happened. Yet , we often claim that events in fact happened. 

As historians we are allowed a small leeway. If we claim 

too much we become suspect as historians, but for practical 

reasons it is often necessary to take a risk and make a 

claim which goes beyond the available historical evidence. 

It must be understood that we are not then necessarily going 

contrary to history but beyond the limits of the usefulness 

of the discipline. 

Events of the past determine our attitudes and reactions 

in the present and future. Knowing what m~- have happened 

then determines our expectation of what may happen ~ or in 

the future. We assume that there is some connection between 

past reality and present reality, and we have to make a 

decision on what the past reality was. For this reason we 

have to assume that certain events happened in fact, and 

when we act upon them we commit ourselves to them . Although 

history provides us with only a probability we often have to 

behave as though we were certain. This is genuine behaviour 

and the 'as though' should not be understood to imply a tongue­

in-cheek attitude or anything like it. The dialectic of 

1 M. ~we, Law, Reason and Religion, a thesis presented to the 
Faculty of Divinity of Rhodes University, 1964, provides a 
useful discussion of 'reasonableness ' in law, and illustrates 
its close similarity to the evidence on which faith is based. 
cf. p.79f 
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doubt and certainty in faith is apparent when we behave as 

though we are certain, The as though is meaningful and the 

certainty is genuine. 

The past is often a factor when we have to choose one 

line of action rather than another, or one attitude rather 

than another. Our choice involves commitment and risk and 

this includes commitment to what we believe of the past. 

We make an existential decisim, in the true sense of the 

phrase. We decide what is reality and act upon it. This 

sort of decision and risk applies to eve~ existential claim. 

Certainly the size of the risk varies greatly and often it 

is so small that we are not usually aware that we are taking 
•t l 
). . 

All historical statements of any significance imply 

this risk, and generally the chance taken is far greater 

than in our example of 'seeing a penny'. In the Christian 

faith, often characterised as a historical religion, and 

based on events of nearly 2,000 years ago, commitment involves 

a great deal of risk, and the acceptance of this risk is a 

part of what is meant by faith. 2 We conclude that histo~ 
has both a historisch and a geschichtlich aspect, but the 

two cannot be separated as Bul tmann has tried to do. Histo~ 

alw~s involves a factual claim and these factual claims are 

made (when they are not trivial) for practical reasons. We 

base our attitudes, actions, and decisions on them. The 

practical and existential risk is taken in order to bring us 

into contact with what for us is reality. When Bul tmann 

separates the historisch from the geschichtlich he is assuming 

that reality (the histor1cal facts) is independent of the 

existential (geschichtlich) aspect; whereas the existential 

risk that we take is an attempt to bring us into contact with 

reality, the reality which consists of both the events and 

1 p.86f above 

2 Kierkegaard has placed great emphasis on the existential risk. 
He talks of it in terms of a 'leap' from reason to the passionate 
grasping of the paradox of the Incarnation. The medium of this 
'leap' is faith. In relating personal faith to the Christ-event 
he speaks of an infinite passion of subjectivity hanging on for 
very life to an objective uncertainty. Kierkegaard's quarrel 
with the Danish Church and his personal reserve may well have 
prevented him from giving expression to the corporate aspect 
of faith. In this respect he shares the common weakness of many 
Protestant theologians, including Bultmann. 
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the significance that is claimed for them. Events do not 

consist only in men being born and dying but also in what 

they did, what they taught and what they said, and the 

effect they had on those with whom they came in contact. 

All this is the concern of histo~. 

But history has limitations which must be recognised. 

We have seen th~;.t it can only present us with probabilities 

which we have t o turn into significant fact by risk and 

decision. There is another limitation which is not so 

readily recognised. It is the limitation which we over­

look when we dismiss an alleged event as non-factual on 

the grounds that there is insufficient evidence for it. 

Correctly we should not dismiss any event unless we have 

sufficient evidence that it did not happen in fact (but 

we must, of course, be careful nat to argue from silence). 

Bultmann maintains that the Christ-event has geschichtlich 

significance, but it is only loosely related to the events 

of Jesus. When, as in 'historical criticism', events are 

dismissed as non-factual simply on the basis of a lack of 

evidence, the factual basis of Christianity appears to be 

in grave danger, and this is the motive behind Bultmann's 

separation of geschichtlich from historisch. We have tried 

to show that factuality is reached not only by historical 

examination, but by botl.1 historical probability and 

existential decision, working together in the same direction. 

Where the historical evidence is weak the existential risk 

mus t be greater. Yet the risk must be taken where a decision 

about events greatly influences our lives. 

Bultmann has shown that in the specifically Christian 

usage of the New Testament n~t.~.J t:,(~ 'XP'fflV .,"Lrovv '· 
consisted in "recognising Jesus as Lord and at the same time 

accepting (that is, 'believing to be true') the miracle of 

the resurrection."
1 

1 Bult mann, Ki ttel; Bible Key Words: Faith, p.70 
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How·ever, some modern Protestant theologians, including 

Bultmann, · appear to be reluctant to accept the reality of the 

resurrection. They have consciously or unconsciously assumed 

that the absence of non-Christian historical verification 

1 proves 1 that it was not a factual event. They have failed 

to discern that this circumstance really only implies that 

the event cannot be supported by 'independent' (that is, 

non-Christian) witnesses. That there should be no independent 

witness is not surprising, for the experience inevitably led 
1 

to committal and confession of Jesus' lordship. 

The evidence of interested paxties is commonly assumed 

to be suspect and this assumption is partly responsible for 

hesi tation in accepting the Christian witness to the fact of 

the resurrection. It overlooks an important difference 

between the nature of Christian witness and, say, the witness 

of a man in court, or a second-hand car salesman. In court 

or in second-hand car sales the testimony commits another 

without committing the witness or salesman. The Christian 

witness is one who is himself committed. As one who also 

takes the risk into which he attempts to persuade his hearers, 

he is more likely to present reality than a used-car salesman. 

The witness of the Apostles and the early Church in the 

scriptures should therefore not be minimised on account of 

t heir committal to "Faith in Christ Jesus". 

5. Tillich and the'Reality of the Christ' 

In dealing with the reality, of Jesus as the Christ, Tillich 

points to tbe importance of recognition and committal in establishing 

the 'Christian event'. He writes: 

"Jesus as the Christ is both a historical fact and a subject 
of believing reception. One cannot speak of the truth 
about the event on which Christianity is based without 
asserting both sides. rt2 

He speculates on the consequences of a breakdown in the continuity 

of tlte believing reception of the Christ: 

"If Christ is not the Christ without those who receive him 
as the Christ, what would it mean for the validity of 
this message if the continuity of the church as the group 
which receives him as the Christ were interrupted or 
destroyed? 113 

I 

l John 2q:29 
2 Tillich, · §ystematic Theology, Vol.2, p.ll3 
3 ibid, p.ll4 
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He att eopts co answer "this ·question by recognising that clt':."US 

is the Christ for us, and suggesting that in another historical 

continuwn or in another vorld (supposing that the earth is not 

the only populated heavenly body) there may be other Christs. 

Tillich's transcending of our world is made more of a reality 

by the possibility of world-wide conflagration, but this issue 

need not concern us here. What is important for our point of 

view is Tillich's recognition that the reality of what he calls 

the 'Christian event' depends not only on bare fact but also on 

our reception of the fact. We would prefer to draw the fact and 

its reception rather closer than Tillich does, recognising that 

reality and fact while they must stand overagainst us have no 

meaning except in relation to subjects for whom they are 

real i ties. While Tillich claims that Jesus as the Christ is 

both historic f act and the subject of believing reception, we 

would prefer to say that there is no historic factuality without 

believing reception, and that Tillich' s division follows a 

popul ar mi sconception. There are no bar e facts. Factuality is 

1. !;) ·1-.y ,:ifferent subjects. It has its objective 

na t,:r ·a :. .. • ~ Tesult ~'!!. t h,.. cor""·~l a.tion of th~ exper i ence. of 

-lif.fertJnt subj~:?cts . Whil(. .,,., ms.y d.iscus .-, the i.d.~5 ..,.._ fad•oo.l.ity 

iu '. 1~ '-tbstra~;;, in ·(hi:; !D;JX.· u· allowing i t. t o ·va~ ' • ii;}l t.n'; 

it ;r . • b" .t?;:..l't: · .f· ~· 1;1-o 3l!l>i~~t i: ; •t ;>.t-l o, f'JlU lX(>VP:t.;rin,.; a;ut~ 

hea e. ·H.s-tin-::.t.lJ different qualit y t o dreaming for 'YY.ample , 

'J:'i.1._. s :L t'~ P r;0'"t of qualit·~' •rh ich DaYid Hume f ound in hi~ ~MW1 

.,.,, 
\ ' ~ '· {_• l't·! ~. ').-f + "''?.' f~ontGmr0rt: '.. J {!h:rJ.flti:< , I flY. -fQ0.6 ~ f:;-on1 di r ect, 

·> i .l ct·;_fl y.: j l I t: •' J\T t;'W Reinp 1.n. (r.""~~, .. , Ch:n .~ 

~~ ·------~~---

s-xc-2 ,_;., of 1-17,'9 lJe"· Being in Jesus • .... nrist on t h.('>s e whv t:Z .. >r-~ct by i t , 
.')"· ·-: &n.•,'letl ~,o . ,<:rcom·" t.h~;;;r st :~.te of s :·rc . .ngt'i•lic~!t 
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"(The contemporary Christian) is asked to jump over the 
millennia to the years 'l to 30' and to subject himself 
to the event upon which Christianity is based. But this 
jump is an illusion because the very fact that he is a 
Christian and that he calls Jesus the Christ is based on. 
the continuity through history of the power of the New 
Being. No anti-Catholic bias should prevent Protestant 
theologJ.ans from ac~owledging this fact." l 

While recognising the New Being "as appearing in a personal life", 

he points out that it has "a spatial breadth in the corrununi ty of 

the New Being •.• 

The appearance of the Christ in an individual person pre­
supposes the community out of which he came and the 
community which he creates." 2 

We can agree with Tillich on this description of the Church, 

prefigured in the Old Testament and creat~d through the life, 

death, resurrection, and glorification of Jesus Christ and by the 

outpouring of his Spirit on the community of his disciples. What 

1s difficult to discover is his motive for the title New Being. 

As a description of the Church in its New Testament conception 

'New Being' has its value, but Tillich appears to want to hide 

the true nature of the Church behind this title which he has 

coined. It may be that he hopes by this device of terminology 

to overcome the Protestant bias against recognising the Church 

as the community in which the atonement is effectively realised, 

or it may be that he entertains no hope that "Church" can be 

rescued from its commonly understood application to the buildings 

in which Christians worship or the denominations into which they 

have divided themselves. 

In dealing with the 'Christian event' itself Tillich concentrates 

on the Cross and resurrection. The crucifixion of Jesus is recogni :~ed 

as a historically attested fact which has taken on great symbolic 

meaning for the believer. Contrarily, the resurrection is r egarded· 

as first a symbol and then a fact. Tillich recognises in the 

resurrection claims of the Scriptures, a familiar myth "which plays 

a major role in some mystery cults". He attempts to discover the 

nature of the fact which the resurrection symbol seeks to convey. 

The Scriptural description of the resurrection he regards as a 

rationalisation of the event interpreting it in physical categories. 

Spiritualistic and psychological attempts to describe the reality 

l Tillich, op cit , p.l56 
2 ibid 
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of the event are also dismissed, Finally, he suggests that the 

reality of the resurrection may be discovered in the negativity 

which is overcome in it. 'This is the overcoming of the 

"disappearance of him whose being was the New Being. 

It is the overcoming of his disappearance from present 
experience and his consequent transition into the past 
except for the limits of memo~··· In an ecstatic 
experience the concrete picture of Jesus of Nazareth 
became indissolubly united with the reality of the New 
Being. He is present whenever the New Being is present. 
But this presence does not have the character of a 
revived body, it has the character of a Spiritual 
presence." 1 

Tillich suggests that this may be called the' 'resuscitation 1 theory 

of the resurrection and claims that it keeps nearer to the oldest 

source in the New Testament (I Corinthians 15) that the physical 

theo~ in the Gospels. This claim is based on an overemphasis 

of the time factor in the comparatively short period between the 

writing of the Pauline letters and the synoptic Gospels. It is 

true that Paul has no references to the empty tomb, but it is a 

matter of opinion whether his references are more concomitant 

with the Gospels or with Tillich's resuscitation idea. 

Although Tillich talks in terms of an historical examination 

unprejudiced either by faith or science we must suspect that the 

difficulties vhj ch he and other Protestant theologians have in 

accepting the reality of the Christian event are based on an 

overriding emphasis given to scientific thinking. The modern 

success of science has prejudiced our thinking in other fields. 

Science suggests by induction that men do not rise from the dead. 

But if the Christ-event is unique we should not expect science or 

the inductive method to help us in theology. This is often over-
' 

look~d. Kierkegaard has emphasised the uniqueness of the 

Incarnation. The uniqueness of Christ's resurrection, as the 

earnest of all who ,.n.n·be raised in him, may be proclaimed in 

similar fashion . 

**************** 

We conclude our dis cussion on the relation of the subjective 

element of faith to the objective events of Christ Jesus, by 

suggesting that when the resurrection is given its rightful role 

in atonement doctrine, and the ascension and pentecost are also 
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allowed t o play their full part in theology, the establishment 

of the Church will be seen to be one of the centr al achievements 

of t he Christ- event . On a purely historical level this is 

clearly the case - t he Church began with Jesus ' ministr,y and 

that of his disciples. We have examined and cri ticised the 

opinions of Bultmann and Tillich on t he r elation between subject 

and object. We have attempted to emphasise the reality of the 

resurrection alongside the reality of the Cross. We must 

recognise that the ascension poses difficulties, not historical, 

but scientific , of an even more serious nature than the 

resurrection. Whereas arguments based on the whereabouts of 

the mol ecules of Jesus' body are facile as an attempt to discount 

the resurrection, the ascension into a heaven which is not 'up 

there ' must be understood symbolically or paraboli cally. 

However, the first task of Christianity is not to 'explain' 

the reality of the Chri st-event to scientific thinking, but to 

proclaim the reality of the Gospel of reconciliation ,.,hich is 

shar ed by all those who are 'in Christ'; those who have been 

baptised into his Body, who partake of his bo~ and blood in 

the thanksgiving and sacrifice of communion, who seek his will 

in the Word , and who are guided by his Holy Spirit. 

We have dealt mainly with the ' subjective' element of the 

atonement and have found that its meaningfulness was derived 

from its relation to the objective 'Christ-event' mediated in 

the faith of the Church and that the significance of the event 

includes the establishment of the Church as the medium through 

which atonement ordinarily becomes effective . 

Recent studies of the images of ' sacrifice ' 1 'ransom' and 

' Christus Victor' confirm these conclusions. The sacrificial 

figure was distorted by the mediaeval idea of the Mass, and 

Anselm's rationalisation placed the emphasis on individuality. 

Reformation reaction against the institutionalisation of the 

Church propagated the emphasis on personal religion. Modern 

rationalisations of substitution result in illustrations which 

reduce itto a psychological l evel, and exemplarist theology 

flourishes at the popular l evel . But studies such as those of 
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Yerks
1 

and the article on \f."'-.q-,.\~'o"' in Kittel's Theological 

Lexicon of the New Testament show the communal aspect of the 

sacrificial rites of Israel from which the New Testament images 

are drawn. The aspect of eommunity in t he Church is thus 

re-emphasised. 

In a similar fashion the picture of Christ's conquest needs 

to be rescued from the rationalisations of the scriptural image~ 

as found, f or example, in Origen. A reinterpretation of the 

scriptural references to principalities and powers in terms of the 

communal and social pressures which bind the individual is found 

in Tillich's conception of Freedom and Destiny, and i n Caird's 

lectures on 'Principalities and Powers'. Aul~n favours the 

Christus Victor idea as a description of the atonement. In Christus 

Victor he emphasises the imagery of the Christus Victor scheme as 

opposed to the rationalisation of sacrifice and substitution. His 

concept of temporary dualism is enlightening but what he describes 

in Christus Victor is virtually a three-sided contest. God, 

Satan, and man are involved. Ironically man is least involved 

and atonement seems to be a metaphysical war between God and 

Satan, with man as an almost inanimate prize. In The Faith of 

the Christian Church, Aul~n seems to r ecognise that the temporary 

dualism is between God and man; more especially man in community 

(cf. Tillich's concept of demonic, also estrangement). The 

victo~ is achieved by the establishment of a new community in 

which the dualism is overcome. Tillich has referred to the 

community as the New Being. We prefer to relate it more closely 
t 

to the Church. The Church continues the fight in which Christ 

was victorious. It is the victory of Christ which makes her 

confident of her ultimate success despite the apparent enormity 

of the odds in confronting the world, and in the fifth column 

which has riddled the h~storic Church. It is this fifth column 

which prompts us to try to conceive the Church as an eschatological 

ekklesia. The conception itself is acceptable but we cannot 

divorce it from the Churc~ in the world, for it is here that the 

battle must be continuallj joined. 

i R.K. Yerks, Sacrifice in Greek and Roman Religions and in Judaism 
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