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KND ¥.D. MAVRICE. By Zillah Amne Warren.

In the introductory section the key concepts of judgement
and salvation are outlined, and the problems of holding together
these two apparently mutually exclusive functions are noted.

" Both salvation and judgement are traditional and fundamental

features of Christian theology, and the resultant paradox is

codified in the creeds of the Church. Basically, the dilemma is
found to have a biblical foundation, and is traced back to the -
different soteriological views which are evident in the New
Testament, in particular to the fusion of traditional Jewish
eschatology with the concept of the saviour-god.
T The individual approaches of Thomas Erskine of Linlathen,
John McLeod Campbell and F.D. Maurice to the question of salvation
are then described, attention being directed towards their
treatmenf of the work of atonement and the eschatological element

in soteriology. The systems which they advanced are subsequently

evaluated with respect to the degree of success which they achieved
in combining the judgemental and salvific aspects of the restoration
of man's relationship with God, and the way in which they attempted

to present a cohesive understanding of the whole soteriological
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process. Particular difficulties with either their methodology or
the internal consistency of their theories are analysed in terms

of the effect they have on the resultant strength of the systems

devised.

In conclusion, the problems involved in combining the datum
of man's continuing moral accountability with the concept of salvific
action by God are recognized and traced to the conflicting biblical

evidence. The-attempt to relate the various soteriological views of
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the New Testament is held to be unproductive for the resolution of

the problem, and the alternative method of identifying and
t re-interpreting the main assertions which underlie the contradictory
t systems is preferred as a more hopeful means of resolving the
paradox. Erskine, Uamﬁbell and Maurice are shown to have made use of
this method in ordér to deal with the difficulties which are implicit
in the doctrines on which they were working, and the extent to which
it enabled them to overcome the problems and clarify the issues
involved in the Christian view of salvation is assessed.
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CONCEPTS OF JUDGEMENT AND SALVATION

Religions which hold a belief in God as a perfect moral
being who is involved with the life of his creation are bound to
have an awareness of man's moral accountability to God, and to
believe that all man's actions have an abiding significance for
his relationship with God. Often such religions are also aware of
the question of the imperfectibility of human life, and this poses
a problem in the light of what they hold about the fact that man is
answerable to God for the way in.which he lives. On the one hand .
there is the idea of a righteous God who makes moral demands on
his subjects, and on the other hand there is man, who seems to be
incapable, at least by his own efforts, of becoming righteous.

This is the dilemma of any morally heightened religion,
and much depends on what is understood to be true of the character
of God in the resolution of this problem. If God is held to be a
God of love, one who wishes to be in a relationship of love with
men, then it is possible to put forward the view that he will take
the initiative in restoring the relationship which has been marred
by sin, and that man's accountability to God for his wrongdoing
will be set within the context of God's saving activity on his
behalf. In this case there would exist a tension between man's
responsibility before God, and God's saving initiative. The fact
that man has moral responsibility implies that he will be subject
to some kind of assessment to decide what use he has made of it,
yet the presence of God's activity to save man suggests that it

is on the action taken on his behalf that his salvation rests.
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It is difficult, therefore, to see how there can be a place for
judgement in a scheme which aims to resolve the dilemma of a
morally heightened religion by introducing the concept of salvific
action taken by God.

Christianity is a religion in which this paradox is exem-
plified. The 0ld Testament background, with its concept of the
covenant relationship between creator and people, testif}es to the
fact that man is answerable to God for the way in which he lives,
and makes it clear that the choices a man makes directly affect
his relationship with God. This is carried through to the New
Testament, where it is joined by the proclamation that God has
restored the relationship impaired by sin through the work of Christ.,
'The barrier of sin is understood to have been removed, yet the
threat of judgement is still a reality, and can be seen to be firmly
established within Christian tradition. It is difficult to hold
together the idea of complete salvation in Christ with that of a
future reckoning, unless this judgement is to have no more import-
ance than that of a merely declaratory act vindicating the suffic-
iency of the work of Christ. If, however, any action taken by God
in the matter of our salvation is provisional, then there might be
a case for suggesting that man would retain his responsibility,
even though the action taken in the process of his reconciliation
with God was not entirely his own. Even though man may be pardoned
for sins he has committed, he does not automatically at the same
time lose his desire for sin, and so he is not fully at one with God.
Using the terms of present justification and future judgement,

M. Goguel outlined mén's position in this way: 'Si le chrétien

justifié est devenu: spirituel, ce n'est pas encore totalement.
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I1 continue & vivre dans la chair et & subir sa pression qui le
pousse au péché. I1 n'est pas devenu incapable de pécher. Il n'a
regu que les gages de 1'Esprit et d'une maniére telle que s'il
manque de vigilance il retombera dans la vie de la chair'.1

Yet it must be noted that if man continues to bear the weight
of his own responsibility, anything that Christ can be said to have
done on his behalf must be strictly limited and relative,
If salvation has only been partially won, the question arises as to
Qhether it can be said to have been won at all in any real sense,
for it is difficul® to evaluate the effect of a partial act of
salvation on man's relationship with God.

The idea of judgement, in both its present and eschatological
aspects, is central to the Christian tradition, as it is bound to
be in a religion whicn lays so much emphasis on the nature of man's
accountability to God, and yet there is also to be found in Christian
teaching a great deal of stress on the fact of present justification
through Christ. Theories have been advanced to try to explain the
work of Christ, but for the most part these have failed to take into
account the element of judgement when considering their doctrine of
the Cross, and in general it seems to be the case that the idea of
judgement has not been related to Christ's saving work, in spite of
the fact that it is intrinSic to any framework of salvation put
forward within the cantext of a religion that recognizes moral
accountability to God. That both the work of atonement and also that

of judgement have a distinctive and established place in any scheme

1. M. Goguel, 'Le caractére du salut dans la théologie paulienne'
in The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology,
ed. W.D. Davies and D. Daube, Cambridge, C.U.P., 1956, p.327.
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of salvation must be condeded if justice is to be done to the twin
elements of man's helpless alienation from God and also his moral
accountability to God. Theories which lay emphasis on one of these
and fail to see the relevance of the other have disregarded
important facts of man's relationship with God, and as doctrines of
salva?ion they are deficient and imbalanced.

Much depends on the. understanding of the concepts of judgement
and saiyation in any given system of doctrine, especially with regard
to the way in whicb:thgy rela?e to each other and affect each other's
woer and it is proposed to take the opportunity in this brief
intrdductory section of the thesis to present the key concepts.

Both salvation and judgement are capable of being understood in
widely differiﬁg ways. For example, there is the question of what
exactly it is man is to be saved frém._Somé have taken salvation to
mean the cancelliné of the punishment justly due to sin, so that man
no longer has to péy the penalty of his wfongdoing. Others have
objected to this because it appears to be too superficial a view of
salvation, which bears little relation to the real néture of moral
accountability, which has to do with man's responsibility for his
damaged nature, and not simply answerable for the cost of the damage.
If salvation is to be understood more in terms of the restoration of
man's relationship with Goq, it is not sufficient to say that he has
to'pay the pfiqg of disobedience. To take the view that the mere fact
of the cancellation of any punishment due will of itself reunite men
with God is to misrepresent the basic problem of man's alienation
from God. Salvation must, in order to recreate the ideal relationship,
realign man's will with that of God, and this is something which goes

beyond any threat of punishment.




-5 -

Another issue which needs to be considered is the question of
whether salvation is something towards which man progresses until he
achieves it (or alternatively, it is achieved for him) and after
which point there is no further room for development, or whether it
is rather a process within which man progresses. On the one hand it
can be seen as a state of being beyond or within which there is no
pqssiﬁility of change, and on the other it appears as something
which of its very nature brings about change. Against the former
concept ;t can be argued that it makes salvation a status which has
little to do wifﬁlthe developmental nature of man's relationship with
God. A relationship is not primarily a status, although it is true to
say that it may involve status, and salvation should be considered
in relation to the quality of the union between God and man rather

than in connection with any resultant status this confers. Also,

‘since any relationship is an ongoing, dynamic thing, this rather

precludes any notion of salvation 5eing a static concept.
Relatiéﬁships by nature are not static. There is closeness and
distance within every relétibnship between persons, and if God is to
be regarded as personal, this will-also apply to the Pnion between
him and man. Even thoqgh a given relationship may be established and
stable, it will certainly undergo changes, however subtle, as it
deepehs and progresses, Or even'grows less in intensity. Growing into
\God, the process of being saved, may be a preferable way in which to
look at the question of salvation to those methods which do not take
sufficient notice of the relational context in which the operation
is conducted.

Another aspect of the problem of salvation that should be

alluded to at this point is the time at which man is understood to be
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reunited with God. Man can be thought to realize his redemption at
any given point in his existence, and some have argued that this
occurs during the course of his physicai life, whereas others have
“taken the view that he can be reunited with God at any period of

his entire existence, be this here in this world or beyond physical
death. Traditionally it has been thought that the condition of man's
egrthly_;ifg determines the copdition of his relationshib with God

" after death, apd that salvation is something that must be entered
into wit@in F?e boundg of earth;y exis;ence or not at all, since there
will be no oppor?gg%tyngftgr_dgath for any new response to God.

The parable ;f Dives and Laﬁarus has been used to illustrate the fact
tha$ there is no chance of re-establishing a relationship with God -
after death if this has not already béen achieved during one's
earthly existence, and life after death is seen to be largely
determined by the way in which one has accepted Christ here and now.
Werner Elert, who takes this view, expresses it thus: 'Death
finalizes the difference between earthly existencies. Beyond this
boundary there is no longer a possibility for subsequent corrections.
As you die, thus you remain. In other words, phyéical death is God's
act of judgement inasmuch as it pins us down irrevocably to the
acﬁievements of our earthly life'.2 D.Z. Phillips echoes. this point
of view thus: 'The will of the dead cannot be changed; it is fixed
and unchanginé; Here, the predicates are eternal predicates. When a

man dies, what he is, the state of his soul, is fixed forever.

2. Werner Elert, The Last Things, S% Louis and London: Concordia,
1974, p.17. Excerpted and translated from the orlglnal .German
Der Christliche Glaube, Hamburg, 1956.
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There are no acts of voli£ion, no developments, among the dead.
For the be%iever, his eternal destiny at death is determined by his
relationship to God'.3 To revert to Elert's.contribution, the reason
why he does not al;ow for the possibility of any cpange after death
is because he refuses to consider'theifeasibility ?f any intermediate
state after physical death in which éne might be cieansed of sins
committed innfhis:iifé. He takes the view that éuch a state would
havg to be a bridgé bgtweeﬁ time and eternity, and makes the point
that the intermediaﬁe state could not have a time-scale of its own
because physical death seals off time, and argues that neither can it
belong in the sphere of eternity, since an eternal intermediate state
is a contradiction in terms. Elert clearly.thinks that change in a
context of eternity is impossible, and this is why he has to forego
an intermediate state for the development of man's relationship with
God. This is open to question, as is also his presupposition that
salvation is a fixed point at which one arrives, and beyond which
one cammot go, since if it were true that spiritual development was
an iﬂtrinsic part of salvatioh,.inseparable from it, then we should
have to think not so much.in tefms of an inteimediate state in which
this might. take place as of a growth and development that would be
co-extensive with our relationship with God.

Clearly, such a concept introduces problems of its own.
If we wish to take the view that a relationship with God is an
ongoing, dynamic thing which cannot occur in a context in which
there is no opportunity of change, we need to ask whether it is

possible for this kind of relationship to take place in an

3. D.Z. Phillips, Death and Immortality, Londons: Macmillan, 1970, p.57.
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environment which is timeless, as life after death is held to be.
The question before us is whether time is vital for a developing
relationship, and whether its absence neéessarily implies that a
relationship will stay at the same stage for eﬁéf. It is difficult
to see how chanée could be observed or measured if there were not
the presence.of time to help in this. If, however, change is not
limited to environments subject to time, or if life after death
does after all have a time-scale of its own, then there aré\possib-
ilities for spiritual development to take piace after death, and the
restoration of man's relationship with God may be open to him as
much .-after death as before it. I.T. Ramsey drew attention to thé
difficulties involved in this sphere, and gquotes the comments of
Prqfessor Kneale on the subject:s 'I can attach no meaning to the
word "life" unless I am allowed to suppose that what has life acts.
No doubt the word "acts"™ may itself be taken in a wide sense.
Perhaps it is not essential to the notion of life that a living
being should .produce changes in the physical world. But life must
at least involve some incidents in time, and if, like Boethius,-

we -suppose the life in question to be intelligent, then it must
involve also awareness of the passage of time., To act.purposefully
is to act with thought of what will come about after the beginning

4

of the action'.’ Ramsey points out that Kneale would therefore
have to .conclude that 'timelessness.! and 'life' are two incompatible
notions, and remarks that the more we try to remove the temporal

reference from the concept of the eternal, the more we drain the

4. W.C. Kneale, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, (1960-61)
P.99, cited by I.T. Ramsey in 'The Concept of the Eternal' in
The Christian Hope, S.P.C.K. Theological Collections No.13,
London:S.P.C.K., 1970, p.37.
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phrase 'eternal -life' of meaning. On this view, it would appear
that eternal life requires a time-scale of its own -if the word 'life’
is to have much meaning.

However, it has been noted that 'eternal' need not designate
'endless' or 'without limit of any kind'. Indeed it has been seen
. that if 'eternal life' means the kind of life which has no begimming
and.no end, then it would be an impossibility for us, since although
we might be able to enter into something which has. no end, there is
no way in which we can share something which has no begimning, since
we are finite beingg wiph a very definite point at which we come into
existence. It .should also_be noted that .to look into the question of
- eternal life in this way gives no indication of ;ts purpose, and as
a result such a means of defining eternal life is therefore defective.
Many have insisted instead that it should be seen in close connection
with the quality of man's relationship with God, whether this takes
place in this life or the next. The striving for eternal life could
be concerned with the transition from one quality of relationship
with God to a more intense form of that relationship, in which a
greater degree of harmony is achieved between God and man. These
comments must serve to introduce the issues involved in the concept
of eternal life. Later it will be shown how various schemes of
salvation deal with the different problems and how they explain the
stages in man's relationship with God.

When we turn.to the issue of moral accountability to God we
find that we encounter related proBlems.of understanding what iife
beyond physical death will involve. If man is to be justly held
.responsiblelfor his . relationship with God it needs to be established

beyond all reasonable doubt that the entity one becomes after physical
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death - assuming that one does indeed continue to exist at all -

is continuous with and identifiable as the person one was before
death. Unless it can be said thaﬁ there is continuity of personality,
there is no sense in which a being after death can be rightly held
responsible for the life he lived on this earth. It is necessary

to be aware of the fact that there are problems involved with
asserting that -this relationship continues through-death and beyond
in thg light_g? the difficulty in guaranieeing that man is, in some
sense, identica}'w;jh thg being who had a relationship with God in
the course of his earthly life. There is a related difficulty in
assuming that a being withoﬁt the physical capacity to sense and
respond to his envir&nment would still be aware of the state in
which he found himself after death, and would be capable of response.
Once again, this will be commented upon and developed later, but for
the présent it must suffice to outline the fact that there is a
problem involved. In addition, it must be said that in the above
exposition it has been rather taken for granted that man's salvation
is- worked out in the context of his . relationship with God - this
personal comnection is difficult to establish or justify, not least
because of the difficulty in establishing the personal nature of God.
This problem has not been overlooked, but it would not be altogether
helpful for the purposes of this thesis to debate the issﬁe at
length. It is intended in this study to examine the implicatidng

of the traditional features of Christian thought rqgardigé man';
. salvation; the datum of man's personal relationship with God is
accepted as perhaps'the most evidently fundamental basis for
Christian belief, and as the underlying assumption of many formulated

doctrines. It may be that Christian theology proceeds from an illusion,
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but this is beyond the scope of this thesis and deserves to bg\treated
as a separate issue, although its relevance for the whole concept of
soteriology is recognized, and the contingency of doctrines of
salvation in relation to this datum is clear.

To turn to the other concept related to the process of salvation, '
namely that of judgement, it will be found that, as with the notion
of eternal life, there are different elements involved, and that
there are several ways of understanding what judgement entails, both
for the one who does tbe judging, and also for the one who is judged.
To a Very,grgatfexfent,_what-one holds to be true of God's judgement
will stem f{q?_qufs:image of the character of God, since character
determines actions, and a being is bound to express facts about dts
basic nature through the way in which it acﬁs. It needs to be noted
that in speaking about any one of God's functions, claims.are
implicitly being made about his character at the same time. Perhaps
the first thing that one associates with judgement is not actually

. the act of judgement itself, or the activity of discriminating
between sets of evidence, but rather the consequence of that process
in the appointing of an appropriate sentence upon the action or
state of affairs one is called upon to judge. Judgement is generally
thought of in terms of either approval or condemnation, more
commonly the latter, and its primary function of discriminating .is
largely ignored,_all-the attention being focused on the act of
passing sentence, which is in fact the corollary of judgement rather
than the act of judgement itself. When this observation is applied
to the judgement of God it will.be seen that. what is of importance

is the act of evaluation with regard to the relationship which exists

between man and God. Any assigning of penalties is entirely secondary
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to this, and may not be the only appropriate response to the
discovery that the relationship has not been maintained by man.,
To assert that God must invapiably condemn man for his sin is to
presuppose much about God's character, and also to miss the point
that there might be other equally effective ways of dealing with
the fact of sin. For instance, judgement, with its function of
distinguishing between good and evil, could just as easily become
a tool for education as a weapon for condemnation. It could be a
useful instrument of clarification which.éould be used. to show
unambiguously just how things stood between God and individual men.
A related issue is the question of the stage at whoch any
judgement takes place. Judgement does not merely entail the thought.
of a final assessment that occurs beyond death. Since it is intrinsic
to the relational context it may be thought of as the continuous
accompaniment to .man's ongoing relationship with God. If, however,
judgement is.to be cast in the role of a final act that freezes
at a given point man's relationship with God and evaluates it before
assigning an appropriate sentence, then it is difficult to see how
such a process could be educative, or continuous with man's present
relationship with God. The fact that it is absolute implies that no
more acts of judgement follow it, and so it cannot be seen as a
.stage in man's spiritual development. It effectively marks the end
of development, and is therefore forced to declare the man under
judgement good or evil. There is no point for absolute judgement
in ascribing to man relative goodness-or sinfulness, since there is
no room for him to do anything to change the situation. Krister
Sténdahl is one who favours this view. He is of the opinion that:

'one of the aspects of.the eschatological crisis is exactly this -
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that now there is no grey, there is only black and white'.
He writes further that according to the New Testament.'one cannot

be more .or less Christian just as one cannqt be more or less holy
or more or 1ess_justifiedf One caﬁ be "bad- or good", but one cannot
be ﬁmore;or less". Here. one either is or isn't'.6 If, on the other -
hand, judgement:is felative, and is a means by which one's spiritual
progress is monitored, then.one's state might well be able to be
categorized as 'grey', as opposed to the 'black and white' of
absolufe sinfulness or goodness, and progress from one's state of
relative 'greyness' would be a possibility under this kind of
judgement.

, Allied to this is the question of whether there will be
degrees'in salvation to correspond with the possibility of degrees
in judgement. It may be that some will be involved in a closer.
relationship with God than others, and will be more 'saved' as a
result. This is not an uncommon view, and it is one which finds
biblical support. Stendahl, for instance, cites 1 Cor. 3 and
Mt. 5.17-20 in evidence for his view that to the New Testaments

| 1it is not an alien thought that there will be those who just
slip in, but there will be glorious heroces around'.7
The concept of salvation needs to be seen in its twin aspects
of the work of atonement and of judgement, but it does sometimes
happen that when. theories are advanced to explain how man is recon-

ciled to Ged, they take no account of the question of judgement

5. Krister Stendahl, 'Justification and the last Judgement',
in Iutheran World, 1961, Vol.8, p.2.

6. ibid.
7. ibid. p.6.
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either in its present or its eschatological form. If, as is the
case with some doctrines of the atonement the work of Christ is
seen as all sufficient, the status of judgement is reduced to a
declaratory act affirming the effectiveness of the Cross, and this
does not appear to give due recognition to the fact that it is an
establisﬁed feature of Christian tradition. It will be shown that
there is a paradox in holding together the work of Christ and the
question of man's continuing moral accountability, and ﬁhat this
difficulty can be tracgd back to the biblical evidence, so that
those theories which fail to reconcile these twin elements of
salvation are in fact only perpetuating what is fundamentally a
biblical dilemma. It may be that there need not be a clash of
interests between theories of the atonement and the implications
of the concept of judgement, bui in order for these two things

to be able to co-exist it may be vital that we adopt new forms of
thought about the process of salvation with regard to the questions
of how we are reconciled to God, the context in which this occurs,

and the fact of our moral accountability. The concepts of atonement,

. salvation, eternal life and judgement are inextricably linked, and

should so be, since they all pertain to our ongoing relationship
with God, but it may be that we shall have to give new content to
each of these ideas if we wish to see them werking together as a
cohesive understanding of what images man must entertain-when
thinking of thé process of being reunited with God.

It is proposed that we shall consider these issues mainly in
relation to the work of three theolégians of the nineteenth century
to‘see whether in their treatment of the work of Christ they

recognized the problem.of man's moral accountability in the
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established concept of judgement, and if so, how they dealt with it.
The biblical paradox mentioned above will be examined to see how

it can affect the production of a systematic doctrine of salvation,
and the concepts of eternal life and judgement will be analysed to
see if they can be given a different interpretation which would
allow for greater scope in the attempts to re-state the na#ure of the
process of salvation. The alternative systems put forward by Erskine,
Campbéll and ﬁaurice to try to avoid some of the difficuities
encquntered in.traditional statements of the fact of redemption

will subséquentlbié describéd, and the degree of success achieved

-

in resolving the probelms evaluated.



- 16 -

THE BIBLICAL DILEMMA

It would be a difficult task to present one cohesive doctrine
of atonement and eschatology which would cover all the differences
‘of butlook and emphasis which are found in the New Testament, but
Christian teaching, as formulated in the Creeds of the Church,
brings to light a paradox concerning.the subject of salvation.

On the one hand there is a statement of belief in a saviour~God who
by his death on the Cross makes possible the reconciliation of God
and men, and on tﬁé other hand there is evidence of a judgemerit
which is to apply to all men., This Christian belief in the judgement
of the dead constitutes a fundamental discrepancy relaiive to the
doctrine of salvation through the death of Christ.

The Nicene Creed states this paradox in an easily identifiable
form. It speaks of the Son of God who 'for our salvation came down
from heaven' and who 'shall come again with glory to judge both the
quick and the dead'.1 The Athanasian Creed also makes apparently
paradoxical statements of faith, referring to Christ as to one who
'suffered for our salvation', who 'shall come to judge the quick and
the dead', and at whose coming 'all men shall rise again with their
bodies: and shall give account for their own works'.2 After judgement,
'they that have done good shall go into life everlasting and they that
have done evil into everlasting fire'.3 In these statements, Christ
appears in two different and seemingly logically contradictory roles,
namely those of Saviour and Judge. Unless it can be seen that the

functions of being a saviour can be reconciled with those of a judge

1. The Nicene Creed, The Book of Common Prayer.
2. The Athanasian Creed, ibid.

3. Ibid.
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a tension is bound to be felt between the different areas-of ‘the
work of Christ, and the whole question of man's salvation is going
to be confused.

This paradox reflected in the Creeds of the Church is an
expression of a biblical dilemma, and it may be that this results
from the fusion of different views of eschatology, which'were
current at the time when the New Testament was being written and
compiled, and which are mutually exclusive because of their very
diversity. Whereas any one view of eschatology might be expected
to function consistently by itself, if it were joined on to another
system of thought which was not constructed on the same lines,
an uneasy synthesis would result, and the strength of the individual
eschatologies would be weakened by their having been combined.

The Jewish background to Christian doectrines of the last
things can be seen to have had a tremendous influence on the
formation of the Christian eschatology. From the early hopes of an
ideal ruler of Israel who would bring into existence a perfect
state of affairs within history, the eschatological expectations
developed into liopes for a world that would lie beyond history,

" discontinuous with the present wor;d-order. The inaugurator of this
extra-historical world would not be any human descendant of the house
of David, but rather the heavenly Son of Man, whose task it would

be to replace the existing order. The basic ideas of Jewish
apocalyptic writing were that there was to be a sudden catastrophic
end to the world as it was known, and that there would be a judge-
ment of all men, at-which the oppressors of the Jewish nation

would be punished, while the Jews themselves would be vindicated.,

It is difficult to determine how in the origins of Christ-
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ianity, the different strands of tradition were woven together,
but in the Pauline epistles, which are the earliest documents we
have, the problem of the eschatological paradox is already acute.
As will be shéwn, there is internal evidence to indicate that
there is a tension within Paul's own thought, let alone between
his doctrine of eschatology and those found in other writings of
the New Téstament. It is possible that Paul was being influenced
by other traditions, and that he was incorporating into his own
system other material which was foreign to it, and which was not
readily assimilated by the existing framework of thought or even
necessarily related to it. We are denied access to the original
teaching of Jesus, since the Gospels were written at a date
sufficiently removed from his death to allow for a mixture to form
of original Palestinian tradition and thought-forms from
contemporary Greek-speaking churches. It is therefore impossible
to get a direct knowledge of the earliest form of Christian
teaching and belief with regard to the doctrines of salvation and
the last things.

Where primitive tradition encapsulating the message of Jesus
is concerned, the Gospel of Mark may perhaps contribute something
to our knowledge of early eschatological thinking, since it is the
earliest of the Gospels, and as such relatively unaffected by
Hellenistic influence., It contains a record of Jesus' admonition
to the Jews to repent of their sins4in.view of the fact that the
fime is fulfilled and the kingdoﬁ'bf-God is at hand, and this is

very similar to the traditional statements of contemporary Jewish

4. Mk. 1.15.
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apocalypt;c writing. From the Gospel of Mark it would appear as p)
.%hpughiJesus was taking the familiar view of the approaching end

éﬁd the corresponding need to repent. By preaching on the need

for repentance, the view could be taken that Jesus was implicitly

implying that each man should prepare himself for membership of

the kingdom of God by upholding the covenant and keeping.the

commandments of the law,

Jesus was connected with the establishment of the kingdom
of God, as is shown by the question feported to have been, put to
him before his ascension: 'Lord, will you at this time réstore the

5

kingdom to Israel?'” which shows that his disciples associated

him with the vindication of the Jewish nation familiar to apoc-
alyptic literature. This expectation is fully expressed in Mt.25.31:
'But when the Son of Man shall come in his glory, and all the angels
with him, then shall he sit 6n the throne of his glory: and before
him shall be gathered all the nations'. This can be seen to
correspond closely to the usual vision of the judgement in other
apocalyptic writings, and notably that of II Esdras, written in

the first century A.D., which contains the following passage.

And the earth shall give up those who are asleep in
it, and the dust those who dwell silently in it; and
the chambers shall give up the souls which have been
committed to them. And the Most High shall be revealed
upon the seat of judgement, and compassion shall pass
away, and patience shall be withdrawn; but only judge-
ment shall remain, truth shall stand, and faithfulness
shall grow strong. And recompense shall follow, and the
reward shall be manifested; righteous deeds shall .
awake, and unrighteous deeds shall not sleep. Then the
pit of torment shall appear, and opposite it shall be

5. Acts 1.6.
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the place of rest; and the furnace of hell shall be
disclosed, and opposite it the paradise of delight.
Then the Most High will say to the nations that have
been raised from the dead, 'Look now, and understand
whom you have denied, whom you have not served, whose
commandments you have despised! Look on this side and
on that; here are delight and rest, and there are fire

"and torments!' Thus he will speak to them on the day
of judgement...(6)

The parallel between this and the Matthean version of Jesus' teaching
is clear, although in Matthew the nationalistic element is
missing, judgement being passed on individuals rather than on
countries. The process of gathering those to be judged and their
subsequent division into groups of righteous and unrighteous is,
however, present in both writings. In Matthew, the righteous are
promised the inheritance of a kingdom prepared for them from the

7

foundation of the world, whereas the fate of the unrighteous is
to 'go away into eternal punishment'.8 Judgement is to be made
accérding to the attitude of men to the followers of Jesus, so
that serviée or persecution of such a follower is regarded as
being the same as service or persecution of Jesus himself.
Man's eternal fate is to be decided on the treatment he imetes out
to diséiples of Jesus, and this is clearly parallel to the grounds
on which judgement was held to be made in apocalyptic literature,
where it is decided on man's attitude towards and his treatment
of the elect people of God.

The judgement is the point where ;an's eternal life is

determined, and it is irreversible, so that it is of vital

significance for man's salvation: 'The day of judgement is decisive

6. II Esdras 7.32-39.

7. Mt.25.34.
8. Mt.25.46.
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9

and displays to all the seal of truth'.” It is unable to be
affected by any outside influence such as prayer by others,

'for then every one shall bear his own righteousness and
unrighteousness',10 and it seals the eternal fate of those who
are judged:s 'Therefore no one will be able to have mercy on him
who has been condemned in the judgement, or to harm him who is
victorious'.11 The Matthean record of Jesus' teaching on the
subject of eternél judgement maintains the serioué note found in
apocalyptic writings in that judgément is taken to be irreversiblé
and determinative of man's eternal life, and as in Esdras, the
emphasis is on. what man himself does to fulfill the law of éod
rather than on an intervenient salvation. Blessedness is gained
thfough ﬁan's moral achievéments, while damnation is the result
of ignoring one's moeral responsibility to God..In Matthew at this
point nothing is said about anything being done on man's behalf
to save himj; responsibility is cast on the individual, and Christ
fulfills the function of a warning prophet.

Other instances can be found to support the view that the
fate of man at the Last Judgement depends on the way in which he
conducts his life here and now.rather than on the mediating work
of a saviour. One such example is the advice given in Mt.5.29,30
to dispense with the part of oneself that consistently causes one
to sin rather than risk damnation, and the general emphasis on
holiness of life which can be found throughout the gospel gives

additional support. to this view.12

9., II Esdras 7.104.

10, II“Bsdras 7.105.

11. II Esdras 7.45 (115).
12, Mt.5.19-203 7.21-23; 23,



A similar tradition is attested in Revelation, where the
familiar eschatological theme of apocalyptic writings recurs,
and there is evidence of a belief that.divine judgement will
vindicate and avenge the death of martyrs, who are depicted as..
iongihg for the punishment of those who persecuted them: 'I saw under
- the altar the souls of those who had.been slain for the word of God
and fqr the witness they had borne; they cried out with a loud
voice, "0 Soye?eign Lord, holy gnd true, how long before thou wilt
"Jjudge and avenge our b;god on thosg who dwell upon the earth?"'13
At the end of the world? the elect, who have been persecuted.for
their allegiance to God, will be separated from the rest of mankind
and will be rewarded.
This particular framework of thought illustrated from the
Gospel of Matthew and Revelation drew on the traditional Jewish
apocglyptic belief that Israel would be vindicated by God and that
those who threatened God's people would be subject to punishment.
In the early Christian tradition, which was in touch with its
Jewish background, Jesus was seen in this context. He was recorded
as announcing the imminent end of the world and the catastrophic
close of the age, with the corresponding neeed to repent and prove
oneself woérthy of admittance to blessedness. Clearly, his followers
thought that he would return to fulfil the Messianic role of
judgement,14 and they interpreted his teachings in the light of what
was already familiar to them from the expectations of traditional

eschatological belief. There seems to be sufficient evidence to

13, Rev.6.9,10; cf. Rev.6.17.
14. See Acts 1.6. '
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justify taking the view that this was indeed one way in which Jesus
. was understood.

There was another possible interpretation of eschatology
and the fate that .awaited man, and Paul's epistles reflect this
evaluation of the significance of Christ. Here as much attention

_is given to the importance of who Christ was and what he did on
behalf of men as to what he came to teach. Paul represented Christ
.as a sayiou;hng.who saved his followers by his own sacrificial
death upon the Cross. He made it clear that men could not'save
themselves b& fheir own merits, since they had none, or by their
own efforts, since nothing théey could do towards restoring their
broken relationship with God would be in the least adequate.
Paul's teaching was emphatic on the point that men could be saved
only through the death of Christ, and that their own moral
endeavour was significant only as a sign that man was indeed in a
state of grace. This conflicts with the teaching of Jewiéh
Christianity which maintained the outlook of more traditional
eschatology when evaluating the message of Christ. Paul most
certainly made it clear that there was every need for Christians
to live a holy life, since this signifies that they are filled

15

with the spipit of God, but at the same time he stressed the fact
that salvation could only come through Christ, since 'all have
sinned and fall short of the glory of God, they are justified by
his grace as a gift, through the redemption which is in Christ

Jesus, whom God put forward as an expiation, by his blood, to be

received by faith'.16

15. See Gal.5.22-23.
16. Rom.3.23-25,
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This tradition held that the Christian was in a real sense
incorporated in the risen Christ through his baptism, and that he
was living a life ;f blessedness and justification even though he
had not died. If man is able to enter into a relationship of grace
while still on this earth, the idea of a judgement after death
which might vindicate man and establish him in a relationship of
blessedness with God is rendered entirely unnecessary, yet Paul
makes references in the course of his writing to the fact of
. judgement after death, gnd_dées not appear to have recognized that
such references set up a tension when they are combined with a
soteriology that holds that the baptised Christian is already
incorporate in Christ.

After the Fall of Jerusalem in A.D. 70, Jewish Christianity
gradually ceased to be an influential force, and Hellenistic
Christianity, represented by the writings of Paul, became the
normative form.-of the faith. This meant that instead of casting its
eschatology in-the form of the traditional expectations known to
us through the apocalyptic writings, Christianity focused its hopes
of salvétion upon a saviour-God, and eternai blessedness was
vouchsafed to the disciples through Christ's sacrificial death.

It is with this tradition that %here is an uneasy tension between

the belief in Christ's salvific sacrificial death and the threat

of the Last Judgement. If the event of the Cross is taken to be that
which unites the followers with Christ and justifies them before God,
it will thereforg prgfempt the act of judgement, since it will make
available té disciples the right of communion with God and blessedness
which beforehand was only held to be the result of a favourable

verdict at the judgement. Yet a judgement after death cannot be seen
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to apply to those individuals for whom justification is claimed as
a present fact, even though it is clear from the biblical writings
that it is taken to so apply. Paul makes no exceptiéﬂs from tﬂe

coming judgement, and according to him it is to relate to all men,
irrespective of whether or not they are Christians. In some places

7 It is this

Paul specifically states that Christians will be judged.1
tradition that is behind the wording of tbe Cpegdsz in which both
the faqt_qf_salvation through the death of Christ and also the
witness to thg judgemgnj of all men are presented as articles of
belief. In the Creeds, as has been shown, these two things are
stated without any realization of the fact that they are, at least
apparently, mutﬁally exclusive, and potentially inconsistent.

The traditional Jewish eschatology did not meet this problem
because of the absence of the role of the saviour-God whose death
would replace the efforts of men for their salvation. Neither would
there have been such a problem if an eschatology with a saviour
figure had been understood to function without reference to any
kind of last judgement. It was when the familiar pattern of
salvation through judgement was used as a basis for a different
soteriology that the difficulties occurred. It was only natural
that the Christian system should have developed from within a
Jewish framework of apocalyptic expectation, but whereas the idea
of judgement was vital to the Jewish scheme to allow for the reward
of the rightous and the punishment of the wicked, its place in the
systems developed by Christianity is not easy to determine.

The resulting synthesis is necessarily confused because it aims te

~17. See Rom.14.10-12; 1Cor.11.32; 2Cor.5.10.
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maintain the idea of a sufficient salvation through the death of
its saviour, while still giving credance-to a judgement which is
believed to be of real significance for believer and non-believer
alike.

There iS'a related problem with the Christian view of
eschatology in the difficulty of coming to an understanding of the
condition of those who had éied in the interval Dbetween physical
death and the time of the last judgement. The situation is further
complicated by the fact that there is some scriptural evidence to
support the belief that an immediate judgement takes place at tpe
point of death itse}f. There is, for instance, the example of Jesus'
words to the penitent thief on the Cross that he would be with him
that very day in Paradise,18 which_ implies that the man wou;d pass
through judgement soon after death and that he would then be
admitted to Paradise. Also helping to establish this point is the
parable of Dives and lazarus, with its implication that the fortunes
of the two men were reversed as soon as they diedj9which again points
to an assessment of position and the passing of sentence at the
point of death. Luke's Gospel in particular, therefore, can be seen
to'giye some support to the belief in an immediate post-mortem

judgement. In 1336, the Papal bull Benedictus Deus endorsed the

doctrine of such a judgement, and it has been a feature of eschat-
ology aécepted by some schools of thought since then.

Althoqgh the idea of an immediate post-mortem judgement solves
the probléms related to the state .-of the dead while they are

awaiting the last judgement, it causes other difficulties in so far

. 18. Lk.23.43. - 3

19, Lk.16.22ff, :
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as it is hard to see how it could co-exist with the function of a
final judgement, since it would appear to make a second judgement
superfluous, except in a merely declaratory capacity, which might
in any case be deemed irrelevant. Yet given the witness both to the
immediate and also the final judgement, a way must be found in any
attempt. to set out a-Christian eschatology to give credance to them
both, so that they can be.incorporated into a system of thought
withoqt compromising each other's significance. Allied to this is
the need to recogni?e the problem that Whereas those who live holy
lives might.be prgpéred £o go straight to heaven, there are many
others whose liyeg_grg sgch_that they deserve neither outright
damngtion nor immediate sanctification. This naturally recalls

the issue of whether salvation is to depend entirely on the work of
Christ, or whether man's own efforts at.sénctification are to be an
important means by which the decision of judgemént is made.

This problem is circular, but notwithéfanding its difficulty, it is
one which i@ is helpful to recognize if efforts are to be made to
interpret Christian eschatology.

As with the issue of the uneasy synthesis made by the
conjunction of the doctrine of a saviour figure with the Jewish
framework of eschatology so also with the problem of an immediaté
BoétAmortem judgement conflicting with the position of a l;st
judgement, the @ifficulties arise out'of the bibliéal material
which is inconsistent when it comes to the statement of the nature
of salvation and the last things. In the Bible itsélf nd a£tempt is
ma&e to synthesise tﬂe different shades of thought, and the method
of letting apparently inconsistent. understandings of the scheme of

salvation co-egxist has been adopted also by those responsible for
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formulating the creeds of the Church. It is the task of those who
éim to interprei the biblical material and perhaps even attempt to
put together a system of Christian thought.reiating to the issués
of soteriology and eschatology to resolve the tensions of the
material on whiqh they wish to base their theories. This is not to
say that it Would be possible to unify all the divergent strands of
thought on this subject that can be fquﬁd in the New Testament,
but it must be a task for systematicltheology to examine- the
apparent ingonsistengies to see whether in fact the teaching on the
work.of Christ-and mag'; saivatiop does incline towards a different
di;ection from the -claims of eschatology.

Some have suggested that the difficulties can be resolved
if a clear distinétion is made between present justification and
fufuré judgement, in épite of the difficuliies involved in combining
these two concepts in a single system. Present judgement could be
understood in %uch a way that it meant that our earthly status is all
of God's grace, and that there is nothing we have to do t6 enable
ourselves to_dével&ﬁ a right relationship with God, since God-has
done all that is necessary through Christ. Man only needs to accept
in faith the’ prov1s1on already made. In our 1mmed1ate need we are
accepted by God through Christ aloné, but at the time of final
judgement we shéll have to prove by our conduct that our preseﬁf
Justification is more .than a legallfiction. Jeremias is one

-

theologian who supports this view, as is shown by the following:

Jesus had always clearly distinguished between present
and eschatological justification. In the present time
‘he mediates God's forgiveness and release from the
burden of guilt to returning sinners, to the lost and
despairing, to 'God's beggars' (Mt.5.3). On the other
hand, he promises God's justification at the Last
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Judgement to the company of disciples when they should
have been proved worthy by open confession of him
(Mt.10.32f.) and obedience (Mt.7.21,22f.), by readiness
to forgive (Mt.6.14f.) and merciful love (Mt.5.7) and
by endurance to the end; at the Last Judgement God will
look for living faith.(20)

This manoevre allows for justice to be.done both to the fact of the
work of Christ and also to man's necessary participation in the
ﬁrocessléf_his own éalvatioﬂ. It also allows Salvation to appear
in its trug 1igﬁ? as something more involved and costly than mere
legal jgg?ification. Such a mgthod is evident in Campbell's use of
the - concept of the 'day of grace' which exploits the distinction
betﬁeen present and future justification in an attempt to combine
the fact that Chris%'s work has opened up for man the possibility
of salvation with man's continuing moral accountability and the
reality of a future jﬁdgement. These are all important and
irreplaceable aspects éf man's relationship with God, and as such
demand to be incoféorated in some way or other in a system which
aims to represent the nature of salvation in both its present and
eschatological forms. As will be seen later on, the method of
distinguishing between present and future justification is of
great use in maintaining the importance of moral accountability
and judgement WithOut threatening the viability of the saving work
" of Christ.

As part of the survey of the difficulties found to be implicit
in the biblical writings with regard to the aﬁparently irrecon-
cilable treatment given to the Cross and the Last Judgement, it
might be helpful at this point to go on to consider the concepts

of justification and salvation as these are found in the New

20. J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus, London: S.C.M. 1954, p.144.
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Testament to see whether in their unapplied form they are capable
of being combined in a single system of thought without a
resultant btension.

Justification seems to be inextricably linked with a legal
framework of thought, and has to do with the acquittal of those
who have faith on the basis of God's action taken in the death and
resurrection_of Christ. This process is largely interpreted as
forensic because_of ﬁthQudgement which is executed on sin in the
person of Christ, who bears its burden. The Greek Bweno0oBox  does
have a forensic objectivity which camnot be reduced entirely to
terms of experience and of God putiing the simmer in a position to
respond to his demands and so become righteous, yet the act of
Justification ﬁust be seen to take place within the framework of
grace, even if justification implies very much more than the growth
of moral quality through good conduct. In contrast to the Pauline
use of the concept of justification, the Rabbinic tradition
postponed the act of judgement until the final judgement. Paﬁl used
§ukmwodoBan in the sense of an act of God which relates to man in the
p;esent; but as has been noted, he left undecided the question of
how this justification fits in with the function of a second
Judgement. It would seem from his writings that a man is only
finally pronounced righteous and legally acquitted when a favourable .
verdict has been declared on his life at the Last Judgement.

The concept of salvation is given varying interpretations
in the New Testament. In the Synoptic Gospels URWWP&‘ is a future

event denoting entry into the kingdom of God, yet it also has a

relevance to the present. This can be seen in the disciples' question:
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Kal TG Shverra c'we'?)va(', where o‘oei')vu.l refers to the preceding
e’lg 'c'?,v ﬁacn)\éwl 200 Beod €16eNBEV. Tt also has to do with being
delivered froﬁ the messianic distresses and entry into the messianic
kingdom, as is shown by Mk.13.3 and parallels: o & t‘)m}xe(vag &g 'té")ocﬁ’s’mq
owbfoETat  and Mk.13.20 and parallels:kal e bxoNdBuwcev xprog T Apepas,
&K av 20’591\ oo c&pg In Lk.13.23 & 6)\1)/0( ot owlppewr shows in the
angﬁgr_ﬁhg_copneqtion petyeen_dwgopou and entry into the kingdom of
God already noted in Mark. Lk.19.10 z‘keev TP o viog oo avBpismoo Snrhou Kal
O'Z)O‘ut_ '60 &:r_to%_w\&, offers an gxplana’.cidltl.wh:i_.ch_is related to the act
of finding a}lngq ﬁo_i# 1k.15.4-6,8f.,24,32, where to be lost is
equivalent to_dgaﬁhy_agd to pg saved is to be given life. The saving
and finding is conceived of as taking place in the present: LE.19.9
G’v’]pepov 6“"”]9{“ 20 o"u«e ooty Eyéve'co. It is an activity that plainly
has referepce to the present, and is something which men can
appreﬁend in this life.

In the Pauline writings cégw and.aznnpax are strictly
limitéd to the relation between man and God, so that when Paul wishes
to réfe£ to deliverance from other situations or dangers he uses a
different word, most commonly éoéwml.lt is clear fromxfhis body of
writing that the object of salvation is the whole man. As in the
Synoptics, salvation is primarily an eschatological term.
For example, in Rom.5.9f.Siksuwbfve and mu)hyﬁvm are carefully
distinguished from the future um&@mc&w by the use of the word Wv
and the aorist participle. Other examples which support this
assumption are 1Cor.5.5 {wx to TVEDUR, Wﬁﬁ N 1:-?1 ﬁpﬁ:p&;\ Tov m).oiou
and 1Cor.3.15 abvog B CwdMoews, ovtog & g bux mopbg, but it is made
especially clear in Rom.13.11 én«'rcepov ﬁpﬁv :]Gu-c'qp't.a ?;' &ts Emcuécupzv.

Other references which can be seen to use salvation in this way
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would inclﬁde Phil.1.28; 2.12; 1Thess.5.8f.; 2Thess.2.13. It can be
deduced from some passages, however, that salvation does extend

into the present, so it is by no means an exclusively eschatological
term., The present use of O'U'C_‘"p{.ot can be seén in 1Cor.15.2 (‘CB eﬁuwéuov) &
00 wal c{)sao-ee' and in 2Cor.6.2 1800 W npéps cmqp'wg.ln Rom.8.24,
alfhough the esphatological content of the word is plain, yet in

?Eg use of the aorist EcﬁQmwv Paul may be understoéd to be looking
back to_thg_salvation which_has fundamentally come into being with
the reception of the Gospel.

Paul develops his copcept of.salvation along two lines,

one negative and the othér positive. In its ﬁegative éense,
salvation is.seen in relation to avoidanée of the coming wrath of
God. upon sin, and evidence can be found to show that this was

indeed part of Paul's thinking. Passages such as Rom.5.9, 1Cor.3.15,
5¢H a#d 1Thess.5.9f. can 5e cited as represehtative of this view.

In iﬁs positive aspect, Paul associated salvation with men taking

on something of a Christ-like glory. In Rom.5.9f., he could not

have differentiated the awaited_salvation from an accomplished
justification if he had not thought thai;cuﬂnp&x did have a positive
éontent. In the same way that justification and salvation are
-distinguished in Rom.5.9, so also in Rom.8.30 Paul ﬁakes a
distinction between justification and glorification. This passage
ghows that he intends the positive aspect of salvation to be understood
as being related to the process. of being glorified, and conformed
to.the image of the Son of God. Rom.8.29 makes the same point: 6w oig
RPOEYVW, Karl TpadspLaEy ouppbppovs g eimdrog Wb Yiod abiod and in 8.24

it ié stated that méﬁ's hope lies in the promised redemption of

his body, while in Phil.3.20f. this is made especially clear:




- 33 -
Zorﬁpu dnendexopedo Koprov ,'1\0'0?)\[ Xpt,o"t&, o¢ P.etaoxq,,«ut'w‘a o Qe
s TATEWVDOEWG. NV c‘épyoﬁov ™ o'é’w.u ™ 80Eng avTod.

Basically it can be seen that salvation is restricted to
man's relationship with God, and has to do with the restoration of
that relationship through the act of removing the guilt of sin
and the barrier of sin itself. Seep negafively it ‘has to do wifh
deliye?§p99 from_the wrath to come, whereas in its positive aspect
it is concg?géq_with the attainment of giory and thé transformation
of one's”naﬁure. Both these aspects appear in va;ying proportions
in the different New Testament writings and are attested throughout.
Justification is_;e}a#ed ﬁo thg concept of salvation but is
distinguished from it,“the idea pf Judicial acquittal being clearly
differentiated from.the glorification which is involved in
salvation, but both these concepts'form part of all New Testament
eschatology.

It appears from this thgt it is justifiable to expound the
concept of salvation in terms of man's transformation into the
creature he was intended to be, and that salvation entails
something very much more than legal justification, however
important that may be deemed to be as a necessary preliminary for
?be.process of glgrificétion. We have seen that the term salvation
is concerned with the quality of man's relationship with God,
and thig_is central to the issue of man's eternal relation to God.
Jugtifigation appears to be ‘caused by a mixture of divine initiative
and human response, the reality of which is to be tested or proved
at the Last Judgement - it has only a provisional nature, and

should not be confused with the deveiopment of man's sanctificatioh
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and glorification, which alone constituteslsalﬁation. It is as
though justification puts man in a position from which he mgy be
saved. It does nét of itself automatically effect salvatioﬁ.
There appears to be considerable scope for understanding the concepts
of justification and salvafion so that they do not necessarily
undgrmine one another's function. It may not be the case that
belief’in a judgement of the deéd invéiidates-the notion of
justificat;oﬂ through faith in Christ, but muich depends on the way
in-which-ﬁalygtiqp is understood. Nevertheless, this is a problem
which often passes gnnoticed when atfempts are beiﬁg ﬁade to
interpret'the work of Chriét and outline an expreésion of Christianity's
view of salvation. Since the process of atonement is bound up with
man's sin and has an eternal reference to man's relationship with
God, it is ipextricably linked with the eschatological dimension
qf salvation, and muét be seen in relation to life after death
. and the point at which there will be a final evaluation of the
relationship. There appears to be a better chance than is at first
'apparept to interpret the concepts involved in atonement and
gschatology in such a way that they do not conflict with each other,
and this is a positive édvantage for the work of reconciling two
seemingly divergent doctrines. It provédes.a possible basis from
ﬁhich a cohesive soferiology may bé formulated.

As will be showﬁ in the following sections, the theological
systems devised by Erskine, Cémpbell and Maurice make use of the
possibility of vérying interpretations of given concepts to enable
their theories to work. It must be said in advance that they show
no awareness of the problem of aligning the potentially divergent

interests of soteriology and eschatology, and it may be the case
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thaﬁ.they formed their theories without reference to the -need to
reconcile the atoning work of Christ with the function of judgement,
but even if this is so, in effect their systems achiéve a useful
synthesis of the separate elements in which there is a latent
fendency tq be incompatible. In the following sections, the approaches
of Erskine, Campbell and Maurice to the question of salvatien will

bg dé?ribed! énd the effectiveness of their work in relation to the

d%fficulties already seen to be apparent in this area of doctrine

will be critically appraised.
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THOMAS ERSKINE OF LINLATHEN

Thomas Erskine of Linlathen (1788 - 1870) spearheaded the
movement of the breach with Calvinism over the issue of the
doctrine of the fatherhood of God, which was later to be associated
also with John McLeod Campbell, F.D. Maurice and F.W. Robertson
among others. Erskine's place in the development of thought in
the nineteenth century should not be under-estimated; his influence .
was far-reaching, and although he did not directly challenge the
traditional theology of his church, the result of his work was to
bring about a re-interpretation of the current orthodox doctrine,
especially with regard to the doctrine of the atonement.

Otto Pfleiderer claimed for Erskine and Campbell that theirs
was the most significant theological writing of the period in
Britain,1 and Storr's impression of Erskine's contribution was
equally positive. He saw Erskine as the foremost figﬁre in the
theological awakening which took place in Scotland between the
years 1820 and 1830, and took the view that he had directly
influenced the course of theological development in the early part
of the nineteenth century.2
| In close contact with both Carlyle and F.D. Maurice, Erskine's
work had a marked effect in particular upon the formation of the

latter's opinions, and Maurice more than once acknowledged his

1. 0. Pfleiderer, The Development of Theology in Germany since Kant
and its Progress in Great Britain since 1825, lLondon: Swan
Sonnenschein and Co., 1890, p.382.

2. V.F. Storr, English Theology in the Nineteenth Century,

London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1913, p.353.
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debt to Erskine. He wrote that-he had found Erskine's book,

'The.Brazen Sernent, published in 1831, helpful in establishing

what a true gospel for humanity should be, and how it should be seen

3

to rest more upon the love of God than on the sinfulness of man.

.He dedicated his 6wn work, The Prophets and Kings of the 0ld Testament,

to Erskine, and in a letter which accompanied the gift of the book

he wrp@e: 'T wished to tell others how much I believe they, as well

as I, qwe_to your books; how they seem to me to mark a crisis in

the theological movement of this time'.4
As will be éhown, Erskine was to insist that dogmas should be

transmuted into something which is important for the soul as well

- as the intellect. Pfleiderer's view was that his work, and also

that of Campbell, had-transformed the doctrine of salvation from a

matter of 'forensic externality into ethical inwardness and a truth

of direct religious experience',5 and this estimate is supported

by Tulloch, who saw Erskine as 'an apostle of the "Christian

. "6 . .
consciousness"', who led the movement of reaction against mere

formal orthodoxy. Of Erskine he said this:

Erskine's religion was all heart. He did not understand
religion without the living fire of faith and love and
obedience animating it all through. It must be a light

in his reason, a guide in his conscience - a life within

his life - a spiritual power glowing in-his whole conduct.
This was 'internal evidence' - the revelation of Love to
love, of Life to life - of God to man, raising him to

Divine communion and reflecting upon the Divine likeness. (7)

« F. Maurice, The Life of Frederick Denison Maurice, London:
Macmillan and Co., 1884, 2 vols, 2nd. edition, Vol.I, pp.108, 121.
Ibid. Vol.II, p.150.

0. Pfleiderer, op.cit. p.382.

Jo Tulloch, Movements of Religious Thought in Britain during the
Nineteenth .Century, London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1885, p.138.
T+ Ibid.. p.139. '

ONU1 P~ N
.
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"It is not.easy to determine what factors had influerced Erskine

in the development of such aﬁ attitude, Pfleiderer's opinion was
that he had based his theology on his own study of the Bi:ble,8

but other elements must have prompted his thinking and have had

an effect on the way in which he chose to interpret the biblical
message. His reaction against the stark understanding of salvation
by orthodgx Calvinism, which took a forensic view of the work of
Christ, and.lgoked upon the atonement as a penal settlement of
-man's guilt befgre God, may have been strengthened, if not init-
iated, by his cggtgct yith other writers in whose work-there are
similar tendenciesf ?Ea;ly in his career, for example, he was in
touch- with John Gamboid, and wrote an introductory essay for a
collection of his works, in which- he spoke well of the simple
faith of the Moravians, and showed that he was aware of their
experiential theology. Rowell suggested that he may also have -been
éffected by Gerard Nbe1,1o with whom he travelled on the Continent,
and of whose thinking he had a good -knowledge through aguaintance
with his sermons.'11 These sermons are characterized by the same
sense of ethical inwardness that will be shown to be a prominent
feature of Erskine's work. The following passage on salvation

illustrates this tendency in Noel's writing:

Men often account 'salvation' to be a mere deliverance
from the penalties of the law - the shutting of the gate
of hell; whereas salvation is a -complex term, comprising

8. 0. Pfleiderer, op.cit. p.382.

9. J. Gambold, The Works of the Rev., John Gambold, with an
introdudtory essay by Thomas Erskine, Glasgow: Chalmers and

" Collins, 2nd. edition, Preface, p.xx, 1823.

10. G+ Rowell, Hell and the Victorians, Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1974, pp.70,71.

11. W. Hanna (ed.) The Letters of Thomas Erskine, Edinburgh: David
Douglas, 1877, 2 vols, Vol.I, pp.49,53.
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deliverance from the multiplied effects of sin, of which
the most disastrous are to.be found in the sensual and
earthly passions of the heart; and hence, the .conversion
of the heart, the return of the affections to God, is in
very truth, salvation. (12)

Noel claimed that the happiness of heaven was the conformity of the
mind to qu, not a reward conferred on the elect through the merits
of Christ,.and that. sanctification was therefqre a necessary element
in salygtion. As will be seen, Erskine himself was to insist upon
the necesgity_of both justification and a}so sanctification for
salvation, and jt may be that Noel influenced him in this direction.

Erskine was also affected by the writings of William Law,

.of whose work'Thé Sfi?it of ?rayer and The Spirit.of Love he wrote
févourably in 1827 saying that although their doctrine was not the
gospel, they could profitably be read. He was later to develop a
theology which tended towards universalism, and this was already a
feature of Law's.thought.13 Although Erskine never stated a doctrine
of universal restoration with dogmatic certainty, he accepted it as
an implicit part of his understanding of eschatology. It can be- seen
to underlie his conception of the purpose of life, and is vital to
his theory of spiritual education which he thought to extend-beyond
physical death.

This method of looking at man's relationship with God in
terms of spiritual education has been traced back to John Foster,14

a General Baptist minister, who was a confessed Calvinist, but who

came to believe that it was a mistake to dwell on the torments of

12. Cited by Rowell, op.cit. pp.70,7%; G.T. Noel, Family Sermons,
'The Return of the Affections to God' 1827 edition, p.9.

13. See A.K. Walker, William Law, His Life and Work, London, 1973, p.222.

14. See H.H. Williams, unpublished Ph.D. thesis 'The Religious Teaching
‘of Thomas Erskine of Linlathen; its Sources, Nature and Influence',
Leeds, 1951.
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hell, and that this led only to the further disheartening of those
already in despai%:about their chances of being acceptable to God.15
Foster wroté that £he picture of an infinite being demanding ever-
lasting punishment for those who offended him ought to be offset

by the. realization that even for beings who supposedly continue to
sin in hell, eternal punishment would be unjust, since it would

mean awarding an infinite penalty for a finite sin, which would be

disproportionate.16 Foster also tended towards a belief in univer-

-salism, holding that scripture-indicated that there were degrees

of-punishmenﬁ, anq so'allowed for a principle of discrimination,
which might also-point to a punishment of limited duration.

If it is true that Erskine was influenced by such view-
points as thgse, it is not surprising that he can be seen to have
developed doctrines of the work of Christ and of eternal life
that reflected the realization that salvation was a deeper and more
inwardly demanding matter than the forensic penal theory allowed.
He rejected the theory of penal substitution, and was noted for his
oppoéition to any such understanding of the atonement. Bishop Ewing
wrote of him that 'the notion to which Erskine took emphatic excep-
tion was that-the sufferings and death of Christ were presented
as an offering to Man's Creator and Judge, in virtue of which He
was either induced or enabled to bestow His favour and forgiveness

17

on at least a section of the human family'. ' Erskine disliked the

forensic system because it rested on what he regarded to be a

15. See J.E. Ryland (ed.) The Life and Correspondence of John Foster,

- London: George Bell and Sons, 1882 edition, Vol.I, pp.100,137.

16, ibid. Vol.II, pp.232-244. '

17. A.J. Ross, Memoir of Alexander Ewing, London: Daldy, Isbister
and Co., 1877, P.T4.
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mistaken understanding of the purpose of creation. His criticism
was. that such a theory 'sﬁpposes that God made men that He may
afterwards judge them; I believe that He judges them that He might
teach them, so that His judgements are instructions. I believe that
God created man that He might instruct him into a conformity with
His.own character, and so make him a partner of His own life, the
gternal_life which is His will. or character'.18 Creation held
within its purpose the hope that man would be at one with God in
his-intent%qns and will, not merely united with him through a legal
Jjustification of his position which had no reference to a éorres—
ponding growth in holiness.

Erskine also criticised the penal theory because in his view
it had developed from-a misguided conception of.salvation. He was
alarmed gt the general tenor of religious teaching on the topic in
Scotland, which suggested that salvation was the remission of
punishment for gin instead of being, as Erskine held it to be, rescue
from sin-itself. Of the forensic theories he said: 'This idea runs
through them all, that the object to be attained is a deliverance '
from penalties, and an‘assuranqe'of safety - and that the way of
a#taining it is- by believing or doing something'.19'He made the
point that those who looked at thé atonement’ in this way were
merely anxious to escape  from the penalties which God would impose,
and had no wish to draw near to God in true holiness of life, or to

maké sanctification a vital part of their justification.

18. Letters of Thomas Erskine, Vol.II, p.205.

-19. T, Ersklne, Extracts of lLetters to a (Aristian Friend by a Lady,
with an introductory essay by Thomas Erskine, Greenock:

R.B. Lusk, 1830, p.vii.
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For Erskine, such attempts to describe the process of reconciliation
between God and man did not go nearly far enough into the problem
~of alienation caused by sin, and he insisted that man needs to be
taken out of his sinfulness, not simply removed from the danger of

. having to pay for his guilt. 'Salvation', he wrote, 'is not
forgiveness qf siny it is not the remission of a penalty; it is not
a safety. No, it is the blessed and holy purpose of God's love
accomp}ished in the poor fallen creature's restoration to the divine
imagei.20 Acco;@ing tq Erskine, it is God's will to educate man into
righteousness.and hplipess? and this righteousness consists in man's
will receiving and édopting the will of God. True justice must go
beyond punishment to the restoration of real goodness, which is

more than the outward acceptance of a set of rules or the cancellation
of punishment. Even the work of God as judge is not fulfilled by the
viewpo%nt of the forensic theologians, who saw him as one who
determines a sentenhce for sin and organizes the means by which it
.is to be carried out. It is not trﬁe to;ggy.that Erskine minimized
the function of God as judge, and the apﬁalling sin of man; rather,
it might be said of him that he had a deep and far-reaching under-
standing of the way in which sin had ruiped man's relationship

with God, and that instead of undermining its significance, he
refuéed to settle for anything less than its eradication through
Justification and sanctification, while understanding judgement

to be the means by which man comes to know the depths to which he
has fallen, and the incentive for man to work %owards a life of

communion with God. God's aim, according to Erskine, is the

20, Letters of Thomas Erskine, Vol.I, p.295.
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deliverance of man from sin, ﬁot the carrying out of the principle
of fefribufion; the pardoning by God of sin does not fulfil its
purpose unless there is a change of character. So he wrote:

'A restoration to spiritual health, or conformity to the divine
character, is the ultimate object of God in His dealings with the
children of men'.21

Judgement, for Erskine, had to be re-cast in the mould of
spiritqal education, and had fo be séen against the background of
what he he;d_to be true of the fatherhood and love of God. The
whole iséue of man's moral accountability to God is examined not
in' terms of man.as culprit with God as the righteous -judge demanding
retribution, but rather in a context of fatherhood and sonship.
Even with their sinful nature, men are children of God, and are
called to live up to their vocation as such, God is a God of love,
righteousness and justice, but these attributes in him 'mean
exactly the same thing, namely, a desire to bring His whole moral
creation into a participation of His own character and His own
blessedness'.22 Only by realizing the life of sonship can men
truly understand their relationship with God and rightly approach

the issue of their moral accountability for sin,

It is impossible to have a true confidence in God whilst
we feel ourselves in a state of trial; we must necessarily
regard Him, not as a Father, but as a Judge, and we must
be occupied with the thought how we are to pass our
trial,..But when we have once realized the idea that we
are in the process of education, which God will carry on

21. T. Erskine, Introductory Essay to the Letters of Samuel
Rutherford, Glasgow, 1825, Preface,pp.xii, xiii.
22, Letters of Thomas Erskine, Vol,II, p.242.
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to its fulfilment, however long it may take, we feel
that the loving purpose of our Father is ever resting
on us, and that the events of life are not appointed
as testing us, whether we will choose God's will or
our own, but real lessons to train us into making

the right choice. If probation is our thought, then
forgiveness or receiving a favourable sentence is our
object; if education is our thought, then progress in
holiness is our object. If I believe myself in a
state of education, every event, even death itself,
becomes a manifestation of God's eternal purpose; on
the probation system, Christ appears as the deliverer
from a condemnation; on the education system he
appears as the deliverer from sin itself. (23)

This was something that McLeod Campbell was to develop in his
own later teaching, but the foundations of this way of thinking
lay with Erskine. The fatherhood and love of God precedes any
thought of the work of atonement. What Christ did upon the Cross
was not designed to placate an otherwise unloving or unmerciful
God, but to be the proof of the Father's love for his children,
and of his desire that they should be reconciled to him. Unless
man has the assurance that he is loved, he does not himself have
the freedom to love in return; his actions -are bound to be
tempered by a fear of punishment, and if he obeys God, it will
be because he wishes to avoid the consequences of disobedience
rather than because he truly wants to serve God and submit to his
ruling will: '"For a man cannot submit in his heart to God, until
he knows himself to be safe in God's, and he cannot know himself
to be safe in God's hands until he knows himself to be forgiven'.24
We were created to love God, not to live in obedienée through

terror of retributive justice, and Christ's mission makes this

purpese of God known to us,.

23. Letters of Thomas Erskine, Vol.II, p.185.
24. Extracts of_Letters to a Christian Friend by a Lady, Preface, p.xiv.
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What is God's purpose in giving us existence? The Christian
revelation is the discovery of this purpose. Its great
announcement is, that God is a Father, and that the purpose
of His love, through all his dealings with us, outward

and inward, is to train and educate us, as His children,
into a participation of His own character, and thus to make
us sharers in His own blessedness. (25)

Al11 God's dealings with us stem from his love towards us, and take
place within the framework of his own fatherliness towards us.

Given that the love of God is the motivating power behind
the work of reconciliatioﬁ, and that it ié not induced by that work
itself, Erskine went on to develop his own thoughts on the way in
which we come to God. Having taken away from the idea of judgement
the limiting and limitéd associations of the passing of sentence
and the corresponding occasion for retribution, it has been said of
Erskine that he dismissed the need for the Cross, but in his favour
it should be noted that he gave it a positive, if different function
in the process of reconciliation., In his view, as has been seen,
the love and fatherhood of God precede the action of Christ, but
what was achieved on the Cross was the vital manifestation in
human terms of what God willed to be done, and it was the means
chosen by the Father and willingly carried out by the Son of
bringing man back to his rightful place in his life of sonship,.

For Erskine, the Incarnation was a divine light, a sub-
stantial word from God. He understood by it that God had taken
flesh, and that this flesh was human nature in general: 'Jesus had
no human personality. He had the human nature under the personality
of the Son of God'.26 In taking human nature Christ had become the

head of the race, and as a consequence of this Erskine made the

25. Letters of Thomas Erskine, Vol.II, p.402.
26. T. Erskine, The Brazen Serpent, Edinburgh, 1831, 3rd. edition
published in 1879, p.53.
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following remarks:

In the history of the word made flesh, we have a concen-
trated history of God's actions towards our nature, our
flesh; and thus we have a standard by which we may at all
times measure the mind of God towards ourselves and every
individual of the nature. For that which the Divine nature
did to the human nature in Christ, was done to Him in
character of head and representative of the human nature;
and therefore is to be considered as indicating the mind
of God to every man. (27)

In Christ, the divine pardon of human sin is made clear, and this
is the light which the Incarnation sheds on human life, In Christ's
life and death we se:'a fofgiving love condemning sin - yet

bestowing blessing throﬁgh penal affliction, and life through

penal death',28

Erskine understood suffering to be necessary because the
nature which Christ assumed was a fallen one, and by his suffering

he condemned sin in the place in whiéh it had taken root.

He came into it as a new head, that He might take it
out of the fall, and redeem it from sin, and 1lift it
up to God; and this could be effected only through
sorrow and death, manifesting the character of God,
and the character of man's rebellion; manifesting
God's abhorrence to sin, and the full sympathy of the
new.Head of the nature in that abhorrence, and thus
eating out of the taint of the fall, and making
honourable way for the inpouring of the new life

into the rebellious body. Because thus only could
there be 'an open indication given of the holiness and
truth of God, against which the fall was an offence;
and thus only could it become a righteous thing in
God, in consideration of this new Head of the nature -
who had, in that nature, and in spite of its opposite
tendencies, vindicated the character of God, and
fulfilled all righteousness, to declare the race
partaking of that nature forgiven, and to lay up in
Him, their glorious Head, eternal life for them all,
which should flow into each member, just as He believed
in the holy love of God which was manifested in the
gift and work of Christ. (29)

27, ibide p.32,
28, ibid. pe33.
29, ibid. Dpe35.
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Erskine was adamant that God takes no pleasure in sufferings
viewed merely as penal, irrespective of the manner in which they
are undertaken, but that he was pleased with the sufferings of
Christ, because by them Christ had declared the truth of the
character of God. All Christ's sufferings showed forth to humanity
the divine love itself, and they represented a victory over sin
and the Devil within the terms of human nature. By suffering for
us Christ 'has become a head of new and uncondemned life to every
man; in thé light of which we may see God's love in the law and
in the punishment',30 and through acceptiﬁg his suffering Christ
admitted the righéeousness of the punishment of sin. He did this
as the head of ourlnétu:e, and men are redeemed and sanctified by
accepting this principle also in the power of his spirit dwelling
in them,

The judgement against sin was rié}heous, and Christ
véluntarily underwent the inevitable punishment: 'The sinful
nature could only be restored through penal sufferings received
in the spirit of holy love, which is just the eternal uncondemned
life of God'.31 God could not have saved him from this without
denying the holiness and righteousness in his own cha?acter, to
which sin was anathema. Had he punished men for having broken the
law, the result would have been hatred for himself and for the law,
but when he came in person to endure the claims of the law, he
revealed his love and vindicated its holiness. Only in this spirit

could men recognize the righteousness of suffering for sin, and it

30, ibid. p.48.
31. ibid. p.53.
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-is vital that men should be aware that they are justly punished

for sin:

Accepting our punishment is Jjust being of one mind
with God in hating and condemning sin, and longing
for its destruction. It is submitting ourselves to
the process of its destruction, and setting our
seals to the righteousness of God in the process.

It is the death-pang of the crucified head thrilling
through the member, and accomplishing in it what

He did in the head. (32)

No man can have fellowship with God again except in so far as he
accepts the.punishment of sin in the same spirit as that in which
Christ accepted it.-Human nature, animated by the principle of
selfishness, hﬁs been crucified in Christ, but this is 'no forensic

33

thing, but a real, substantial personal thing'.”” No suffering

either by ourselves or by another in our stead can put away sin,
since sin can only be banished by a return to righteousness.
And this righteousness must be ours - we have to become righteous

through our fellowship in Christ's own trust in the Father.

He does nothing instead of us; nothing, that is,
to save us from doing it; He does things for us
that we also may in time have power to do them.
He did not die to save us from dying, but that we
might, in the power of an endless life, die with
Him, that we might by partaking in His death -
by surrendering our life as He did into the hand
of the Father in loving confidence - be also
partakers of His resurrection. (34)

By suffering for us Christ has become 'a head and new and uncon-
demned life to every man, in the light of which we may see God's

love in the law and in the punishment, and may thus suffer to the

32, ibid. p.54; cf. pp.63,279.

33, T. Erskine, The Doctrine of Election, Edinburgh: David Douglas,
1878, 2nd. edition, p.205.

34, T. Erskine, The Spiritual Order and other Papers, Edinburgh:
Edmonston and Douglas, 2nd edition, 1876, p.154.
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glory of God, and draw out from the suffering that blessing which

» Erskine explained further that Christ did

is contained in it'.
not suffer the punishment of sin to dispense with our suffering it,
as is implied by the doctrine of substitution, but to 'change the
character of our suffering, from an unsanctified and unsanctifying
suffering into a sanctified and sanctifying suffering'.36 The work
of Christ is designed to have a profound effect on the believer,
without which it can be of no saving value. The example of Christ's
own suffering is 'fitted to implant...the principles of true peni-
tence and true grétitude, of ardent attachmeﬁt to the holy character
of God, and of cordial devotion to His will'.37

The Cross plays a major role in Erskine's understanding of
how man is to be educated to recognize sin for the offence against
holiness that it is, and to realize that the way in which to
eradicate it is by using 'the discipline of life, the sorrow,
the agony of life, as He did, to learn obedience, to learn to find
in the will of God, which appoints our path, a union with the mind
of God'.38 Suffering can, therefore, in Erskine's view, be a help
to us if we use it aright, and interpret it as a just punishment
for sinj since if we accept it as such it can be a means by which

59 Punishment

we can start living according to the divine will.
plays a part in God's education of man, and when, through the

enabling spirit of Christ, man unites his own suffering with that

of Christ, he is conformed to the will of God and sanctified.

55. T. Erskine, The Brazen Serpent, pp.48,49.

36, ibid. p.44.

37. T. Erskine, Remarks on the Internal Evidence for the Truth of
Revealed Religion, Edinburghs Waugh and Innes, 9th. edition,

38, Letters of Thomas Erskine, Vol.I, p.321.

39. See ibid. Vol.II, pp.59,60.
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The purpose of the Cross is to bring the character of man into
harmony with that of God, and man is saved by identifying his own
life with that of Christ. Erskine's doctrine is an exemplarist view
of the work of Christ in that he looked at the issue in terms of
what Christ's life and death showed forth of the love of God,

and what the Cross elicited by way of positive response from man.
For Erskine there was little point in man being justified if he was
not at the same time sanctified, since it is in the process of
sanctification that man shows that he is being conformed to the
will of God.The result of Christ's work is that men now stand in

a relationship to God which is oﬁe of forgiving love, in the
measure according to which Christ is in each man the root of his
humanity.

In Erskine's writings there is no evidence of a decisive
break between his.treatment of the Christian living a life of
sonship in this world and the same individual after physical
death, The life of sonship continues to develop after death,
and there is no lack of continuity as a result of the change of
state. Death makes no great difference to character, and there is
nothing to suggest that Erskine thought that man's spiritual
development ended with the loss of physical life. Our sonship
in this life is bound to be imperfect, but this need not mean that
thereafter we have lost forever the chance of union with God.
Erskine took the view that where our striving to love God is
concerned, we may achieve a measure of success, but the full
realization of a perfect relationship with God will come only after
death, The idea in his work seems to be that what is not achieved

by way of spiritual union with God in this life can be safely
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carried over to be completed and perfected in the next. The period
of man's spiritual education is limitless, as the Father's love

is inextinguishable. Erskine was confident that all men will find
their way to God, and that physical death will not put an arbitrary
end to all their efforts: 'What becomes of the lost (at death)?

We are lost here as much as there, The lost will be found. Christ
came to find and save the lost'.40 In support of this idea,
Erskine argued that 'if it were believed that God had created us
for education, and that not one in a thousand had really received
any education, it would generally be accepted without hesitation
41

that the education must necessarily proceed in the next world'.

The following statement also sheds light on Erskine's reasoning:

It is surely most unreasonable to suppose that God
should change his manner of dealing with us, as soon
as we quit the world, and that, if we have resisted,
up to that moment, His gracious endeavour to teach
us righteousness, He should at once abandon the
purpose for which He created and redeemed us, and
give us up to the everlasting bond of sin, (42)

and further, Erskine wrote that 'my belief in the continuation of
the process of spiritual education beyond this life relieves me
at all events from the agonising thought that twenty-six years of
negligence are to fix the eternal condition of the soul for good
or evil'.43

There are times of judgement in this world, and Erskine had

no doubt that there will be a great judgement in the world to come,

but all judgement was, on his theory, subservient to the grand

Theology, London: Daldy, Isbister and Co., 3rd. series, 1875, p.50.
41, Letters of Thomas Erskine, Vol.II, p.223.
42, ibid. Vol.II, p.237.
43, ibid. Vol.I, p.353.
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purpose of spiritual education, He felt deeply committed to the
idea that no men will eternally escape the love of God: 'I believe
that God will persevere in His training until every child of Adam
is harmoniously united to Jesus the God-man, the head of moral

44

creation, however long the process may be', In the following

passage he explains more fully. Speaking of union with God he says:

He has made us capable of this and he will not cease
from using the best means for accomplishing it in us
all, When I think of God making a creature of such
capacities, it seems to me almost blasphemous to
suppose that He will throw it from Him into ever-
lasting darkness, because it has resisted His gracious
purpose towards it for the natural period of human
life, Nojy He who waited so long for the formation of
a piece of old red sandstone will surely wait with
much long-suffering for the perfecting of a human

spirit. (45)

Entrance into the Kingdom of God is not limited by the scope of
life on earth, and physical death does not mark the end of all
opportunity to enter., Erskine felt strongly that the loss of one
man was an offence against the creative love of God, and that such
loss negated the whole purpose of creation itself, the aim of
which was to promote a union of love and will between God and men.
He therefore developed the idea that there was at least the
possibility for man to develop spiritually beyond physical death,
and for the process of sanctification, begun in this life, to be
brought to completion. For BErskine, salvation was very much a way
of life, the life of sonship, of man living in harmony with the

will of God to a greater or lesser degree. It was not something

44. ibid. Vol.II, p.263.
45. ibide Vol.II, D.242; cf. D.247.
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purely external, but rather a metter of inward response, and it
was something within which man could grow, as he found himself
drawn ever more closely to God through the experiences of suffering
and punishment which informed him of his true spiritual state,
and which he used as a means of uniting himself with the sanctifying
suffering of Christ which alone is the way to God.

Erskine's understanding of man's salvation, set as it was
in the context_of man's entire existeﬁce, both in this world and
the next, led him to incline towards fhe idea of universal restor-
ation. Man's education will not cease until God's purpose has been
accomplishéd. Erskine's belief in universalism fested on two points.
The first was a conviétion that God desired that all men should be
righteous, and that God's purpose could not failj the second was
an assurance that God, who sees the end of the creation from the
beginning, would never bring into existence any lives which he knew
would finally resist his desire. Erskine was far more concerned
with the eternal, inextinguishable love of God than with the
possibility of man's final revolt, and indeed it could be said
that the idea of man's ultimate refusal to be reconciled to God
ceased to be a feature in Brskine's thought. Instead he believed
'that the recorded history of our Lord in the Gospels is the
éutward and objective manifestation of a great subjective truth,
which is going on, and which will go on until every soul of man

46

is brought back to God'. BErskine felt that if there were to be no

universal restoration, then the sovereignty of God would be defeated,

46. ibid. Vol,II, p.85.
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and the eternal purpose of love would be similarly thwarted, but
he could not imagine how the will of man could ultimately with-
stand the warmth of divine love. Also, he took the view that only
final restoration through the redemption in Christ was the adequate
goal to correspond with universal sin in Adam.

This meant that Erskine had no belief in the possibility
of eternal punishment, since this would not have fitted into his
scheme of universal salvation, The idea of eternmal punishment
implies .that God will finally fail in realizing the well-being
of his creatures, and Erskine rejected this as inconceivable,
since he understood that God's pirpose was to love us until he had
subdued our rebellion. Victofy over evil is not gained by endless
punishment or destruction, but by the radical change of evil into
good, the desire for sin into a wish for harmony with the will of God:
'The victory of good over evil is the conversion of all evil beings
into good beings; it is the making darkness light and crooked.things

47 At this particular time it seemed as though the Church

straight'.
of Englaﬁd was in danger of committing itself to an uncompromising
position on the question of eternmal punishment, and F.D, Maurice
was being deprived:of his professorship over this very issue. It was
this kind of dogmatic certainty that had prompted Erskine's first
attempts to restate the whole doctrine of salvation. He felt most
strongly that the love in which true holiness consists can never

48

be created by frightening men, and insisted rather on the

compelling power of the love of God, which could attract even the

47. ibid. Vol.II, p.237.
48. ibid.. VO]..II, p-81.
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most determined heart given sufficient opportunity. Only free and
unstinting compliance with the will of God would satisfy Erskine

where the salvation of man was concerned, since only in this could
Creator and creature be truly united., Erskine's wish for humanity

can be seen from the following passage:

The love of God which gave Christ, is the immense
ocean of the water of life, and men's souls are as
ponds dug upon the shore, connected each of them,

in virtue of Christ's work, with that ocean by a
sluice, Unbelief is.the blocking up of that sluice;
belief is the allowing the water to flow in, so that
the pond becomes one with the ocean, and man becomes
partaker of the divine nature, and has one life with
the Father and the Son. (49)

In such a scheme as this, doctrines of eternal punishment have no
felevance whatsoever; they would contradict the essential features
of Erskine's understanding of the purpose of God for humanity.
A spiritual being can be good only by choosing to be so, and
'those who suppose that this goodness can be created or made,
can never understand the spectacle of this world. They think that
God might have saved an enormous amount of sin and misery by
creating man permanently good at once'.50 Erskine's whole theme is
the fulfilment of God's purpose by man's trustful response to the
divine initiative, and this is something that can only develop
within a context of freedom, which is vital to the whole operation
of the reconciliation of God and man.

As has béen shown, Erskine thought of life beyond physical
death as being set in terms of spiritual education. The doctrine

of the future life was for Erskine closely linked with, and was

49, Extracts of Letters to a Christian Friend by a Lady, Preface,
xviii, lxix.

...... A

50. Letters of Thomas Erskine, Vol.II, p.225,
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virtually reduced to, man's participation in the life of God in the
present, The life of sonship is what constituted eternal life, in
his view, irrespective of whether'it is lived out in this world or
the next. He understood the word 'eternal' to refer to man's
essential or spiritual state, and not to a limited length of time or
any infinite period of duration. He insisted on seeing the.concept
of eternal life in qualitative rather than quantitative terms,

This is not without its problems, but Erskine did not go into them,
or even give the appearance of having realized the implicit diffic-

ulties in his thinking. Instead he simply stated his meaning thus:

I do not believe that the Greek word rendered 'eternal'
and 'everlasting' by our translators, really has that
meaning. I believe that it refers to man's essential
and spiritual state, and not to time either finite or
infinite, Eternal life is living in the love'of God;
eternal death is living in self; so that a man may be
in eternal life or eternal death for ten minutes, as he
changes from the one state to the other. (51)

Only union with God can give to man's life the dimension of eternity,
and this is something that is achieved to a greater extent at some
times than at others., One's 'progress', if it may be called that,

in 'eternal life!, is therefore necessarily somewhat uneven and
unpredictable, There is no one moment at which man enters eternal
life never to leave it again, until the time at which sin is
entirely eradicated from his being. There is thus no sense in which
man can be said to be saved in any ultimate degree, at least while
he is on this earth. While he is in a relationship with God he can
instead be said to be in the process of being saved. Man's salvation

is continuous with and dependent upon his sanctification, and at

51. ibid. Vol.II, p.240.
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times he may be more holy, and therefore more saved, in that he is
living a life of eternal quality, than at others. This process of
salvation extends throughout the span of man's existence, be it
physical or non-physical, and one's progress within it does not
determine the quality of one's life after death except in so far
as it sets down the pattern of one's relationship with God which
will be continued beyond death and developed in any way that is
necessary to bring one into union with God. One is not debarred
from a life of sonship after death by the fact that one has
persistently refused such a relationship in this world. The spiritual
education will continue to bring men into eternal life after death
just as it has been at work during their earthly existence to
bring them into sympathy with the will of God.

Erskine's way of assessing the issues related to man's
salvation and eternal life is very unified, in that he has no great
dividing lines which threaten to keep his treatment of soteriology
and eschatology apart and unrelated. He looked at the entire span
of man's relationship,with God in terms of the process of being saved,
the continuous and almost infinite development by which man gradually
unites himself with Christ and allows the experiences he undergoes
to shape and sanctify his own will. For Brskine, salvation is first
and foremost a matter of sanctification, and everything in the
economy of reconciliation is related to this, even judgement,
which he takes out of the mould of condemnation and recasts to serve
the purposes of education.

If there are tensions in his theology, they are not the same
ones that tended to force a split between treatments of the doctrines

of salvation and life after death in the schemes of the forensic



- 58 -

theologians. Erskine provides us with a smooth transition from
the issues of soteriology to those of eschatology, and this
achievement is impressive, especially in view of the fact that he
was one of the first to pioneer such a method. His thought was to
some extent.developed by John Mcleod Campbell, to whose work we
shall now turn, but it finds echoes also in the theology of

F.D. Maurice and F.W. Robertson. Erskine's contribution to the
formation of the doctrines of the work of Christ and of eternal
life, and to the necessary task of reconciling these two aspecﬁs
of salvation in a unified system was to be an important and
noteworthy stimulus to the development of nineteenth century

theological debate.
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JOHN McLEOD CAMPBELL

Another significant contribution to the development of the
doctrine of salvation was made by McLeod Campbell (1800 - 1870).
Barly in his 1life he advocated the claims of progressive theology,
and opposed the static conception of doctrine. With the publication

of ‘his book The Nature of the Atonement -in 1856, he made what Storr

has seen to be the most important English contribution to dogmatic
theology in the first sixty years of the nineteenth century.1

This book was certainly a liberalizing influence upon the thought
6f the day, in that it challenged the legal and forensic view of

the doctrine of the atonement which was then current. Campbell saw
a danger to theology in the concentration on its purely technical’
side, and advocated instead an approach which would allow the academic
discipline to be in close touch with the religious experience of

the soul. Campbell's thoughts had been developing for a considerable
number of years before the publication of his definitive work,

and already in his necessarily short-lived ministry in the parish
of Rhu he can be seen to have taken a stand that was to be charac-
teristic of his later theology. In 1831, he was excluded from the
ministry of the Scottish church for his denial of the Calvinist
doctrine of limited atonement. Motivated by a desire to give hope
of salvation to all men, and to ally the fears of those who could
not find within themselves the marks of election, which alone could

give them assurance of salvation, Campbell developed a doctrine of

1. V.F. Storr, English Theology in the Nineteenth Century,
London: Longmans, Green and Co.,1913, p.424.
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the atonement which was to prove a formative influence on
subsequent thinking.

Campbell reacted particularly strongly against the stern
form which the doctrine had assumed under the influence of Owen
and Bdwards, but he also opposed the basic tenets of the Calvinist
view of the atonement, seeing in all penal language a denial of
the truth that the love of God must be prior to the atonement,

rather than its consequence. Of this he wrote:

An atonement to make God gracious, to move Him to
compassion, to turn His heart toward those from whom
sin had alienated His love, it would, imdeed, be
difficult to believe inj for, if it were needed,
it would be impossible. To awaken to the sense of
need of an atonement would certainly be to awaken
to utter and absolute despair. But the Scriptures
do not speak of such an atonement; for they do not
represent the love of God to man as the effect,
and the atonement of Christ as the cause, but -
just the contrary - they represent the love of God
as the cause, and the atonement as the effect. (2)

In The Nature of the Atonement, Campbell criticised Owen and Edwards

in particular for misrepresenting man's relatiénship with God
through.éhrist; they had concentrated_on the legal aspects of

man's justification, and had substituted this for an understanding
of fhe reconciliation in terms of fatherhood and sonship., Campbell
saw things very differently, as is shown by the following statement
that 'not a legal standing, however high and perfect, but a filial
standing, is that which is given to us in Christ'.3 For Campbell,
the love of God was the motivating power behind the whole process
of reconciliation, and this was the one thing that appeared to him

to be lacking from the Calvinist presentation of the work of Christ.

2+ Je McLeod Campbell, The Nature of the Atonement, London:
Macmillan and Co., 3rd. edition 1869, p.20.
3. ibid. p.69.
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He took the view that 'so presented the atonement ceases to reveal

that God

is love'.4

The first demand which the gospel makes upon us in

relation to the atonement is, that we believe that
there is forgiveness with God. Forgiveness - that is,

love to an enemy surviving his enmity, and which,
notwithstanding his enmity, can act towards him for

his
God

good; this we must be able to believe to be in
towards us, in order that we may be able to

believe in the atonement...If God provides the
atonement then forgiveness must precede atonement;

and’

the atonement must be the form of the manifest-

ation of the forgiving love of God, not its cause. (5)

Campbell

rejected the whole forensic framework within which the

church of his day sought to understand Christ's work because it

was inadequate in what it implicitly taught about the nature of

the God to whom man was to be reconciled.

sesthe legal reference to man in which alone the

atonement has been viewed, has caused that neither

Christ's sufferings for our sins, nor his own right-

eousness, reveal anything of God by what they are in ‘
themselves beyond what the law testifies - being,

simply, the meeting of the demands of the law; the

former an awful, the latter a glorious seal put to

the

law by the Son of God, and no more. (6)

Campbell criticised Edwards in particular for the way in which

he thought that the atonement had to work. He understood Edwards to

hold the

view that 'God could not be just to Himself without this

vindipation unless there could be such a thing as repentance,

humiliation or sorrow for this proportionable to -the greatness of

the majesty despised'.7 Out of this Edwards developed the idea that

there has to be 'either an equivalent punishment or an equivalent

sorrow and repenta.nce',8 but he had concluded that sin had to be

ibid.
ibid.
ibid.
ibid.
ibid.
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P.64.
P.18,
P75
p.136,
p.136.
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punished with an infinite punishment and thereby assumed that the
alternative of an 'equivalent sorrow and repentance' was not even

worth consideration. Campbell argued against this so:

But, upon the assumption of that identification of
Himself with those whom He came to save, on the part

of the Saviour, which- is the foundation of Edwards!
whole system, it may at least be said, that the

Mediator had the two alternatives open to His choice,

- either to endure for sinners an equivalent, or to
experience in reference to their sin, and present to

God on their behalf, an adequate sorrow and repentance...
But the latter equivalent, which also is surely the higher
and more excellent, being a moral and spiritual satis-
faction was, as we have now seen, of necessity present
in Christ's dealing with the Father on our behalf. (9)

It was this that Campbell was to make the typical feature of his
6wn théught, and so his split with the orthodox Calvinism of his
day was to prove a creative influence on the formation of his own
doctrine. Grensted held that his work was made the more influential
than it otherwise might have been thiough the persecution of
Campbell himself, and through his eventual exclusion from the
Calvinist Church.10 However, it was not until 1856 that his main
treatise on the atonement was published, and it was the result not
of hurried reaction to those who were opposing him, but rather of
considered and developed thinking. As far as his views on the
wider issues of salvation, judgement and future life are concerned |
we have to consult his earlier thinking as found in his sermons

and lectures,11 since there is little attempt made in The Nature of

the Atonement to correlate the doctrines of soteriology and

eschatology.

9. ibid. p.137. :

10s LeW. Grensted, A Short History of the Doctrine of the Atonement,
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1920, p.349.

11. See J. McLeod Campbell, Sermons and Lectures, Greenock: R.B. Lusk,
3rd. edition, 1832, published in 2 volumes, and also Notes of
Sermons, .Paisley: J. Vallance, 1831, published in 3 volumes.
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Campbell's own teaching on the atonement was influenced by
his belief that the various forms of the Satisfaction theory,
especially that of orthodox Calvinism, were not so mistaken in
their idea that God's justice and holiness demands a satisfaction,
as in the nature of the satisfaction which they thought necessary
to meet that demand. Campbell's theory did examine Christ's work
in the sense in which it reconciled God to man, but it made the
point that the God with whom man deals through Christ is not only
Just, but also loving. Campbell advanced the idea that what Christ
did was to offér a perfect penitence for sin, this being a perfect |
acceptance of God's hatred of sin and an admission of the fact
that God's wrath égainst sin was entirely Jjust.

There is a very strong transactional element in Campbell's
thought. He did not regard the Moral theory as efficient in itself
to describe Christ's work on behalf of men, Repeatedly he stressed
the 'dealing with God!' that was such a large -part of what Christ
came to do. As a preliminary to outlining this retrospective
aspect of hié theory, Campbell's understanding of man's position
in relation to God will be examined.

Campbell's analysis of the human situation was rather less
pessimistic than that of his opponents, but he'cleérly unders£ood
that man, as a sinful being, was estranged from both a holy and
righteous.God, and also from himself. Man cannot understand his
humanity aright .apart from his relation to God. Campbell put it
thus: 'What it is to be a man, what we possess in humanity, we
never know until we see humanity in Him, who through the eternal

.spirit offered Himself without spot to God'.12 Because we fail to

12, The Nature of the Atonement, p.170.
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live as sons in relation to a Father we lose touch with the real
foundation of our being, which is God, and so in consequence we
find ourselves élienated not only from God, but also from what is
most deeply human. We are in the position of being orphaned, a
state whicb is the 'ultimate contradiction to the original law of

13

our being'. “ We cannot be as fully human as it was originally
intended we should be, since although man had the potential for
1iving the life of sonship in relation to God, this capacity .has
been,diminishg@ by sin and alienation from God, and can only be
restored by means of a relationship with Christ, who is the
archetypal man, a being in full communion with the Father.
Campbell was quite clear on the point that man depends totally
on Christ for the realization of his own humanity, and said that
'this high capacity of good pertaining to humanity, is not indeed-
to be contemplated as belonging to us apart from our relation to
the -Son .of qod'.14 Christ alone achieved perfection within the
human state, since he alone maintained unbroken the relationship
of sonship with the Fathef. For Campbell, moral perfectiqn and
perfectly obediént sonship implied unity of being, which was for
him that which constituted salvation.

Left to himself man does not realize the horror of sin; he
does not feel the force of his alienation from God or the magnitude
of his offence against the holiness and righteousness of God.

Neither does he recognize the fact that his sonship has been

jeopardized, which is the most crucial rejection of the. love of God,

13. ibid. p-345.
14. ibid..p.160.
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and. which blocks his access to the Father, since 'neither otherwise

than as coming in the spirit of sonship can they in spirit and

15

in truth draw near to Him', This, then, was how Campbell under-

stood man's position with regard to God, and he addressed his theory

of the atonement to cope with-this situation. I
Campbell held thgt Christ had offered a perfect penitence

fqr the sin gf hpmaqity, which showed that he had united himself

with God's own hatred of sin:

That oneness of mind with the Father, which towards

" man took the form o6f condemnation of sin, would in
the Son's dealing with the Father in the relation to
our sins, take the form of a perfect confession of our
sins, This confession, as to its own nature, must have
been a perfect Amen in humanity to the judgement of
God on the sin of man. Such an amen was due in the
truth of things. He who was the truth could not be in
humanity and not utter it, - and it was necessarily a
first step in dealing with the Father on our behalf. (16)

In this acceptance of God's judgement on sin was the acceptance of
death as the consequence of sin. Christ died a penal death as a
perfect response to what he knew to be the truth of the sin of

man's alienation from God.

As our Lord truly tasted death, so to Him alone had
death its perfect meaning as the wages of sin, for in
Him alone was there full entrance into the mind of God ‘
towards sin, and perfect unity with that mind...
The tasting of death in full realization of what it is
that God who gave life should recall it, holding it
forfeited, was only possible to perfect holiness...
We can see the fitness of the presence of this element
in Christ's cup of suffering, and that His perfect
realization of the relation of death to sin naturally
comnected itself with the confession of the righteous-
ness of the divine condemnation on sin...Had sin existed |
in mén.as mere spirits death could not have been the |
" wages of sin, and any response to the divine mind
concerning sin which would have been an atonement for
their sin could only have had spiritual elements;
15. ibid. p.190.

16. ibid. p.137. :
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but man being by the constitution of humanity capable
of death, and death having come as the wages of sin,
it was not simply sin that had to be dealt with, but
an existing law with its penalty of death, and that
death as already incurred. So it was not only the
Divine mind that had to be responded to, but also

that expression of the Divine mind which was contained
in God's making death the wages of sin. (17)

It was certainly true of Christ that he suffered at the presence
of sin in mankind because he felt the Father's own sorrow for sin,
and that_his sufferings were the expression of the divine mind
regarding ggy-siné."Bpt_thgre was more to it than that. Christ also
had to undergo Fhe pgpishmept_with which he was in sympathy, and
thereby bear the brunt of sin; This was the corollary of his
perfect confession of sin - when he allowed himself to be affected
by sin and was moved to present an attitude of penitence, he
involved himself inextricably with the consequences of sin, and

so suffered its penalty.

Yet it was not so much the fact that suffering wrought the
atonement as the depth of the penitence that was involved and which
was effectual. Submission to the will of God, which led Christ
to make the confession, was the heart of the work done throughout
his life, up to and including his death: 'Let us then receive
these words, "Lo, I come to do thy will, O God", as the great key
word on the subject of the atonement'.18 Christ's confession of sin
was sufficient reparation. Campbell appears to have had as strong
a transactional element in his theory of the atonement as orthodox
Calvinism, but it derives not from penal substitution but from

representative confession which issued in suffering. In Christ

17. ibid. pp.302ff.
18, ibid. p.124,
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humanity offers a perfect penitence to God forits own sin.
The idealing with God' of which Campbell speaks is vicarious,
but it also demands from man an identical response without which
it cannot take effect in his soul. There is a difficulty in under-
standing how  Campbell meant man to be identified with Christ
further than sharing his -confession of sin, and the impression
his book can easily give is that Christ simply made an offering
of repentance in our stead. This flaw is illustirated by Campbell's
treatment of the cry of dereliction from the Cross. ﬁe assumed
that it could not mean that Christ was actually deserted by God
since he was at that very moment in the proéess of offering a
perfect confession of sin on man's behalf, which was designed to
effect a reconciliation, so Campbell preferred to interpret the
cry in the light of later verses of Psalm 22 which express
confident assurance rather than despair. Campbell felt it impossible
that Christ could ever have been separated from God, yet if he did
not suffer this alienation it is questionable how far he can be
said to be representative of our situation, or to what extent his
work has a reference to our separation from God.

Campbell's theory has been understood to be one of
vicarious substitutionary repentance, but there is some doubt as
to whether this is an accurate description of his position. A critic,

writing in the National Review for April, 1856, asked: 'Is

vicarious contrition at all more conceivable than vicarious

retribution?' To this Campbell replied thus:

Had I represented what Christ felt and confessed to

the Father as a substitute for repentance in us in the
same way as Christ has been represented as bearing the
punishment of our sins as a substitute to save us from
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punishment, the reviewer's question would have been
apposite, and a fatal objection to my whole conception
of the atonement. But this is not my teaching; and all
that I have represented as the atonement remains
untouched by the question. (19)

This almost suggestis that there is no transactibnal element in
Campbell's thought, and Bewkes20 argued that this was indeed the
case; but it would not be true to say that Campbell reduced the
atopement to_mere moral example, since he clearly realized the
limits qf tthMbral.type of theory and regarded it as insufficient
in its own right to bring about the reconciliation between man
and God, Perhaps it would be fair to say that this point of view
comes across more clearly in his earlier thinking as found in his

sermons than it does in The Nature of the Atonement, but there are

many occasions in the later work when he dwelt on the objective
fact of the reconciliation that can only be traced to the work of
Christ, and so any such criticism seems to be unfounded. He stressed
that man receives from Christ that which he is unable to do for
himself, and that man has no choice but to personally appropriate
Christ's work if he is to be saved. He made the point that pride

is often a barrier to viewing Christ's achievement aright:

Pride would be willing to pay a price for glory,

but not to receive as a beggar, that is, for nothing.
It will not receive a free gift, and therefore
refuses God's unspeakable gift. This His best gift,
is the most unwelcome to pride, because to receive
this gift is to receive God as God, and ito know
ourselves, that we are nothing. (21)

Campbell was adamant that there was something which Christ did

on our behalf quite apart from anything we might subsequently do

19. ibid. p.341 (found in the appendix of all editions after the first).

20. E.G. Bewkes, unpublished Ph:D. thesis 'John McLeod Campbell,
theologian; his theological development and trial, and a new
interpretation of his theory of the atonement', Edinburgh, 1924.

21. Sermons and Lectures, Vol.I, Sermon XVI, p.388.
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as a part of our response to his work. Of God's reaction to the

death of Christ he said:

...and God, in acceptance of this sacrifice, this holy
offering of Christ, did remove absolutely, unconditionally,
without waiting for us to say whether we desired it or
not, the barrier between Himself and us; and gave to us
Christ, on the ground of whose work the barrier was
removed., to be to us a living way of access, having the
Holy Spirit for us, for that end; so that-He is revealed
to us, as one in whose strength we are to draw near to
that God to whom we-are free to come. These are the facts
concerning the work of Christ for all and every human
beirig. The humble and the contrite man, is the man who
knows these facts. (22)

and further:

As to the knowledge of our 'nothingness, the fact that a
man has nothing at all to do in this great work of
removing the sentence of exclusion, and bringing himself
into the condition of having free access to God - that
this has been entirély the work of God in Christ, is
_enough to teach it. It is impossible for any man to see
what the history of this work is, and think of meddling
with the matter, or having any share in the work. (23)

There is nothing that men have to do before they can approach God
with absolute confidence of forgiveness. As Campbell put it,

'it is all done already'.24 Christ's work was not something
whiqh we can imitate with our own individual acts of atonement.
Indeed, Campbell specifically denied that this was the case,
taking the view that 'the relation of our participation in the
atonement to the atonement is radically a different thing from
what the words "following an example" suggest!125 He used the
analogy of branches being dependent on the parent plant for their

life, and made the point that 'these reproductions of the original

22. ibid. Vol.I, Sermon V, p.101,

2%, ibid.

24, ibid. Vol.I; Sermon VI, p.124.

25. The Nature of the Atonement, p.330.
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plant in its branches are not individual, independent, self-
reliant plants'.26 Our participation in the atonement is not in
itself an atonement. The mere fact of our sharing in what Christ
did through our appropriation of it does not bring about our
reconciliation - it just opens the way for what Christ did to be
efficacious for us.

This surely makes it apparent that Campbell's thought was
conformed to the general form of a satisfaction theory, and that
he was supplgmeptiqg the usefulness of the Moral theory with
something much more substantial. Yet it remains true that without
his own effort of response to Christ, man will not be saved.

From this point we must consider Campbell's treatment of
man's contribution of response which alone makes it possible for
the work of Christ to be relevant to his relation to God. It is
perhaps in this respect that Campbell gave the impression that he
advocated a view of the atonement which relied to an unacceptably
high degree on the fact of man;s response as a constitutive factor:
in the process of atonement. Of Cﬁrist's perfect contrition for our
sin he said that 'the confession of our sin, in response to the

divine condemnation of it, must, when offered to God on our behalf,

have contemplated prospectively our own participation in that

27

confession as an element in our actual redemption from sin'.

He expanded this to explain further:

«e.what is offered on our behalf is so offered by the
Son and so accepted by the Father, entirely with the
prospective purpose that it is to be reproduced in us.
"The expiatory confession of our sins which we have been

26, ibid.
27. ibid. p.152.
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contemplating is to be shared in by ourselves: to accept
it on our behalf was to accept it as that mind in
relation to sin in the fellowship of which we are to
come to God. (28) :

Campbell was quite clear that Christ's action on our behalf works
for us only in so far as we appropriate. it and try to identify
with it. The atonement is not something purely external to us,
whiqh works for us, but without reference to our reaction to it.
Campbg}}'s warn%ng was this, that 'nothing in God's outward dealing
with_ué,_po#h;pg_ﬁhat_He can give or we can receive, nothing that
is not included. in the state of our own spirits towards God,

and the responseg in our hearts to that which is in His heart

29

towards us, can be our salvation'. ” The atonement which Christ
wrought for us will work in so far as we align ourselves with the
spirit of his confession - 'we get near to God just in the measure
in which in the.spirit of Christ we thus livingly adopt his confess-
ion of our sins - in this measure and no further'.30 What Campbell
was arguing for was a moral and spiritual atonement which consists
to a great extent in the right response from humanity to the divine
mind concerning sin.

Christ enables man to come to the Father. 'In the faith of
God's acceptance of that confession on our behalf, we receive
strength to say Amén to it - to Jjoin with it - and, joining with it,
we find it a living way to God'.31 Campbell summed up his thinking
in the idea that 'righteousness is not the fact of legal obligation

discharged, but the mind of sonship towards the Father'.32 This

brings him very close to Erskine's insistence that sanctification

28, ibid.
29. ibid. p.180.
50. ibid. p.182.
31. ibid.
32, ibid. p.174.
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must accompany justification, and that the most important issue
in the reconciliation of .man to God is his restoration to a state
in which he is at one with the mind of God. This is what the life
of sonship meant to Campbell, and this becomes apparent most
clearly in his treatment of the function of repentance, to which
we shall now turn.

The life of sonship is in a sense a necessary preliminary
to repentance, since 'unles;\their sins had been forgiven .them,
they could not qherish towards God the feelings due to Him as a
Father, Had they been_placed in any other condition they would have
been shut out from the possibility of cherishing any feeling of

delight in the Lord!.>?

Like Erskine, Campbell realized that in
order to be able to respond freely in love through repentance

to God, man must know that he is accepted by God. 'But what is
repentance?' he asked. 'Is it not the heart turning to God and
putting trust-in God and glorifying God as God?...Can any man
rejoice in God as God who does not see in that God his own friend,

54 Christ's

his own Redeemer, his own forgiving and loving Father?!®
work has removed the barrier of sin, and we are now free, as never
before, to follow his lead into a life of sonship in communion with
God. Yet we still bear responsibility for our sinj Campbell gave
full weight to human responsgibility for sin, and held that man

is to be judged on his response, or the lack of it, to the Gospel,

and on his subsequent sanctification.

33. Notes of Sermons, -Vol.I, Sermon I, p.19.

34. The Whole Proceedings before the Presbytery of Dumbarton and
the Synod of Glasgow and Ayr in the Case 'of Rev. John McLeod
Campbell, edited by D. Campbell, Greenock: R.B. Lusk, 1831,

po’187|
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Judgement featured prominently in Campbell's thought,

in his sermons, if not in The Nature of the Atonement. He did not

believe that man is saved unconditionally, since his own response
to the work of Christ is vital for his reconciliation to God and

"growth in the life of sonship. Cambell saw man's position thus:

The circumstances are, a present condition of forgiveness,
and a prospect of future judgement - a present state of
things, in which God is not imputing sin to man, and a
future state of things, in which God shall separate men
according as they are on God's side or against Him -

a present state, in which men's sins are not charged
against them, and a future state, in which God will judge
the world in righteousness by Jesus Christ. (35)

and further, Campbell made the comment that

« oo the present condition of the human race is, that
God has forgiven all men their sins - not as a
permanent and eternal condition of things, but as a
preliminary state - preliminary to a day in which He
shall judge men according to the deeds done in the
body, whether they have been good or whether they have
been evil, This is what I conceive to be implied in a
day of grace. This is what is implied in the tares and
the wheat growing together till the harvest. (36)

Campbell thought that because of Christ's work, men are now living
in a 'day of grace'!', and that the purpose of this was God's aim of

37

'inducing their returning to Him'. Only through the Cross can men
have the confidence and the command to return. Yet this does not
mean that there is no threat of condemnation left. The fact that
men now have the opportunity to be reconciled does not necessarily
mean that they are reconciled, and they still have to face a

reckoning as to whether or not they have followed up Christ's

initiative and applied themselves to their own task of repentance.

35. Sermons and Lectures, Vol.I, Sermon VI, p.119.
36, ibid.
37. ibid. p.120.
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Campbell understood the position thus:

Their situation is changed, not by God's considering
them as different from what they really are, but by
giving them a favourable footing for worshipping Him,
which they could not otherwise have had. But, placed
on that footing, they cannot be called righteous -
they cannot be regarded by God as in the place where
He would have them be, so long as they, in their own
hearts, are running counter to this constitution of
God - so long as they are not conformed to it. (38)

To imagine that God will admit to his kingdom any man who has not
united himself witb Christ's contrition and been-duly sanctified,
is to hope falsely, since 'to suppose that any thing that hurteth,
and defileth, and maketh a lie, may enter there, is to suppose
that God will give the reward of the inheritance to sin!.39
-Campbell was sure that judgement would briﬁg'condemnation on some,
saying that 'the fact that there is no condemnation I do not hold

to be é fact concerning every huﬁan being, because it is not a

fact qoncerning every human being that he is "walking not after the
flesh, but after the spirit" '.40 He made it quite clear that

'there is a judgement of God upon the gift of Christ, a condemnation
arising out of our being forgiven...a wrath which has reference to
our being forgiven'.41 It is worth quotiﬁg Campbell in full at this
point, and letting him explain in his own words the thinking that

lies behind this.

I know well, that as long as a man thinks no one can go

to hell whom God loves, it will be difficult to rouse

his conscience, because he has a secret feeling that God
has some good will to himj and he flatters himself, that
if none are lost whom God cares for, he is safe. Ask many
of their hope for eternity, they will say they are
trusting to the Lord. Ask on what ground are they 'imisting?
They have come through many trials, and God, who has

38, ibid. Vol.I, Sermon XV, p.356.
39. ibid. Vol.II, Sermon XXI, p.58.
40, ibid. Vol.I, Sermon XIV, p.329.
41. ibid. Vol.I, Sermon XIV, p.333.
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supported them hitherto, they think will support them
still. That is, they have experienced good from the
Lord's hands; and hence they infer, judging of God by
the partialities of men, that He is too kind and
gracious to allow them to perish. But if God's love -
implied safety, then none would perish at all., But
God's love does not imply safety. One great thing
that we are taught by the Cross of Christ, is this,
that there is a judgement which love will not keep
back - that God can punish sin even while he loves
the simner. Let no man mistake, then, as if pardon
was to save him as a matter of course: pardon is not
salvation, even in the sense of safety. But the
pardon being believed, the simner is saved in this
way, that, being sprinkled with the blood of the |
Lamb, he is reconciled to God, and bécomes an heir

of God, and a joint-heir with Christ, and so has
boldnéss in ‘the day of judgement, because as Christ
is, so is he in this present world. (42)

By no means did Campbell teach a condition of security from the
wrath to come. Man is to be judged according to his appropriation
of Christ's confession of sin, and it is entirely just that he

should be liable to judgement after the coming of Christ as Saviour.

If it is right in God to hold man accountable for that
first life which He gave him in Adam, and to punish him
for his sins in respect of that gift, so is it right in
Him to hold him accountable for that second life which
is given to him in Christ, and to punish him for his
sins in respect of that other gift. (43)

God.has not ceased to hold us responsible for fhat which he
freely bestows upon us,44 or to demand that we be sanctified.

We are to be ju@ged according to our works under the new dispen-
sation of.grace; which makes it possible for us to respénd freely

o 45

in love to God.”God camnot cease to be a judge of sin:

42, -ibid. Vol.I, Sermon VIII, p.185.

43. ibid. Vol.I, Sermon XIV, pp.332,333.
44, ibid. Vol.I, Sermon XIV, p.334.

45. ibid. Vol.I, Sermon IV, p.87.
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It is utterly impossible that God can give up His right
to judge. Were God to do so, He would cease to be good,
for the stability and well-being of the universe
depends upon this, that God who is good also reigneth;
and therefore if God were to say, I forgive sin, and

I shall no longer visit sin with my righteous punish-
ment, then God would be casting from Him the reins of
government, and be suffering His creatures to go on
without any control over them. (46)

Campbell commented .further:

Why is .the judgement a comfort? Because, if I
-anticipated no "judgement, but conceived of God as
throwing up the reins of government, and letting sin
and holiness take their course, then there would be
no security, no comfort, as to the interests of
goodness in the universe. But when I see God putting
away men's sins, that they may return to Him, and
Jjudging them afterwards, according as they have,

or have not returned, then I see a glory to God in
His whole plan - then I see great blessings for
those who do return, and glorify God on their behalf;
and I can also say, Thou art righteous, O Lord!

ih these judgements which thou wilt afterwards
pronounce on these who shall have rejected thy mercy. (47)

Judgement can therefore be seen to be an integral part of
Campbell's eschatology. Unlike Erskine's understanding of the
function of judgement, Campbell's was very much concerned with
the righteous condemnation of sin. He did not see it as something
which could educate men:into a more spiritual way of life, and
which he could use to his advantage, but as a point at which his
life of sonship was to be measured, and a verdict made as to its
coﬁsequences. Unlike Erskine too, Campbell did not see that there
was any possibility that man might at some stage after judgement
be restored to grace. Frequently in his sermons he warned that the
judgement was at hand, and that any condemnation would be of

lasting effect.48 There would be destruction for any who had

46. ibid. Vol.I, Sermon XIV, p.328.
47. ibid. Vol.I, Sermon VIII, pp.181,182.
48. See ibid. Vol.I, Sermon XVII, p.409; Vol.II, Sermon XXIX, p.275.
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réjected the gospel while they had the chance to accept it.
No repentance after death-would avail for anyone who had missed
his chance in this life - 'for when it has come to pass that there
is no longer space for repentance.,..when the day is come in which
matters are fixed for eternity even the day of the righteous
judgement of God, then it is no longer "Repent" it is "Depart ye
cursed" '.49qu Campbell, the day of judgement was a day of division,
and the sepgraﬁion that was made between good and evil was an
eternally bipding.separation.so

Campbellndid,not-lelow Erskine's lead into the doctrine
-of universalism, being unconvinced that all men will eventually be
drawn by the love of God, and dispensing with Erékine's.scheme of
spiritual development after death and his understanding of the.
judgement .as a part of the process of education. Yet Campbell too
found a way in-which the work of Christ and the possibility of a
last judgement could be held together in one system and their

consequences for the life after death given equal weight.

Campbell stressed the need for man to respond to Christ,
and held that he will be judged on the measure of his response.

Yet in this response, which must necessarily be variable, since

each will respond in a different measure, there seems to be implicit
in his theory the idea that there might be degrees of salvation.

There can be no certainty for the man who in all good conscience

-is trying to live a life of sonship that he has responded fully

- enough. to the work of Christ. He might still,face condemnation,

49. Notes of Sermons, Vol.II, Sermon XXVII, p.32.
50. See ibid. Vol.I, Sermon VII, pp.5-10.
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in thaf he mighf not be sufficiently holy. Campbell does appear

to recognize this difficulty, for he made the comment that 'the
judgement of God is just according to the opportunities of knowing,
and loving, and glorifying God, which men have enjoyed; and that
to whom God has committed much He shall ask the more'..51 This
suggests that the judgement ought perhaps to be more flexible

than Campbell seems to allow. There can be no certainty for man
that he will be found worthy at the last judgement, and Campbell's
theory is not one of.the.most reassuring for any one who is in
doubt of his salvation, even though this had been Campbell's
motivation for -trying to re-state the doctrine of the atonement.
However, it does have the advantage in that what Campbell had to
say about the work of Christ does lead on well 1o what he later
wishes to say about eschatology, and this means that he achieves

a unified presentation of the problems of so;eriology in its widest
sense, For the present it must suffice to say that he did some
notable work on the consequences for eternal life of a theory of
the atonement, and that he did not compromise the eschatological

element which is so vital a part of any treatment of the process

of salvation.

51. Sermons and Lectures, Vol.II, Sermon XXII, p.64.
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F.D. MAURICE

CalViné;tic orthodoxy in the first half of the nineteenth
century was not oﬁly to be challenged from within the Scottish
ghurch. An impressive contributioﬁ to the issue of salvation
came_frqm F;D. Maurice,a thinker who was a close friend of Thomas
Ersking,”apd who inyolved himself with the problems on which
Erskine was working. Maurice, like Erskine, expounded the need
for theology to_bg-cpunter-balanced by an inner appropriation of
the truth of dogma, and he thought the mistake of the age to be
'that we talk about God and about our religion, and do not confess
‘Him as a living God; Himself the Redeemer of men in His Son;
Himself the Inspirer:- of all right thoughts‘.1.Maurice had a
desire for unity, wholeness and reconciliation of theological
thought, probably kindled by the religious differences in his own
home, which may have made him tend towards the belief that
theology is not speculation, but.rather reflection on the relation
éf man and society to God. He wrote that 'the desire for unity
has haunted me all my life through; I have never been able to
substitute any desire for tha%, or to accept any of the different
schemes fér satisfying it which men have devised'.2 It was not -
Maurice's aim to construct an alternative system, or to suggest a
compromise, since he realized the partiality of every theological

view. He was of the opinion that every party had some truth,

1., F. Maurice {ed.) The Life of F.D, Maurice, Chiefly Told in
His Own Letters, London: Macmillan and Co., 2 vols. 3rd. edition, 1884,
Vol.II, p.359.

2. ibid. Vol.I, p.41.
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but that this can only be partial, and that to believe it to be
the whole truth, or to deny truth to others was to promote
sectarianism. Maurice felt that every system necessarily led to
exclusion, and so to new parties and divisions, yet he was not
in-favour of the point of view that opinions in religion were of
no account, nor with a liberalism which tolerated all beliefs.3
The method which Maurice himself used in his theological work
he ascribed to Plato. It was froﬁ this source £hat he conceived
the alternative to constructing a thought-system: 'Not to frame
a comprehensivé system which shall inclu&e nature and society,
man and God, as its different elements, or in its different
compartmepts, and which therefore necessarily leads the system-
builder to consider himself above them all, but to demonstrate
the utter impossibility of such a system, to cut up the notion
and dream of it by the roots, this is the work and the glory of
Pla.to'.4 Maurice utilized the Platonic method of seeking for
principles, since it indicated to him that 'there is a way out
of party opinions which is not a compromise between them, but which
is implied in both, and of which each is bearing witness'.5

Maurice wés not attached exclusively to any one school of
thought, and it is wrong to associate him with any one tradition in
particular. He has, however, been linked with the Broad Church’
movement, which stood for dislike of dogma and indefiniteness of
belief, but such a view of Maurice rests on a mistaken evaluation

of his position, since apart from his dislike of sectarianism he was

3., ibid. Vol.I, p.184.
4. Moral and Metaphysical Philosophy, 2 vols. 1882, Vol.I, pp. 218,
150-151, cited by C. Welch, Protestant Thought in the Nine-
teenth Century, Vol.I, 1799-1870, New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1974, p.244.
5. Life, Vol.I, p.56.




- 81 -

he was himself intolerant of the spirit 'which was ready to tolerate
all opinions in theology'.6

Maurice's wofk has been variously assessed, and has provoked
different reactions in those who read it. James Martineau, for
example, wrote of him that 'for consistency and completeness of
thought, and precision in the use of language, it would be difficult
to’finq his superior among living theologia.ns'.7 Yet Benjamin
Jowett, one of the characteristic writers of the Broad Church,
comp;giped thgt Maurice's thought 'was misty and confused, and none
of his writingsnappear to me to be worth reading'.8 Such varying
responses to the significance of Maurice's work do not make an
accurate evaluation of his influence at all easy, and the diffuse
character of his writings prevents an exact analysis of his thought,
but his contribution to the debate on the nature of salvation will
be seen to have provided a useful stimulus to contemporary thinking.

Influenced strongly by Erskine and Campbell, Maurice laid
great emphésis on the need to conceive of God as a Father, and of
the atonement as an éct brought about fhrough love. Maurice himself
‘worked from the standpoint of the.Mbral theory, and criticised the
attempts to state the doctrine of the atonement in penal terms,
substituting for the orthodox framework an entirely different
understanding of maﬁ's relationship to God and of the nature of
salvation. Mﬁurice's theories, especially those which relate to the
issue of eternal life and judgement, were to prove no more acceptable
to thg authorities of his day than Campbell's had been, and in 1853

Londom |
he lost his chair at King's College, Gaﬁ%ridge, for teaching

6. ibid. Vol.I, p.183.
7. As cited by V.F. Storr in English Theology in the Nineteenth

Century, p.340.
8. As cited by A.R. Vidler in Witness to the Light - F.D., Maurice's

Message for Today, New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1848, p.4.
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doctrines which were held to be unsettling for the majority of
Christians, since they were thought to encourage an attitude of
laxity towards necessary endeavour.

Maurice's own positive thought on the matters of atonement
and judgement is not so clearly defined as his criticism of the.
defects of the penal systems, and as will be shown, the position
he claimed for himself is an ambiguous one, but since his reaction
against Phe“qontemporary methods of understanding the atonement
forms the_bagkgrpgn@ to his own original and developed thought,
it is necessary as a preliminary step to clarify his objections
.to an analysis of the work of Christ in predominently penal terms.
Maurice rejected the theories of penal substitution for various
related reasons. First, he suspected that they inherently denied
that perfect 1oy§ is the true exprgssion of God's unchangeable
nature and of his will for mankind. This objection is similar to
those made both by Erskine and Campbell, who insisted that the work
of atonement was motivated by the love of God, and should in no way
be seen as an instrument by which an otherwise wrathful God could
be propitiated. Secondly, Maurice held that such theories made
Christ's sacrifice a contingent act which occurred only because of
the existence of siny and thirdly, he felt that they excluded any
understanding of Christ's sacrifice as the manifestation of his
eternal life with the Father. These last two objections.rest on
assumptions which are peculiar to Maurice, and which do not appear
in the work of Erskine or Campbell. Since they need to be fully
explained, they will be more fully treated in the relevant sections

below. It will be seen that they involve Maurice's own theological
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framework and his whole understanding of the economy of the Trinity,
and of man's position in his alienated state before God. Further,
Maurice thought that the.idea of penal substitution rested upon an
un-biblical conception of God, since it presupposed 'a Divine

9

justice delighting in infinite punishment'.” It appeared, according
to Maurice, to view God as an offended sovereign power, since it
reg?rded men as having broken God's. law, and gave the impression
that qu was an avenging deity who demanded the death and destruction
of ﬁan.

Maurice thogght that to introduce the notion of Christ's
sacrifice into this kind of a system would be to make selfishness
the guiding factor in man's relation to God, since man would
sagrifice, or identify with the sacrifice of Christ, in order to
save himself, In this case, the purpose of the sacrifice would be
to propitiate the deity and make it serve the wishes of men.
Such a system as this was bound, in Maurice's view, to endorse
man's selfishness, and encourage him to seek deliverance not from
sin itself, but rather from punishment from sin. This method is at
fault because it takes too superficial a view of salvation, over-
looking the point that what is needed is the restoration of the
‘harmony of will between God and man, and not merely the removal of
a penalty for wrongdoing. Maurice's recognition of this is reminiscent
of Erskine's and Campbellis characteristic insistence on the need
for sanctification as an essential feature of salvation,

Maurice also pointed out that if Christ is regarded as one

who gives up his life as the only sacrifice that will satisfy God's

9. F.D. Maurice, Theological Essays, London: Macmillan and Co.,
1853, p.140. (This quotation is limited to the first edition).
Unless otherwise stated, all subsequent references to this book
will be to the 5th. edition of 1891.
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vindictive wrath, then he cannot be seen to lead ﬁen to God,
since it would rather be the case that he protects them from the
will of God, bringing about, through his penal death 'the deliv-
erance of man out of the hand of God, the procuring a change in
His purpose -or will'.10 Maurice preferred to think of sacrifice
as something which emanated from God, and which would work in
accqrdance with his will rather than against it. Such a sacrifice
should be fone~which proceeds from His will, and not ours; one
which fulfils His will and not ours'.11 Of the mistaken poncept
of penal substitution Maurice had this to say: 'We may build up
for ourselves a notion of some one who has come to offer a great
and gorgeous present to the Lord of all, which.has changed His mind
towgrds His creatures; we may unawares thrust into our Christian
faith these heathen notions of sacrifice...'12 Aéainst this,
Maurice took the view that: 'If there 'eyer were such a righteous

man, if he ever did offer himself as a sacrifice, must not that

sacrifice, in the strictest and most eminent sense, be the sacrifice

of God? Mﬁst He not, in some wonderful way, prepare it, originate
it; offer 1?11

Maurice made it clear that the idea of God being compelled
by Christ's sacrifice to relinquish his right of punishing and
condemning man involves a conflict in God's own nature between
Jjustice, which has a claim that right shall prevail and sin be
punished, and‘mercy, which forgives sin. Christ can no longer be
seen as the one who does God's will, since his task, through

sacrifice, is to induce God to give up his Jjustice and be ruled

10. F.D. Maurice, The Doctrine of Sacrifice, London: Macmillan and Co.,

2nd edition, 1893, p.139.
11. ibid. p.140.
12. ibid. pp.97,98.
13. ibid. p.101.
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by his mercy, which will ensure the forgiveness of men:

All notions respecting a conflict in the Divine mind
between the claims of justice and mercy; all notions
of the Son winning from the Father that which did not
proceed from His own free gracious willj all notions
which substitute the deliverance from punishment for
the deliverance from sinj all notions which weaken the
force of the words, or make them anything less than
the classical words on the matter, 'Lo, I come to do
thy will, O God', are it seems to me, of this kind,
subversive of the Divine Revelation, Rationalistic
in the worst sense of that word, not to be counten-
anced or tolerated. (14)

Before an evaluation of Maurice's own positive teaching on
the nature of sac;ifice is made, it is important to see how he
ﬁnderstdod'man's alienation from God and his subsequent position
‘before 99df It is this that provides the background to his criticism
of the penal theoryfs inference that_Christ's sacrifice was
contingent upon sin, mentioned above, and only by examining this
will it become clear what Maurice thought needed to be remedied
through the life and death of Christ. First, Maurice objected to
the method of'regarding Christ's work as 'a provision that is

1
Z He opposed this

contingent upon human events.and human will'.
because it presupposed that man's sin had completely destroyed

the relationship between God and man, thereby making it essential

_that there should be a new act of salvation to restore that which

man had rejected through sin and as a result, forfeited. Maurice

was adamant that nothing, not even man's sinful will, or the work

of the Devil, was able to frustrate the purposes of.God. It is not

man who takes the initiative as to what shall regulate the relationship

between himself and God, but. God. Man is totally unable 1o damage

the divine order of things. He might reject the love of God, but he

14. Theologibai Essays, 5th. edition 1891, p.139.
15, Doctrine of Sacrifice, p.108.
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can do nothing to alter the fact that if God chooses to establish
a relationship between himself and man, then this relationship
will stand intact, with or without man's active participation.

It is in this sense that Maurice understood sin to have no absolute
power to separate men from God. He admitted that it does have an
exceptionally sfrong hold on man, and that-it may lead him into.

a false knowledge of God and his relation to creation, but it does
nqt have thg';bility to change existing reality according to its
own desirgs._It cannot effectively thwart God's purposes or limit
his acts or aﬁtitﬁde of love towards men. Maurice aimed to show
sin as a force which effectively cut men off from God, and so led
them into death, but he also maintained that its effectiveness

was limited with regard to God's sovereignty since it is incapable
of desiroying the divine order. All that lies within its scope is
to delude man as to the nature of Géd and creation; its power is
only relative, not aﬁsolﬁte.

The backéround-to this thought has been noted to be drawn
from Platonism, and in his analysis of Maurice's position, _ |
Chriétensen16 held that he had used the Platonically conceived
idea of the sﬁlit between the spirit and the flesh in order to be
able to say that sin need not jeopardize. the reality of man's
unbroken fellowship with God. Maurice's basic understanding of Gog
was:as He who is. In this concept he merged the Platonic idea of

~.reality with that of God as perfect love, and held that.what God

decreed thrbugh his love must of necessity be. He thought .that to

16.T. Christensen, The Divine Order - A Study in F.D. Maurice's
' Theology, Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1973.
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believe that sin introduces a separation between Creator and creation,
and influences the world to such an extent that its basic nature
is altered to one of evil rather than good, is to believe that the
.decisions of God's creatures have constitutive significahce, even
though they act only within the changeable world of time and space.
The presupposition of Maurice's theory was that God alone is ulti-
mate an§ unchangeable reality, and.that creation is nothing in
itself and only a contingent reality. From this position Maurice
could be expggted to take fhg view that énything that.man achieves
on his .own. account. is unreal, in -the Platonic sense at ieast, and
quite unable to affect God, who is supreme reality.

Maurice's view of the function.of revelation was coloured
by this. framework of thought; as was his entire doctrine of salv-
dtion and-eternal life. He held that the role of revelation was not
to create a new.reality or to cause a new state in the relationship
between man and God, But rather to impart knowledge of the unchange-
able reality.which constitutes the life of creation. Any specific
events that might occur in history, which may be part of revelation,
are only indications of-what is eternally true - they do not in
themselves inaugurate a new situation. Agaiﬁ, there is evidence
here of a Platonic cast of thought in Maurice's belief that man
should pass beyond that which is concrete and particular in revel-
ation so that he learns to recognize the uniyersal and the permanent
reality. Revelation is an illumination and explanation of man's
existence, not a regulative factor of it. Maurice was opposed to
any interpretation of the Cross as a constitutive or unique event,
At all costs he wanted to repudiate the idea that as a divine act

of redemption it was in any way unique, and instanced the fact that
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the Biblical history of salvation was the manifestation of an
eternal reality,'sd‘thét the Cross was only indicative of
something that was true of God's attitude towards man from
eternity.

Maurice's own doctrine of the atonement centred on the
nature of sacrifice, but he interpreted Christ's sacrifice-in the
light of the ongoing sacrificial life of the Trinity. The penal
theory had implicitly affirmed that by the-virtue of his sacri-
ficial death,_Christ had .gained a different position in the
divine-economy from that which he had eternally occupied. Rather
than an act-of. obedience to God's will, his sacrifice must be seen
as an attempt to avert God's wrath, and Christ no. longer lives
by God's will but claims an independent status because of merit
-acquired through his sacrifice. Dissatisfied though he was with
this, Maurice still maintained that the doctrine of sacrifice was
the key to the atonement, and managed to avoid the pitfalls into
which the penal theory had fallen with itS'understanding.of the
.concept of ‘sacrifice by restating it to mean something very
different from what it had traditionally signified. Maurice held

the doctrine of sacrifice

«ssto be the doctirine of the Bible, the doctrine of the
Gospel. The Bible is, from first to last, setting forth
to us the meaning of sacrifice. If we cannot preach that
that meaning has been accomplished, that .the perfect
-sacrifice has been made for the sins of the whole world,
that God has made peace with us by the death of His Son,

I do not see that we have any gospel from God to men. (17)

17. Doctrine of Sacrifice, taken from the dedicatory letter, p.xliii.
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and further:.

«s.0ur preaching will be good for nothing if the

main subject of it is noit the atonement of God with
man in Christ -~ if we may not proclaim His sacrifice
as a finished work; if we may not ground all our
sacrifices upon it; if we stop short of the Bucharist
proclamation that God of His tender mercy hath given
us His Son to be a full, perfect and sufficient
sacrifice, oblation and satisfaction for the sins of
the whole world. Any notions, theories, practices,
which interfere with the fulness of this Gospel
deprive men, it seems to me, of a blessing which has
been bestowed upon them and to which they have a right -
deprive them of the only effectual foundation for
social and individual reformation. (18)

These passages show the importance which Maurice attached to

the concept of sacrifice. It was fundamental to his understanding
of the work of Christ, but his use of it was very different from
that.previously made, in that he divorced it completely from any
penal implicationé. Christ's death was not penal - on this point

Maurice was adamant:

We can forgive a fellow-creature a wrong done to us,
without exacting an equivalent for it; we blame
ourselves if we do not; we think we are offending
against Christ's command, who said, 'Be ye merciful
a8 your Father in heaven is merciful' if we do not.
We do not feel that punishment is a satisfaction to
our minds; we are ashamed of ourselves when we
consider it is...Are these maxims moral, or are the
opposing maxims moral? If they are moral, should we,
because God is more righteous than we can imagine,
or understand, suppose that His acts are at variance
with them? Should we attribute to Him what would be
unrighteousness in us? (19)

Maurice asked: 'How then, can we tolerate for an instant the
notion of God which would represent Him as satisfied by the
punishment of sin, not by the purify and graciousness of the Son?'2,o

and made the comment that all ‘'orthodox schools have said, that a

18. Life, Vol.II,,pp.364—5, 2nd edition, 1884.(Hereafter all
quotations from this work will be from this edition unless

otherwise stated).
19. Theological Essays, p.118.
20, ibid. p.125.
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perfectly holy and loving being can be satisfied only with a
holiness and love corresponding to His own; that Christ satisfied
the Eather by presenting the image of His own holiness and love,
that in His sacrifice and death all that holiness and love came
forth comple_:’tely'.z1 This was.£y no means accidental - 'it must
belong to th;.root and essence of divinity'.2

This is theﬁbésis of Maurice's own doctrine of sacrifice.
He felt that sacrifice was a fundamental characteristic of the
nature of God, and also the true principle of man, made in God's

image. Christ's sacrifice vindicates this principle and restores

it as the maiﬁ directive of our lives, Maurice said that there was:

e.ea ground of sacrifice in the divine nature; in that
submission of the Son to the PFather, that perfect unity
of Purpose, Will, Substance, between them, whence the
obedience and fellowship of all unfallen beings, the
obedience and fellowship of all restored beings, must be
derived, and by which they are sustained. (23)

Sacrifice, therefore, in Maurice's view, constitutes the life of

the triune God. In that the Father eternally lives with the Son

in the spirit of love he is always sacrificing himself for the Son,
and in the same way the Son is always sacrificing himself for the
Father. God's very nature is one of self-sacrifice, and the creation
is grounded in the sacrificial life of the Trinity. Since man is
created in the image of God he is called by the very ground of

his being to sacrifice himself for his creator and for his fellow
men. It was Maurice's contention that sacrifice is the law of

human life, and this was a reason why he insisted that it is not

existence of sin that makes it necessary for man to sacrifice his

21, ibid.
22, ibid.
23, Doctrine of Sacrifice, p.109.
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life, Even if sin were not a fact of human existence, sacrifice '
would still be a vital part of his relationship with God and
other men.

Maurice illustrated this by pointing to the 0ld Testament
sacrifices, which, he said, should not be thought of as a means
of propitiating a God who would otherwise punish man because of
his sin, Rather, they were an indication that sacrifice was a
part of the being of God, that it was this self-sacrificing love
that had created Israel, and that man's true life consisted in
the same self-sacrifice.-The visible écts of sacrifice are outward
signs of the fact that man is in a loving relationship with God:
'"Trust in a righteous and life-giving Being was in his (Nbah's)
éase, as much as in that of Abel, the meaning of his oi‘fering'.24
Yet the 01d Testament sacrifices impart an imperfect revelation,
and because of this they kindle a hope of a more definite manifest-
ation of the self-sacrificing nature of God, and of the fact
that self-sacrifice is the constitutive factor of the universe.

It was clear to Maurice that these expectations had been
fulfilled by Christ. Through his perfect obedience Christ had
revealed the Father's nature, and when he sacrificed his life,
he thereby revealed the Father as self-sacrificing love. In the
life, and especially in the death of Christ man sees God as he
really is, and his false idea of God as a vindictive tyrant -is
banished. Christ's act of self-giving, however, is eternal, and
his death upon the Cross was only a sign of something that is

eternally true. From eternity Christ has sacrificed himself to

24, ibid. p.35.
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the will of the Father, and the Father has always accepted this
sacrifice., Also, because Christ's sacrifice and life are the
foundation of man's existencé, God has always considered man good
and holy. God and man are eternally reconciled in Christ's

eternal sacrifice, of which fact the Cross was a concrete sign:

He has appeared in our world, in our nature; He has
sacrificed Himself. In that sacrifice we see what He

is - what He always has been. His acts here, plain and
palpable, done among men, done for men, have shown forth
that perfect filial obedience to the Creator of all
things, that entire filial union with the Eternal
Father, which is the ground of the universe and the
ground of our humanity. (25)

Maurice's concept of the nature of Christ's representative
function perh@?s needs to be outlined here. The central idea is
that the cruéified Christ is the head of humanity because he alone
creates and sustains it. It is therefore entirely natural that
Christ should act for man. As Christ, by God's eternal decree,
is the ground of jhe being of every man, God-can only regard
man through the Son. This made it possible for Maurice to say
that Christ's righteousness could be imputed %o every man,

As the head of humanity, Christ always represents man before
God and acts on man's behalf, and so all mankind is included in
whatever he does, not least his life of self-sacrifice. God is
ever satisfied with his sacrifice, and is therefore eternally
reconciled to mankind.

There was another aspect of Maurice's theory of the
atonement, and it is one which can be misleading, since it
app€ars to contradict the basic assumptions of some of the

previous conceptions, Maurice at times talked of Christ's death

25, ibid., p.108,
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in language that seems almost to suggest tﬁat he saw it as a
decisive and all-important act in God's plan of salvation, and
by speaking of the Cross in terms of the defeat of sin. and death
he gave the impression that he thought that Christ had thereby

liberated man from a force that had thwarted -God's purpose for

-him., Maurice has been believed to be an exponent of the Classic

doctrine of the atonement, but to hold this about him is to
misrepresent his thought. Most of the confusion centres round
what Maurice théught_about man's bondage to sin, and what he
thought man'needed to be freed from, and since he is not

always clear on the matter of sin, it is not surprising that his
thought has been misunderstood. Basically it- seems justifiable
to take the view that Maurice saw bondage to.sin and alienation
from God to consist for man in a false knowledge of God. Any

corresponding redemption would then need to take the form of a

-liberation of men from misguided thinking, so that they come -to

see -clearly what the nature and will of God are for them:

Do you not know that there has been an oppression

.on your conscience, a tyranny which you could not

shake off? Do you not know that this oppression

arose from a sense of separation from God, of being

at war with Him? Do you not know that, while you

have that sense, you cannot pray to. Him as a Pather,

you cannot serve Him as a living God? And .can -any

one emancipate his ownh Gonscience from this bondage? (26)

Bondage consists in a false knowledge of God, and any redemption
needs to amend men's thinking. The Cross proclaimed God to be a-
self-sacrificing Father who loves his children, and only thus

assured .can men have the confidence to. approach God 'in the faith

26, ibid. p.126.
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21 Man was

that He had owned them, accepted them, delivered them'.
delivered because Christ 'lifted you out of your miserable
subjection to visible things, out of your dark and slavish
notions concerning God, out of your dread and horror of Him'.28

In the Theological BEssays, Maurice wrote that Christ 'became

subject to death "that he might destroy him who had the power of
death, that is, the Devil". Here are reasons assigned for the
Incarnation and the death of Christ. He overcame death, their
common enemy, by submitting to it. He delivered them from the

29

power of the Devil'.”” Maurice's concept of the Devil is of one
who misleads men aﬁout God and their own relation to him:
'The Accusing Spirit...misrepresents the mind and will of God
fowards us, the acts and dispositions of our fellow creatures,
our own moral condition. He leads:us to suspect an enemy in our
Father, an enemy in every brother; an ensmy iﬁ.our own heart'.30
By making it clear what was the case concerning God's attitu&e
to ana relationship with man, the Cross answered such blatant
falsehood, and 'the answer is a complete one...the moment we
accept it, his éhain is broken for us: because God has in truth
broken it for our race'.31

Similarly, on the Cross Christ broke the power of death.
Man's distrust of God had created fear of death, but Christ
manifested the true nature of death and thereby pfoved that man's
hooror of it was without foundation. 'Death is utterly horrible

as long as it is linked to that distrust of God which is Sin,

and the root of all sins; so long as it keeps that up in our minds;

27. ibid. p.122,

28, ibid. .

29. Theological Essays, p.37, 1853 edition.
30, Doctrine of Sacrifice, p.224.

31. ibid. p.236.




- 95 -

so long as it teaches us that our safety is in flying from His
presence'.32 Yet the Pather and the Son were perfectly united
in death, and it is 'made the pledge of their eternal union;
the pledge of their infinite satisfaction in each other',33

and what is more, 'that union is shown to be the ground of every
other'.34 Christ had transformed death from something to be feared

into a sacrament of fellowship with God, and we can now answer

the Devil's misrepresentation:

We know what death is, for Christ has died. We know
that His death is the proof of eternal love, the
pledge that He has reconciled the world to Himselfs
the encouragement to draw nigh to Him; the assurance
that a new and living way is opened into His Presence,
and that in that Presence is fulness of joy. (35)

It is in this sense that Maurice believed Christ to have been
victorious over sin, death and the Devil. He understood the
victory to be in terms of the correction of wrong ideas and as
the subsequent liberation of man from his misguided thinking and
its damaging consequences for his relationship with God.

Maurice was eager that man should realize his sonship of God,

and that he should come to see that there was nothing preventing
him from living as a son of God. He was concerned that man should
becomé what he really was, as opposed to being limited by hindrances
which have no right to pull man away from his true relationship
with God. It was this thinking that prompted Campbell to comment
that for Maurice 'all sin is reduced to ignorance'!, for 'there is
nothing real in the nature of things answering to this sense of

guilt in man's experience'.36 Maurice's son repudiated this

32, ibid. D.239.

334 ibid. p.237.

34, ibid.

35.7ibid. p.240.

36. D. Campbell (ed.) Memorials of John McLeod Campbell, 2 vols.,
London: Macmillan and Co., 1877, Vol.lI, p.343.
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accusation, and argued that it was a misrepresentation of his

father's thought,37

but it may be that Campbell's criticism does
point to an inherent weakness in Maurice's system, in so far as
it exposes what could be said to be a very insubstantial view of
the reality of sin, and of its crippling effect on man himself.
However, to make a brief defence of Maurice at this point it must
be noted that if he questionea the reality (in.the Platonic sense)
of sin, he did not underestimate its power as an alienating force,
and one which could work havoc in man's life, and he held that
Christ's victory over sin and death was an effective, rather than
a hollow one.

At this point we shall turn to a consideration of Maurice's
treatment of the concepts of judgement and eternal life. For him,
the significance of eschatology was that it deals with the
ultimate form of man's relationship with God. He was not concerned
to develop an elaborate scheme, nor was he aiming to piece together
a cohesive doctrine, but his thoughts on the subject are important,
and can be seen to focus on three main beliefs. The first of these
was that eternity is independent of duration; the second that the
power of repentance is not limited to this life; and the third
that it is not revealed whether or not all will ultimately be saved.

Concerning the first point, Maurice unequivocably insisted
that eternal life and death must be understood in gqualitative
terms, and be seen entirely in relation to man's relationship
with God. He interiorized the concepts of eternal life and death

to such an extent that they became two aspects from which one may

37« Life, Vol.II, pp.537-40.
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look at Christian experience., Eternal life was entered into by

the man who acknowledged and grew into his relationship with God,
while eternal death was the consequence of failing to live as a

son of God or to realize the full potential of human nature
grounded in God. 'Ah, blessedness - oh! when shall we understand
this? - consists in the acknowledgement of that which isj all
misery and damnation in the denial of it.38 For Maurice, God had

to be the starting-point for any discussion of the meaning of
eternity. Wherever the word is used he thought that it ought to be
considered in reference to God?9and in view of this he held that

it had no relation to time in the sense of endless time, but had

to do rather with a definition of quality with respect to the
being of God. Maurice argued that God's eternity denoted his
perfect, unchangeable being. Eternity stands for that which is
unchangeable, permanent and perfect, and it is therefore gener-
ically different from time, which signifies all that is changeable,
transient and iﬁperfect. The eternal world of God is the ground

of being of the world we know, since it imparts life and meaning

to it, Eternal 1life and ‘death, on this basis, should not be thought
of as future states, but as fellowship with, or separation from God.
The fact that they are called eternal implies that their connection
with God is their distinctive character, and although they can be
lived in within a context of time, they are in no way dependent

upon their context for their existence:

We feel that we are under a law of change and succession;
that we live in days, and months, and years. We feel

also that we have to do with that which is not changeable,
which cannot be represented by any divisions of time...

38, FoDe. Maurice, Lectures on the Apocalypse, or the Book of the
Revelation of St. John the Divine, lLondon: Macmillan and Co.,
1861, pp.414-415.

39. See Theological Essays, p.381.
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We experience the utter vanity and emptiness of
chronology as a measure of suffering, of thought, of
hope, of love., All these belong to another state of
things. We perceive that Scripture is speaking to us
of that state of things; that it is educating us into
the apprehension of it. The more we attend to the New
Testament, the more we find to confirm the witness of
our reason that eternity is not a lengthening out or
continuation of timej that they are generically
different. (40)

Maurice found that Scripture could validate his findings. Again
he said: 'Scripture...illustrates and makes clear our own thoughts
about Lifé and Death. It teaches us to think that the healthy
activity of all our powers and perceptions, and their direction to
their right object, is the living state; that the torpor of these,
or their concentration on themselves, is a state of death'.41
Man's rebellion leads him into eternal condemnation in that it
separates him from God, while by the same token his obedience
admits him into a relationship of eternal life. Man's disobedience
is not something that can be eradicated by force, and God's method
of dealing with it, according to Maurice, was to educate man into
a new attitude by making him feel the consequences of rebellion.
God makes man's sin and misery the means by which he leads him to
the conclusion that he is powerless in himself, and cannot live
without God. Punishment shows men the misery of their situation and
acts as an incentive for them to turn to God, and it destroys
their complacency about their sins. Maurice's concept of time and
eternity drew criticism from those who were aware of the under-
lying difficulties, and an acknowledgement of these will be

included at a later stage.

40, ibid. p.366.
41, ibid. p.367.
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When we turn to Maurice's treatment of the concept of
judgement, we find that, in seeking to understand it, he used the
method he had employed in making his analysis of the idea of
eternity, and saw judgement in relation to the true relationship
between man and God. He understood it to be a feature of man's
present earthly life quite as much as of his future existence.
He reacted against the popular ideas about judgement because he
found them 'not exactly ideal, but exceedingly fantastic,
figurative,.inoperative', and he set out to 'ascertain whether
Scripture does not give-uS'the hint of something more practical
and substantial'.42wHe perceived that those who argued that the
doctrine of a 1ést judgement provided a useful form of moral check
on behaviour did so in the light of an inherent belief in an
ongoing judgements 'I do not conceive they would have derived the
least support from the anticipation of standing before Christ in
some distant day, if they had not believed they were standing

43

before Him in their own day'. '@ Maurice commented further:

'Whatever light they have thrown on the Scripture doctrine of a
judgement to come has proceeded from the light in which they were

44

continually walking'. Christ is the standard by which all their

45

acts are evaluated, and the fact that we may not be aware of this
ongoing judgement does not mean that it is not a reality: 'This
exclusion of Christ from the eyes of sense is not, as men fancy,

an interruption of that judgement which He, as Iord of their spirits,

is continually pronouncing; they are not less in His presence,

42, ibid. pp.263,264.
43. ibid. D.249.

44. ibid.

45, See ibid. p.250.
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open to.His clear, all-penetrating vision, -now, than if He were

walking in their-streets'.46-Maurice was against- restricting the
judgement to some future time since this would -imply that the

creation was not in the meantime being judged.

"eeethe tribunal-of Christ is,one which is not to be
set up for the first time in some distant day, amidst
earthly pomp and ceremonial, but that it is one before
which we, in our own inmost being, are standing now,
and ‘that the time-will come when ‘we .shall know that it
-is so, and when all that has concealed the Judge from
us will be taken.away. (47)

M@Pr%qe“understood judgement to be an. ongoing process, continuous
and co-é¥ﬁgnsive_with man's relationship with God, and thought
_that;it was inseparéble_from the eternal care of the Creator
for his creation.

__Judgemgnt for_Maurice involved the sense of distinction
and discrimination between what is true and what is false.
He thought dhrist-judges by imparting 4 perfect knowledge of
reality, and that his judgement reveals what origigates_in God's
will and.what.is due to sin. In support of -this, Maurice claimed

this of the biblical record:

Everywhere the idea is kept before us of judgement,
in its fullest, -largest, most natural sense, as
importing discrimination or discovery. BEverywhere
that discrimination or discovery is supposed to be
exercised over the man himself, over his internal

- character, over his meaning and will. Everywhere
the substitution of any mere external trial or
examination for this, is rejected as inconsistent
with the spirit and grandeur of Christ's revélation. (48)

At the final judgement, Maurice thought that man will be "shown .in

his true state, without the benefit of disguise for his real condition:

46. ibid. .p.251.
47. ibid. pp.256,257.
48. ibid. p.254.
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A time will come when it will be clearly discovered
to all men what their state was while they were
pilgrims in this world; that they were in a spiritual
.relation just as much as they were_in relation to those
. visible things of which their senses took cognisance.
That. which has been hidden will be made known; the
darkness will mo- longer be able to quench the light
which has been shining in the midst of it, -and
seeking to penetrate it; each man will be revealed as
that which.he actually is, that every one may receive
the things done in the body according to that he hath
done, whether it be good or bad. (49)

This“iq-gpye important than any function of assigning penalties.
Maurige_saw"tpe ;atter as entirely secohdary to the main. purpose
" of thg_jgdggment, which is to 'justify the true and honest.
- purpose which ma&.have got itself bewildered in a variety of
complications-aﬁd contradié%ions...hére is, indeed, a sphere for
the exercise of that-judicial faculty which we all esteem so
highly!.50 The final day of judgement will be a day of salvation -
for the whole,c;eation, rather than-the beginning of a declaration
of .condemnation. Maurice hoped for the world that a time would
come whep Chrigt woula 'reveal Himself completely as its Congueror
and King, and would bring all men to see that His universe was
builtlon truth-and rig'hteousness'.51 He longed for the vindication
of the true foundation of the world, and understood judgement
to be a means by which this could be brought about.

Although Maurice was unwilling to be too dogmatic about
the possibility of universal restoration, preferring to say that
it has .not been revealed whether or not all men will be saved,
the restitutiqn of all things under the sovereign rule of God

seems to be -the necessary outcome of his teaching about judgement.

49. ibid. p.256.
50. ibid. p.253.
51. ibid. p.258.
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He did not mean to imply that all men will be saved in their
disobedience, since this would mean that God would overlook or
condone the fact of sin, which is impossible, for on Maurice's
view it is only when man has rejected his sin that he can turn
to God and be united with him. His essay on eternal life and

death in Theological Essays proved to be controversial,

suggesting as. it did that those who were impenitent might not be
destined for eternal loss. When man is in a state of sin, God
strives to win his obedience, and Maurice thought that this effort

could well continue after death;

I dare not pronounce, what are the possibilities of
resistance in a human will to the loving will of God.
There are times when they seem to me (thinking of
myself more than others) almost infinite. But I know
there is something which must be infinite in an abyss
of dove beyond the abyss of death...More about it I
cannot know, but God knows - I leave myself and all
to Him, (52)

On the doctrine of eternal punishment, Maurice made some
important comments, although these were’to bring him into
disfavour with academic and church authorities. Those who
supported the doctrine as it was traditionally stated held that
it was a useful deterrent to bad behaviour, and that it safeguarded
and encouraged moral endeavour, but Maurice objected strongly to
this way of thinking, not only because it inferred that salvation
was the avoidance of punishment for sin as opposed to freedom
from sin itself, but also because he thought it was inconsistent

with the teaching of Christ. He made this comment:

52. ibid. pp.405-406.
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The doctrine of endless punishment is avowedly put
forward as necessary for the reprobates of the world,
the publicans and the harlots, though perhaps religious
men might dispense with it. Now, I find in our Lord's
discourses, that when He used such words as these

'Ye serpents, ye generation of vipers, how shall ye
escape the damnation of hell?' He was speaking to
religious men, to doctors of the law; but that when
He went among publicans and sinners, it was to preach
the Gospel of the kingdom of God. Does not this
difference show that our minds are very strangely at
variance with His mind? Ought not the discovery to
make us think and to make us tremble? (53)

In this way Maurice undermined the contemporary view of the
gquestion of whether or not there can be said to be an eternal
punishment for those who do not repent. His own concept of a
continual judgement throughout man's 1ifé did, in his view,
provide a far more rigorous incentive to righteousness since it
made clear the fact that ma; lives as a son of God and is
responsible for everything he does.

The main point that comes through all Maurice's writings
is his insistence on the fact that man was created té live a life
of eternal quality in relation to God. This is reminiscent of
what both Erskine and Campbell were also working towards, although
they proceeded from a different understanding of the problem of
the alienation caused by siq. Not only did Maurice dispense with
the traditional ideas'of sacrifice and penal substitution in
favour of his own re-statement of these concepts, and with the
familiar understanding of judgement, but he also made a fresh

analysis of the basic question of man's relationship with God,

bringing in the Platonic conception of reality to aid him in his

53. ibid, pp.406—407 °
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re-evaluation of the power of sin. In his attempt to describe the
way in which salvation comes about, he set the whole process in a
relational context, makipg everything subservient to man's response
to God, and he related the sense of present participation in
eternal life to the concept of judgement without involving an
uneasy transition from the notion of salvation to the possibility
of condemnation.,.His is an interesting re-appraisal of the scheme
of salvation in which full attention is paid to the presence of

an eschatological dimension and the tradition of the concept of

judgemenf.
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AN EVALUATION OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SYSTEMS
ADVANCED BY ERSKINE, CAMPBELL AND MAURICE.

The nature of the continuous conviction abgut man's
relationship with God is difficult to describe because of the
problems involved in coming to an understanding about the presence
and activity of God. It may be the case that all our conceptions
of God are no more than figments of our own imagination, since
it would appear to be true that a transcendent being can never
be available to us or directly knowable by us except in so far as
he chooses to reveal himself to us. If man is to come to a
reasonably full understanding of God it will only be because God
has in a sense come to man - knowledge of God could not be affirmed
other than on the basis of such a revelation, and man can know of
" the nature of God only as he is acted upon by God. Given that
character and activity are correlative, action taken by God and
observed by man will be indicative of his nature, but clearly there
is a parallel problem involved in establishing the link between
any given action and its origin in the purposes of God. It cannot
be established beyond doubt that God is at work within his creation,
since although certain activity may be observed as taking place,
there is no guarantee that this can be rightly attributed to God,
since there are no objective criteria for determining what sort
of activity is consistent with the character and will of God.

The problem is circular: we cannot know God unless he manifests
himself to us, yet we have no way of identifying a disclosure as

divine in view of the difficulty of establishing what is divine.

Aﬁy attempt to assess a theological system must take these
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basic difficulties of the subject as a whole into account, and
recognize the inbuilt limitations. It is not tﬁe intention of
this thesis to push the theories which are being examined further
than they can reasonably be expected to go. The work of Erskine,
Campbell and Maurice will be analysed in terms of its internal
consistency and general helpfulness in relation to the resolution
pf the_p?oblems connected with.the judgemental and soteriological
gépgptﬁ'qf“thg Christian faith, This alone will be the criterion
of assessment.

Chr;stianity makes far-reaching claims, some of which form
the basis of muph,Christian theology. The theories with which we
are concerned took over several such assumptions without examining
their viability; for example, they each made considerable use of
the idea that God is a God of 1ove who is involved in a reciprocal
relationship with his creation, which is understood to be morally
accountable to him. The concept of the love of God was the motiv-
ating force which dominated their efforts to produce a theory of
ﬁhe atonement, and which influenced the way in which they looked
at the issue of the eternal relationship between God and man,
especially with regard to the question of judgement. Whether they
wgre_justified in selecting this concept upon which to base their,
own work cannot easily be established in view of the difficulties
outlined abgve, but it is not our task to examine this question here.
‘We shall proceed from the starting point chosen by them without
examining the viability of this as a basis for theology. Attention
will be paid instead to the consistency of the developed theories

with their initial presuppositions, and to whether in fact they
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then develop their views of the work of salvation and the process
of judgement so that both issues are fully treated without losing
their true character or appearing to undermine the function each

has in the Christian view of soteriology.

It is not easy to determine why Erskine, Campbell and
Maufice ;hould have been so affected by the concept of the love
and fatherhood of God, but its effect on their theories is marked.
To some extent their owq“study of the Bible may have influenced
the basis_from which’ they worked to construct a theory of the work
of Christ; certainly Pfleide;er believed this to be true in the
case of Erskine and Campbell,1 and it would appear that Maurice too
was motivated tp formulate his theory in the light of what he
understood to_be true from the Bible, since he criticized the idea
of penal substitgtion_for-presenting an un-biblical conception of
God,2 which rendgrgd it to his way of thinking unacceptable.

As has been seen: a}l three w?iters were strongly convinced as to
the inward nature of ?e}igion, and of the need for salvation to be
seen as a process by which man is brought into harmony with the
will of God and sanctified. As they saw it, a relationship of love
could not possibly be adequately represented by a doctrine of
salvation through legal justification, and foremsic terms were
inappropriate to exﬁress the weight of moral accountability which
man has to bear. Working from within the framework of the concept
of the love of God they inevitably made of salvation a matter by

which man is transformed into the creature he was meant to be.

1. O Pfleiderer, The DeVelopment of Theology in Germany since Kant
and its Progress in Great Britain since 1825, p.382.
2. See Theological Essays, 1853 edition, p.140.




- 108 -

Nothing less than this could satisfy them or do justice to the
relationship of fatherhood agd sonship which they held to exist
between God and man. Salvation through remission of penalties for
sin does nothing to bring about a positive reunion of God and man,
and it was the restoration of harmony that Erskine, Campbell and
Maurice were severally interested in. For all of them, salvation
was not primarily a process that saved man from something, such as
punishmenﬁ for sin, but yather a means by which he was enabled to
live in harmony with God, since nothing less than this could
satisfy guqreator who wished to be in a relationship of love with
his people., Their view of salvation can thus be seen to be entirely
consistent with their initial preconception of the nature of God,
and although it may nof be easy to determine whether or not such a
view of either the love of God or the subsequent work of atonement
can be verified, these theories are consistent at least as far as
their undersﬁan@ipg of God and of his probable activity goes.
_“_Another aspect of the effect the initial idea of God had
on thgir work can be seen in relation to the treatment they gave
to thg_doctrine of eternal punishment. The notion of an everlasting
punishment of sin implies that God will finally fail in realizing
the salvation of some of_his people, and Erskine and Maurice in
partiqular reacted especially strongly against such a possibility.
Again, the concept of é loving God can be -seen to have influenced
them in thgir decision to counter any doctrine of eternal punishment.
Erskiné’s view was that God's purpose was to love men until he
had subdued their rebellion, and he made the point that the battle

against sin cannot be won by punishment or co-ercion, but by the



- 109 -

transformation of evil into good. A scheme which allows for the
possibility of endless punishment involved, as Erskine saw it,
a contradiction of everything he understood to be true of God's
purpose for mankind, the spiritual progression and development of
true holiness in the individual being a response to the love of
God shown forth in Christ.
The idea of the love of God similarly affected Maurice.
Like Erskine, he was_in_favour of seeing salvation in terms of
freedoﬁ from sin itself, and thought fhat fear of reprisals ought
not to be a determinative factor in man's relationship with God.
Also in accordance with Erskine he took the view that man would
finally be unable to resist the compelling power of the love of
God, and although he did not commit himself to a doctrine of
universal restoration, he maintained a belief in the far-reaching
effects of God's love on even unrepentant sinners.3
Campbell, on the other hand, did not dismiss the idea of
.endless punishmgnt. A contemporary evaluation of his teaching
on this notéd the difference between him and Erskine: 'He differs
from Mr Erskine in one respect, feeling it possible that a free
human being may eternally escape the divine longings, which
Erskine feels incredible'.4 In his earlier writings Campbell
laid great emphasis on the fact that man will be justly condemned
for not responding to the work of Christ, and throughout his sermons
there are many instances to be found of his insistence on the

reality of the condemnation and wrath for the impeni-tent.5

3. ibid. pp. 405, 406,

4. A.J. Ross, Memoir of Alexander Ewing, London: Daldy, Isbister
and Co., 1877, p.448.

5. See especially Sermons and Lectures, Vol.I, Sermon XVII, p.409;
VoldI, Sermon XXIX, p.275.
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This does not.come through so clearly from The Nature of the

AtdnemEnt, and it may be that Campbell's views grew less rigid

on the threat of punishment as the years went by, but on this subject
he appears to have been influenced more by an awareness of the
over-ruling justice of God than by his notion of God's love.

Even though he realized the inadequacy of the legal analogy to
gxplain the work of Christ he still maintained in his own system

a very definite emphgsis on the cost of rejecting Christ.
UnlikeiErskiné_and Maurice he did not envisage a way in which men
cpuid_continge their spiritual progress after death, so for him

it was imperativg that they should come to accept the Cross of
Christ. during their earthly lifetime. Campbell held that there

would come a_time when man would have to answer for the state of
‘hié relationship with God, and that the- verdict given as a result

of the judgement would determine. the quality of his future existence.
The concept of God's judgement in Erskine and Maurice, on the

other hand, is limited to an insistence that sin will be destroyed,
and that it will not be tolerated by God. Neither of these two
writers have any doctrine of retributive justice, while for Campbell
this possibility is distinctly important in his theology. He does
not appear to have found it necessary to excise the notion of
condemnation even though he is primarily motivated by a belief

in the love of God to frame a theory which takes that into account.
For him the need to assert the love of God did not compel him to
'maintain the idea that the opportunities for entering into that

love were endless, and he developed a theory which allowed for the

possibility of condemnation and punishment accordingly. The effect
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which this had on the internal logic of his position will be
evaluated later.

ﬁefqre the ways in-which Erskine, Campbell and- Maurice
developed their concepts of judgement are examined, éome comments
will be made about the issue of moral accountability as this is
apparent in their work. The idea of man being moral;y accountable
to God presupposes a personal relation between them, so that man
has a ‘sense of bging responsible to God for the way in which he
1ivés, and that an awareness is present in him that it matters
how he spends his life. It also takes for granted the fact that
man will be aware of the demands God is making upon him, and the
things he himself will have to do to satisfy those demands.
It is surely meaningless to hold a man responsible for his actions
if he does not know that he is answerable for them, and if he does
not éeé that his behaviour offends against the law of a superior
power who has the right to make moral demands on him., If there is
to be a datum of moral accountability, there must be a correlative
d;sc}qsure by the governing power of the demands that are to be
made, and in addition, there must be a reasonable chance that the
individual will be able to fulfil his responsibility, either
through his own efforts, or with the help of otheré, if the fact
of his acéountability is to be at all realistic. There is no
justice in making man responsible for demands of which he ié
ﬁnaware, or which he has no chance of meeting. The Christian
doctrine of revelation understands that there has been an adequate
disclosure through the fact of the Incarnation and the witness to

God's claims on man in Scripture for all to be aware of their moral
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accountability to God, and furthermore it makes the claim that
it is entirely reasonable that man should be respoﬁsible for his
life since the work of Christ is freely available as an enabling
force to help him achieve what he is intended to achieve.

All three of the writers with.whom this thesis is concerned
firﬁly acknowledge the fact of man's responsibility to God for
the way in which he liQes. BErskine in particular examined the
whole i;gue in a_context of fatherhqqd and sonship, which contrasts
with the othe? me thods then current, notably that of seeing man's
accountability in terms of -God as the righteous Judge demanding
refributiop and man as the culprit. Ergkine made the point that
Godls 16ve, rig#teousness and justice are all working towards
the same object, ﬁamely 'a desire to bring his whole moral creation
into a participation of His own Qharacte¥ and His own blessedness'.
It:is this participation, known by BErskine as a life of sonship,
that alope giveg man the clue to the nature of his relationship
with God, and the necessary understanding to assess the issue of
his moral accountability. Erskine's exemplarist doct?ine of the
work of_Christ aimed to explain how man can know of God's &emands,
and how, throughla spirit of free loving obedience, they-can be
fulfilled. Campbell, like Erskine, also understood the problem of
moral accountability in terms of the fatherhood of God and the
sonship of man, in which context alone responsibility is made the
corollary of an awareness of a relationship of love, which
necessarily dictates the character of man's behaviour. Maurice
too, although he did not use the same terminology to express the

- ideé, had a keen sense .of the need to stress the fact that man's

6. Letters of Thomas Erskine, Vol.II, p.242.
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responsibility to God stemmed from the fact. that sonship of a
loving Father entailed certain demands as well as rights. All

three writers chose to look at the issue of man's accountability
in such a way that the judicial aspect was of minimal importance,
and stressed instead the need for frée, unstinting obedience

that could only occur in a.relationship of love in which the threat
of punishment was not a factor influencing behaviour.

Thg question must be asked, however, whether a doctrine of
moral accouﬂtability necessaril&lentails the concept of a fixed
time at which man's life is to be evaluated. It would seem
inevitable that if there is to be any reality in the notion of
accountability, then there must be a corresponding idea that a
time will come.whgn the way in.which man has exercised his respons-
ibility will be assessed, and it is.difficult to.see how responsib-
ility can have any serious consequences for man unless he is {0 be
examined on the way he has used it. Just to drift on being in some
vague manner answerable to God is a meaningless idea unless there
-comes a time when one is asked to present one's case.énd actually
‘take the consequences for it. Otherwise, accountability is being
used as a euphemism to describe the fact that what happens in a
.relationship between God and man counts for something, and that
.what man does can affect it. Such a position has little to do-with
moral accountability as-such, although it does have much to say
about the reciprocal condition that exists between God and man,
and about the fact that the goodwill of both is vital to the
continuance of the .relationship. Campbell would appear to have

recognized this distinction in view of the fact that he maintained
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a strict doctrine of the assessment of man's life and his use of
resp&nsibility in his response to Christ. His emphasis on the
impelling need to respond to Christ before the chance is lost
illustrates his awareness that man will be called upon to answer
for his life, If the.sirict sense of the concept of moral account-
ability is applied, it seems thatiout of the three writers beiﬁg_
studied, Campbell alone takes into acpount the corresponding fact
of judgement, Erskine in particular, but Maurice also to a great
extent, seem to be guilty of missing the point where this is
concerned. Erskine has an interesting idea which describes the
fate of man to be one of continual development in sanctification
both in this'life and the next, but by implication this means

that man is ne%er judged or assessed. He may gradually and
ideally respond ever more positively to God, but he cannot
rightly be said to be agcountable if in fact he is never called

to account. It must be questionable, if this is the case, whether
Erskine can be said to have a doctrine of moral accountability.

It would seem that he substitutes for it a vague, if impassioned,
sense that what happens to affect the relationship between God
and man is of crucial importance, and that it matters deeply if man
fails to respond to God's will and love. What Erskine was trying
to encourage was that man should aim for the kind of life that
would ensure that he was in harmony with the will of God.
Certainly no outward compulsion can produce such a desire -
Erskine was quite right in making the point that man cannot freely
respond until he is relieved of threats of punishment, and that

the quality of the sonship achieved through the process of education




- 115 -

will be far better than that which he enters through fear of what
will happen to him if he does not. As far as Erskine's theory goes,
however, it would apﬁeér that it is of no consequence if the
desired quality of sonship is never achieved in the sense that
there will be no penalties for failure. It is just taken to be

a good thing fqr man if he happens to achieve a high degree of
sanc?ification, and apart from the quality of existence he will
enjoy if he doe; attain this, it matters little whether or not he
responds to God. Erskine could not conceive of God punishing
sinners for failing to respond to his love, since he believed in
the .compelling powgr_qf G9d to attract all men, and hence had no
need to introduce a concept of punishment to explain the fate of
those who rejected God. Yet in' putting forward this scheme he
could justiy be accused of having failed to take into account the
datum of moral accountability. It seems from what he says that
God would have no right to determine an acceptable stage in man's
spiritual development and sanctification.

As will be seen, Maurice did not face this dilemma in such
an acute form because he gave more meaning and place to judgement
as a means by which man's relationship with God was continuously
monitored, and which helped to make clear just.what thé nature of
it was. For Maurice, judgement appears to be a way in which the
reality of a given situation can be disclosed, and as such it
fulfils the function of the evaluation of the way man's moral
accountability has been accepted. However, as with Erskine;
there appears to be nothing which acts as a reprisal for man

having failed to reach the required standard, and there is no place
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for endless punishment in Maurice's system. By interpreting the
judgement as something which reveals God as lord over his creation
and which brings all men to a position from. which they can
.recognize hié sovereignty and their own relation to it, Maurice
rendered his idea of an ongoing judgement of little value as a
means -of evaluating man's relationship with God. As an instrument
of clarification regarding the state of this relationship
ju@ggment may fulfil a useful and instructive function, and it
may enable-men_to rgalize more fully the truth of their respons-
ibility to God, so Maurice cannot be accused in quite the same
way as Erskine of failing to recognize the importance of man's
mpra; accountability. He appears to occupy a position half-way
between Erskine and Campbell, and to offer the advantages of a
compromise in so far as he takes some aqpount of both the need to
establish that man requires to be able to respond freely without
threat of punishment if he is to participate in an authentic life
of,gonship, and also to the issue of outlining a realistic view
of acqountgbility which is subject to at least some kind of
assessment.

With regard to Maurice's view of judgement as something
“that is co—extepsive with man's relationship with God, and which
is a constant feature of his life whether or not he is aware of it,
iﬁ is difficult to see what possible effect such a judgement
could have on man, except in so far as he may be aware that he is
under“scrgtiny, and that his actions are being noted by God.
This may have a certain value in that it does introduce a semblance

of assessment, which was entirely absent from Erskine's system,
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but even so there is no possibility of condemnation involved,
and the whole enterprise is reduced to a mere observation of what
goes on in any individual's life. If at first sight Maurice's
theory does justice to what is involved with personal account-
ability for sin, a deeper examination suggests that it may be no
more satisfactory than was Erskine's,

Campbell, on the other hand, was adamant that God could
not relinquish his function of judgement - judgement being inter-
preted in its traditional sense which involves not only the discrim-
ination betﬁeen right and wrong, but also the passing of sentence
with a corresponding acquittal or condemnation. Unlike Erskine or
Maurice, Campbell emphasised that judgement was very much concerned
with the righteous condemnation of sin and the subsequent punishment
of the individual who has committed it. He did not see it as
something which could usefully educate man into a more spirituai
way of life, but rather as a point at which his life of sonship
was to be evaluated and a verdict arrived at as to its consequences.
Campbell was drawn to this point of Viéw as a result of his belief
that,only judgement-could be a means of safeguarding the interest
of goodness in the universe and of mgking an end of sin. He thought
that if God relinquished the right to judge he would thereby
throw away his government of the world, and that there would no
longer be any guarantee that right would prevail.7 The absence of
punishment threatens the existence of good, and the stability of
the world-depends on God exercising his prerogative of judgement.

As has .been noted above, Campbell was very clear on the point

f. Sermons and Lectﬁreé, Vol.I, Sermon VIII, pp.181,182;
cf. Sermon XIV, p.328.
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that a forced submission to the will of God is of no value
whatsoever, and he emphasised the need for a free and positive
response to the work of Christ, yet at the same time he maintained
a firm dictum of judgement, and taught that men must.expect to
face the consequences of their actions at a given point beyond
which there will be no further opportunity for development or for
repentance. Perhaps of the three writers he alone can be seen to
have done justice to the concept of moral accountability.

If one wished to take the.view that is implicit in
Erskine's_and Maur;ce's teaching, that man is deeply affected by
sin, and that it damages his relationship with God, but that there
will never be a time at which he will be called to account for it,
there might be a way of safeguarding the meaning of responsibility
by looking at the situation of man's sin in the following way.

If it can be seen that one does answer for one's sin by way of
bearing its consequences in a mar;ed relationship with God, then
it might be jﬁstifiable to say that one condemns oneself by one's
own actions without there being a need for thefe to be an external
judge evaluating one's life. Maurice seems to have recognized
‘clearly tﬁe fact that man does have to take the consequences of
his life,8 and so perhéps after all it would be fair to say that
the approach that he takes does not totally reduce the datum of
moral accountability, even if it to some extent weakens the notion.
As far as Erskine is concerned, his theory does not seem to take
into account the fact that man will have to live with the

consequences of his sinful life. His view of limitless education

8. Theological Essays, p.256.
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and of judgement as a means by which man can further his
spiritual progress certainly appears to dismiss the idea of moral
accountability. Yet surely it must be the case that the way in
which man conducts his relationship with God in this life will
determine his capacity of responsiveness to God and so set limits
to what he can achieve through further education. Although neither
Erskine nor Maurice appear to have taken this into account, it
would seem to be the inevitable corollary of their theories.

f; W; RobertSon9 put forward the view that man's relationship with
God after_degth mugt be conditioned by the state of that relationship
in this life. As he saw it there is a sense 'in which every man's
future position depends upon himself. Each place is regulated
according to the way in ﬁhich each man has fitted himself for it.
What you are here, that by a most righteous regulation, you will

be hereaftgr'.1o Robertson firmly taught that men will have to

face the consequences of their sin in terms of a damaged soul,

gnd a reduced capaciﬁy for responding.to God: 'Every sin must be
paid for: every sensual indulgence is a harvest, the price for
which is so much ruin for the soul'.11 Some men will be better
fitted to enjoy the life of heaven than others‘simply because they
have adapted themselves for it during, their life on earth.
Robertson e;plains it thus: 'Just because here on earth there has

been produced in some a more exquisite meetness for the enjoyments

which are found there, and a more enlarged vision, and a stronger

9. Robertson was a contemporary of Erskine, Campbell and Maurice,
and was a representative of the thinking of the Broad Church
movement, He was the pastor of Trinity Chapel, Brighton. 1847-53.
10. F.W. Robertson, Sermons, Fifth series, Sermon II, p.35;
published in London by Kegan Paul, Tench, Trfilbner and Co. Ltd., 1890,
" 11, Ibid., First series, Sermon XIV, p.211.
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power of 1ove,-theiefore one soul may be drawn, as it were,
more closely to God, and consequently to blessedness, than another
can'.12 Unless each man can enjoy heaven with the same intensity
there will be no equality in heaven.13
Such an idea would have been anathema to Erskine's system
in whiqh all, by implication at least, come to realize a perfect
relationship with God, and yet surely Robertson's theory that the
quality of each man's union with God will be different is more
realistic and does more to preserve the individual nature of a
personal'felatiopship with God, which must necessarily vary from
person to person. Robertson argued that his theory of there being,
as he called it, degrees in glory, was entirely consistent with
the_p;inciple of thé universe. There are levels of attainment
and achievement as well as differences of potential on earth,
and although 'this does not prove that theré will be degrees in
heaven...it makes it exceedingly improbable that there will not'14
since 'if in heaven there were anything like universal equality,
it would stand out as an exception in God's universe'.15 This means
that on this view there will be a 'peculiar nearness to Christ'16
and a corresponding distance from him which depends entirely on
the_way in which man has fitted himself for a relationship with
God, so that in a very real sense what he is now he will be after

death, This system has the merit of remedying the deficiencies of

a type of theory which does not take sufficient account of the

12, ibid. Fifth series, Sermon II, p.30.
13. ibid. See p.29.

14. ibid. p.27.

15. ibid. p.26.

16. ibid. p.28.
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fact of man's answerability before God. It would also seem to
be more realistic an assessment of the various ways in which men
come to God and the different relationships they establish with
him.

When the problem of relating salvation through Christ to
- the idea of.continuing moral accountability is examined, several
app;oacheg to ﬁhis qgestion become apparent in the work of Erskine,
Campbell and Maurice.'Ersking_appegrs.to have worked with an
.eXemplarist doctriﬁe of the atonement, and although at times he
gave.the appearance of trying to make the work of Christ seem
efficacious in terms of forensic justification, his main emphasis
was on encouraging men to adopt a Christ-like life and unite
themselves with the will of God. Erskine reduced the matter of
justification to one of sanctification largely because of his
disillusionment with the value of forensic language to describe
wﬁat was for him the heart of salvation, namely union between God
and man through the work of Christ, which could not be achieved
by any legal manoeuvre. Erskine's view of the suffering of Christ
held that it can educate man to recognize sin for the offence it
is against holiness, and he taught that suffering could be used
to teach obedience to the will of God. The Cross is therefore an
example of how man is to achieve union with the love of God, and
in so far as man responds to what Christ has done with a similar
submission through suffering he will be saved, or can at.least be
seen to fe entering upon a life of sanctification, which for
Erskine appears to be the equivalent,of salvation. As far as this

theory is concerned, there is no conflict between man being justified
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before God and still accountable morally (albeit in a weakened
sense). For Erskine, justification is entirely conditional upon
sanctification, and that is a process which extends beyond death.
Christ's work proved the love of God and his goodwill towards men,
and made it clear that the way was open for them to be forgiven
for the sins they committed if they repented. On Erskine's view,
thén, justificgtion‘is an ongoing process conditional upon |
sanctification, and continuous with man's relationship with God.
It has been seen that this theory has a weakened-cgﬁcept of moral
accountability, and this, coﬁpled with the.fact_ﬁhaﬁ7fhere is no
striat understanding of forensic justification, means that Erskine's
system @voids-the problems of maintaining that man is Jjustified
-through Christ and yet is still responsible for his life to God.
By taking the éoncept of salvation right out of the context.of
forensic justification, and replacing the legal framework of
atonement with an emphasis on growth in sanctity,-Erskine was

able to avoid the dilemma of the penal theory in particular, and
although his own system introduced other problems, he did at least
attempt to put forward a theory in which the present and future
elements of salvation were taken into account, and this effort

was a much needed departure from the éontemporéry accounts of the
work of Christ and -the responsé of man. It must be noted, however,
that if there is no conflict in Erskine's theory between Christ's
work as saviour and his function as judge, this may only be due to
the fact that Erskine rigorously redefined the categories of saviour
and judge, and whereas he succeeded in giving the former some
realisﬁic content, he dispensed entirely with the latter. By doing

this he did not have to face the problem of relating the two
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divergent (at least so far as traditional interpretation has it)
roles of Christ. If the attempt to solve the probleﬁ by reinter-
preting the terms used can be seen to be a valid and useful method,
the content with which Erskine invested his terms does seem to
be deficient, and his theory is less successful as a result.
Campbell dealt with this problem in an entirely different
way. Although like Brskine he laid great emphasis on the need fBr
man to adopt as his own Christ's perfect life, and especially
his confession of sin as a necessary part of the work of atonement,
he nevertheless made it very clear that tﬁere was a strong
tranéactional_element involved in Chfist's work, and that without
this man would be unable to establish a relationship with God.
Repeatedly he stressed that Christ came to 'deal with God' just
as much as his purpose was one of influencing men, and as has
been seen, he developed a theory of Christ offering a perfect
penitence to God for the sin of humanity. Campbell made it plain
that man's salvation depends on his acceptance of Christ's act
on his behalf, and that although it is vital that he should himself
adopt Christ's confession of sin, his salvation occurs through
what Christ did on his behalf, not on his imitation of Christ's
work, Campbell held that man would be judged entirely on whethér
or not he had accepted Christ, and he therefore presents the
problem of reconciling the idea of present justification with tha%
of a future judgement in an acute form, but he appears to have
recognized the resulting tension and to have taken steps to resolve
it. He developed the idea of the 'day of grace' to explain the

fact that although man is at present being given the opportunity
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to repent and turn to God, there will come a time at which he will
be judged according to whether or not he has taken advantage

of the chance he has been given through Christ. Campbell, as has
been shown above, thought that it was quite justified that God
should,call men to account for the use they have made of the
favourable pdsitibn in which Christ's work placed them. In fact,
he understood their fesponsibility for response to be all the more
weighty because of the advantages they have been given. Men are

to be held justly responsible for that which is freely bestowed
upon them. Campbell's theory therefore avoids the problem of
reconciling present'justification with the threat of future judge-
ment by taking a different view of justification. He refused to
use the penal framework of thought, and subsequently he did not
expound the effects of Christ's work upon man in terms of forensic
justification. Instead, he used the idea of man's position being
objectively altered by the achievement of Christ's perfect
pénitence, so that man was put for the first time on a footing

from which he could truly respond to God. He is not justified in

'~ the legal sense of the word, but rather enabled to serve in obed-

ience. Campbell made it cleaf ‘that pardon.would not be automatic,
and that man would still have to account for the use he has made
of his new oppoptunities. As with Erskine's theory, Campbell's
identifies justification with sanctification, and demands that
man's efforts:in response to the suffering of Christ and his
adoption of the confession of sin made on his behalf are deter-
mining factors in his salvation. Campbell thus uses the same

method as Erskine, namely the re-interpretation of the.key concepts
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to solve the problem, but in this he has the greater degree of

success. His concept of justification coupled with his understanding

of the 'day of grace' enables him to put forward a viable system
which can encompass both the demands of saivation and also of
judgement, and this is a considerable achievement.

Maurice employed yet another method to approach this
problem, His view of the Cross was that it unequivocally mani-
fested that which was eternally true of the nature of God and
his relation to man, and that it did not actually change man's
position beforé God except in so far as it informed him of the
fact that God's love was there for him as a child of God, and
.that he shoula follow Christ's example of self-sacrifice and
thereby unite himself with the principle of the life of the
Trinity. Christﬂs victory over the misconceptions about the power
of sin and death to separate man from God provides the liberation
from sin, and knowing the truth about God and his relation to
him, man can become the child of God that he essentially is.
Justification as a concept is foreign to Maurice's framework of
thought - he simply takes the view that man will be affected by
the degree to which he has adopted the principle of self-sacrifice
and that his salvation will depend on this. Like Erskine, Maurice
appears to have dispensed with the notion of present justification
in its forensic sense, and to have reduced it to a state frog
which man is able to respond freely to God. Whereas he has every
chance of developing his relationship with God there is no guar-

antee that this is what he has already achieved in the present,

or will go on to achieve in the future. Maurice's conception of
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judgement, examined above, depends upon a considerable re-inter-
pretation from its usual meaning of discrimination between good
and evil and subsequent sentence, and this plays a part in easing
the tension involved in maintaining the saving quality of Christ's
work and also the continuing fact of moral accountability, as it
does in Erskine's theory and to some extent in Campbell's, but
the same criticisms apply to Maurice as to Erskine. In addition
to this it has been ééid of Maurice that his theory rests on an
inadequate understanding of the seriousness of sin, and of the.
lasting effect of the Fall on man's position. This has been
commented upon above, and it may be that Maurice can be acquitted |
of this charge since he does appear to take account of the
damage sin does to man's xelationshiﬁ with God, but if it is
agreed that he does nof represent man's alienation from God in
realistic terms, then his theory of redemption will necessarily
be seen to fail, in that it offers inadequate measures to deal
with what is a situation of radical sinfulness and separation.

All three writers have a very fluid concept of salvation.,
Each rejects the idea of salvation as being a status of legal
justification because they all sense the inadequacy of such a
notion to express the vital process of man coming into union
with the will of God, and his subsequent growth in obedience and
holiness which alone unite him with God. Salvation for man is
his participation in the divine will and his transformation into
a creature freely at one with God, sharing in his blessedness.
For Erskine and Maurice in particular, salvation is emphatically

not freedom from punishment; on the one hand neither of them has
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any real doctrine of punishment except in so far as it is
educative and leads to a life of more complete union with God,
and on the other hand they prefer to see salvation in terms of
deliverance to a given quality of life in relation to God

rather than a means by which something unpleasant can be avoided.
For Campbell alone salvation entailed as part of its meaning

the more negative connotation of deliverance from punishment,

but his emphasis on the importance of santification brought him
very close to Erskine's position.fBoth Erskine and Maurice
believed.that man's gfowth into a relationship with God might
prove to be sometﬁing that continued after physical death, so
that man's salvation was a quality of existence in relation to
God which was an ongoing and continuously developing process
co-extensive with man's existence. It was not something that one
achieved at a given point and beyond which there was no room for
further development, but something that was inextricably linked
to the quality of one's relationsh;p with God, and perhaps by
implication a state of being the nature of which would at times
be more intense than others. All three writers recognized that
salvation in these terms was available to man in this life in so
far as he united himself with Christ, but Campbell alone
developed the idea that there would come a time when one's eternal
relation to God would be determined, and that an everlasting
union with God would be dependent upén the degree to which one had
responded to the Gospel in this life. He seems to entertain the
possibility that salvation will be a fixed state of beatitude

where man's relationship with God after death is concerned, but
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neither of the other - two theologians appears to have held such
a notion, preferring to see salvation in terms of a continuously.
developing process. To take the view that there comes a time
when a relationship ceases to develop, and is 'frozen' at the
stage it had reached under a given set of conditions, would
appear to contradict the whole understanding of what a relationship
entailé in terms of response and reaction to the action taken by
the other partner, and it cancels the possibility of reciprocity,
which appears to be so important for a personal link with another
being. The idea of an unchanging relation between God and man
after physical death is unsatisfactory as a doctrine of salvation
which purports to be concerned with the state of a personal
relationship, On this basis, Erskine and Maurice offer a more
attractive system than does Campbell, but as has been previously
noted, there are problems involved with an idea of salvation which
follows the pattern which they used owing to the difficulties
entailed in maintaining the possibility of change in an environment
generally understood to be timeless, and hence without the means
by which change could be measured or even occur.

Both Erskine and Maurice fall into this problem, Maurice
perhaps more noticeably in view of the detailed attention which
he gives to the concept of eternity and eternal life, but Erskine
nonetheless because of his notion of the possibility of spiritual
development after death. Neither of them appears to have recognized
the difficulties into which they were getting by arguing for a
developing relationship between man and God after death, but

Maurice provoked criticism from Mansel, who clearly saw that there
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was a problem involved in such a concept of salvation and drew

17

attention to it. ' He took the view that time is the condition of
man's consciousness, and that without its existence man would be
unaware of any development or change in his quality of life or
surroundings even supposing that they could occur. Mansel pointed
out that if eternity is the opposite of time, it can only denote

a fofm of consciousness that is not subject to succession, and that
clearly this would be a fatal difficulty to any theory that held
the notion of development after death. Succession is vital to the
concept of development, since only the fact of succession makes

it possible for change to occur and to be observed as having
occurred, Furthermore, Mansel criticised Maurice's understanding
of eternity as a consciousness out of duration aé something of
which we can have no conception, and he made the point that
Maurice was not justified in using his non-temporal idea of eternity
to criticise and re-interpret the biblical concepts of everlasting
life in heaven and endless punishment in hell, in view of the fact
that we are in no position to frame a clear notion of eternity,

and hence have no objective grounds for re-interpreting Scriptural
symbolism, According to Mansel, eternity is something of which

we can have no immediate perception, and to which we have no

direct access.18 Such criticism undermines Maurice's approach to

the whole question of establishing the character of man's relationship

17. Mansel was Waynflete Professor of Moral and Metaphysical
Philosophy at Magdalen College, Oxford, from 1855, and Dean
of St. Paul's after 1868. '

18. See Don Cupitt, 'Mansel and Maurice on our knowledge of God'
in Theology, Vol.73, 1970, pp.301-311.
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with God beyond physical death, and calls into question Maurice's
method of re-interpreting the concept of eternity, so important
for the development of his understanding of salvation. If Maurice's
attempt to re-define eternity in qualitative as opposed to
quantitative terms is disallowed, then his system must be seen

to fail.

Even if Mansel was right in taking the view that Maurice
did not have a sufficiently firm basis from which to develop
an alternative concept of eternal life, this is no reason for
resolutely holding to the biblical scheme, since this is much
affected by man's inability to have an objective knowledge of
the nature of efernity, and can therefore provide no ceratinty
- that the understanding it puts forward is correct. In view of this,
Maurice's endeavour to arrive at an alternative view of man's
eternal life was not necessarily doomed to failure, although it
must be noted that anything he might have wanted to suggest
could not be objectively validated. In his favour, however, it
can be éaid that the same would apply to any effort made by man
to describe something which was so far beyond the scope of his
perception, and that much theological theory is subject to
exactly the same limitations.

There appear to be greater problems with the effort to
maintain the possibility of change and development in a timeless
environment, and unless a way can be found to allow for some
semblance of succession, any theory of development will fail,

The one thing that might resolve the difficulty would be the

establishment of a time-scale for eternity, but this would seem
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to be a contradiction in terms, and so cannot easily be seen to
provide a means by which the problem can be eased. If Maurice
and Erskine are to be regarded as having given a deficient
account of eternal life, it will largely be for this reason.

In Maurice's particular view of eternity, another problem
exists in his logic concerning the:nature.of-its quality.

One of his main points when dealing with the issue of God's
eternity was the fact that it denoted his unchangeable being,

and he é;gued that eternity stands for that which is unchangeable
and perfect as opposed to those.things which are subject to change
and .are necessarily transient.19 Yet at the.same time he can be
-seen to be arguing for a definition of eternal life which is
.essentially developmental and hence subject to change. He does

not appear to have noticed this inconsistency and the resulting
tension which is caused by combining the two concepts, one of
which is characterized by its very changelessness and the other

. which is necessarily transient. Thus in addition to the difficulties
which arise from Maurice's system due to.his concept of an ongoing
developmental relationship after death,” there .is also a distinct
problem where the internal logic of his system is concerned.

As has .been noted above, there are problems involved with
the need to establish identity of personality through the event
of death so that however moral accountability is construed,

.the individual after death can be identified as, and is.contin-

uous with, the person he was before death. Yet this is a matter

19. See Theological Essays, p.366.
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that is entirely taken for granted by Erskine, Campbell and
Maurice. They all assume that man's relationship with. God
céntinues unbroken through death, and that there is no reason to
suppose that there is any break in the continuity of personality
even taking into account the great change in the mode of existence
that is involved in the transfer from earthly life to life beyond
physical death. None of them gives any indication that he had come
to an understanding of how it was possible for man to maintain

his personal identity and characteristic nature while losing his
physical form and sensory apparatus wﬁich seem so involved with
his capacity to apprehend the situation around him and respond to
ite There is a dual problem here., First there is the difficulty

of guaranteeing that an individual who has died is identical with
his pre-death self, and secondly there is the problem of estab-
lishing a means by which a person who lacks physical sensory
apparatus could be aware of his environment and respond to it,

or continue to partake in a relationship with God that is primarily
reéiprocal and which would demand frem him the ability both to
initiate communication and also to respond to that coming from God.
These are crucial difficulties for all three theories, but they
cannot be met by counter-arguments from any of them, since the
problem appears to have gone unrecognized. This is a weakness in
each theory, but Erskine, Campbell and Maurice are by no means alone
in failing to take this question into account, since the issue of
personal continuity through death and the dependence of man on

his physical environment and sensory apparatus for his capacity

of response was not one that received atiention until later.
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The three theologians with whom this thesis is concerned
constructed theories which were to some extent similar.in
content, and which looked at the problems involved in salvation
and judgement from a particular understanding of the primacy of
the love of God and a realization that the language of the penal
theory was inadequate to express the positive sanctifying nature
of salvation. They all appear to have taken into account the fact
that man's present relationship with God has consequences for the
continuing state of that relationship in the life after death,
and as a result of this they make every effort to relate the two
spheres of Christian life, which is important if salvation is to
be seen to apply to man throughout his existence. In different
ways these writers largely avoided the clash of interests
between their views of the work of Christ as saviour and his
function as judge. Their efforts to re-define the concepts of
salvation, judgement and eternal life may in some respects be
deficient, but it is important to note that they did at least
allow for the construction of systems in which a cohesive under-
standing was achieved of the process of man's reunification with
God. Erskine, Campbell and Maurice can all be seen to have linked
what they held to be true of the atonement to the related concepts
of eternal life and judgement, and this is an advantage in any
theory of salvation which encompasses not only the present effect
of Christ's work on man's life, but also the future aspects of
that work, since both elements are crucial to man's relationship
with God at one stage of his existence or another, It is not

certain whether or not any of them recognized the dilemma involved
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in maintaining salvation and judgement in a single system of thought,
but in different ways thay all appear to have avoided the diffic-
ulties and to have produced a comprehensive view of salvation
which takes at least some account of the factor of man's contin-
uing personal responsibility for his relationship with God. It
would appear that their theology was formulated as a result of
an awareness of the need to maintain a creative tension between
the efforts of God on behalf of man, and the necessary response
to the work of Christ by man, but in paying attention to this
concern, they also constructed theories which managed to overcome
to a significant degree the problems of reconciling salvation
and judgement. This is an important achievement, and if there are
faults in the systems they produced, they are nonetheless to be
commended for their efforts to frame theories which take into

account the various and conflicting aspects of the whole issue

of salvation.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS ON THE PROBLEMS INCURRED BY A CHRISTIAN

MADE BY ERSKINE, CAMPBELL AND MAURICE TO THE SOLUTION OF THE
PROBLEMS . )

As has been seen, the presence of varied schemes of
salvation and eschatology found in the New Testament is not
helpful when it comes to the need to define a cohesive
Christian doctrine of soteriology. It has been shown that the
existence of a dual pattern of thought concerning the fate of
man after death gives rise to a complicated tension between the
vindication of God's people and the work of a saviour Qhose
sacrificial death alone brings about the salvation of those who
follow him. These two concepts are sufficiently alike at several
points to allow for a fusion of their thought, but the resulting
unease causes what appear to be contradictions in the whole
scheme of eschatology. As well as the difficulty of attempting
to combine two different and divergent patterns of eschatology
and framing a doctrine of salvation that takes into account the
main factors of both,-there remains the problem of the internal

tension within one of the systems, namely the maintenance of the

concept of a saviour-God with that of judgement. The inconsistencies

involved in such an exercise have been illustrated above, and have
been seen to lead to considerable difficulties in the formation
of an understanding of the whole question of redemption. What is.
essentially a biblical dilemma has been perpetuated in the belief
of the Church as this is codified in the Nicene and Athanasian

creeds, and has led to confusion in the formulation of Christian
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doctrine in the spheres of soteriology and eschatology.

It would appear that any attempt to systematize such
divergent traditions, and to construct a doctrine of salvation
from all the patterns af thought present in the New Testament
would be inadequate or self-contradictory, owing to the conflict-
ing material it would have to encompass. If the Bible were to be
dispensed with as a document from which doctrine had to be extra-
polated, it would perhaps be easier to avoid some of the difficulties
which arise from the biblical writings, but in so doing valuable
source-material for Christian belief would be lost, and the
resulting theories would be unable to claim that they were
distinctively Christian as opposéd to theistic, since the Bible
as interpreted by the Church is an important, if not the only,
basis for Christian doctrine. It may be that in order to do
justice to the scriptural material an attempt will have to be made
to deduce the key affirmations about salvation and judgement
which lie behind the conflicting eschatologies. If it is agreed
that in order to present a system as Christian-in character it
is necessary for there to be recognizable contact with biblical
teaching, but that as this stands any effort to systematize the
given material is bound to fail, it becomes clear_that an alter—-
native method must be found to take into account the demand for
consistency in approach and also faithfulness to the biblical
record.

If in addition to taking into account other factors when
doctrinés are formulated an attempt is made to identify the

main assertions of the Bible, it may be found that these may
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legitimately be extrapolated from the confusion of conflicting
schemes of salvation and eschatology, and may be used as a basis
for constructing a system of redemption. One of the most important
aspecté of scriptural teaching is that God is active on man's
behalf in the matter of his salvation. The point is firmly made
that by his own efforts man camnot repair the damage done to his
felationship with God. Certainly in the repair-of something as
personal as a relationship both partners are responsible for its
successful restoration, but inevitably there is something that
lies outside man's control when it comes to resuming a relationship
or attempting to—make amends for actions of his-which have injured
someone else, since he has no means of knowing just how much
damage he has done, and it is not up to him to say what should
be acceptable as reparation - perhaps only the person wronged
can know the true cost of the injury. This applies particularly
to man's relationship with God in view of the fact that it is not
appareﬁt to us how our sin affects God. If the marred relationship
between God and man is to be restored, then at least some of the
action taken towards its repair must come from God, whatever man
" may subsequently do. In testifying to the activity of a saviour-
God, the New Testament is safeguarding this notion, and it is
this maxim that any theology must endeavour to represent in its
soteriology.

Another key factor that can be seen to be intrinsic to
the biblical material is the idea that in the process of salvation
. man's active participation is essential, and that irrespective

of anything that may be done on his behalf, he retains his moral
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accountability to God. It has been though£ that the activity of
one partner in a given procedure would render superfluous the
participation of the other, and that if the primary action is
seen as belonging to one person, the secondary response to that
action would be of little value in actually accomplishing the
process. The Bible appears to reserve to Géd the entire initiative
-and effic;ency in the matter of man's salvation, and yet man is
stiil inyolved, and from him an active response is demanded, with
remaiping responsibility for that response. On the face of it,
such a sgbgme appears to be inconsistent, but it is nevertheless
an accurate reflection of any relationship in which both partners
are mutually responsible, and which is characterized by the datum
of reciprocity. Erskine, Campbell and Maurice all attémpted to,
give due weight to the fact of man's involvement in the process
of his redémption. They refused to accept it on the level of an
automatic trgnsfer of a status of righteousness, and demanded
that God's forgivéness should be met with a response of repentz
ance and a growth in sanctity. Only such an approach can be seen
to do Jjustice to the reality of a personal relationship such as
exists between God and man. In framing a doctrine of salvation

it is vital that this is recognized despite the difficulties
involved in appropriating primacy of action to one partner

while giving importance to the response of the other in the
efficiency of the action. The confused testimony of the Bible

on this question gave rise to the debate about the relative
efficacy of faith and works in the accomplishment of salvation,

but what comes across most distinctly from the Bible is that it
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is.not a case of 'either...or' but of 'both...and'. Only such an
approach can be valid in the context of a personal relationship,
apd it is this that must determine the way in which any theology
copés with the problem of reconciling the activity of God with
the active response of man in its accounf of the atoneméﬁt.
Another important factor in the biblical fecord is the
%nsistgnqe that salyation is related entirely to man's relationship
with Goq, and that outside this context it has no meaning or
reality. This demandg that thg process of salvation be looked at
in:terms of reciprocal relatiop, and underlines the need to allow
for the activity and response of both partners in the restoration
of the relationship between them. The maintenance of the concept
of salvation in relétién to that of judgement is one méans by
which the‘activity of God and man is safeguarded. Despite the
pro?lems of relating the twé processes in any one system it is
important that they shoulq be kept together begause of their value
;n testifying to the persgnal nature 6f'the proceés of redemption
and to the need for man to contribute his own activity as a response
to the work of Christ. Moral acéountability mast be a constant
factor if mufual responsibility is to exist between God and man;
unless such concern is shown between the partners, the notion of
a personal relationship is rendered impossible., The datum of
moral accountability is a vital factor in maintaining the personal
nature of the link between God and man, and must be safeguarded

at all costs. It is not at variance with the concept of salvation

H

gince it is intrinsic to the personal relationship which constit-

utes salvation. This appears to have been taken into account by
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Brskine, Campbell and Maurice, and incorporated into ithe systems
they developed, but this is not the case with all theories even
though such a fundamental issue demands recognition in any system
of soteriology.

A Christian doctrine of salvation must take these key
gffirmations into account when efforts are being made to explain
what beiﬁg involvéd with God entails for man both with regard
to his earthly existence and also his life beyond physical death.
The;theologians with whom wé are concerned have been seen to have
g&appled with_thege issues and to have constucted theories which
achive a considerable dggree of success in reconciling the potent-
ially divergent elementg. They each ﬁaintained the necessity of |
examining the question of salvatioﬁ in the light of a belief
Fhat it_was fundamentally concerned with maﬁ's personal relationship
wiﬁh God, which hés been shown to be of crucial importance. This
enabled them to combine the fact of God's activity with man's
response in a single system. The ex£ent to whicﬁ they took into
gccount the final implications of the existence of moral account-
ability is perhaps less than might be desired, although Campbell
and Maurice may be seen to have been more successful than Erskine
iﬁ the way in which they allowed for the reality of the fact
that man will‘be affected by his conduct of the relationship
between him and God.

It,has been demonstrated that the biblical conceﬁts of
Jjudgement, salvation and eternal life are sufficiently flexible
to a119w for cqnsiderable latitude in interfretation, and that

by manipulating their traditional meaning it is possible to
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re-align them in a single sysfem-without too much tension
becoming appearent as a result. This was the way in which Erskine,
Campbell and Maurice all approached the problem, and although
criticisms of the content they chose to give-tﬁe'traditional
goncepts have been made, their attempt to re-formulate the doctrines
of atonement anq eschatology gsipg this method is an interesting
erarture from contemporary work, and is to a large extent
succéssful. They do not appear to haye been limited by the nature
of tﬁe'p;obiems they were confronting, and they did some useful
work towards the clarification of the issues involved. Their
systems have the gdded qdvantage of beihg relatively consistent
within themselves, and compatible with the pre-supposition about
the characte; of God from which they choose to proceed. This was
possible because they selected key points from the mass of
conflicting biblical material and developed them along their

- own lines without entirely losing touch with the original intention
gf the eléments they used, and without being unduly selective

and thereby giving a misrepresenfation of the biblical matter.
Their achievement in formulating systems which take into account
the biblical data and yét maintain their internal consistency

and logic is considerable. Identification of the underlying
concepts is vita; in an exercise of outlining a biblical under-
sfanding of salvation. In this all three writers were extremely
sucéessful, and their work justifies the further use of this
method to clarify the apparently divergent patterns of thought
found in Scripture. They also made considerable progress in

bringing together the present and future aspects of the process
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of salvation, and thereby succeeded in constructing theories

in which the soteriological and eschatological phases of redemption
were united, and this is an important accomplishment, given the
fact that man's present and future relationships with God are
inseparably combined.

Another conﬁribution that might be égreed to have been
made by the systems which have been investigated rests in the
a;ga_of the corpprate nature of saivatioh. One of the main affir-
ﬁatiopg of“ﬁhe New Testament concerns the fact that the situation
in which eaqh maﬁ fiﬁds himself with regard to God is shared by
all men. There is great emphasis on the fact that all are
gffected by sin, and that their responsibility for it somehow
gpeshdééper than their answerability for their own individual
sins. Sin is undérstodd to affect the whole of mankind, and to
correépond with this vast fact of alienation from God the only
thing that would seem at all adequate would bé the eventual
salvation of all. In theories of the Fall éttention is generally
paid to the oneness of humanity, and yet as a rule this real-
ization that sin has primarily a corporate reference is not
applied Pp the subsequent treatmgnt of eschatology. If men are
to be regarded as united in their situation of alienation from
God, it is difficult to see how the perfect salvation of any
can be supported without the redemption of all, The lost and the
saved cannot be altogether dissociated from each other since there
is a moral relation between them. Perfect blessedness of some
cannot be harmonized with the ultimate loss of others.

In this sphere Maurice made a substantial contribution.
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His concept of the kingship of Christ allowed him to develop the
theory that Christ was the true root of mankind, and that he alone
is its proper constitution. Maurice therefore had as a result of
this a clear understanding of the unity of men in Christ.

He grounded his idea of their unity and reconciliation in the
unity of the Trinity, since for him the Trinity was primarily
a_doctrine of oneness, testifying to a living being in whom there
is an eternal communion, out of which come creation and recon-
c;liatipp.:He:held that man's social nature is grounded in the
sdciallnatufe of God, and that the restoration of man's
relatiopship with Qod rests on the-eternal reconciliation of the
Tfinity. For Maurice the Trinity is the foundation on which the
existence of all men is based.1 Maurice therefore came to under-
stand man as essentially a social being, and as a consequence

he regarded redeﬁption as a concept with a primarily social
referepce. He held_that a Christian view of man was necessarily
social,_and that socialism was a proper expression of existence
in love.

Such an attitude affected more than Maurice's attitude
to'socia} tbeory. It influenced the formulation of his view of
eschatology, and also his understanding of the nature of sal-
vation. He took into account the oneness of men in relation to
God both in their sinfulness and also their need for redemption.

Both these issues were for Maurice primarily social concepts,

1.'Théological Essays, p.348.
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and were seen by him in relation to the wnity of men in Christ.
Maurice transferred the transactional element of his theory of
atonement back to the eternal self-sacrificing life of the
Trinity, and held that God's relation to men was eternally condit-
ioned by this, so that all men are, as a result of the ground of
their being, reconciled to God. Men are at one in Christ because
he is the constitutive factor of their being, and God's relation
to them_is conditigned by the eternal self-sacrifice and recon-
ciliation of the economy of thg Trinity. Salvation for Maurice
had ﬁherefore mainly a corporate reference in as much as it
applied to all men, and was the necessary basis for his subsequent
ideas on the importance-of.individual response to God. This was
‘an aavance on the work done by Erskine and Campbell in this sphere.
The transactional appfoach used by Maurice had the virtue of
explaining jgst how men were affected by something achieved on
ﬁheir behalf, and in this there is a marked imﬁroveﬁent on the
difficulties of the other approaches to substitution .then current.
Since Christ is the constitutive factor of his existence, man's
relatiqn tq God is always seen in the iight of his unionh with
Chrisﬁ; and hgpce with regard to the reconciliation of the life
of the Trinity. This is something that ;pplied to all men,
irrespective of their awareness of their life of sonship in Christ,
and it therefofe provides a basis for a corporate system of
eschatology. It is an impressive answer to the universal fact of
sin and the social need for redemption.

The system designed by Erskine approached the question

from anothér angle. Although his theory does, at least by implication,
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allow for the final restoration of all men in a relationship
with God; it is characterized by a marked individualism.
Erskine saw the need for a universalist solution to be dictate@
not sb much by the fact that man is corporately alienated from God
and therefore stands in need of a corporate salvation, as by fhe
idea that it is inconceivable that God's love should fail to
attfact_any individual in tﬁe final analysis. He appears to have
h§d'no undefstgnding of the corporate nature of the pfocess of
salvatioﬁ except in so far as he envisaged a collectionwof
iﬁdividuals all_g;adqal;y developing a union with God. His theory
of .spiritual educatiop aftgr death made it unlikely that anyone
would ultimately be lost, and so it can be seen to deal with the
need for all things to be reconciled in God, but it lacks the
awareness of Maurice's theory of the corporate nature of the
problems of alienation and redemption. wae&er, it must be said
in favqur of Erskine's wp;k that it does take into account the
need for ﬁhe'tniversal_fact of sin to be balanced by the final
restoration of gll men.

Campbeil, in contrast to Erskirie, had a more highly
developed awarehess of the tiansactional element involved in
the work of Christ. His theory was that in our response to Christ's
éonfgssion of our sin we are included in the effects of his repent-
ance, but he did not attempt to work out the implications of this
for the uﬁion of man wifh Christ. He paid a great deal of attention
to the fact that man is entirely dependent upon Christ for the
work of reconciliation, yet he gave no indication of the manner

in which he understood man to be identified with Christ or with
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other men affected by the atonement wrought on their beﬁalf.
Campbell's system demands the establishment of this identity
because of the use made of the concept of substitutionary repent-
ance, which relies for its plausibility on the union between

the one who acts and the one who is acted upon, and it is this
respect that Campbell's theory is deficient and must be seen to
fail; Although using the notion of subsﬁftutidn, Campbell did not
define-the way in which he understood-man to be identified with
Chrisﬁ. Had he hgd a firmer understahdiﬁg of the unity of Christ
and the believer, his-use.of the cdncept of substitution could
have been more convinéing, but as it is, it was ineffectively
applied and cannot be seen to be successful. Substitution is a
difficult concept to work with because of the fact that it can so
eésily be seen to threaten the ideﬁity of one of ithe parties
involved - if personal identity is to be understood as irreplaceable;
non-exchangeable béing, it is hard tozsee how there could be any
substitution without the uniqueness of the person involved being
compromised, Not only did Campbell use the concept of substitution -
in a weakened sense, but his theory was affected by the trad-
itional difficulties with which the concept is associated, so he
introduced a double problem into his work. He could perhaps have
avoided some of the difficulties had he opted either for a substit-
utionary theory supported by an adequate provision for man's
incorporation in Christ, or selected a theory which explained the
union between God and man in terms of individual personal response.
As it was, Campbell tried to combine both approaches, and the

resulting fusion is inconsistent and disappointing. Erskine had
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avoided the problems of maintaining the plausibility of substit-
ution since he paid more attention to the unity of intention
and will than to -man's incorporation in Christ, so that what his
thgory lost in terms of recognition of fhe corporate aspect it
gained in internal consistency. Although he was influenc;d at
several points by Erskine, Campbell's theory shows no reliance on
his work in this respect, and.it is to the detriment éf the success
of ‘the eschatological aspect of his theory.

Systematic.theoloéy has generally held, on the evidence
of the New Testament, that God desires the complete eradication
of sin, and in.coﬁsequence theories of eschatology have often
aimed to balance the damage .of the Fall, so that -the one_evil
will be matched, if not superseded by, a greater good. Anything
less radical than this calls into question either the sovereignty
of God or his will that good shall preQail. Both Erskine and
Maurice did some uéeful work on this issue, and constructed
systems which took account of the problems involved. On the whole,
however, it would _appear that Maurice's theory is to be preferred
to Erskine's because it is more evidently theocentric, and because
it roots the entire process of salvation in the economy of the
Trinity, which provides a guarantee of its reliability and reality.
Maurice also succeeded to a greater gxtent than either Erskine or
Campbell in the way in which he related the Christ-centred activity
to the whole of mankind. Erskine's predominantly exemplarist
approach carried with it no assurance of salyation, since so much
depended on the sanctification of each individual, and his adoption

of the principles of the life of Christ for the strength of the
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his union with God. Campbell went a stage further than this

in that his theory was transactional, and advocated the idea
that Christ had done something fo objectively change the
situation in .which man found himself, but as was noted earlier,
this afforded no certainty of salvation either, since men could
never be sure that they had made Christ's confession of sin
their own, and that the transference of intention was complete
and therefore strong enough to bear the weight of salvation.
Campbell had started out with the intention of framing a theory
of the atonement which.could give assurance of salvation to all
men, but in this‘he cannot be regarded as having been successful
in view of the problems outlined above. What he effectively did was
to develop another theory of limited atonement in spite of the
fact that this was what he had -reacted against so strongly in
the work of his Calvinist opponents. The difference between his
theory and theirs was that in his system the limit was deter-
mined by the degree to which man aligned himself with Christ,
whereas in theirs it was dependent upon the will of God and his .
election of some men to salvation. Campbell could perhaps have
avoided this difficulty had he developed a more workable concept
of substitution, but as it was he failed to do this, and the
understanding of it which governed the working of his system

was not sufficiently -realistic to cope with the situation of man's
alienation. from God. In contrast to this, Maurice's concept of
Christ as £he constitutive factor in every man's life provided a
much more_sqtisfactory method by which the issue of man's unity

in Christ and the final salvation of all could be apprehended.
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The relation of the datum of moral accountability to
universal restoration is as crucial ;s its relation to objective
justification, since it raises many of the same problems. Maurice
removed the issue of man's answerability to God from the frame-
work of achieving salvation. He based all the initiative and
efficiency for the process of redemption on the inmer life of
the Trinity, yet he mainfained the need for man to live a life
of free and responsive soénship in relation to -God, and he
concentrated on the quality of this relationship. By no means
did he think it immaterial what state this relationship fell into,
and in so far as he stressed the desireability of a life of active
sonship he cannot be accused of banishing all traces of the datum
of moral accountability, although as it is used by him this is
subject to a considerable re-interpretation. Erskine's theory
likewise reconciled the two issues only by re—definiﬁg the
nature of accountability. He had a less clear idea than Maurice
of the continuing factor of man's responsibility, but if his
theory of spiritual development.were to be supplemenfed by the
recognition of the fact that one's relationship with God, however
secure, was affected by the capacity of response that man had
developed during the course of his earthly existence, due account
would be taken of the demands both of a universal redemption
and also moral accountability. The contribution of F.W. Robertson
on this issue was noted above, and might be seen to provide a
way forward in this area. Both universalism and human responsibility
are crucial to the development of an understanding of man's

redemption, and each factor deserves to be incorporated in any
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system purporting to give an account of the totality of salvation.
Maurice's achievement in this respect is more impressive than

the attempts of Erskine or Campbell to encompass the different
elements in their théories, but the work done by all of them
assists in the recognition of the component issues in the process
of atonement and its effects on the relationship which is open to
men with God after death.

It has been seen that the biblical paradox of salvation and
judgement directly affects the production of a systematic doctrine
of redemption, and the theories which have been examined can be
commended for the ways in which they acknowledge the problem
and seek to overcome it. The issue of man's redemption is com-
plicated in that tHere are several areas which must be taken into
accounf if a true representation of the whole process of salvation
is to be achieved. It is fatally easy for the various elements
to get out of balance, and start to domiﬁate the way in which
the atonement is seen to work. God's activity on man's behalf
must be related to man's own participation in the relationship
which exists between him and God, and the demands of a personal
union make it imperative that he retains responsibility for the
relationship even though he may not be the one who initiates
and sustains it. There are also problems involved in recognizing
the fact that the union between man and God is something that
goes beyond the category, of time and the environment of this
earth, The difficulties encountered in any attempt to take all
these things into account in any theological system have been

documented, and the degree to which the three writers whose work
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has been examined have coped with these problems has been
evaluated., If they failed to solve the issues before them, it
must be said in their favour that their theories go a long way
towards doing so, and that they highlighted important charac-
teristics of the nature of man's relationship with God and the
way in which this is affected first by sin, and then by the
process of atonement with its joint aspects of divine and human
participation, so that finally God's purpose is vindicated and
man achieves a responsible union with him, All these things
are fundamental to any investigation into the claims of soter-
iology and eschatology.

The concepts of atonement, judgement, salvation and eternal
life need to be related in any theological system since they
all have to do with man's relationship with God, which is the
basic affirmation from which all sqbsequent statements about the
operation of the atonement must proceed. It is to the credit of
Erskine, Campbell and Maurice that they severally succeeded in
confronting these different concepts and presenting a unified
doctrine of salﬁation which paid attention to the various elements
involved, This is no mean achievement, and if these theologians
are subject to criticism for the_}imitations of their theories,
they are nonetheless to be congratulated on the fact that they
had a considerable degree of success in the matter of presenting
theories which catered for the interests of soteriology and
eschatology and offered a cohesive scheme of salvation, Their
systems, although in some respects similar in approach, were

successful at different points, but perhaps none of them can be
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seen to be ultimately triumphant in the way it presents and
re-interprets the Christian understanding of redemption so that
the intrinsic tensions are erased. It may be fair to take the
view that Maurice achieved more in terms of the internal consis-
tency of his system and the way in which his theory resolved

the problems that have been examined, but the contributions of
Erskine and Campbéll should not be dismissed as insignificant.

The deficiencies of their work are perhaps as helpful and form-
ative as their more positive achievements with regard to the
problems involved, in so far as even a failed approach helps to
clarify an issue under investigation and opens up the question
for further work to be done on it. In favour of all three writers
it must be said that they appear to have worked on the issue of
redemption from a sufficiently flexible basis to allow them to
take into account all the related concepts so that their resulting
theories could give a balanced treatment of the whole process of
salvation. They achieve in different ways and with varying degrees
of success a unified presentatioﬁ of the problems of the Christian
understanding of salvation with regard to the claims of “the
eschatological dimension, and in this, despite the deficiencies
in their work, they represented -a useful and formative challenge

to the methodology of their day.
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