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PREFACE 

THESE chap te r s  need  to  have  i t  s a id  tha t  
t h ey  we re  g i ve n  a s  e x t e m p o re  l e c t u r e s  

f rom rough  no t e s  t o  a  g a the r i ng ,  l a r g e l y  o f  
yo u n g  m i n i s t e r s ,  i n  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  R ev.  
Dr.  Campbe l l  Morgan ’s  annua l  con fe rence  a t  
Munde s l ey,  Nor fo lk .  They  were  t aken  down  
in shor thand and then care fu l ly  revi sed.  They  
t ook  p l a c e  i n  Ju l y,  19 09 ,  immed i a t e l y  a f t e r  
the del iver y of  my Cong regat ional  Lecture on  
t h e  P e r s o n  a n d  P l a c e  o f  C h r i s t ,  w h i c h  t h ey  
supp l emen t—espec i a l l y  when  t aken  wi th  my  
Cru c i a l i t y  o f  t h e  C r o s s  a  f ew  mon th s  b e fo re.  
I t  w i l l  be  s een  f rom the  cond i t ion s  th a t  the  
b o o k  c a n n o t  p r e t e n d  t o  b e  m o r e  t h a n  a  
h igher  k ind  o f  popu la r i s a t ion ,  though th i s  i s  
l e s s  t r u e  o f  t h e  t wo  l a s t  c h a p t e r s ,  w h i c h  
h ave  been  more  worked  ove r.  The  s t y l e  ap - 
proaches  in  pa r t s  a  conver s a t iona l  f ami l i a r i ty  
which would have been out of place in address- 
i ng  theo log i c a l  expe r t s .  And  a s  some  o f  the  
ideas are unfamiliar I have not been too careful 
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to avoid repet i t ion.  My hope i s  to be of  some  
u s e  t o  t h o s e  m i n i s t e r s  w h o  a r e  s t i l l  a t  a  
s t age  when they a re  seek ing more  foot ing  on  
s u ch  ma t t e r s  t h an  t h ey  h ave  b e en  p rov i d ed  
wi th in  mere Bibl ica l  or  His tor ica l  Theology.  
There i s  no reg ion where re l ig ion becomes so  
quick ly  theo logy a s  in  dea l ing  wi th  the  work  
o f  Ch r i s t .  No  doc t r i n e  t a ke s  u s  s o  s t r a i gh t  
t o  t he  he a r t  o f  t h i ng s ,  o r  s o  f o rc e s  on  u s  a  
d i scus s ion of  the mer i t s  o f  the ca se,  the dog-  
ma t i c  o f  i t ,  a s  d i s t inc t  f rom i t s  s c r ip tu r a l  o r  
i t s  ecc le s ia s t ica l  career.  No doctr ine draws so  
directly on the per sonal rel ig ion of s inful men,  
and none, therefore, is open to so much change  
in the cour se of the Church’s thought upon its  
g rowing f ai th and l i fe.  Thus when we consider  
tha t  here  we are  a t  once where the for m may  
change most  in  t ime and yet  the feet  be most  
f i rmly set for eternity,  we real i se how dif f icult  
a nd  d e l i c a t e  ou r  t a s k  mu s t  b e .  And  we  a re  
m a d e  t o  f e e l  a s  i f  t h e  d u e  b o o k  o n  s u c h  a  
theme could only be wr i t ten f rom behind the  
ve i l  w i th  the  mos t  p re c iou s  b lood  th a t  eve r  
flowed in human veins. 

We are in a t ime when a spir i tua l i ty without  
positive content seems attractive to many minds.  
And the number s may g row of those f avour ing 
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an  undogmat ic  Chr i s t i an i ty  which i s  wi thout  
apostolic or evangelical substance, but cultivates  
a  ce r t a in  emul s ion  o f  sympathe t i c  mys t i c i sm,  
intuitional belief , and benevolent action. Among  
lay minds of a devout and social but impatiently  
prac t ica l  habi t ,  th i s  i s  not  unl ike ly  to  spread;  
and par t icular ly among those whose public in- 
t e r e s t s  g e t  t h e  u p p e r  h a n d  o f  e t h i c a l  a n d  
hi s tor ica l  ins ight  and denude their  re l ig ion of  
most of the reflection it demands. 

Upon undogmatic, undenominational rel ig ion  
no Church can l ive. With mere spir i tual i ty the  
Church has  not  much di rect ly  to do;  i t  i s  but  
a  sub jec t ive  th ing ;  and  i t s  f avour  wi th  many  
may  be  bu t  ano the r  pha s e  o f  the  uncompre- 
hending popular reverence (not to say super sti-  
t ion) for the recluse rel ig ionist ,  the myster ious  
ecstatic, and the ascetic pietist .  What Chr ist ian  
f aith and the Chr istian Church have to do with  
is  holy spir ituality—the spir ituality of the Holy  
Spir it  of our Redemption. The Chr ist ian reve- 
l a t ion i s  not  “God i s  a  sp i r i t ,” nor  i s  i t  “God  
i s  l ove .” E a ch  o f ,  t h e s e  g re a t  wo rd s  i s  now  
much used to discredit  the more posi t ive f a i th  
f ro m  w h o s e  m i d s t  Jo h n  w ro t e  t h e m  d ow n .  
He re in  i s  l ove,  no t  i n  a f f e c t i on  bu t  i n  p ro -  
p i t i a t i o n  ( 1   Jo h n  i v.  10 ) .  Wo u l d  Pa u l  eve r  
have wr itten 1 Cor. xiii . i f it had been revealed 
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to  h im that  i t  was  going to  be tur ned aga ins t  
Rom.  i i i .  25 ?  And  wha t  wou ld  h i s  l anguage  
have  been  to  tho se  who  abu sed  tha t  chap te r  
so?  Chr i s t i an  f a i th  i s  ne i ther  sp i r i tua l i ty  nor  
char i ty.  I t s  reve la t ion i s  the  hol ines s  in  judg-  
men t  o f  t h e  s p i r i t u a l  and  l ov ing  God .  Love  
i f  on ly  d iv ine a s  i t  i s  ho ly ;  and sp i r i tua l i ty  i s  
Chr i s t i an  on ly  a s  i t  mee t s  the  cond i t ion s  o f  
Ho ly  Love  i n  t he  way  the  Cro s s  d i d ,  a s  t he  
c r i s i s  o f  h o l y  j u d g m e n t  a n d  h o l y  g r a c e .  I f  
the  Cros s  i s  no t  s imp ly  a  manner  o f  re l i g ion  
bu t  t h e  ob j e c t  o f  ou r  r e l i g i on  a nd  t h e  s i t e  
o f  reve l a t i on ,  t h en  i t  s t and s  t he re  above  a l l  
to  e f f ec t  God ’s  ho l ine s s ,  and  no t  to  concen-  
t r a t e  man ’s  s e l f - s a c r i f i c e.  And  excep t  i n  the  
Cro s s  we  have  no  gua r an tee  fo r  the  supreme  
th ing ,  the  d iv ine  th ing ,  in  God,  which i s  the  
change le s s  rea l i ty  and i r re s i s t ib le  sovere ignty  
of His Holy Love. 

It is upon such faith alone, g iven by the Cross  
a lone,  that  a  Church can l ive—upon the f a i th  
tha t  founded i t—upon a  pos i t ive  New Tes t a-  
men t  Go spe l .  O f  t h a t  Go spe l  t he  Church  i s  
the  t r u s tee.  And the  Church  be t r ay s  i t s  t r u s t  
and throws  i t s  l i f e  and i t s  Lord away when i t  
s ay s ,  “Be  beau t i fu l l y  sp i r i tua l  and  be l i eve  a s  
you like,” or “Do blessed good and think as you  
please.” 
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The re  i s  a  t ime l y  s ay i ng  o f  t h a t  s e a rch i ng  
Chr i s t i an  gen iu s  K ie rkegaa rd—the  g rea t  and  
melancholy Dane in whom Hamlet was mastered  
by Christ: 

“Fo r  l ong  the  t a c t i c s  h ave  been :  u s e  eve r y  
moans  to  move a s  many a s  you can—to move  
eve r ybody  i f  po s s ib l e—to en te r  Chr i s t i an i ty.  
Do not be too cur ious whether what they enter  
i s  Chr i s t i a n i t y.  My  t a c t i c s  h ave  b e en ,  w i t h  
God’s help, to use every means to make it clear  
what  the  demand o f  Chr i s t i an i ty  rea l ly  i s—i f  
not one entered it.” 

The  s t a tement  i s  ex t reme;  but  tha t  way  l i e s  
the Church’s salvation—in its anti-Nicene rela- 
t ion to the world,  i t s  pre-Constant inian,  non-  
established, relation to the world, and devotion  
to the Word. Society is  hopeless except for the  
Church. And the Church has nothing to live on  
bu t  t h e  Cro s s  t h a t  f a c e s  and  ove rcome s  t h e  
wor ld .  I t  c annot  l ive  on  a  c ro s s  wh ich  i s  on  
easy ter ms with the world as  the apotheosis  of  
a l l  i t s  æsthetic rel ig ion, or the class ic of a l l  i t s  
e th ica l  in tui t ion.  The work of  Chr i s t ,  r ight ly  
understood, is the f inal spir itual condition of all  
the  work  we  may  a sp i re  to  do  in  conve r t ing  
society to the kingdom of God. 
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I 

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN GOD’S  
SACRIFICE AND MAN’S 

WHAT I am going to say is not directly unto  
ed i f ica t ion,  but  indi rec t ly  i t  i s  so  most  

cer ta inly.  Direct ly i t  i s  rather for that  instruc- 
t ion  which  i s  a  need  in  our  Chr i s t i an  l i f e  a s  
es sent ia l  a s  edi f icat ion.  We cannot do without  
either. On the one hand instruction with no idea  
o f  ed i f ica t ion a t  a l l  becomes  mere academica l  
d i scour se.  I t  may beg in  anywhere  and i t  may  
end anywhere.  On the other hand,  edi f icat ion  
without instruction very soon becomes a feeble  
and inef fect ive th ing.  I  th ink a  g reat  many of  
u s  wou ld  be  ag reed  tha t  p a r t  o f  the  pove r ty  
a nd  we akne s s  o f  t h e  Chu rch  a t  t h e  p re s en t  
moment i s  due to the f act  that  edi f icat ion has  
been pur sued to the neglect of instruction. We  
have been a l i t t le too prone to dwel l  upon the  
s imple s ide of  the gospel .  Al l  our capi ta l  i s  in 
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sma l l  c i rcu l a t i on .  We  have  no t  pu t  by  a  re - 
ser ve,  a s  i t  were.  And therefore the s impl ic i ty  
itself has become unsettled and ineffectual, con- 
fused and confusing. 

I  a s k  yo u r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  o f  
our  Chr i s t i an  f a i th  which  perhaps  do  not  l i e  
immedia te ly  upon the  sur f ace,  but  which  a re  
ye t  the  cond i t ion  o f  the  Church ’s  con t inued  
energy and success in the world. I suppose there  
i s  nobody  he re  who  doe s  no t  be l i eve  in  the  
Chu rch .  A t  any  r a t e ,  wha t  I  p ropo s e  t o  s ay  
wi l l  be sa id ent i re ly  f rom that  s tandpoint .  We  
bel ieve in the Holy Catholic Church. My con- 
tention would be that ,  apar t  f rom such a posi- 
t ion as  I  des i re to br ing to your notice—some  
rea l  apos to l i c  be l ie f  in  the  rea l  work o f  Je sus  
Chr ist—apart from that no Church can continue  
to exist. That is the point of view which I take  
a t  the  out se t .  The Church i s  prec ious ,  not  in  
i t se l f ,  but because of God’s purpose with i t .  I t  
i s  there  because  of  what  God has  done for  i t .  
I t  i s  there,  more par t icular ly,  because of  what  
Ch r i s t  h a s  done,  a nd  done  i n  h i s t o r y.  I t  i s  
there solely to serve the Gospel. 

I t  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  n o t  t o  o b s e r v e  a t  t h e  
present  day that  the Church i s  under  a  c loud.  
Yo u  c a n n o t  t a ke  a ny  d iv i s i o n  o f  i t ,  i n  a ny  
country of the world, without feel ing that that 
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is so. Therefore I wil l  beg in by making quite a  
bold statement; and I should be quite prepared,  
g iven t ime and oppor tunity,  to devote a whole  
we e k  t o  m a k i n g  i t  g o o d .  T h e  s t a t e m e n t  i s  
tha t  the  Church o f  Chr i s t  i s  the  g rea te s t  and  
f i n e s t  p ro d u c t  o f  h u m a n  h i s t o r y.  I t  i s  t h e  
g reatest  thing in the univer se.  That i s  in com- 
plete def iance of the general view and tendency  
o f  s o c i e t y  a t  t h e  p re s en t  momen t .  I  s ay  t he  
Church  i s  the  g rea t e s t  and  f ine s t  p roduc t  o f  
h u m a n  h i s t o r y ;  b e c a u s e  i t  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  a  
product  o f  human hi s tor y,  but  the  product  o f  
the Holy Spir it within history. It stands for the  
new creation, the New Humanity, and it has that  
in trust. The man who has a slight acquaintance  
wi th  h i s tor y  i s  ready to  br id le  a t  a  s t a tement  
l ike that .  He says :  “Consider what the Roman  
Church  ha s  done ;  con s ide r  how obscuran t i s t  
many  s ec t ion s  o f  the  P ro te s t an t  Church  a re ;  
consider the ineffectual posit ion of the Church  
in moder n c iv i l i sa t ion—and what  nonsense to  
t a l k  a b o u t  t h e  C h u rc h  a s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  a n d  
f inest product of human history!” True enough,  
the author i ty of  the Church i s  f a i l ing in many  
qu a r t e r s .  And  t h a t  doe s  no t  me an  on l y  t h e  
ex t e r na l  au tho r i t y  o f  wha t  you  migh t  c a l l  a  
s tatutory Church, a g reat inst i tutional Church,  
a  g rea t  organ i sed  Church l ike  Rome,  for  ex- 



6	 the difference between�

a m p l e .  I t  m e a n s  m u c h  m o r e  t h a n  t h a t .  I t  
means that the author ity of the whole Church is  
weakened in respect of the inward and spir itual  
ma t t e r  wh i ch  i t  con t a i n s  a nd  p re a che s ,  a nd  
w h i c h  m a ke s  i t  w h a t  i t  i s .  T h e  C h u r c h  i s  
there  a s  the vehic le  of  the power of  the Holy  
G h o s t  a n d  o f  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  o f  t h e  s a v i n g  
God—a God, that i s ,  who is  saving not g roups  
here and there, but the whole of human society.  
Bu t  a  s p i r i t u a l  au tho r i t y  fo r  man  a l toge the r  
i s  a t  a  di scount.  Perhaps we have brought that  
in some measure upon our selves .  Perhaps,  too,  
i t  wa s  h i s t o r i c a l l y  nece s s a r y.  Bu t ,  nece s s a r y  
o r  no t ,  i t  i s  a  ma t t e r  o f  f a c t  t h a t  ou r  P ro - 
te s t ant i sm has  deve loped of ten in to a  mas ter- 
less individualism which is as deadly to Chr istian  
l i fe as an over-organised institution l ike Rome.  
Many spir itual people to-day f ind it diff icult to  
make the i r  choice  between the two extremes .  
Without  going into the hi s tor ic  causes  o f  the  
s i t u a t i o n ,  l e t  u s  r e c o g n i s e  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  
S p i r i t u a l  a u t h o r i t y,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h a t  o f  t h e  
C h u r c h ,  i s  f o r  t h e  t i m e  b e i n g  a t  a  g r e a t  
discount. 

§ 

T h e  C h u r c h  i s  v a l u a b l e  a s  t h e  o r g a n  o f  
Ch r i s t i a n  g r a c e ,  a nd  t r u t h ,  a nd  powe r.  Bu t  
wha t  do  we  f i nd  o f f e red  u s  i n  p l a c e  o f  t h e 
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Church?  Those  who a t t a ck  the  Church  mos t  
ser iously,  and disbel ieve in i t  most thoroughly,  
a re  not  propos ing s imply  to  leve l  the  Church  
to  the  g round in  the  sen se  o f  de s t roy ing  any  
re l ig ious  soc ie ty.  What  they  want  to  do i s  to  
put some other kind of  society in the place of  
the Church.  For they say,  as  we a l l  say,  that  i t  
i s  imposs ible for re l ig ion,  cer ta inly imposs ible  
for Chr ist ianity,  to exist  without a socia l  body  
i n  wh i ch  i t  i s  c u l t iva t ed  and  h a s  i t s  e f f e c t .  
Therefore, those who are opposed to the Church  
mos t  b i t t e r l y  a re  ye t  no t  p repa red  to  make  a  
total deser t.  But they put al l  kinds of organisa- 
t ions ,  f ancy organi sa t ions  and f ancy re l ig ions ,  
in  i t s  p l ace.  Take  the  g rea t  movement  in  the  
direct ion of  Socia l i sm. Take the Socia l i s t  pro- 
g r ammes  th a t  you  f i nd  so  p l en t i f u l l y  eve r y - 
whe re.  Wha t  do  the s e  va r i ou s  o rg an i s a t i on s  
mean?  Wha t  do  a l l  the se  o rgan i s a t ion s  mean  
which profes s  to embody human brotherhood,  
a nd  a re  rep re s en t ed  by  Tr ade s  Un ion s ,  Co- 
ope r a t i on ,  F r a t e r n i t i e s ,  Gu i l d s ,  So c i a l i sm s ?  
What  i s  i t  they  a l l  confe s s ?  Tha t  some soc i a l  
veh i c l e  t h e re  mu s t  b e.  You  c anno t  p romo te  
An a rchy  i t s e l f  w i t hou t  a s s o c i a t i on s  f o r  t h e  
pur po se.  So  tha t  the  ve r y  ex i s t ence  o f  the se  
r iva l  o rgan i s a t ions  i s  a  confe s s ion  o f  the  one  
fundamenta l  pr incip le  of  the Church,  namely, 
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t h a t  t h e  h u m a n  i d e a l ,  t h a t  r e l i g i o n  i n  t h e  
t r ue  s en se  o f  the  word ,  c annot  do  wi thout  a  
soc ia l  hab i t a t ion .  They put  in  the i r  own way  
what we put in our way (and we think a better  
way ) ,  t h a t  t h e re  mu s t  b e  a  Chu rch  bu i l d ed  
together for a  habitat ion of  God in the Spir i t .  
Our  ind iv idua l i sms  have  been  t roubl ing  and  
weakening us so much that everybody i s  look- 
ing  away  to  some fo r m o f  human  l i f e  wh ich  
s h a l l  h ave  t h e  a d va n t a g e s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l i s m  
without  i t s  per i l s .  The pie t i s t ic  for m of  indi- 
vidual i sm did in i t s  day g reat service.  But i t  i s  
out of date.  Rational i s t ic individual i sm, again,  
t ak ing shape  in  po l i t i ca l  r ad ica l i sm,  ha s  done  
good  work  in  i t s  d ay.  Tha t  a l so  s eems  go ing  
out  o f  da te.  The va lue  o f  the  new movement  
i s  i t s—sha l l  I  s ay—sol idar i ty ;  which i s  a  con- 
fess ion of that social ,  fraternal pr inciple which  
f i nd s  i t s  con summat ion  re a l l y,  and  i t s  power  
only, in the Church of Christ. 

When  we  l ook  a t  t h e s e  r iva l  o r g an i s a t i on s  
( and  they  a re  many,  and  some  w i l l  o ccu r  to  
you which I have not named), we can, I think,  
ga ther  most  of  them under  one head.  In con- 
tras t  with the Church the var ious socia l  for ms  
that are offered to us to-day would build society  
u p o n  a  n a t u r a l  b a s i s ,  t h e  b a s i s  o f  n a t u r a l  
brotherhood,  natura l  humani ty,  na tura l  good- 
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ness—on human nature. And the issue between  
the Church and the chief  r iva l s  of  the Church  
i s  an  i s sue  be tween soc ie ty  upon th i s  na tura l  
b a s i s ,  and  soc i e ty  upon  a  supe r na tu r a l  ba s i s .  
Our  Chr i s t i an  be l i e f  i s  ba sed  upon the  work  
of Chr ist ;  and we hold that human society can  
only continue to exis t  in f inal  unity upon that  
s ame super na tura l  ba s i s .  I t  i s  an  i s sue,  there- 
fore, between human nature deif ied and human  
n a t u r e  s ave d ;  b e t we e n  m e r e  s y m p a t hy  a n d  
f a i th—faith taken in a quite posi t ive and def i- 
n i t e  s en s e .  We  t h i nk  t h a t  a  b ro th e rhood  o f  
mere  sympathy,  however  war m i t  c an  be  a t  a  
par ticular moment, has no stay in it ,  no eternal  
p romi se.  The  e t e r na l  p romi se  i s  w i th  supe r - 
na tura l  f a i th .  Do you ever  be l ieve  otherwi se?  
I  hop e  you  h ave  b e en  s o  t emp t ed ;  b e c au s e  
having got over it you will be very much better  
for having gone through i t .  I  wish much more  
of our belief had gone through troubled scenes  
a n d  c o m e  t o  i t s .  r e s t ;  we  s h o u l d  m a ke  f a r  
g reater  impres s ion upon men i f  we gave them  
to feel we had fought our way to the peace and  
power  we have.  Wel l ,  were  you ever  tempted  
t o  b e l i e ve  t h a t  C h r i s t i a n i t y  i s  j u s t  h u m a n  
na ture  a t  i t s  be s t ?  Tha t  i s  the  mos t  power fu l  
a nd  d ange rou s  p l e a  t h a t  i s  pu t  f o rwa rd  j u s t  
now  i n  ch a l l enge  o f  ou r  Ch r i s t i a n  po s i t i on 
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and Church.  I s  the  Kingdom of  God jus t  our  
n a tu r a l  s p i r i t u a l i t y  and  a l t r u i sm  deve loped ?  
Is  i t  just  the spir i t  of rel ig ion or sel f-sacr i f ice,  
wh i ch  you  o f t en  f i nd  i n  human  n a tu re,  d e - 
veloped to i t s  highest?  I s  that  the Kingdom of  
G o d ?  I  t r u s t  yo u  b e l i eve  n o t — t h a t  h u m a n  
nature is not capable, by al l  the f inest sacr if ices  
i t  might develop,  of  saving,  of  ensur ing i t se l f ,  
a n d  s e t t i n g  u p  t h e  K i n g d o m  o f  G o d .  Ta ke  
the best  s ide of human nature,  that s ide which  
moves men to unselfishness and sacr if ice, the side  
that  comes out in many a heroic batt le,  in the  
s i l e n t  b a t t l e s  o f  ou r  c iv i l i s a t i on ,  whe re  t h e  
v ic t ims get  no applause and no reputat ion for  
the i r  hero i sm whatever.  Take the  bes t  s ide  o f  
h u m a n  n a t u r e ,  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  eve r y  c o a l p i t  
a c c i d en t  and  eve r y  s u ch  t h ing ,  i n  coun t l e s s  
quiet  homes of  pover ty,  where l ives  are  being  
worked down to the bone and g round to death  
to i l i ng  and  s l av ing  fo r  o the r s .  Take  the  va s t  
mass  of  f a therhood and motherhood l iv ing for  
the children only. Take that best s ide of human  
nature,  make the most  of  i t ,  and then put thi s  
question: “How does man’s noblest work dif fer  
f r o m  C h r i s t ’ s  g r e a t  w o r k ? ” T h a t  i s  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  t o  w h i c h  I  d e s i r e  t o  a t t r a c t  yo u r  
a t t en t ion  to-day.  How doe s  man ’s  be s t  work  
differ from Christ’s great work? 



	 god’s sacrifice and man’s� 11

§ 

Le t  me  b e g i n  w i t h  a  s t o r y  wh i ch  wa s  r e - 
ported in the Belgian papers some years ago. 

Two passenger trains were coming in opposite  
directions at full  speed. As they approached the  
station, it was found the levers would not work,  
owing to the frost,  and the points could not be  
se t  to  c lea r  the  t ra ins  o f  each other.  A ca ta s- 
trophe seemed to be inevitable;  when a s ignal- 
man threw himse l f  f l a t  between the ra i l s ,  and  
with hi s  hands  he ld the t ie-rod in such a  way  
that the points were properly set and kept; and  
he.  rema ined  thu s  whi l e  the  t r a in  thundered  
over  h im,  in  g rea t  danger  o f  hav ing  h i s  head  
c a r r i e d  away  by  t h e  l ow - h u n g  g e a r  o f  t h e  
We s t i n g h o u s e  b r a k e .  W h e n  t h e  t r a i n  h a d  
p a s s e d ,  h e  qu i e t l y  ro s e  a nd  re t u r n ed  t o  h i s  
work. 

I  of fer  you some ref lect ions on this  incident.  
I t  i s  the  k ind  o f  inc ident  tha t  may be  mul t i - 
p l i ed  inde f in i t e ly.  I  o f f e r  you ce r t a in  re f l ec- 
tions, f irst, on some of its analogies with Chr ist’s  
work, and secondly, on some of its differences. 

§ 

1.  Thi s  man ,  in  a  ve r y  t r ue  sen se,  d ied  and  
ro s e  a g a i n .  H i s  s ou l  wen t  t h rough  wha t  h e  
would have gone through i f  he had never r i sen 
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f rom the  t r a ck .  He  gave  h imse l f ;  and  tha t  i s  
a l l  a  man  c an  g ive  a t  l a s t .  H i s  deed  had  the  
moral  value which it  would have had i f  he had  
lo s t  h i s  l i f e.  He  l a id  i t  down,  bu t  i t  d id  no t  
please God to take i t .  Like Abraham’s sacr i f ice  
of  I saac,  i t  was  complete and acceptable,  even  
though  no t  a ccep ted .  The  man ’s  r i s i ng  f rom  
the  g round—was  i t  no t  re a l l y  a  re su r rec t ion  
f rom the  dead?  I t  was  not  s imply  a  re tur n  to  
hi s  post .  He went back another man. He went  
back a heavenl ier man. He had died and r i sen;  
just  as  i f  he had been cal led,  and had gone, to  
God ’s  p re s ence—cou ld  he  bu t  rema in  the re.  
This  i s  a  death and r i s ing aga in poss ible  to us  
a l l .  I f  t h e  d e a t h  a n d  r e s u r r e c t i o n  o f  J e s u s  
Chr i s t  do  not  end  in  p roduc ing  tha t  k ind  o f  
th ing amongs t  us ,  then i t  i s  not  the power of  
God  un to  s a l va t ion .  The se  mora l  dea th s  and  
re su r re c t i on s  a re  wha t  make  men  o f  u s .  “ In  
deaths oft.” That is the first point. 

§ 

2.  The second point  i s  th i s .  Not  one o f  the  
passenger s  in ei ther of  those tra ins  knew unti l  
they read it  what had been done for them, nor  
to  whom they  owed the i r  l ive s .  I t  i s  so  wi th  
the whole world.  To-day i t  owes i t s  exis tence,  
i n  a  way  i t  bu t  p o o r l y  u n d e r s t a n d s ,  t o  t h e 



	 god’s sacrifice and man’s� 13

dea th  and  re su r rec t ion  o f  Je su s  Chr i s t .  Tha t  
i s  t h e  p e r manen t  e l emen t  i n  Ch r i s t i a n i t y— 
the Cross and resur rection of Jesus Chr ist .  And  
ye t  i t  i s  n o t h i n g  t o  a l l  t h e m  t h a t  p a s s  by.  
Under  the  fee t  o f  those  t rave l le r s  in  Be lg ium  
there  had taken p lace one of  those  deeds  that  
are the very soul and glory of life, and they had  
no  idea  o f  i t .  Pe rhap s  some o f  them were  a t  
the very moment g rumbling at  the s ta f f  of  the  
r a i lway  for  some sma l l  g r i evance  or  o ther.  I t  
is  useful to remember, when we are inclined to  
g rumble thus ,  what  an amount of  devot ion to  
duty goes to make it possible for us to travel as  
safely as we do—far more than can be acknow- 
l e d g e d  b y  t h e  p a y m e n t  o f  a  wa g e .  T h e s e  
people were ploughing along in safety over one  
o f  the  r a i lway  s t a f f  l y ing  in  a  l iv ing  g r ave.  I  
say i t  i s  so with the whole c ivi l i sed world.  I t s  
p rog re s s  i s  l i ke  t h a t  o f  t h e  t r a i n ;  i t  s e l dom  
s t op s  t o  t h i nk  t h a t  i t s  s a f e t y  i s  ow ing  t o  a  
divine death and resur rection, much more than  
he ro i c.  The  s a f e t y  o f  tha t  t r a in  wa s  no t  due  
to  the  mechan i sm.  The  mechan i sm had  gone  
wrong .  I t  wa s  not  due  to  organ i s a t ion ,  o r  to  
work  done  f rom f e a r  o f  pun i shment .  Hero i c  
d u t y  r a i s e d  t o  m a r t y rd o m  s ave d  t h e  w h o l e  
t ra in.  And the world’s  prog ress  i s  saved to-day  
because  o f  a  dea th  and re sur rec t ion o f  which 
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i t  knows l i t t l e  and most ly  care s  to  know le s s .  
“ P r o p t e r  J e s u m  n o n  q u œ r i m u s  J e s u m . ” T h e  
succe s s  o f  Chr i s t  h ide s  H im.  I t  i s  t he  dea th  
of Chr ist that is  the chief condition of modern  
p ro g r e s s .  I t  i s  n o t  c i v i l i s a t i o n  t h a t  k e e p s  
c i v i l i s a t i o n  s a f e  a n d  p rog re s s i ve .  I t  i s  t h a t  
power  which  wa s  in  Je su s  Chr i s t  and  cu lmi- 
n a t ed  i n  H i s  d e a t h  and  re s u r re c t i on .  When  
p e o p l e  r e a d  t h e  B i b l e ,  a n d  g e t  b e h i n d  t h e  
Bible, and that pr inciple comes home to them,  
i t  may sometimes be l ike the shock that  those  
travel ler s  would receive when they read in the  
newspaper of their r isk and deliverance. 

§ 

3. Another point. And I am now coming on to  
the di f ference.  This  man died for  people  who  
would thr i l l  with the sense of  what they owed  
him as soon as they read about it. His act appeals  
to the inst inct  which i s  ready to spr ing to l i fe  
in  a lmos t  ever y  b rea s t .  You fe l t  the  re sponse  
at once when I told you the story. Some of you  
may have even fe l t  i t  keenly.  Do you ever fee l  
a s  keen ly  about  the  devoted  dea th  o f  Chr i s t ?  
Perhaps  you never  have.  You have be l ieved i t ,  
of  cour se,  but  i t  never came home to you and  
gr ipped you as the stor ies of the kind I instance  
do.  You  s e e  the  d i f f e rence  be tween  Chr i s t ’s 
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death and ever y ca se  o f  human heroi sm.  I  am  
moving to answer that question I put a moment  
ago as to whether the development of the best  
in  human nature would ever  g ive us  the work  
of Chr ist and the Kingdom of God. I have been  
i l lu s t ra t ing one of  the  f ines t  th ings  in  human  
nature,  and I  am ask ing whether,  i f  tha t  were  
mult ipl ied indef inite ly,  we should yet have the  
effect which is produced by the death of Chr ist,  
or which i s  s t i l l  to be produced by i t  in God’s  
pu r po s e .  No,  t h e re  i s  a  d i f f e ren c e  b e tween  
C h r i s t ’s  d e a t h  a n d  eve r y  c a s e  o f  h e ro i s m .  
Chr ist ’s  was a death on behalf of people within  
w h o m  t h e  p owe r  o f  r e s p o n d i n g  h a d  t o  b e  
created.  Ever ybody thr i l l s  to  that  s tor y I  to ld  
you,  and to ever y s imi lar  s tor y.  The power of  
r e s pon s e  i s  l y i n g  t h e re  i n  t h e  human  h e a r t  
ready-it  only needs to be touched. There i s  in  
human nature  a  ba t ter y  charged wi th admira- 
tion for such things; you have only to put your  
knuck l e  t o  i t  and  ou t  come s  t he  s p a rk .  Bu t  
when we are dea l ing with the death of  Chr i s t  
we  a r e  i n  a n o t h e r  p o s i t i o n .  C h r i s t ’s  wa s  a  
death on behalf of people in whom the power of  
r e s p o n d i n g  h a d  t o  b e  c r e a t e d .  We  a r e  a l l  
afraid of death, and r ise to the man who delivers  
us from it .  But we are not afraid of that wor se  
th ing  than  dea th  f rom which  Chr i s t  c ame to 
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de l ive r  u s .  Ch r i s t ’s  d e a t h  wa s  no t  a  c a s e  o f  
he ro i sm s imp ly,  i t  wa s  a  c a se  o f  redempt ion .  
I t  a c t e d  u p o n  d u l l  a n d  d e a d  h e a r t s .  I t  wa s  
a  d e a t h  w h i c h  h a d  t o  evo ke  a  f e e l i n g  n o t  
only  l a tent  but  para ly sed,  not  only  a s leep but  
d e ad .  Wha t  doe s  Pau l  s ay ?  “Whi l e  we  we re  
ye t  w i t hou t  s t reng th ,  Ch r i s t  d i ed  f o r  u s ”— 
w i thou t  powe r,  w i t hou t  f e e l i n g ,  a s  t h e  f u l l  
meaning is. 

Le t  me  i l l u s t r a t e .  Take  a  poe t  l i ke  Word s - 
wor th .  When he  began  to  publ i sh  h i s  poe t r y  
he was received, just as Browning was received  
later,  with r idicule and contempt. The g reatest  
cr itic of the time began an ar ticle in the leading  
cr i t ica l  organ of  the day by saying,  “This  wi l l  
never do.” But i t  has done; and it  has done for  
Jef f rey’s  cr i t ica l  reputat ion. Lord Jef f rey wrote  
h im s e l f  down  a s  on e  who  wa s  i n c a p ab l e  o f  
g aug ing  the  fu tu re,  howeve r  much  he  migh t  
be  capable  o f  under s t and ing  the  l i t e r a ture  o f  
t h e  p a s t .  S o m e  o f  yo u  m ay  r e m e m b e r — I  
remembe r  p e r f e c t l y  we l l—the  s ame  k i nd  o f  
t h i n g  i n  t h e  p enny  p a p e r s  a bou t  B rown ing  
when  he.  wa s  f i gh t ing  fo r  recogn i t ion .  I  re - 
member, when I was a student, reading ar t icles  
in luminar ies  l ike The Standard  which sneered  
and jeered at Browning, just as smaller men to- 
day would sneer at men of l ike or ig inal i ty. But 



	 god’s sacrifice and man’s� 17

Wordswor th  and Browning have  conquered .  I  
t a ke  ano the r  c a s e .  Tu r ne r  wa s  a s s a i l e d  w i th  
even more r idicule when he exposed his works  
to  the  Br i t i sh  publ i c.  What  would  have  hap- 
pened to Turner if Ruskin had not ar isen to be  
his  prophet I  do not know. His  pictures  might  
not even have been moulder ing in the cellar s of  
the  Na t iona l  Ga l l e r y.  They  migh t  have  been  
selling at little second-hand shops in back streets  
for ten shi l l ings to anyone who had eyes in his  
head. Wordswor th, Browning, and Turner were  
a l l  people of  such or ig ina l  and unprecedented  
genius  that  there was  no tas te  and interes t  for  
them when they appeared;  they had to  crea te  
the  ve r y  power  o f  under s t and ing  themse lve s .  
A poet  o f  l e s s  or ig ina l  gen ius ,  a  g rea t  genius  
butîess of a genius, like Tennyson, comes along,  
a nd  h e  w r i t e s  a bou t  t h e  “May  Queen” a nd  
“The Nor ther n Far mer,” and a l l  those s imple,  
elementary things which immediately fetch the  
handkerch ie f s  ou t .  Now no doubt  to  do  tha t  
properly takes a cer tain amount of genius.  But  
it taps the prompt and fluent emotions; and the  
misfor tune is  that kind of work is  eas i ly coun- 
t e r f e i t ed  and  abu s ed  by  t ho s e  who  w i sh .  t o  
exp lo i t  ou r  f e e l i ng s  r a the r  t h an  exa l t  t hem.  
I t  i s  a  more easy kind of  th ing than was  done  
by those g reat geniuses I  f i r s t  named. Or ig inal 
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poe t s  l i ke  Word swor th  and  Browning  had  to  
create the taste for their work. 

Now in like manner Christ had to make the soul  
which should respond to Him and under s tand  
Him.  He had  to  c rea te  the  ve r y  capac i ty  fo r  
response. And that is where we are compelled to  
recognise the doctr ine of the Holy Spir it as well  
a s  the  doct r ine  of  the  Sav iour.  We are  a lways  
told that f a i th i s  the g i f t  of  God and the work  
of the Holy Spir it .  The reason why we are told  
that ,  and must  be told i t ,  l ie s  in the direct ion  
I  have indicated.  The death of  Chr i s t  had not  
s imp l y  t o  t ouch  l i ke  he ro i sm ,  bu t  i t  h ad  t o  
redeem us into power of feeling its own worth.  
Chr ist had to save us from what we were too far  
g o n e  t o  f e e l .  Ju s t  a s  t h e  m a n  c h o ke d  w i t h  
d amp in  a  mine,  o r  a  man  go ing  to  s l e ep  in  
arctic cold, does not realise his danger, and the  
sense of  danger  has  to be created within him,  
so the violent action of the Spir it takes men by  
force.  The death of  Chr i s t  must  ca l l  up more  
t h an  a  re s pon s ive  f e e l i ng .  I t  i s  no t  s a t i s f i ed  
with af fect ing our hear t .  That i s  mere impres- 
s ionism. It i s  very easy to impress an audience.  
Eve r y  p re a che r  knows  t h a t  t h e re  i s  no th ing  
more  s imple  than to  produce  tea r s .  You have  
only  to te l l  a  cer ta in number of  s tor ie s  about  
dying children, lifeboats, f ire escapes, and so on, 
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and you can make people thr i l l .  But the thr i l l  
i s  ne i the r  he re  no r  the re.  Wha t  i s  t he  th r i l l  
go ing  to  end in?  What  i s  the  meaning o f  the  
thr i l l  for  l i fe?  I f  i t  i s  not  ending as  i t  should,  
and not  ending for  l i fe,  i t  i s  doing har m, not  
good, because it is sealing the spr ings of feeling  
and sear ing the power of the spir itual life. 

W h a t  t h e  wo r k  o f  C h r i s t  r e q u i r e s  i s  t h e  
t r ibu te  no t  o f  our  admi r a t ion  o r  even  g r a t i - 
tude, not of our impress ions or our thr i l l s ,  but  
of ourselves and our shame. Now we are coming  
to  the  crux of  the  mat ter—the t r ibute  o f  our  
shame.  Tha t  dea th  had  to  make  new men  o f  
us.  It  had to turn us not from potential  fr iends  
t o  a c tu a l ,  bu t  f rom enemie s  i n to  f r i end s .  I t  
had not merely to touch a spr ing of s lumber ing  
f r i e nd s h i p.  The re  wa s  a  n ew  c re a t i on .  The  
love of God—I quote Paul, who did understand  
something of  these things—the love of  God i s  
not merely evoked within us, it is “shed abroad  
in our hear ts by the Holy Spir it which is g iven  
t o  u s .” T h a t  i s  a  ve r y  d i f f e r e n t  t h i n g  f ro m  
s imply  hav ing the  re ser voi r  o f  na tura l  fee l ing  
t apped .  The  dea th  o f  Chr i s t  h ad  to  do  wi th  
our  s in  and not  wi th  our  s lugg i shnes s .  I t  had  
to deal with our active hostil ity, and not simply  
w i th  the  pa s s ive  du l lne s s  o f  ou r  hea r t s .  Our  
hos t i l i ty—that  i s  what  the  ea sy-go ing  peop le 
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cannot  be  brought  to  recogni se.  That  i s  what  
the sha l low opt imis t s ,  who th ink we can now  
dispense with emphasis  on the death of Chr ist ,  
fee l  themselves  able  to do—to ignore the f act  
tha t  the  human hea r t  i s  enmi ty  aga in s t  God ,  
a g a i n s t  a  God  who  make s  demand s  upon  i t ;  
w h o  g o e s  s o  f a r  a s  t o  m a ke  d e m a n d s  f o r  
t h e  w h o l e ,  t h e  a b s o l u t e  o b e d i e n c e  o f  s e l f .  
Human  na tu re  pu t s  i t s  b ack  up  aga in s t  th a t .  
T h a t  i s  w h a t  P a u l  m e a n s  w h e n  h e  s p e a k s  
a b o u t  h u m a n  n a t u re ,  t h e  n a t u r a l  m a n — t h e  
car na l  man i s  a  bad t rans la t ion—being enmity  
aga ins t  God.  Man wi l l  c l ing to the la s t  rag of  
h i s  s e l f - re spec t .  He  doe s  no t  p a r t  w i th  th a t  
when he thr i l l s ,  admire s ,  sympath i se s ;  but  he  
does  when he has  to g ive up hi s  whole se l f  in  
the obedience of f a i th.  How much sel f-respect  
do you think Paul had left in him when he went  
in to  Damascu s ?  Chr i s t ,  w i th  the  demand fo r  
s av ing  obed i ence,  a rou se s  an t agon i sm in  the  
human  h e a r t .  And  s o  w i l l  t h e  Chu rch  t h a t  
i s  f a i t h f u l  t o  H im .  You  h e a r  p eop l e  o f  t h e  
t y p e  I  h ave  b e en  s p e a k i n g  a bou t  s ay i n g ,  I f  
on l y  t h e  Chu rch  h ad  b e en  t r u e  t o  Ch r i s t ’s  
mes s age  i t  wou ld  have  done  wonder s  fo r  the  
world.  I f  only Chr is t  were preached and prac- 
tised in all His simplicity to the world, how fast  
Chr i s t i an i ty  would  spread .  Would i t ?  Do you 
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real ly f ind that  the deeper you get into Chr is t  
and the meaning of  His  demands  Chr i s t i an i ty  
s p re a d s  f a s t e r  i n  you r  h e a r t ?  I s  i t  no t  ve r y  
much the other  way?  When i t  comes  to  c lose  
quar ter s  you have actual ly to be got down and  
broken, that the old man may be pulver ised and  
t he  new man  c re a t ed  f rom the  du s t .  The re - 
fore when we hear people abusing the Church  
and i t s  h i s to r y  the  f i r s t  th ing  we have  to  s ay  
i s ,  Ye s ,  the re  i s  a  g rea t  dea l  too  much  t r u th  
i n  wha t  you  s ay,  bu t  t h e re  i s  a l s o  a  g re a t e r  
t r u th  which  you a re  no t  a l lowing  fo r,  and  i t  
i s  t h i s .  O n e  r e a s o n  w h y  t h e  C h u r c h  h a s  
been  so  s low in  i t s  p rog re s s  in  mank ind  and  
i t s  e f f ec t  on  human h i s to r y  i s  becau se  i t  ha s  
been  so  f a i th fu l  to  Chr i s t ,  so  f a i th fu l  to  Hi s  
Cro s s .  You  have  to  subdue  the  mos t  i n t r a c - 
t able,  d i f f i cu l t ,  and  s low th ing  in  the  wor ld- 
man’s  se l f -wi l l .  You cannot  expect  rap id  suc- 
ce s se s  i f  you t r u ly  preach  the  Cros s  whereon  
Chr i s t  d i ed ,  and  wh i ch  He  su r moun t ed  no t  
s imply by leaving it behind but by r is ing again,  
and  conve r t i ng  the  ve r y  Cro s s  i n to  a  power  
and glory. 

Chr ist arouses antagonism in the human hear t  
and heroi sm does  not .  Ever ybody welcomes  a  
he ro.  The  mino r i t y  we l come  Chr i s t .  We  do  
re s en t  H i s  ab so lu t e  command .  We do  re s en t 
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p a r t i n g  c o m p l e t e l y  w i t h  o u r s e l ve s .  We  d o  
resent Christ. 

§ 

4 .  I  go  back  to  the  word  I  spoke  about  the  
t r ibute  o f  our  shame.  The demand i s  unspar- 
i n g ,  r e m o r s e l e s s .  I t  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  t h a t  yo u  
a r e  c a l l e d  o n  by  G o d  f o r  a  c e r t a i n  d u e ,  a  
change,  an amendment ,  but  for  the t r ibute  of  
yo u r s e l f  a n d  yo u r  s h a m e.  W h e n  yo u  h e a rd  
a b o u t  t h a t  h e ro i s m  o f  my  s t o r y,  w h e n  yo u  
thr i l led to it ,  I wonder did you pat yourself  on  
the back a  l i t t le  for  being capable  of  thr i l l ing  
to  th ings  so high,  so f ine?  When you thr i l led  
to that story you felt a cer tain satisf action with  
your sel f  because there was as much of the God  
in you as al lowed you to be capable of thr i l l ing  
to such heroi sms.  You fe l t ,  I f  I  am capable  of  
thr i l l ing to such things, I cannot be such a bad  
s o r t .  B u t  w h e n  yo u  f e l t  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  
Chr i s t ’s  death for  you,  did you ever pat  your- 
self  on the back? The nearer the Cross came to  
you,  the deeper i t  entered into you,  were you  
the more disposed to admire your sel f? There is  
no har m in your fee l ing p leased with your se l f  
because you were able to thr i l l  to these human  
hero i sms ;  but  i f  the  impre s s ion  Chr i s t  makes  
upon you i s  to  l eave  you more  s a t i s f i ed  wi th  
your self ,  more proud of your self  for being able 
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to respond, He has to get a g reat deal nearer to  
you yet .  You need to be—I wil l  use a Scott i sh  
ph r a s e  wh ich  o ld  min i s t e r s  u s ed  to  app ly  to  
a  yo u n g  m i n i s t e r  w h e n  h e  h a d  p r e a c h e d  a  
“ though t fu l  and  in t e re s t i ng  d i s cour s e”—you  
need to be wel l  shaken over the mouth of  the  
p i t .  The g rea t  deep c l a s s i c  ca se s  o f  Chr i s t i an  
exper ience bear  te s t imony to that .  Chr i s t  and  
His  Cros s  come nearer  and nearer,  and we do  
not  rea l i se  what  we owe Him unt i l  we rea l i se  
th a t  He  ha s  p lucked  u s  f rom the  f e a r fu l  p i t ,  
and  the  mi r y  c l ay,  and  se t  u s  upon a  rock  o f  
God’s  own founding.  The meaning of  Chr i s t ’s  
d e a th  rou s e s  ou r  s h ame,  s e l f - con t emp t ,  and  
repentance.  And we resent  being made to fee l  
ashamed of our selves,  we resent being made to  
r e p e n t .  A  g r e a t  m a ny  p e o p l e  a r e  a f r a i d  t o  
come too near  to  anyth ing  tha t  does  tha t  for  
them. That  i s  a  f requent  reason for  not  going  
to church. 

§ 

5. Again, continuing. You would have gone a  
long way to see  th i s  Be lg ian man.  You would  
have gazed upon him with something of rever- 
ence,  c e r t a i n l y  w i th  admi r a t i on .  You  wou ld  
have  regarded h im a s  one rece ived back f rom  
the dead. You think, I f  a l l  men were l ike that ,  
the  wor ld  would be heaven.  Wel l ,  there  a re  a 
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g reat  many more l ike that  than we think, who  
d a i l y  i m p e r i l  t h e i r  l i f e  f o r  t h e i r  d u t y.  B u t  
suppos ing ever y man and woman in the world  
were up to that pitch, and supposing you added  
them a l l  together  and took the  to ta l  va lue  o f  
the i r  mora l  hero i sm ( i f  mora l  quant i t ie s  were  
capable of being summed l ike that) ,  would you  
then have the equivalent of the deed and death  
o f  C h r i s t ?  N o,  i n d e e d !  I f  yo u  t o o k  a l l  t h e  
wor ld ,  and made heroes  of  them a l l ,  and kept  
them heroic all their lives, instead of only in one  
act, still you would not get the value, the equiva- 
lent, of Chr ist’s sacr if ice. It is not the sum of all  
heroisms. It would be more true to say it is the  
source of a l l  heroisms,  the foundation of them  
al l .  It is the underground something that makes  
he ro i sms ,  no t  someth ing  tha t  he ro i sms  make  
up.  When Chr i s t  d id  what  He did ,  i t  was  not  
human na tu re  do ing  i t ,  i t  wa s  God do ing  i t .  
T h a t  i s  t h e  g r e a t ,  a b s o l u t e l y  u n i q u e  a n d  
glor ious thing. It  i s  God in Chr ist  reconcil ing.  
I t  was not human nature of fer ing i t s  ver y best  
to  God.  I t  was  God of fe r ing His  ver y  bes t  to  
man. That i s  the g rand di f ference between the  
Church and civi l i sat ion, even when civi l i sat ion  
i s  r e l i g i ou s .  We  mu s t  a t t end  mo re  t o  t ho s e  
g rea t  i s sues  between our  f a i th  and our  wor ld .  
Our re l ig ion has  been too much a  th ing done 
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in  a  co r ne r.  We  mus t  ad ju s t  ou r  re l i g ion  to  
t h e  g r e a t  c u r r e n t s  a n d  m ove m e n t s  o f  t h e  
wo r l d ’s  h i s t o r y.  And  t h e  g re a t  i s s u e  o f  t h e  
h o u r  i s  t h e  i s s u e  b e t we e n  t h e  C h u rc h  a n d  
c iv i l i s a t ion.  Thei r  e s sent i a l  d i f fe rence i s  th i s .  
C iv i l i s a t i o n  a t  i t s  b e s t  r e p re s e n t s  t h e  mo s t  
man  can  do  wi th  the  wor ld  and  wi th  human  
nature ;  but  the Church,  centred upon Chr i s t ,  
Hi s  Cros s ,  and  Hi s  work ,  repre sen t s  the  be s t  
t h a t  God  c a n  do  upon  t h em .  The  s a c r i f i c e  
o f  the  Cro s s  wa s  no t  man  in  Chr i s t  p l e a s ing  
God ;  i t  wa s  God  in  Chr i s t  re conc i l i ng  man ,  
and in a cer tain sense, reconcil ing Himself .  My  
point at this moment is that the Cross of Chr ist  
was  Chr i s t  reconci l ing man.  I t  was  not  heroic  
man dying for a beloved and honoured God; i t  
wa s  God  i n  s ome  f o r m dy ing  f o r  man .  God  
dying for  man.  I  am not a f ra id of  that  phrase ;  
I  c anno t  do  wi thou t  i t .  God  dy ing  fo r  man ;  
and for such men—host i le,  mal ignant ly host i le  
men. That  i s  a  puzzl ing phrase where we read  
in  a  go spe l :  “Grea te r  love  ha th  no  man than  
t h i s ,  t h a t  a  m a n  l ay  d ow n  h i s  l i f e  f o r  h i s  
f r i e n d s .” T h e re  i s  m o re  l ove  i n  t h e  p h r a s e  
o f  t h e  e p i s t l e ,  t h a t  a  man  s hou l d  l ay  down  
h i s  l i f e  f o r  h i s  b i t t e r  e n em i e s .  I t  i s  no t  s o  
heroic,  so  ver y d iv ine,  to  d ie  for  our  f r iends .  
K indne s s  be tween  the  n i c e  peop l e  i s  no t  s o 
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ver y divine—f ine and precious as  i t  i s .  To die  
for  enemies—that  i s  the divine thing.  Chr i s t ’s  
wa s  g r a ce  th a t  d i ed  fo r  such—for  ma l i gnan t  
e n e m i e s .  T h e re  i s  m o re  i n  G o d  t h a n  l ove .  
There  i s  a l l  tha t  we mean by  Hi s  ho ly  g race.  
Truly,  “God i s  love.” Yes,  but the kind of  love  
w h i c h  yo u  mu s t  i n t e r p re t  by  t h e  w h o l e  o f  
the New Testament .  When John sa id that ,  d id  
h e  me an  t h a t  God  wa s  s imp l y  t h e  con sum- 
mat ion o f  human a f fec t ion?  He knew tha t  he  
was  dea l ing with a  holy,  g rac ious  God,  a  God  
who loved  Hi s  enemie s  and  redeemed  them.  
Read with extreme care 1 John iv. 10. 

§ 

6.  Let  me gather  up the point s  o f  d i f ference  
which I have been indicating. 

Fir st ,  that Belg ian hero did not act from love  
so much as  f rom duty.  Secondly,  he d ied only  
in  one ac t ,  not  in  h i s  whole  l i fe,  dy ing da i ly.  
There have been men capable of  act s  of  sacr i- 
f ice l ike this  hero; loose-l iving men who, after  
a  heroi sm,  were qui te  capable  of  re tur ning to  
their looseness of l i fe-heroes of the Bret Har te  
t ype.  There  have  been  many  va l i an t ,  f e a r l e s s  
th ings  done on the bat t le f ie ld by men who in  
the f ace of bullets never f l inched, never turned  
a  ha i r ;  and when they came home they could 
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no t  s t a nd  a g a i n s t  a  b re a t h  o f  r i d i cu l e ,  t h ey  
could not stand against a l i t t le temptation, and  
were  soon wa l lowing in  the  mire.  One ac t  o f  
sacr if ice is not the same thing as a l i fe gathered  
into one consummate sacr i f ice,  whose value i s  
tha t  i t  h a s  the  who le  pe r sona l i t y  pu t  in to  i t  
for ever. 

T h i r d ,  t h i s  m a n  c o u l d  n o t  t a k e  t h e  f u l l  
mea sure  o f  a l l  tha t  he  was  do ing ,  and  Chr i s t  
cou l d .  Ch r i s t  d i d  no t  go  t o  H i s  d e a th  w i th  
Hi s  eye s  shut .  He d ied  because  He wi l l ed  to  
die,  having counted the cost with the g reatest ,  
deepest moral vision in the world. 

Four th ly,  the  hero  in  the  s tor y  had  noth ing  
to do with the moral condition of those whom  
he saved.  The scoundre l  and the  sa in t  in  tha t  
train were both alike to him. 

Again, he had no quar rel with those whom he  
saved. He had nothing to complain of .  He had  
no th ing  f rom them to  t r y  h i s  he ro i sm.  They  
we re  no t  h i s  b i t t e r  enemie s .  H i s  va lou r  wa s  
not  the heroi sm of  forg iveness ,  where l ie s  the  
wond rou s  ma j e s t y  o f  God .  H i s  a c t  wa s  no t  
an  ac t  o f  g r ace,  wh ich  i s  the  g r and  g lo r y  o f  
the love of Chr ist .  Chr ist  died for people who  
not only did not know Him, but who hated and  
de sp i s ed  Him.  He d ied ,  no t  fo r  a  t r a in fu l  o f  
p eop l e,  bu t  f o r  t h e  who l e  o r g an i c  wor l d  o f 
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peop le.  I t  was  an  in f in i t e  dea th ,  tha t  o f  Hi s ,  
i n  i t s  r a n g e  a nd  i n  i t s  p owe r.  I t  wa s  d e a t h  
f o r  enem i e s  mo re  b i t t e r  t h an  any th i ng  t h a t  
man  can  f ee l  aga in s t  man ,  fo r  such  ha te r s  a s  
only holiness can produce. Here is  the s ingular  
th ing :  the  g rea te r  the  f avour  tha t  i s  done  to  
us, the more f iercely we resent it  i f  i t  does not  
b r e a k  u s  d ow n  a n d  m a ke  u s  g r a t e f u l .  T h e  
g reater  the f avour,  i f  we do not respond in i t s  
own  sp i r i t ,  s o  much  the  more  re s en t fu l  and  
an t agon i s t i c  i t  make s  u s .  I  h ave  a l re ady  s a id  
tha t  we  speak  too  o f t en  a s  though the  e f f ec t  
o f  Chr i s t ’s  dea th upon human nature  must  be  
g r a t i t u d e  a s  s o o n  a s  i t  i s  u n d e r s t o o d .  I t  i s  
no t  a lways  g ra t i tude.  Unle s s  i t  i s  rece ived  in  
t h e  Ho l y  Gho s t ,  t h e  e f f e c t  may  j u s t  b e  t h e  
o the r  way.  I t  i s  judgment .  I t  i s  a  dea th  un to  
death. 

§ 

I  conclude by say ing what  I  have of ten sa id ,  
a nd  wha t  o f t e n  n e ed s  s ay i n g ,  t h a t  i t  i s  no t  
possible to hear the gospel and to go away just  
a s  you came.  I  wi sh  tha t  were  more  rea l i s ed .  
We should not  have so many ser mon-hunter s .  
I f  peop le  f e l t  tha t  ever y  t ime they  hea rd  the  
gospel  they were ei ther better  or wor se for i t ,  
t h ey  wou l d  b e  mo re  c a re f u l  a bou t  h e a r i n g .  
They would not go so often, possibly; better they 



	 god’s sacrifice and man’s� 29

should not ,  perhaps .  I  am not  speaking about  
hear ing  o f  se r mons .  That  i s  ne i ther  here  nor  
there. A man may hear sermons and be neither  
t he  be t t e r  no r  the  wor s e.  Bu t  a  man  c anno t  
hear the gospel  without being ei ther better  or  
wor se,  whether he knows i t  or not.  When you  
come to  f ace  the  l a s t  i s sue s ,  i t  i s  e i ther  unto  
s a l va t i on  o r  un to  condemna t i on .  The  g re a t  
central, decisive thing, the last judgment of the  
world,  i s  the Cross  of  Chr i s t .  The reason why  
so many sermons are found uninteresting is not  
always due to the dullness of the preacher. God  
knows how often that  i s  the case,  but i t  i s  not  
always. It is because the sermons so often turn,  
or ought to turn, upon the miracle of the grace  
o f  God,  which i s  so  g rea t  a  mirac le  tha t  i t  i s  
s t range,  remote,  and a l ien to our natura l  ways  
of thinking and feel ing. It  seems foreign to us.  
It is like reading a guide-book if you have never  
been in the country.  I  take down my Baedeker  
i n  t h e  w in t e r  a nd  re ad  i t  w i t h  t h e  g re a t e s t  
de l ight ,  because  I  know the countr y.  I f  I  had  
not been there I should find it the drear iest read- 
ing.  Why do not  people  read the Bible  more?  
Becau se  they  have  no t  been  in  tha t  count r y.  
There is no exper ience for it to stir and develop.  
The Cross of Chr ist, the inf inite wonder of it— 
we  h ave  g o t  t o  l e a r n  t h a t .  We  h ave  g o t  t o 
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learn the deep meaning of that by having been  
there, by the evangelical exper ience whose lack  
is  the cause of al l  the rel ig ious vag rancy of the  
hou r.  We  h ave  go t  t o  l e a r n  t h a t  i t  wa s  no t  
simply magnif icent heroism, but that it was God  
in  Chr i s t  re conc i l i ng  the  wor ld .  I t  wa s  God  
tha t  d id  tha t  work in  Chr i s t .  And Chr i s t  was  
the living God working upon man, and working  
out the Kingdom of God. 
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THE GREAT SACRIFICIAL WORK  
IS TO RECONCILE 
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II 

THE GREAT SACRIFICIAL WORK IS TO  
RECONCILE 

Corinthians v. 14–vi. 2; Romans v. 1–11; Colossians i. 10–29;  

Ephesians ii. 16. 

THE great need of the relig ious world to-day  
i s  a  retur n to the Bible.  That  i s  necessar y  

for  two rea sons ,  negat ive  and pos i t ive.  Nega- 
t ive ly,  because the most  ser ious  feature of  the  
hour in the l i fe of the Church is the neglect of  
the Bible for personal use and study by relig ious  
people. Positively, because we have to-dayenor- 
mous advantages in connection with that return  
to the Bible.  Moder n scholar ship has  made of  
the Bible a new Book. It  has in a cer tain sense  
red i s cove red  i t .  You  migh t  s ay  th a t  the  sou l  
of  the Refor mation was the rediscovery of  the  
Bible;  and in a wider sense that  i s  t rue to-day  
a l s o.  We  have,  t h rough  the  l a bou r s  o f  more  
than a  centur y of  the f ines t  scholar sh ip  in  a l l
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the  wor ld ,  come to  under s t and  the  B ib l e,  in  
i t s  o r ig ina l  s ense,  a s  i t  was  never  under s tood  
b e f o re .  The s e  i n s t r u c t ed  s c r i b e s  d r aw  f o r t h  
f rom the i r  t re a su r y  t h ing s  a s  n ew a s  o l d .  I t  
i s  t h e  o l d  B o o k ,  a n d  i t  i s  a  n ew  B o o k .  I t  
remains the old Book, and the precious Book,  
because of  i t s  power of  unceas ing se l f-renova- 
t ion.  The sp i r i t  tha t  l ive s  wi th in  the  Bible  i s  
a  spir i t  of  constant se l f-preservat ion. One way  
o f  de sc r ib ing  the  Refor mat ion i s  to  s ay  tha t ,  
s ince  the  ea r l y  Gnos t i c  cen tu r i e s ,  i t  wa s  the  
g r e a t e s t  e f f o r t  t h a t  eve r  t o o k  p l a c e  i n  t h e  
Church for the self-preservation of Chr istianity.  
Remember, the Church was not reformed from  
the  ou t s i d e,  bu t  f rom the  i n s i de.  I t  wa s  t he  
C h u r c h  r e f o r m i n g  t h e  C h u r c h .  I t  wa s  t h e  
Church’s faith that arose, under the Holy Spir it,  
and  re fo r med  the  Church .  So  i t  i s  w i th  the  
Bible. Whatever renovation we f ind in connec- 
tion with the Bible—I do not here mean renova- 
t ion of our selves, but renovation of our way of  
understanding the Book—ar ises out of the Bible  
i t se l f .  This  remains  t rue to-day,  a s  i t  was  t rue  
in  the  Refor mat ion  t ime,  a l though i t  i s  now  
t r ue in a  somewhat  d i f ferent  appl ica t ion.  The  
Bible is still the best commentary upon itself. 

I  have  a lways  done  much in  my min i s t r y  in  
the way of expounding the Bible,  and I  would 
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say to the younger ministers particularly who are  
here, Do not be afraid of that manner of preach- 
ing .  I  have  known young mini s te r s  who were  
over-scrupulous .  I  have known them say,  “I f  I  
take a long text people wil l  think i t  i s  because  
I am lazy and do not want the labour of getting  
a sermon out of a small  one.” Never mind such  
fool i sh people.  Do not be afra id of  long texts ,  
l o n g  p a s s a g e s .  P r e a c h  l e s s  f ro m  ve r s e s  a n d  
more  f rom parag raphs .  I f  I  had  my t ime over  
again I would do a g reat deal more in that way  
than I have done. Read but one lesson, and read  
i t  with elucidatory comments.  Of cour se some  
peop le  can  do tha t  be t te r  than  o ther s .  There  
i s  a lways the danger that i f  a per son try i t  who  
has no sort of knack in that direction, the people  
wil l  feel they have been let in for two sermons  
in s tead  o f  one ;  and ,  exce l l en t  a s  the se  might  
be, people do not like to feel they have been got  
to church upon f a l se  pretences .  I t  might  even  
g ive  an excuse  to  cer ta in  people  for  omit t ing  
one of the services altogether, on the plea they  
had put in the requisi te amount of attention at  
one service.  I  would a l so admit  that  i f  you do  
this it will not reduce your labour. It will really  
add what  might  amount to another  ser mon to  
your weekly work. I t  i s  no use doing i t  i f  you  
do it on the spur of the moment. If you just say 
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th ings  tha t  occur  to  your  mind whi le  you are  
reading, you may say some banal, or some non- 
sens ica l  and f anta s t i c  th ings .  I t  means  care fu l  
prepara t ion.  The le s son should be prepared as  
t r u ly  a s  the prayer  should be prepared,  and as  
the  s e r mon shou ld  be  p repa red .  You have  to  
work  your  way  through the  chapte r  wi th  the  
a id  o f  the  bes t  commentar y  tha t  you can get ;  
and you have to exercise continual judgment in  
do ing  so  l e s t  you be  dragged away in to  l i t t l e  
ma t t e r s  o f  d e t a i l  i n s t e a d  o f  ke ep i n g  t o  t h e  
larger l ines  of  thought in the passage in band.  
Then ,  i f  you  do  a s  I  s ay,  t he re  i s  t h i s  o the r  
advantage,  that  you can take a par t icular  ver se  
out  o f  the  long pas sage  for  your  ser mon;  and  
thus you come to the sermon with an audience  
which you your se l f  have prepared to l i s ten to  
you.  You have  c rea ted  your  own a tmosphere,  
and you have done it on a Bible basis. 

Now I wi l l  confess  against  mysel f  that  some- 
t imes ,  a s  I  p reach  about  he re  and  the re,  and  
have done as I have been recommending you to  
do, people have come to me afterwards and said,  
as nicely as they could, that the sermon was al l  
ver y wel l ,  but  in respect  of  the reading of  the  
Scr ipture, they never heard it after that f ashion;  
t hey  had  neve r  re a l i s ed  how v iv id  Sc r i p tu re  
could become. That s imply results  from paying 
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a t t en t ion  to  the  chap t e r  w i th  the  be s t  he lp.  
You will f ind, I am sure, that your congregation  
will welcome it. 

§ 

S u p p o s i n g ,  t h e n ,  we  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  B i b l e .  
Suppos ing  tha t  the  Church d id—as  I  th ink i t  
must do i f  i t  i s  not going to col lapse; cer tainly  
the Free Churches must—supposing we retur n  
to the Bible, there are three ways of reading the  
Bible.  The f i r s t  way a sks ,  What  d id  the Bible  
s ay ?  The  s econd  way  a sk s ,  Wha t  c an  I  make  
the Bible  say?  The th i rd  way a sks ,  What  does  
God say in the Bible? 

§ 

The f ir st  way is ,  with the aid of these magni- 
f i c en t  s cho l a r s ,  to  d i s cove r  the  t r ue  h i s to r i c  
s en s e  o f  t h e  B ib l e .  The re  i s  no  more  s i gn a l  
i l lus t ra t ion of  success  here than in the case of  
the Prophets .  Dur ing the t ime when theology  
domina ted  eve r y th ing  and  wa s  cons ide red  to  
be the Church’s  one g rand concern, about one  
hund red  ye a r s  a f t e r  t h e  Re fo r ma t i on ,  when  
i t s  g re a t  p rophe t s  h ad  p a s s ed  away,  and  t h e  
Chu rch  h ad  f a l l en  i n to  d i f f e ren t  h and s ,  t h e  
who l e  o f  t h e  O ld  Te s t amen t—the  P rophe t s  
amongs t  the re s t—was read for  proof  pas sages  
o f  theo log ica l  doc t r ine s .  Now for  books  l ike 
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the  P rophe t s  t h a t  i s  ab so lu t e l y  f a t a l - f a t a l  t o  
the books and to the Church;  and f a ta l  in the  
long run to Chr istian truth. There is no greater  
s e r v ice  tha t  ha s  been  done  to  the  B ible  than  
wha t  h a s  been  done  by  the  s cho l a r s  I  s p e ak  
of ,  in making the Prophets  l ive again,  putt ing  
them in their true histor ical setting and position.  
Dr. George Adam Smith, for example, has done  
i n e s t i m a b l e  s e r v i c e  i n  t h i s  way.  A n d  w h a t  
ha s  been done for  the  Prophet s  ha s  a l so  been  
done  fo r  the  New Tes t ament .  Immense  s t ep s  
onward  have  been  t aken ;  and  we  a re  coming  
to know with much exactness  what  the wr i ter  
a c t u a l l y  h ad  i n  h i s  m ind  a t  t h e  momen t  o f  
wr i t ing ,  and what  he  was  under s tood to  have  
h ad  i n  h i s  m ind  by  t ho s e  t o  whom he  f i r s t  
wro t e.  In  th i s  way  we  ge t  r i d ,  f o r  ex amp l e,  
o f  t he  i d e a  t h a t  Pau l  wa s  t h ink ing  abou t  u s  
who  l ive  two  t hou s and  ye a r s  a f t e r  h im .  He  
wa s  n o t  t h i n k i n g  o f  u s  a t  a l l .  H e  d i d  n o t  
expect  the wor ld  to  l a s t  a  centur y.  I t  i s  qui te  
a no th e r  que s t i on  wha t  t h e  Ho l y  Sp i r i t  wa s  
thinking about.  Paul  was thinking in a natura l  
way about his age and his Churches, about their  
a c t u a l  s i t u a t i on  and  n e ed s .  Tha t  i s  a no th e r  
i l l u s t r a t ion  o f  the  p r inc ip l e  tha t  i f  you  want  
t o  wo rk  f o r  immor t a l i t y  you  mu s t  wo rk  i n  
the  mos t  re l evan t  and  f a i th fu l  way  amid  the 
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c i rcums t ance s  round  about  you .  The  p re sen t  
du ty  i s  the  pa th  to  immor t a l i t y.  And  so  a l so  
I might illustrate in respect to the Gospels. 

§ 

The second way of reading the Bible i s  read- 
ing i t  unto edi f icat ion. That i s  to say,  we read  
a  pa s s age,  and  we  a l l ow our s e l ve s  to  rece ive  
any  sugge s t ion  tha t  may  come to  u s  f rom i t ,  
and we do not s top to ask whether that was in  
t he  wr i t e r ’s  m ind ,  o r  whe the r  i t  wa s  i n  t he  
mind of the people to whom he wrote. That i s  
imma t e r i a l .  We  a l l ow  t h e  Sp i r i t  o f  God  t o  
s u g g e s t  t o  u s  wha t eve r  l e s s on s  o r  i d e a s  He  
thinks  f i t  out  of  the words  that  are  under our  
e y e s .  We  r e a d  t h e  B i b l e  n o t  f o r  c o r r e c t  
o r  h i s to r i c  knowledge,  bu t  fo r  re l i g iou s  and  
s p i r i t u a l  pu r po s e s ,  f o r  ou r  own  p r iva t e  and  
per sonal  needs .  That  i s ,  o f  cour se,  a  per fect ly  
leg i t imate thing—indeed, i t  i s  quite necessar y.  
I t  i s  the  way  o f  read ing  the  B ible  which  the  
large mass  of  the Church must a lways pract i se.  
B u t  i t  h a s  i t s  d a ng e r s .  You  n e ed  t h e  o t h e r  
way s  t o  c o r r e c t  i t .  A l l  t h e  t h r e e  mu s t  c o - 
operate  for  the t r ue use and under s tanding of  
t h e  B ib l e  by  t he  Chu rch  a t  l a r g e.  Bu t  I  am  
s p e a k i n g  now  a bou t  i t s  u s e  by  i n d iv i du a l s ,  
and the danger  I  moan i s  tha t  the sugges t ive- 



40	 the great sacrificial work�

ne s s  may  some t ime s  become  f an t a s t i c .  Some  
p reacher s  f a i l  a t  t imes  in  tha t  way.  They  ge t  
t o  t a k i ng  wha t  a re  c a l l e d  f a n cy  t e x t s ,  t e x t s  
which  impre s s  the  aud ience  much more  wi th  
t he  i ngenu i t y  o f  t he  p re a che r  t h an  w i th  h i s  
i n s p i r a t i on .  Fo r  i n s t an c e,  a  p re a che r  i n  t h e  
Nor th ,  now dead ,  wa s  p re ach ing  aga in s t  the  
H i g h e r  C r i t i c i s m  a n d  i t s  s l i c i n g  u p  o f  t h e  
B ib l e,  and  he  took  h i s  t ex t  f rom Nehemiah ,  
“He cut  i t  wi th  a  penkni fe” !  That  i s  a l l  ver y  
we l l ,  pe rhap s ,  f o r  a  mot to,  bu t  f o r  a  t ex t  i t  
i s  r a the r  a  l i be r ty.  I t  i s  no t  f a i r  to  the  B ible  
t o  i ndu lge  i n  much  o f  t h a t  a t  l e a s t .  I f  I  re - 
member r ight ly,  Dr.  Parker had a  g reat  g i f t  in  
this  way, and more than sometimes i t  ran away  
w i th  h im .  I t  i s  a  t emp t a t i on  o f  eve r y  w i t t y  
man ,  and  eve r y  i ngen iou s -minded  man .  Bu t  
there is  a per i l  in i t ,  the abuse of a r ight pr in- 
c ip l e.  We a re  bound ,  o f  cour se,  to  v ind ica te  
for ourselves and for others the r ight to use the  
B ible  in  the  sugge s t ive  way,  i f  we  a re  not  to  
make a  present  of  i t  to the scholar s .  And that  
would be jus t  a s  bad as  making a present  of  i t  
t o  a  r a c e  o f  p r i e s t s .  Bu t  when  we  re ad  t oo  
much in that way it is apt to become a minister  
to our spir itual egotism, or, what is equally bad,  
our fanciful subjectivity. 

Now the g rand va lue of  the Bible  i s  jus t  the 
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other  th ing—its  object iv i ty.  The f i r s t  th ing i s  
not  how I  fee l ,  but  i t  i s ,  How does  God fee l ,  
and  wha t  ha s  God s a id  o r  done  fo r  my sou l ?  
When we ge t  to  rea l  c lo se  quar te r s  wi th  tha t  
our fee l ing and response wi l l  look a f ter  i t se l f .  
Do  no t  t e l l  p eop l e  how  t h ey  ough t  t o  f e e l  
t owa rd s  C h r i s t .  T h a t  i s  u s e l e s s .  I t  i s  j u s t  
what  they  ought  tha t  they  cannot  do.  Preach  
a Chr ist that will make them feel as they ought.  
That i s  object ive preaching. The tendency and  
f a s h ion  o f  t h e  p re s en t  momen t  i s  a l l  i n  t h e  
d i r e c t i o n  o f  s u b j e c t i v i t y.  Pe o p l e  we l c o m e  
ser mons of  a  more or  le s s  psycholog ica l  k ind,  
wh ich  go  in to  the  ana l y s i s  o f  the  sou l  o r  o f  
soc iety.  They wi l l  l i s ten g lad ly to ser mons on  
ch a r a c t e r -bu i l d i ng ,  f o r  i n s t ance ;  and  i n  t h e  
re su l t  they  wi l l  ge t  to  th ink  o f  no th ing  e l s e  
bu t  t h e i r  ow n  c h a r a c t e r .  T h ey  w i l l  b e  t h e  
bu i l d e r s  o f  t h e i r  own  ch a r a c t e r ;  wh i ch  i s  a  
f a t a l  t h i ng .  Le a r n  t o  commi t  you r  s ou l  and  
t h e  bu i l d i n g  o f  i t  t o  One  who  c an  ke ep  i t  
and bui ld  i t  a s  you never  can.  At tend then to  
Chr is t ,  the Holy Spir i t ,  the Kingdom, and the  
Cau s e,  and  He  w i l l  l ook  a f t e r  you r  s ou l .  A  
consequence of  thi s  pas s ion for subject ive and  
p s y c h o l og i c a l  a n a l y s i s ,  f o r  s e n t i m e n t a l  e x - 
per ience and problem—preaching, is  that when  
a  preacher  beg ins  preaching a  rea l ,  ob jec t ive, 
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New Te s t amen t  go spe l  he  h a s  r a i s ed  ag a in s t  
h im wha t  i s  now the  mos t  f a t a l  accu sa t ion— 
even within the Chr i s t ian Church i t  has  come  
t o  b e  ve r y  f a t a l — h e  i s  a c c u s e d  o f  b e i n g  a  
t h e o l og i a n .  T h a t  i s  a  ve r y  f a t a l  c h a r g e  t o  
make  now aga in s t  any  p re a che r.  I t  ough t  to  
h e  a c t i on ab l e  i n  t h e  way  o f  l i b e l .  We  h ave  
come to  th i s—tha t  i f  you  pene t r a t e  in to  the  
i n t e r i o r  o f  t h e  New Te s t amen t  you  w i l l  b e  
accused  o f  be ing  a  theo log ian ;  and then i t  i s  
a l l  ove r  w i t h  you r  we l come.  Bu t  t h a t  s t a t e  
o f  th ing s  ha s  to  be  tur ned  ups ide  down,  e l s e  
the  Church  d r i e s  in to  the  s and .  There  i s  no  
message in it. 

§ 

The third way of reading the Bible i s  reading  
i t  to discover the purpose and thought of God,  
whether i t  immediate ly edi fy us  or  whether i t  
do not. If  we did actual ly become aware of the  
wi l l  and thought  o f  God i t  would  ed i fy  us  a s  
nothing e l se  could.  No inner  proces s ,  no di s- 
cipline to which we might subject ourselves, no  
way of cult ivating subjective holiness would do  
so much for us as if we could lose ourselves, and  
in some godly sor t forget ourselves, because we  
are so preoccupied with the mind of Chr ist .  I f  
you  wan t  p sycho log i c a l  ana l y s i s ,  ana l y s e  the  
wi l l ,  work,  and pur pose of  Chr i s t  our Lord.  I 
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read a f ine sentence the other day which puts in  
a  condensed for m what  I  have of ten preached  
about as the symptom of the present age: 

“Ins tead of  p lac ing themselves  a t  the ser vice  
of God most people want a God who is at their  
service.” These two tendencies represent in the  
end  two d i f f e ren t  re l i g ions .  The  man who i s  
exploiting God for the purposes of his own soul  
or for the race,  has in the long run a di f ferent  
re l ig ion f rom the man who i s  putt ing hi s  own  
soul  and race absolute ly  a t  the di sposa l  of  the  
will of God in Jesus Christ. 

§ 

All this  i s  by way of pref ace to an attempt to  
approach the New Testament and endeavour to  
f ind what i s  rea l ly the wil l  of  God concerning  
Chr i s t  and what  Chr i s t  d id.  Doctr ine and l i fe  
a re  re a l l y  two s ide s  o f  one  Chr i s t i an i ty ;  and  
they are equal ly  indi spensable,  because Chr i s- 
t i a n i t y  i s  l i v i n g  t r u t h .  I t  i s  n o t  m e r e l y  
t r u t h ;  i t  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  l i f e .  I t  i s  l i v i n g  
t r u t h .  T h e  m o d e r n  m a n  s ay s  t h a t  d o c t r i n e  
w h i c h  d o e s  n o t  p a s s  i n t o  l i f e  i s  d e a d ;  
a n d  t h e n  t h e  m i s t a ke  h e  m a ke s  i s  t h a t  h e  
wa n t s  t o  t u r n  i t  i n t o  l i f e  d i r e c t l y,  a n d  t o  
po l i t i c i s e  i t ,  p e r h ap s ;  whe re a s  i t  wo rk s  i n - 
d i re c t l y.  The  expe r i ence  o f  many  cen tu r i e s , 
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on  t h e  o t h e r  h and ,  s ay s  t h a t  Ch r i s t i a n  l i f e  
which does not g row out of Chr ist ian doctr ine  
b e come s  a  f a i l u re .  I f  n o t  i n  i n d iv i du a l s ,  i t  
does in the Church. You cannot keep Chr istian  
p ie ty  a l ive  except  upon Chr i s t i an  t r u th .  You  
c an  neve r  g e t  a  Ca tho l i c  Chu rch  excep t  by  
Ca tho l i c  t r u th .  I  t h i nk  pe rh ap s  we  a l l  h e re  
ag ree about that .  I t  i s  of  immense impor tance  
that  we do not  th ink ent i re ly  about  our  indi- 
v i dua l  s ou l s ,  and  t h a t  we  t h ink  more  abou t  
the Church,  the divine wi l l ,  the divine Word,  
and  t he  d iv i ne  K ingdom in  t he  wor l d .  I t  i s  
o f  supreme impor t ance  tha t  we  shou ld  know  
wha t  t he  Chr i s t i an  doc t r i ne  i s  on  the  g re a t  
matters. 

Now in connect ion with the work of  Chr i s t  
t he  g re a t  expo s i to r  i n  the  B ib l e  i s  S t .  Pau l .  
And  Pau l  ha s  a  word  o f  h i s  own to  de s c r ibe  
Chr i s t ’s  work—the word “reconci l ia t ion.” But  
he thinks of reconciliation not as a doctr ine but  
a s  an act  of  God—because he was  not  a  theo- 
log ian but  an exper ience preacher.  To view i t  
so produces an immense change in your whole  
way  o f  t h i nk ing .  I t  s e cu re s  f o r  you  a l l  t h a t  
i s  wor th  h av ing  i n  t heo logy,  and  i t  d e l ive r s  
you f rom the danger  of  obses s ion by theology  
in a  one-s ided way.  Remember,  then,  that  the  
t r uth we are  dea l ing with i s  prec ious  not  a s  a 
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mere t ruth but  a s  the means of  expres s ing the  
e ter na l  act  of  God.  The most  impor tant  thing  
in  a l l  the  wor ld ,  in  the  Bible  or  out  o f  i t ,  i s  
something that  God has done—for ever f inal ly  
done.  And  i t  i s  th i s  reconc i l i a t ion ;  wh ich  i s  
only secondar ily a doctr ine; it is only secondar ily  
even a manner of  l i fe.  Pr imar i ly i t  i s  an act  of  
God. That is to say, it  is  a salvation before it is  
a rel ig ion. For Chr ist ianity as a rel ig ion stands  
upon sa lvat ion. Relig ion which does not g row  
ou t  o f  s a l va t ion  i s  no t  Chr i s t i an  re l i g ion ;  i t  
may he spir itual, poetic, mystic; but the essence  
of  Chr i s t iani ty i s  not  jus t  to be spir i tua l ;  i t  i s  
to  answer God’s  manner  of  sp i r i tua l i ty,  which  
you f ind in Jesus Chr is t  and in Him cruci f ied.  
Reconcil iation is salvation before it is  rel ig ion.  
And  i t  i s  re l i g i on  be fo re  i t  i s  t h eo logy.  A l l  
o u r  t h e o l og y  i n  t h i s  m a t t e r  r e s t s  u p o n  t h e  
cer ta in  exper ience of  the  f ac t  o f  God’s  s a lva- 
t i on .  I t  i s  s a l va t i on  upon  d iv i n e  p r i n c i p l e s  
I t  i s  s a l va t i o n  by  a  h o l y  G o d .  I t  i s  b o u n d  
of  cour se,  to be theolog ica l  in i t s  ver y nature  
I t s  s t a t e m e n t  i s  a  t h e o l o g y.  T h e  m o m e n t  
you  beg in  to  t a lk  about  the  ho l ine s s  o f  God  
yo u  a r e  t h e o l og i a n s .  A n d  yo u  c a n n o t  t a l k  
abou t  Chr i s t  and  Hi s  dea th  in  any  thorough  
way  w i t h o u t  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  t h e  h o l i n e s s  o f  
God. 
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§ 

Chr ist  and Him crucif ied, that i s  the histor ic  
f a c t .  Bu t  wha t  do  I  mean  when  I  s ay  Chr i s t  
and Him crucif ied? Does it  mean that a cer tain  
per sonality l ived who was recognised in history  
a s  Je sus  Chr i s t ,  and tha t  He came by His  end  
by  cr uc i f ix ion?  That  in  i t se l f  i s  wor th le s s  for  
re l ig ious  pur pose s .  I t  i s  u se fu l  enough i f  you  
are wr i t ing hi s tor y;  but  for  re l ig ion hi s tor ica l  
f act must have interpretation, and the whole of  
Chr i s t i an i ty  depends  upon the  in te r pre ta t ion  
t h a t  i s  p u t  u p o n  s u c h  f a c t s .  Yo u  w i l l  f i n d  
peop le  somet imes  who s ay,  “Le t  u s  have  the  
s imp l e  h i s to r i c  f a c t s ,  t he  Cro s s  and  Chr i s t .”  
T h a t  i s  n o t  C h r i s t i a n i t y.  C h r i s t i a n i t y  i s  a  
cer ta in inter pretat ion of  those f act s .  How and  
why did the New Testament come into being?  
Was i t  s imply to convince poster i ty that  those  
f a c t s  had  t aken  p l ace ?  Was  i t  s imp ly  to  con- 
vince the world that Chr ist  had r i sen from the  
d e a d ?  I f  t h a t  we re  t h e  g r a nd  ob j e c t  o f  t h e  
New Testament we should have a very different  
Bible in our hands, one addressed to the world  
and not to the Church,  to cr i t ica l  sc ience and  
not  to f a i th ;  and there would not  be so much  
a r gumen t  among s t  s cho l a r s  a s  t h e re  i s .  The  
B i b l e  d i d  no t  c ome  i n t o  b e i n g  i n  o rd e r  t o  
provide future histor ians with a valuable docu- 



	 is to reconcile� 47

ment .  I t  came for  the pur poses  o f  in ter preta- 
tion. Here is a sentence I came across once: 

“The fact without the word is dumb; the word  
without the f act  i s  empty.” I t  i s  useful  to tur n  
it over and over in your mind. 

Pau l  wa s  a lmo s t  t h e  c re a t o r  a nd  t h e  g re a t  
rep re s en t a t ive  o f  t h a t  i n t e r p re t a t i on .  I t  wa s  
cont inued on hi s  l ines  by Augus t ine,  Anse lm,  
L u t h e r ,  a n d  m a ny  a n o t h e r .  B u t  w h a t  i s  i t  
t h a t  we  h e a r  a b o u t  s o  m u c h  t o - d a y ?  We  
hear  a  g rea t  dea l  about  an undogmat ic  Chr i s- 
t i an i ty.  And the re  i s  a  ce r t a in  p l au s ib i l i t y  in  
i t .  I f  you  h ave  no  t h eo l og i c a l  t r a i n i n g ,  no  
t ra ining in the under s tanding of  the Scr ipture  
in  a  se r ious  way,  tha t  i s ,  i f  you do not  know  
your business as minister s of the Word, it seems  
natural  that undogmatic Chr ist ianity should be  
j u s t  t h e  t h i n g  yo u  wa n t .  L e ave  t h e  d og m a  
o f  i t ,  you wi l l  s ay,  to  those  who devote  the i r  
lives to dogma—just as though theolog ians were  
i r repress ible people who take up theology as  a  
hobby  and  become the  bore s  o f  the  Church !  
I t  wa s  n o t  a  h o b by  t o  t h e  a p o s t l e s .  W hy,  
t he re  a re  a c tu a l l y  peop l e  o f  a  s im i l a r  s t amp  
who  l ook  upon  m i s s i on s  a s  a  hobby  o f  t h e  
C h u rc h ,  i n s t e a d  o f  t h e i r  b e l o n g i n g  t o  t h e  
ve r y  b e i n g  a n d  f i d e l i t y  o f  t h e  C h u rc h .  S o  
some  peop l e  th ink  theo logy  i s  a  hobby,  and 
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tha t  theo log i an s  a re  per sons  wi th  an  uncom- 
fo r t ab l e  p reponderance  o f  in t e l l e c t ,  who a re  
t r y i n g  t o  d e s t roy  t h e  p r iv i l e g e s  s e cu red  by  
our nat ional  lack of educat ion and to sacr i f ice  
Chr i s t i an i t y  t o  m ind .  Peop l e  s ay  we  do  no t  
want  so much inte l lect  in preaching;  we want  
sympathy and unction. Now, I am always look- 
ing a f ie ld ,  and looking forward,  and th inking  
about the prospects of the Church in the g reat  
world.  And unction dissociated from Chr is t ian  
t ruth and Chr is t ian inte l l igence has  at  la s t  the  
s en tence  o f  the  Church ’s  dea th  wi th in  i t s e l f .  
You may  cher i sh  an  undogmat i c  Chr i s t i an i ty  
with a sor t of magnetic casing, a purely human,  
myst ical ,  subject ive kind of Chr is t  for your sel f  
or an audience, but you could not continue to  
p re a c h  t h a t  i n  a  C h u rc h  f o r  t h e  a g e s .  T h e  
C h u r c h  c o u l d  n o t  l i ve  o n  t h a t  a n d  d o  i t s  
p r e a c h i n g  i n  s u c h  a  wo r l d .  Yo u  c o u l d  n o t  
sp read  a  go spe l  l ike  tha t .  Sub jec t ive  re l i g ion  
i s  valuable in i t s  place, but i t s  place i s  l imited.  
The on ly  Cros s  you can  preach  to  the  whole  
wor ld  i s  a  theo log ica l  one.  I t  i s  no t  the  f ac t  
o f  t h e  Cro s s ,  i t  i s  t h e  i n t e r p re t a t i on  o f  t h e  
Cros s ,  the  pr ime theology of  the  Cros s ,  what  
God  mean t  by  the  Cro s s ,  tha t  i s  eve r y th ing .  
T h a t  i s  w h a t  t h e  N ew  Te s t a m e n t  c a m e  t o  
g i ve .  T h a t  i s  t h e  o n l y  k i n d  o f  C ro s s  t h a t  
can make or keep a Church. 
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§ 

You wi l l  s ay,  perhaps ,  “Cannot  I  go out  and  
p re ach  my  impre s s ion s  o f  the  Cro s s ?” By  a l l  
means .  You wi l l  only di scover the sooner that  
you cannot preach a Cross to any purpose if you  
p reach  i t  on ly  a s  an  expe r i ence.  I f  you  on ly  
preach i t  so you would not be an apost le ;  and  
you could not do the work of an apostle for the  
Church .  The  apo s t l e s  we re  p a r t i cu l a r  abou t  
this,  and one expressed it quite pointedly: “We  
preach not our selves [nor our exper iences] but  
Chr ist  crucif ied.” “We do not preach rel ig ion,”  
s a i d  Pau l ,  “bu t  God ’s  reve l a t i on .  We do  no t  
p re a ch  the  impre s s i on  the  Cro s s  made  upon  
us, but the message that God by His Spir it sent  
through a Chr i s t  we exper ience.” And so with  
our se lves .  We do not  preach our  impres s ions ,  
o r  even  our  exper i ence.  These  make  bu t  the  
veh ic le,  a s  i t  were.  What  we preach i s  some- 
th ing  much more  so l id ,  more  ob jec t ive,  wi th  
more stay in it; something that can suff ice when  
our exper ience has ebbed until it seems to be as  
low as  Chr i s t ’s  was  in the g reat  deser t ion and  
v i c t o r y  o n  t h e  C ro s s .  We  wa n t  s o m e t h i n g  
that  wi l l  s tand by us  when we cannot fee l  any  
more ’ ;  we want  a  Cros s  we can  c l ing  to,  not  
s imply  a  sub jec t ive  Cros s .  That  i s ,  to  put  the  
th ing in another  way,  what  we want  to-day i s 
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an insight into the Cross. You see I am making  
a  d i s t inc t ion between impres s ion and ins ight .  
I t  i s  a  u s e fu l  p a r t  o f  the  Church ’s  work ,  fo r  
instance, that i t  should act by means of revival  
services ,  where perhaps the dominant e lement  
may be temporar y impres s ion.  But  unles s  that  
is taken up and turned to account by something  
more, we al l  know how evanescent a thing it is  
apt to be. We need, not simply to be impressed  
by Chr i s t ,  but  to see into Chr i s t  and into His  
Cross .  We need to deepen the impress ion unti l  
it become new life by seeing into Chr ist. There  
are cer ta in c i rcumstances  in which we may be  
entitled to declare that we do not want so many  
people who gl ibly say they love Jesus;  we want  
more  peop le  who can  rea l l y  s ee  in to  Chr i s t .  
We do, of  cour se,  want more people who love  
Jesus;  but we want a mult i tude of more people  
who are not satis f ied with that, but whose love  
f i l ls them with holy cur iosity and compels them  
habitually to cultivate in the Spir it the power of  
s ee ing  in to  Chr i s t  and  in to  Hi s  Cro s s .  More  
than impression, do we need a spir it  of divina- 
t i o n .  I n s i g h t  i s  w h a t  we  wa n t  f o r  p owe r - 
le s s  of  mere interes t  and more of  rea l  ins ight .  
The re  a re  s ome  peop l e  who  t a l k  a s  t hough ,  
when we speak of the Cross and the meaning of  
t h e  Cro s s ,  we  we re  s p i nn ing  s ome th ing  ou t 
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of  the  Cros s .  Pau l  was  not  sp inning anyth ing  
out of the Cross. He was gazing into the Cross,  
s e e i ng  wha t  wa s  re a l l y  t h e re  w i t h  eye s  t h a t  
h ad  b e en  un s e a l e d  and  pu r g ed  by  t h e  Ho l y  
Ghost. 

§ 

The doctr ine of Chr ist’s reconciliation, or His  
Atonement ,  i s  not  a  p iece of  mediæval  dogma  
l ike  t r an subs t an t i a t ion ,  no t  a  p iece  o f  ecc l e- 
s i a s t ica l  dogma or  Ar i s tote l i an subt le ty  which  
i t  might  be  the  Bible ’s  bus ines s  to  des t roy.  I f  
you look at the Gospels  you wil l  see that from  
t h e  Tr a n s f i g u r a t i o n  o n wa rd  t h i s  m a t t e r  o f  
t h e  Cro s s  i s  t h e  g re a t  c en t re  o f  conce r n ;  i t  
i s  whe re  t h e  c en t re  o f  g r av i t y  l i e s .  I  me t  a  
man the other  day who had come under some  
poor and mischievous pulpi t  inf luence,  and he  
said, “It i s  t ime we got r id of hear ing so much  
a bou t  t h e  C ro s s  o f  Ch r i s t ;  t h e re  s hou l d  b e  
preached to the wor ld  a  humani tar ian Chr i s t ,  
the kind of  Chr i s t  that  occupies  the Gospel s .”  
There  was  nothing for  i t  but  to  te l l  tha t  man  
he  wa s  the  v i c t im o f  sma t t e re r s ,  and  tha t  he  
must go back to his Gospels and read and study  
for a year or two. It  i s  the f l imsiest  rel ig iosi ty,  
and the most superf icia l  reading of the Gospel,  
tha t  cou ld  t a lk  l i ke  tha t .  What  doe s  i t  mean  
t h a t  an  eno r mou s  p ropo r t i on  o f  t h e  Go spe l 
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s tor y  i s  occupied  wi th  the  pa s s ion o f  Chr i s t ?  
The centre of g ravity, even in the Gospels, f al ls  
upon the  Cros s  o f  Chr i s t  and what  was  done  
t h e re ,  a nd  no t  s imp l y  upon  a  human i t a r i a n  
Ch r i s t .  You  c anno t  s e t  t h e  Go sp e l s  a g a i n s t  
Paul .  Why,  the f i r s t  three Gospe l s  were much  
l a t e r  than  Pau l ’s  Ep i s t l e s .  They  were  wr i t t en  
for  Churches  that  were made by the apos to l ic  
p reach ing .  Bu t  how,  then ,  do  the  f i r s t  th ree  
Gospels  seem so dif ferent from the Epist les? Of  
cour se,  there i s  a  superf ic ia l  di f ference.  Chr is t  
wa s  a  ve r y  l iv i ng  and  re a l  ch a r a c t e r  f o r  t he  
people of His own time, and His g rand business  
was to rouse his  audiences’ f a i th in His Per son  
and in  His  mis s ion.  But  in  His  Per son and in  
Hi s  mi s s ion the  Cros s  l ay  l a tent  a l l  the  t ime.  
I t  emerged  on ly  in  the  fu l l ne s s  o f  t ime- tha t  
va luable phrase—just  when the hi s tor ic  cr i s i s ,  
the  o rgan ic  s i tua t ion ,  p roduced  i t .  Je su s  wa s  
not a professor of theology. He did not lecture  
the people.  He did not  come with a  theology  
of  the Cross .  He did not come to force events  
t o  c o m p l y  w i t h  t h a t  t h e o l og y.  H e  d i d  n o t  
f o rc e  H i s  own  p eop l e  t o  wo rk  ou t  a  t h eo - 
log ica l  s cheme.  He d id  fo rce  an  i s sue,  bu t  i t  
wa s  n o t  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  a  t h e o l og y.  I t  wa s  t o  
e s t ab l i s h  the  K ingdom o f  God ,  wh i ch  cou ld  
b e  e s t a b l i s h ed  i n  no  o th e r  w i s e  t h an  a s  He 
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es tabl i shed i t—upon the Cross .  And He could  
only teach the Cross  when i t  had happened— 
which He did through the Evangelists  with the  
space  they  gave  i t ,  and  th rough the  Apos t l e s  
and the exposition they gave it. 

To  come  b a c k  t o  t h i s  wo rk  o f  Ch r i s t  d e - 
s c r i b e d  by  Pa u l  a s  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n .  O n  t h i s  
inter pretat ion of the work of Chr ist  the whole  
Chu rch .  r e s t s .  I f  you  move  f a i t h  f rom  t h a t  
centre you have dr iven the nail into the Church’s  
cof f in .  The Church i s  then doomed to death ,  
a n d  i t  i s  o n l y  a  m a t t e r  o f  t i m e  w h e n  s h e  
sha l l  expire.  The Apost le,  I  say,  descr ibed the  
work of  Chr i s t  a s  above a l l  th ings  reconci l i a- 
t ion. And Paul was the founder of the Church,  
h i s to r i c a l l y  speak ing .  I  do  no t  l i ke  to  speak  
o f  Ch r i s t  a s  t h e  Founde r  o f  t h e  Chu rch .  I t  
seems remote,  detached,  journal i s t ic.  I t  would  
be f ar  more true to say that  He i s  the founda- 
tion of the Church. “The Church’s one founda- 
t i on  i s  Je su s  Chr i s t  h e r  Lo rd .” The  f ounde r  
of the Church, histor ical ly speaking, was Paul.  
I t  wa s  f ounded  by  and  th rough  h im  on  th i s  
reconc i l ing  p r inc ip l e—nay,  I  go  deepe r  than  
tha t ,  on  th i s  migh ty  a c t  o f  God ’s  reconc i l i a - 
t ion.  For  th i s  g reat  ac t  the inter preta t ion was  
g iven to Paul  by the Holy Spir i t .  In thi s  con- 
nection read that great word in 1 Cor inthians ii.; 
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t h a t  i s  t h e  mo s t  va l u ab l e  wo rd  i n  t h e  New  
Te s t amen t  abou t  t he  n a tu re  o f  apo s to l i c  i n - 
spiration. 

§ 

What ,  t h en ,  d i d  Pau l  mean  by  t h i s  re con- 
ci l iat ion which is the backbone of the Church?  
He meant the tota l  resul t  of  Chr is t ’s  l i fe-work  
in per manent ly chang ing the re la t ion between  
collective man and God. By reconcil iation Paul  
meant  the tota l  re su l t  o f  Chr i s t ’s  l i fe-work in  
the fundamental ,  permanent,  f inal  chang ing of  
the  re l a t i on  be tween  man  and  God ,  a l t e r ing  
i t  f rom a  re l a t ion  o f  hos t i l i ty  to  one  o f  con- 
f idence and peace.  Remember,  I  am speaking  
a s  P a u l  s p o ke ,  a b o u t  m a n ,  a n d  n o t  a b o u t  
individual men or groups of men. 

The re  a re  two  p r inc ip a l  Greek  word s  con- 
nected with the idea of  reconci l ia t ion,  one of  
them be ing  a lways  t r ans l a ted  by  i t ,  the  o ther  
s ome t ime s .  They  a re  k a t a l l a s s e i n ,  a nd  h i l a s - 
kes tha i—reconci l ia t ion and atonement.  Atone- 
ment  i s  an  Old  Te s t ament  phra s e,  where  the  
idea  i s  tha t  o f  the cover ing of  s in  f rom God’s  
s i g h t .  B u t  by  w h o m ?  W h o  wa s  t h a t  g r e a t  
benefactor of the human race that succeeded in  
cove r ing  up  ou r  s i n  f rom God ’s  s i gh t ?  Who  
was ski l ful  enough to hoodwink the Almighty?  
W h o  c ove r e d  t h e  s i n ?  T h e  a l l - s e e i n g  G o d 
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alone. There can therefore be no talk of hood- 
w ink ing .  A tonemen t  mean s  t h e  cove r i ng  o f  
s i n  by  s o m e t h i n g  w h i c h  G o d  H i m s e l f  h a d  
provided,  and therefore the cover ing of  s in by  
God Himself .  It  was of cour se not the blinding  
of  Himsel f  to i t ,  but something very di f ferent.  
How cou l d  t h e  Judge  o f  a l l  t h e  e a r t h  make  
H i s  j udgmen t  b l i nd ?  I t  wa s  t h e  cove r i ng  o f  
sin by something which makes it lose the power  
o f  d e r ang ing  the  covenan t  re l a t i on  be tween  
God and man and founds  the  new Humani ty.  
That is the meaning of it. 

I f  you think I  am ta lking theology,  you must  
b l ame  the  New Te s t amen t .  I  am  s imp l y  ex - 
pounding to you the New Testament. Of course,  
you  need  no t  t ake  i t  un l e s s  you  p l e a s e.  I t  i s  
qu i t e  open  to  you  to  th row the  New Te s t a - 
m e n t  ove r b o a rd  ( s o  l o n g  a s  yo u  a r e  f r a n k  
about  i t ) ,  and s tar t  what  you may loose ly  ca l l  
Chr ist ianity on other f loat ing l ines.  But i f  you  
take the New Testament you are bound to try to  
under s tand the New Testament .  I f  you under- 
s t and  t h e  New Te s t amen t  you  a re  bound  t o  
recognise that  thi s  i s  what the New Testament  
s ay s .  I t  i s  a  subsequent  ques t ion  whether  the  
New Te s t amen t  i s  r i gh t  i n  s ay ing  so.  Le t  u s  
f irst f ind out what the Bible really says, and then  
discuss whether the Bible is r ight or wrong. 
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The idea of  a tonement i s  the cover ing of  s in  
by something which God provided, and by the  
use of which sin looses i ts  accusing power, and  
i t s  power  to  derange tha t  g rand covenant  and  
relationship between man and God which founds  
the New Humanity. The word katallassein (recon- 
c i le )  i s  pecul i a r  to  Paul .  He uses  both words ;  
but the other word, “atonement,” you also find in  
other New Testament wr it ings.  Reconci l iat ion  
i s  Paul’s  g reat character is t ic word and thought.  
The g reat  passages are those I  have mentioned  
a t  the head of  thi s  lecture.  I  cannot take t ime  
to expound them here. That would mean a long  
c o u r s e .  R e a d  t h o s e  p a s s a g e s  c a r e f u l l y  a n d  
check  me in  anyth ing  I  s ay—par t i cu l a r ly,  fo r  
instance, 2 Cor inthians v. 14–vi. 2. Out of it we  
ga ther  th i s  whole  re su l t .  F i r s t ,  Chr i s t ’s  work  
i s  something descr ibed a s  reconci l i a t ion.  And  
second, reconci l iat ion rests  upon atonement as  
i t s  g round. Do not s top at  “God was in Chr is t  
reconc i l ing  the  wor ld .” You can  ea s i l y  wa te r  
t h a t  d ow n .  Yo u  m ay  b e g i n  t h e  p ro c e s s  by  
saying that God was in Chr is t  just  in the same  
way in which He was in the old prophets. That  
i s  the f i r s t  d i lut ion.  Then you go on with the  
homœpathic  t rea tment ,  and you say,  “Oh yes ,  
all He did by Chr ist was to affect the world, and  
impress it by showing it how much He loved it.” 
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Now,  would  tha t  reconc i l e  anybody rea l l y  in  
need of  i t ?  When your  chi ld  has  f lown into a  
violent temper with you, and still worse, a sulky  
temper,  and g looms for  a  whole  day,  i s  i t  any  
u s e  yo u r  s e n d i n g  t o  t h a t  c h i l d  a n d  s ay i n g ,  
“Real ly,  this  cannot go on. Come back. I  love  
yo u  v e r y  m u c h .  S a y  yo u  a r e  s o r r y.” N o t  
a  b i t  o f  u s e .  Fo r  G o d  s i m p l y  t o  h ave  t o l d  
or  shown the  ev i l  wor ld  how much He loved  
i t  wou ld  have  been  a  mos t  ine f f ec tua l  th ing .  
Something had to be done—judg ing or saving.  
Reve l a t i on  a lone  i s  i n adequa t e.  Reconc i l i a - 
t i on  mu s t  re s t  on  a t onemen t .  Fo r,  a s  I  s ay,  
yo u  mu s t  n o t  s t o p  a t  “ G o d  wa s  i n  C h r i s t  
reconcil ing the world unto Himself ,” but go on  
“no t  re ckon ing  un to  t hem the i r  t re s p a s s e s .”  
“He made Chr i s t  to  be  s in  for  us ,  who knew  
no s in .” That  involves  a tonement .  You cannot  
b l o t  o u t  t h a t  p h r a s e .  A n d  t h e  t h i r d  t h i n g  
involved in the idea i s  that  this  reconci l iat ion,  
th i s  a tonement ,  means  change of  re l a t ion be- 
tween God and man—man, mind you, not two  
o r  t h r e e  m e n ,  n o t  s e ve r a l  g ro u p s  o f  m e n ,  
but man, the human race as one whole. And it  
i s  a change of relat ion from al ienation to com- 
munion—not simply to our peace and confidence,  
but to reciprocal communion. The grand end of  
re conc i l i a t i on  i s  commun ion .  I  am  p re s s i ng 
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t h a t  h a r d .  I  a m  p r e s s i n g  i t  h a r d  h e r e  b y  
s ay ing  t h a t  i t  i s  no t  enough  th a t  we  shou ld  
wor ship God. I t  i s  not  enough that  we should  
wor ship a  per sonal  God. I t  i s  not enough that  
we  shou ld  wor sh ip  and  pay  our  homage  to  a  
lov ing God.  That  does  not  s a t i s fy  the  love o f  
God .  No th ing  sho r t  o f  l iv i ng ,  l ov ing ,  ho l y,  
habitual communion between His holy soul and  
ou r s  c a n  re a l i s e  a t  l a s t  t h e  end  wh i ch  God  
achieved in Jesus Christ. 

§ 

I n  t h i s  c o n n e c t i o n  l e t  m e  o f f e r  yo u  t wo  
cau t ion s .  F i r s t ,  t ake  ca re  tha t  the  d i rec t  f a c t  
o f  reconc i l i a t ion i s  not  h idden up by  the  in- 
di spensable means—namely,  a tonement.  There  
h a ve  b e e n  a g e s  i n  t h e  C h u r c h  w h e n  t h e  
attention has been so exclusively centred upon  
a tonemen t  th a t  re conc i l i a t i on  wa s  l o s t  s i gh t  
o f .  Yo u  f o u n d  t h e o l o g i a n s  f l y i n g  a t  e a c h  
o t h e r ’s  t h ro a t s  i n  t h e  i n t e re s t  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  
theor ie s  o f  a tonement .  That  i s  to  s ay,  a tone- 
ment had obscured reconci l ia t ion. In the same  
way,  a f ter  the Refor mation per iod,  they dwelt  
u p o n  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  u n t i l  t h ey  l o s t  s i g h t  o f  
s a n c t i f i c a t i o n  a l t o g e t h e r .  T h e n  t h e  g r e a t  
p i e t i s t i c  movemen t  h ad  t o  a r i s e  i n  o rde r  t o  
red re s s  t he  b a l ance.  Take  c a re  th a t  t he  end , 
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reconci l ia t ion,  i s  not hidden up by the means,  
atonement.  Just i f icat ion, sanct i f icat ion, recon- 
ci l iat ion and atonement are al l  equal ly insepar- 
ab l e  f rom the  one  c en t r a l  and  compend iou s  
wo r k  o f  C h r i s t .  Va r i o u s  a g e s  n e e d  va r i o u s  
a s p e c t s  o f  i t  t u r n e d  o u t wa rd .  L e t  u s  g i ve  
them a l l  the i r  t r ue  va lue  and  pe r spec t ive.  I f  
we do not  we sha l l  make  tha t  f a t a l  s everance  
which  or thodoxy ha s  so  o f ten  made  be tween  
doctr ine and life. 

The second caut ion i s  th i s .  Beware  o f  read- 
ing atonement out of reconcil iat ion altogether.  
Beware of cult ivat ing a reconci l iat ion which is  
no t  b a s e d  upon  j u s t i f i c a t i on .  The  a po s t l e ’s  
ph r a s e s  a re  o f t en  t re a t ed  l i ke  tha t .  They  a re  
emp t i e d  o f  t h e  s p e c i f i c  Ch r i s t i a n  mean ing .  
T h e r e  a r e  a  g r e a t  m a ny  C h r i s t i a n  p e o p l e ,  
s p i r i t u a l  p e o p l e  o f  a  s o r t ,  t o - d ay,  w h o  a re  
p e r p e t r a t i n g  t h a t  i n j u s t i c e  u p o n  t h e  N ew  
Tes tament .  They are  tak ing mighty  o ld  words  
and  g iv ing  them on ly  a  sub j ec t ive,  a rb i t r a r y  
meaning,  emptying out  o f  them the es sent ia l ,  
o b j e c t i ve ,  p o s i t i ve  c o n t e n t .  T h ey  a r e  p r e - 
occup ied  wi th  wha t  t ake s  p l a ce  wi th in  the i r  
own exper ience,  or  imag ina t ion ,  or  thought ;  
a n d  t h e y  a r e  o b l i v i o u s  o f  t h a t  w h i c h  i s  
dec l a red  to  have  t aken  p l a ce  w i th in  the  ex- 
p e r i e n c e  o f  G o d  a n d  o f  C h r i s t .  T h ey  a r e 
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obl iv ious  and negl igent  of  the es sent ia l  th ings  
t h a t  Chr i s t  d i d ,  and  God  in  Chr i s t .  Tha t  i s  
no t  f a i r  t re a tment  o f  New Te s t ament  t e r ms- 
to  empty  them of  pos i t ive  Chr i s t i an  meaning  
a n d  wa t e r  t h e m  d ow n  t o  m a ke  s o m e t h i n g  
t h a t  m i g h t  s u i t  a  p h i l o s o p h i c  o r  my s t i c  o r  
sub jec t ive  or  ind iv idua l i s t  sp i r i tua l i ty.  There  
i s  a  w h o l e  s y s t e m  o f  p h i l o s o p hy  t h a t  h a s  
a t t empted  th i s  d i lu t ion  a t  the  p re sen t  day.  I t  
i s  associated with a name that has now become  
ve r y  we l l  known ,  t h e  n ame  o f  t h e  g re a t e s t  
ph i lo sopher  the  wor ld  ever  s aw,  Hege l .  I  am  
not  now go ing  to  expound Hege l i an i sm.  But  
I  h ave  t o  a l l ude  t o  one  a s p e c t  o f  i t .  I f  you  
a re  pay ing  any  a t ten t ion to  what  i s  go ing  on  
a round  you  i n  t h e  t h i nk i ng  wo r l d ,  you  a re  
bound to  come f ace  to  f ace  wi th  some phase  
o f  i t  or  other.  But  I  see  my t ime i s  a t  an end  
for to-day. 

§ 

To-mor row I  b eg in  whe re  I  now l e ave  o f f  
and sha l l  s ay  someth ing  about  th i s  ver s ion o f  
S t .  Pau l ’s  i dea  o f  reconc i l i a t ion ,  which  i s  so  
a t t r a c t i ve  p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y.  I  r e m e m b e r  t h e  
appeal  i t  had for me when I came into contact  
wi th i t  f i r s t .  I  d id  fee l  tha t  i t  seemed to g ive  
a  l a rgene s s  to  ce r t a in  New Tes t ament  t e r ms ,  
which I  f ina l ly  found was  a  l a rgenes s  o f  l a t i - 
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tude  on l y.  I f  i t  d i d  s e em to  g ive  b re ad th  i t  
d id  no t  g ive  dep th .  And  I  c lo s e  he re  by  re - 
m ind ing  you  o f  t h i s—tha t  wh i l e  Chr i s t  and  
Chr i s t i an i ty  d id come to make us  broad men,  
it  did not come to do that in the f ir st instance.  
I t  c a m e  t o  m a ke  u s  d e e p  m e n .  T h e  l i v i n g  
interest  of Chr ist  and of the Holy Spir i t  i s  not  
b r e a d t h ,  bu t  i t  i s  d e p t h .  C h r i s t  s a i d  l i t t l e  
t h a t  wa s  w ide  compa red  w i t h  wha t  He  s a i d  
p i e rc ing  and  s e a rch ing .  I  i l l u s t r a t e  by  re f e r - 
r ing you to an interes t  that  i s  ver y prominent  
among s t  you—the  in t e re s t  o f  mi s s ion s .  How  
d i d  mode r n  m i s s i on s  a r i s e ?  I  me an  t h e  l a s t  
h und re d  ye a r s  o f  t h em .  Mode r n  P ro t e s t a n t  
m i s s i o n s  a r e  o n l y  o n e  h u n d r e d  ye a r s  o l d .  
W h e r e  d i d  t h ey  b e g i n ?  W h o  b e g a n  t h e m ?  
T h ey  b e g a n  a t  t h e  c l o s e  o f  t h e  e i g h t e e n t h  
cen tu r y,  the  cen tu r y  whose  c lo s e  wa s  domi- 
n a t e d  by  p h i l o s o p h e r s ,  by  s c i e n t i s t s ,  by  a  
reasonable, moderate interpretation of rel ig ion,  
by  b ro ad  human i t a r i a n  re l i g i on .  O f  cou r s e ,  
you might  expect  i t  was  amongs t  those  broad  
peop le  tha t  mi s s ion s  a ro se.  We know be t t e r.  
We know that  the Chr i s t i an movement  which  
has  spread around the wor ld did not  ar i se  out  
of the l iberal thinker s, the humanitar ian philo- 
sophers of the day, who were its worst enemies,  
but with a few men—Carey,  Mar shman, Ward, 
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and  the  l ike—whose  Ca lv in i s t i c  theo logy  we  
should now consider very nar row. But they did  
have the root of  the univer sa l  matter  in them.  
A gospel deep enough has all the breadth of the  
world in i t s  hear t .  I f  we are only deep enough  
the  b re ad th  w i l l  t ake  c a re  o f  i t s e l f .  I  wou ld  
ten t imes rather have one man who was burn- 
ing deep,  even though he wanted to  bur n me  
for  my moder n theology,  than I  would have a  
broad, hospitable, and thin theolog ian who was  
wil l ing to take me in and a nondescr ipt crowd  
o f  o t h e r s  i n  a  s h e e t  l e t  down  f rom he aven ,  
bu t  who  h ad  no  d ep th ,  no  f i r e ,  no  s k i l l  t o  
s ea rch ,  and  no power  to  b reak .  For  the  deep  
Chr i s t i an i t y  i s  t h a t  wh ich  no t  on ly  s e a rche s  
u s ,  bu t  b re ak s  u s .  And  a  Chr i s t i an i t y  wh ich  
would  exc lude none ha s  no power  to  inc lude  
the world. 
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III 

RECONCILIATION: PHILOSOPHIC AND  
CHRISTIAN 

I PLACE on the board before you f ive points .  
a s  t o  C h r i s t ’s  r e c o n c i l i n g  wo r k  w h i c h  I  

think vital:— 
1. It is between person and person. 
2. Therefore it affects both sides. 
3. It rests on atonement. 
4 .  I t  i s  a  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  o f  t h e  wo r l d  a s  

one whole. 
5. It is final in its nature and effect. 

§ 

I  wa s  s ay i n g  ye s t e r d ay  t h a t  t wo  c a u t i o n s  
ought  to be obser ved in connect ion with th i s  
mat ter  o f  reconci l i a t ion.  F i r s t ,  we should not  
hide up the idea of reconciliation by the idea of  
a tonement;  we should not obscure the end, or  
the effect, by the great and indispensable means  
to  i t .  Second,  a t  the  other  ext reme we are  to 
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beware of emptying reconciliation of atonement  
a l together.  Two ver y  g rea t  th inker s  a rose  l a s t  
century in Germany—where most of the think- 
ing on this subject has for the last hundred years  
been done. Much of our work has been to steal.  
That  does  not  mat ter  i f  i t  i s  done wi se ly  and  
g r a t e f u l l y.  W h e n  a  m a n  g i ve s  o u t  a  g r e a t  
thought, get it, work it; it is common proper ty.  
It belongs to the whole world, to be claimed and  
a s s imi la ted by whoever  sha l l  f ind.  Wel l ,  there  
were two very powerful men in Germany much  
opposed to each other, yet at a cer tain point at  
one—Hegel  and Rit schl .  Whi le  they preached  
the doctr ine of reconciliation in different senses,  
they both united to obscure the idea of atone- 
ment  or  exp ia t ion .  Now we a re  to  beware  o f  
empty ing  the  reconc i l i a t ion  idea  o f  the  idea  
of atonement, whether we do it philosophically  
w i th  Hege l  o r  t heo log i c a l l y  w i th  R i t s ch l .  I  
ment ion these  men because  the i r  thought  has  
ve r y  p ro f ound l y  a f f e c t e d  Eng l i s h  t h i nk i n g ,  
whe the r  ph i lo soph ica l  o r  theo log i ca l .  I  p ro- 
te s ted yes terday aga ins t  the  prac t ice,  so  com- 
mon ,  o f  t a k i n g  New  Te s t amen t  wo rd s ,  a nd  
wo rd s  con s e c r a t ed  t o  Ch r i s t i a n  expe r i ence,  
emptying them of  thei r  e s sent ia l  content ,  and  
keeping them in a  vapid use.  That  i s  done for  
var ious  rea sons .  I t  i s  somet imes  done because 
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the words  are  too va luable  to be par ted with;  
sometimes because a philosophic interpretation  
seems to  re scue them f rom the  nar rownes s  o f  
an outworn theology; and it  i s  sometimes done  
for lower motives in order to produce a f ictitious  
impress ion upon people that they are s t i l l  sub- 
stantially hear ing the substance of the old truths  
when really they are not. 

Especia l ly  I  began yes terday to ca l l  a t tent ion  
to the view which is associated with the philo- 
sophical position of Hegel. Being a philosopher  
he was g reat  upon the idea.  The whole world,  
he said, was a movement or process of the grand,  
d iv ine  idea ;  bu t  i t  wa s  a  p r o c e s s.  Now p lea se  
to put down and make much use of this funda- 
menta l  d i s t inc t ion  be tween  a  p roce s s  and  an  
a c t .  A  p ro c e s s  h a s  no th i ng  mo r a l  i n  i t .  We  
are simply car r ied along on the crest of a wave.  
An act, on the other hand, can only be done by  
a moral personality. The act involves the notion  
of will and responsibility, and, indeed, the whole  
ex i s t ence  o f  a  mora l  wor ld .  The  p roce s s  de- 
stroys that notion. Now the general tendency of  
ph i lo sophy i s  to  devote  i t se l f  to  the  idea  and  
to the process .  Science,  for  example,  which i s  
the  g round f loor,  not  to  say  the basement ,  o f  
philosophy—science knows nothing about acts ,  
i t  on l y  knows  abou t  p roce s s e s .  The  chemi s t 
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k n ow s  o n l y  a b o u t  p ro c e s s e s .  T h e  b i o l og i s t  
knows only about proces ses .  The psycholog i s t  
t re a t s  even  a c t s  a s  p ro ce s s e s .  Bu t  t h e  t h eo - 
log ian, and, indeed, re l ig ion a l together,  s tands  
o r  f a l l s  w i th  the  i de a  o f  an  a c t .  Fo r  h im an  
inf inite process is at bottom an eternal act. The  
philosophical thinker says the world is the pro- 
cess of an evolving idea, which may be treated as  
per sona l  or  may not .  But  for  Chr i s t i an i ty  the  
wor ld i s  the ac t ion of  the e ter na l ,  d iv ine ac t ,  
a moral act, an act of will and of conscience. 

Le t  u s  s ee  how th i s  app l i e s  to  our  thought s  
about  reconci l i a t ion.  I  have a l ready indica ted  
to you that the g rand goal of the divine recon- 
c i l i a t ion i s  communion wi th God,  not  s imply  
tha t  we  shou ld  be  in  tune  wi th  the  In f in i t e,  
a s  a n  a t t r a c t i ve  bu t  t h i n  b o o k  h a s  i t .  T h e  
ob jec t  o f  the  d iv ine  a tonement  i s  someth ing  
much  more  than  b r ing ing  u s  in to  tune  w i th  
God .  I t  i s  mo re  t h an  r a i s i n g  ou r  p i t c h  and  
d e f i n i n g  o u r  n o t e .  I t  m e a n s  t h a t  we  a r e  
brought into actual, reciprocal communion with  
God out of guilt .  We have per sonal intercour se  
with the Holy, we exchange thoughts and feel- 
ings .  But this  Chr is t ian idea of  reconci l ia t ion,  
t h e  i d e a  o f  commun ion  w i th  t he  l iv i ng  and  
holy God, is replaced in philosophic theology by  
ano the r  i dea ,  tha t ,  name ly,  o f  ad ju s tment  to 
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r a t i o n a l  G o d h e a d ,  o u r  a d j u s t m e n t  t o  t h a t  
m i g h t y  i d e a ,  t h a t  m i g h t y  r a t i o n a l  p ro c e s s ,  
wh i ch  i s  mov ing  on  t h roughou t  t h e  wo r l d .  
Somet imes  the  Godhead  i s  conce ived  a s  pe r- 
sonal, sometimes as impersonal; but in any case  
reconciliation would be rather a resigned adjust- 
men t  t o  t h i s  g re a t  a nd  ove rwhe lm ing  i d e a ,  
which, having issued everything, i s  perpetual ly  
reca l l ing ,  o r  exa l t ing ,  ever y th ing  in to  fu s ion  
wi th  i t s e l f .  But  fu s ion ,  however  o rgan ic  and  
concrete,  i s  one thing,  communion i s  another  
thing. An individual might be lost  in the g reat  
sum of  be ing a s  a  drop of  water  i s  lo s t  in  the  
oce an .  Tha t  i s  f u s i on .  Or  i t  m igh t  be  t aken  
u p  a s  a  c e l l  i n  t h e  b o d y ’s  o r g a n i c  p ro c e s s .  
Th a t  i s  a  c e r t a i n  k i nd  o f  r e c on c i l i a t i o n  o r  
absorption. But moral ,  spir i tual  reconci l iat ion,  
where  we have  per sona l  be ing s  to  dea l  wi th ,  
i s  much more than fus ion;  more than absor p- 
t ion;  i t  i s  communion. I t  i s  more than placing  
us  in our niche.  When we think in the phi lo- 
sophic way it  practical ly means that reconcil ia- 
t ion i s  under s tood a lmost  ent i re ly  f rom man’s  
side, without realising the divine initiative as an  
ac t .  But  such  d iv ine  in i t i a t ive  i s  eve r y th ing .  
It is in the mercy of our God that all our hopes  
beg in .  Nothing tha t  confuse s  tha t  ge t s  a t  the  
root of our Chr ist ian reconcil iation. Or, some- 
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times, those philosophic ideas are car r ied so f ar  
that God’s concern for the individual is ignored.  
These great processes work according to general  
laws; and general laws, l ike Acts of Parl iament,  
Ùe bound to do some injust ice to individual s .  
You cannot possibly get complete justice by Act  
o f  Pa r l i amen t .  I t  i s  bound  t o  h i t  s omebody  
ver y  ha rd .  And i t  ha s  o f ten  been doubted  by  
exponents  of  phi losophica l  theology such as  I  
descr ibe whether the individual as an individual  
was rea l ly present to God’s  mind and af fect ion  
a t  a l l .  And they  th ink  prayer  i s  unrea sonable  
e x c ep t  f o r  i t s  re f l e x  e f f e c t  on  u s .  Thu s  t h e  
whole stress comes to be put upon our att itude  
to God, and not upon a reciprocal relationship.  
That i s  to say, rel ig ion becomes, as I  descr ibed  
ye s t e r d ay,  a  s u b j e c t i v i t y,  a  r e s i g n a t i o n .  I n  
others it becomes a sense of dependence. People  
a re  invi ted to become preoccupied wi th the i r  
own  a t t i t ude,  t he i r  own  re l a t i on ,  t he i r  own  
fee l ings  toward the unchangeable,  but  absorb- 
i n g ,  a n d  eve n  u n f e e l i n g  G o d .  A t t e n t i o n  i s  
directed upon the human side instead of insight  
cu l t iva ted  in to  the  d iv ine  s ide.  The re su l t  o f  
that practical ly is that relig ion comes to consist  
f ar  too much in working up a cer tain frame of  
fee l ing ins tead of  dwel l ing upon the object ive  
r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  a c t  o f  G o d .  R e s i g n a t i o n  i s , 
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t h e n ,  my  a c t ;  bu t  i t  i s  n o t  r e s i g n a t i o n  t o  
a  s ympa t h e t i c  a c t  o f  a pp ro a ch  i n  God ,  bu t  
o n l y  t o  H i s  o n wa r d  m ove m e n t .  B u t ,  a s  I  
have sa id before,  i f  we are to produce the rea l  
Chr i s t i an  f a i th  we must  dwel l  upon,  we must  
preach and press ,  that object ive act and g i f t  of  
God  wh ich  in  i t s e l f  p roduce s  th a t  f a i t h .  We  
cannot  produce i t .  Many t r y.  There  a re  some  
peop le  who ac tua l l y  work  a t  ho l ine s s .  I t  i s  a  
dange rous  th ing  to  do,  to  work  a t  your  own  
hol ines s .  The way to cul t iva te  the hol ines s  o f  
the New Testament is to cultivate the New Tes- 
tament Chr i s t ,  the inter preta t ion of  Chr i s t  in  
H i s  C ro s s ,  by  H i s  Sp i r i t ,  wh i ch  c anno t  bu t  
p roduce  ho l ine s s ,  and  ho l ine s s  o f  a  f a r  p ro- 
f o u n d e r  o rd e r  t h a n  a ny t h i n g  we  m ay  m a ke  
by  t a k i n g  o u r s e l ve s  t o  p i e c e s  a n d  p u t t i n g  
ou r s e l ve s  t og e t h e r  i n  t h e  b e s t  way  we  c an ,  
o r  by  a d j u s t i n g  o u r s e l ve s  w i t h  h u g e  e f f o r t  
to  a  un iver s a l  p roce s s .  Re l ig ious  sub jec t iv i ty  
i s  t r u l y  a  mo s t  va l u ab l e  pha s e ;  and  a t  s ome  
per iods  in  the  Church’s  h i s tor y  i t  i s  urgent ly  
c a l l ed  fo r.  In  the  s even teen th  cen tur y  i t  wa s  
s o  c a l l e d  f o r  b e c au s e  P ro t e s t an t i sm  had  de - 
genera ted  in to  a  mere  theo log ica l  or thodoxy,  
a  ver y  hard- she l l  k ind  o f  Chr i s t i an i ty.  I t  was  
n e ce s s a r y  t h a t  t h e  g re a t  P i e t i s t i c  movemen t  
should ar i se  and cor rect  i t .  But  thi s  i s  i t se l f  a 
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danger  in tur n;  and we have to r i se  up in the  
name of the gospel, of the New Testament, and  
demand a more objective relig ion; and we have  
to dec lare  that  i f  ever  div ine hol ines s  i s  to be  
p roduced  in  man i t  can  on ly  be  produced  by  
God’s act through Christ in the Holy Spir it. 

§ 

The phi lo sophic  k ind o f  theo logy  (which i s  
r a t he r  t heo sophy )  o f t en  end s ,  you  pe rc e ive,  
in  tur n ing  rea l  reconc i l i a t ion in to  someth ing  
qu i t e  d i f f e ren t .  I t  b e come s  t u r ned  i n t o  t h e  
me re  f o rc ed  ad j u s tmen t  o f  man  t o  h i s  f a t e ;  
a nd  n a t u r a l l y  t h i s  o f t en  end s  i n  a  re s en t f u l  
pe s s im i sm.  Suppos ing  the  who le  un ive r s e  to  
be a  vas t  ra t iona l  proces s  unfo ld ing i t se l f  l ike  
an inf inite cosmic flower, you cannot have com- 
munion or any hear ty under standing between a  
l iv ing,  loving soul  and that  evolut ionar y pro- 
ce s s .  A l l  you  c an  do  i s  to  ad ju s t  your s e l f  t o  
tha t  p roce s s ,  s e t t l e  down to  i t  and  make  the  
best  of  i t ,  square your sel f  to i t  in the way that  
seems best for you, and that wil l  cause you and  
other s  leas t  di scomfor t .  But reconci l ia t ion be- 
comes  deba sed  indeed  when i t  tu r n s  to  mere  
re s i gn a t i on .  O f  cou r s e ,  we  h ave  t o  p r a c t i s e  
re s igna t ion.  But  Chr i s t i an i ty  i s  not  the  prac- 
t i c e  o f  re s i gna t i on .  A t  l e a s t ,  t h a t  i s  no t  t he 
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meaning o f  reconc i l i a t ion .  When two f r iends  
f a l l  out  and are reconci led,  i t  does  not s imply  
mean  th a t  one  ad ju s t s  h imse l f  t o  t he  o the r.  
Tha t  i s  a  ver y  one- s ided  a r r angement .  There  
mus t  be  a  mutua l i t y.  Theo logy  o f  the  k ind  I  
h ave  been  de s c r ib ing  ha s  a  g re a t  dea l  to  s ay  
abou t  men  chang ing  the i r  way  o f  look ing  a t  
t h i n g s  o r  f e e l i n g  a b o u t  t h e m .  I f  I  we r e  
preaching a theology like that I should say: 

“This mighty process, of which you are all parts,  
i s  unfolding i t se l f  to a  g rand c los ing resul t .  I t  
i s  going to be a  g rand thing for  ever ybody in  
the long run (provided, that  i s ,  that  they con- 
t inue to exis t  as  individuals  and are capable of  
f ee l ing  anyth ing ,  whether  g rand or  mean) .  I t  
i s  a l l  going to work out to a g rand consumma- 
t ion.  You do not  see that ,  but  you must  make  
an effor t and accept it as the genius and dr ift of  
th ings ;  and tha t  i s  f a i th .  You must  accept  the  
i d e a  t h a t  t h e  w h o l e  wo r l d  i s  wo r k i n g  o u t ,  
th rough much su f f e r ing  and  by  many  round- 
abou t  way s ,  t o  a  g r and  f i n a l  con summa t i on  
which  wi l l  be  a  b le s s ing  fo r  ever ybody,  even  
though i t  might mean their  individual  ext inc- 
t ion .  Wha t  you  have  to  do  in  the s e  c i rcum- 
s t ance s  i s ,  by  a  g rea t  a c t  o f  f a i th ,  to  be l i eve  
t h a t  t h i s  i s  s o  a nd  t o  immo l a t e  you r s e l f ,  i f  
need be,  for  the  benef i t  o f  th i s  g rand whole ; 
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at any rate, accommodate yourself to its evolving  
movement.” 

The  go s p e l  o f  Ch r i s t  s p e ak s  o t h e rw i s e .  I t  
speaks of a God to whom we are to be reconciled  
in  a  mutua l  ac t  which He beg ins ;  and not  o f  
an  order  or  p roce s s  wi th  which  we a re  to  be  
adjusted by our lonely act ,  or to which we are  
to  be  re s i gned .  I f  we  have  an  idea  o f  such  a  
Godhead a s  I  have been descr ib ing,  how does  
i t  a f f e c t  ou r  though t  o f  Chr i s t ?  Chr i s t  t hen  
becomes  but  one  o f  i t s  g randes t  p rophet s ,  o r  
one of the greatest instances and il lustrations of  
tha t  ad jus tment  to  the  mighty  order.  He f i r s t  
realised, and He f ir st declared, this great change  
in the way of  reading the s i tuat ion.  What you  
have to do if you accept Him is to change your  
way  o f  re ad i ng  t h e  s i t u a t i on ,  t o  a c c ep t  H i s  
interpretation of life, and accept it as rationally,  
s p i r i t u a l l y,  a nd  re s i g n ed l y  a s  you  b e s t  c a n .  
Accept  His  pr inc ip le.  Die  to  l ive.  But  what  a  
poor use of Chr ist—to accept His interpretation  
of  l i fe,  a s  i f  He were a  mere spir i tua l  Goethe!  
That is a very attenuated Chr ist compared with  
t h e  Chr i s t  t h a t  i s  o f f e red  t o  u s  i n  t he  New  
Testament.  That i s  not the eter nal  Son of God  
in whom God was  reconci l ing the world unto  
Himse l f .  Tha t  i s  ano the r  Chr i s t—from some  
ha s t y  po in t s  o f  v i ew indeed  a  l a r ge r  Chr i s t ; 
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for  the phi losopher s  have a  l a rger  Chr i s t ,  ap- 
parent ly,  one more cosmic.  But  i t  i s  a  d i luted  
Chr i s t ,  and  one  tha t  cannot  pene t r a te  to  the  
cen t re  and  dep th  o f  ou r  human  need  o r  our  
human per sonal i ty,  cannot reach our gui l t  and  
he l l ,  and there fore  cannot  be the f ina l  Chr i s t  
of God. 

§ 

Whether from the side of the philosopher s, as  
I have been showing, or from the side of cer tain  
t h eo l og i an s  l i ke  R i t s ch l ,  who  wa s  s o  much  
oppo s ed  t o  Hege l ,  you  w i l l  o f t en  h e a r  t h i s  
s a id :  tha t  on ly  man needed to  be  reconc i l ed ,  
t h a t  G o d  d i d  n o t  n e e d  a ny  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n .  
Now,  I  have  been a sk ing  you to  obser ve  tha t  
we are  dea l ing wi th per sons .  That  i s  the  f i r s t  
po in t  I  pu t  upon  the  boa rd .  Our  reconc i l i a - 
t ion  i s  be tween  pe r son  and  pe r son .  I t  i s  no t  
between an order or a process on the one hand  
and  a  pe r son  on  the  o the r.  The re fo re  a  re a l  
and  deep  change  o f  the  re l a t ion  be tween the  
two  mean s  a  ch ange  on  bo th  s i d e s .  Tha t  i s  
sure ly  c lear  i f  we are  dea l ing with l iv ing per- 
sons .  God i s  an  e te r na l  pe r son ;  I  am a  f in i t e  
per son;  yet  we are per sons both.  There i s  that  
pa r i t y.  Any  reconc i l i a t ion  which  on ly  means  
change on one s ide i s  not a real  reconci l iat ion  
a t  a l l .  A rea l ,  deep change  o f  re l a t ion a f f ec t s 
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both s ides  when we are  dea l ing with per sons .  
Tha t  i s  not  the  ca se  when we a re  dea l ing  on  
t h e  o n e  s i d e  w i t h  i d e a s ,  o r  o n e  v a s t  i d e a  
o r  p ro c e s s ,  a nd  on  t h e  o t h e r  s i d e  a  p e r s on  
only. 

When Chr i s t iani ty  i s  being watered down in  
the way I  have descr ibed,  we have to concen- 
t r a t e  ou r  a t t en t i on  upon  the  co re  o f  i t .  A l l  
round u s  Chr i s t i an i ty  i s  be ing  d i lu ted  e i the r  
by thought  or  by blague ;  we must  pres s  to the  
core  o f  the  mat te r.  I t  i s  t r ue  the  theo logy o f  
t h e  Ch r i s t i a n  Chu rch  on  t h i s  h e ad  n e ed s  a  
cer tain amount of modif icat ion and cor rect ion  
a t  the present  day.  That  wi l l  appear  present ly.  
But  I  want  to  make  i t  c l ea r  tha t  the  v iew o f  
t h e  Chu rch  upon  t h e  who l e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  
g rea t  v i ew a s soc i a t ed  wi th  the  Refor mat ion ,  
p re s e r ve s  t h e  co re  o f  t h e  ma t t e r,  wh i ch  we  
a re  in  danger  o f  lo s ing  e i ther  on one  s ide  or  
the other. 

L e t  me  c a l l  you r  a t t en t i on ,  t h en ,  t o  t h e s e  
f ive  point s ,  which you wi l l  f ind immanent  in  
what I have subsequently to say. 

Fir s t ,  you wil l  note that  the reconci l ia t ion i s  
be tween two  pe r s on s  who have f a l l en  out ,  and  
not  between a f a i l ing per son on the one hand  
and  a  pe r f e c t ,  impe r tu rbab l e  p roce s s  on  the  
other. 
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The second thing is a corollary from the f ir st ,  
and i s  tha t  the  reconci l i a t ion a f f e c t s  and  a l t e r s  
b o t h  p a r t i e s  a n d  n o t  o n l y  o n e  p a r t y.  T h e re  
was reconciliation on both sides. 

Thirdly, i t  i s  a reconcil iat ion which res t s  upon  
atonement and redemption. 

Four th l y,  i t  i s  a  re conc i l i a t i on  o f  t h e  wo r l d  
a s  a  c o sm i c  wh o l e .  The  wo r l d  a s  one  who l e ;  
not  a  per son here and another there,  snatched  
a s  brands  f rom the bur ning;  not  a  g roup here  
and  a  g roup  the re ;  bu t  the  reconc i l i a t ion  o f  
the whole world. 

F i f t h l y,  i t  i s  a  re conc i l i a t i on  f i n a l  i n  J e s u s  
Chr i s t  and His  Cros s,  done once for  a l l ;  rea l ly  
e f f ec ted  in  the  sp i r i tua l  wor ld  in  such  a  way  
that  in hi s tor y the g reat  v ictor y i s  not  s t i l l  to  
be  won ;  i t  h a s  been  won  in  re a l i t y,  and  ha s  
on ly  to  be  fo l lowed  up  and  s ecured  in  ac tu- 
a l i t y.  In  the  sp i r i t u a l  p l a ce,  i n  Chr i s t  Je su s ,  
i n  t h e  d iv i n e  n a t u re ,  t h e  v i c t o r y  h a s  b e e n  
wo n .  T h a t  i s  w h a t  I  m e a n  b y  u s i n g  t h e  
word “Final” at the close of the list. 

§ 

I  wil l  expound these heads as  I  go along. Let  
me beg in almost at the foundation and say this.  
Reconc i l i a t ion  ha s  no  mora l  mean ing  a s  be- 
tween f inite and inf inite—none apar t  from the 
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sense of gui l t .  The f inished reconci l iat ion, the  
s e t t i ng  up  o f  t h e  New Covenan t  by  Chr i s t ,  
meant that human guilt was once for al l  robbed  
of its power to prevent the consummation of the  
Kingdom of  God.  I t  i s  the  sense  o f  gui l t  tha t  
we have to get  back to-day for  the soul ’s  sake  
and the kingdom’s; not s imply the sense of s in.  
There are many who recognise the power of sin,  
the misfor tune of it; what they do not recognise  
i s  the  th ing  tha t  makes  i t  mos t  s in fu l ,  which  
makes  i t  what  i t  i s  before God,  namely,  gui l t ;  
which  in t roduces  someth ing  noxious  and not  
me re l y  de r anged ,  ma l i gn an t  and  no t  me re l y  
host i le ;  the f act  that  i t  i s  t ransg ress ion against  
no t  s imp ly  God ,  no t  s imp ly  aga in s t  a  l ov ing  
G o d ,  b u t  a g a i n s t  a  h o l y  G o d .  E ve r y t h i n g  
b e g i n s  a n d  e n d s  i n  o u r  C h r i s t i a n  t h e o l og y  
with the hol ines s  of  God.  That  i s  the idea we  
h ave  t o  g e t  b a ck  i n to  ou r  cu r ren t  re l i g i ou s  
thinking. We have been l iving for the las t  two  
or three generat ions,  our most prog ress ive s ide  
has been living, upon the love of God, God’s love  
to us.  And i t  was very necessar y that i t  should  
be appreciated. Justice had not been done to it.  
But we have now to take a step fur ther, and we  
have to saturate our people in the years that are  
to come as  thoroughly with the idea of  God’s  
ho l i n e s s  a s  they  have  been  s a tu ra ted  wi th  the 
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idea  o f  God’s  love.  I  have  somet imes  thought  
when preaching that I saw a perceptible change  
come ove r  my  aud ience  when  I  tu r ned  f rom  
speaking about the love of God to speak about  
the  ho l ine s s  o f  God.  There  was  a  ce r t a in  in- 
descr ibable relaxing of interest,  as though their  
f a c e s  s h o u l d  s ay,  “ W h a t ,  h ave  we  n o t  h a d  
enough  o f  t h e s e  i n co r r i g i b l e  a nd  ob t r u s ive  
theo log ians  who wi l l  not  l e t  u s  re s t  wi th  the  
love of God but must go on talking about things  
t h a t  a r e  s o  r e m o t e  a n d  p ro f e s s i o n a l  a s  H i s  
ho l i n e s s !  “  A l l  t h a t  h a s  t o  b e  ch anged .  We  
h ave  t o  s t i r  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  o u r  c o n g r e g a - 
t i o n s  a s  mu c h  w i t h  t h e  h o l i n e s s  o f  G o d  a s  
the Church was  s t i r red—f ir s t  wi th the jus t ice  
and  then  l a t t e r l y  wi th  the  love  o f  God .  I t  i s  
the hol ines s  o f  God which makes  s in  gui l t .  I t  
i s  t h e  ho l i n e s s  o f  God  t h a t  n e c e s s i t a t e s  t h e  
work of  Chr i s t ,  that  ca l l s  for  i t ,  and that  pro- 
vides i t .  What i s  the g reat  problem? The g reat  
problem in connect ion with a tonement  i s  not  
s imp ly  to  show how i t  wa s  nece s s a r y  to  the  
fatherly love, but how it was necessary to a holy  
love, how a holy love not only must have it but  
must  make i t .  The problem i s  how Chr i s t  can  
be  a  reve l a t ion  not  o f  God’s  love  s imply,  but  
of  God’s  holy love.  Without a  holy God there  
would  be  no problem of  a tonement .  I t  i s  the 
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ho l i n e s s  o f  God ’s  l ove  t h a t  n e c e s s i t a t e s  t h e  
atoning Cross. 

I  s ay,  t h en ,  t h a t  t h e  re conc i l i a t i on  h a s  no  
meaning apar t  f rom gui l t  which mus t  s t i r  the  
ange r  o f  a  ho ly  God  and  p roduce  s epa r a t ion  
f rom  H im .  Tha t  i s ,  t h e  re conc i l i a t i on  re s t s  
upon a justif ication, upon an atonement. Those  
we r e  t h e  g r e a t  P a u l i n e  i d e a s  w h i c h  we r e  
r e d i s c ove re d  i n  t h e  f i f t e en t h  a nd  s i x t e en t h  
centur ies and became the backbone of the Re- 
formation. They were pract ica l ly rediscovered.  
Look  a t  the  movement  in  the  h i s to r y  o f  the  
Chu rch ’s  t hough t  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t .  You  h ave  
three g reat  points :  you might name them—the  
f i r s t  f rom August ine,  the second f rom Luther ;  
f o r  t h e  t h i rd ,  ou r  mode r n  t ime,  we  h ave  a s  
yet  no such outs tanding name.  The f i r s t  g reat  
m ove m e n t  t owa rd s  t h e  r e d i s c ove r y  o f  Pa u l  
wa s  by  A u g u s t i n e .  D o  yo u  k n ow  t h a t  Pa u l  
wen t  unde r  a f t e r  the  f i r s t  c en tu r y ?  He  went  
unde r  f o r  h i s t o r i c  r e a s on s  I  c a nno t  s t ay  t o  
exp l a in .  I t  i s  a  remarkable  th ing  how he  was  
ke p t  i n  t h e  c a n o n  o f  S c r i p t u r e .  Pa u l  we n t  
under,  and for  centur ie s  remained under,  and  
he  had to  be  red i scovered .  That  was  done by  
Augus t ine.  Aga in  he  went  under,  and  Luther  
rediscovered him. And he is  being rediscovered  
again to-day.  August ine’s  redi scovery was thi s , 
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justif ication by grace alone; Luther’s side of the  
red i s cove r y  wa s  j u s t i f i c a t ion  by  f a i th  a lone- 
f aith in the Cross,  that is  to say, f aith in g race.  
What  i s  our  moder n point  of  emphas i s ?  Jus t i- 
f ication by holiness and for i t  a lone. That is  to  
say, as I have already pointed out, reconciliation  
i s  something tha t  comes  f rom the whole  holy  
God, and it covers the whole of life, and it is not  
exhau s t ed  by  the  i de a  o f  a tonemen t  on ly  o r  
redempt ion  on l y.  I t  i s  t he  new-c re a t ed  r a c e  
be ing  b rought  to  pe r manent ,  v i t a l ,  l i f e -deep  
communion with the holy God. Only hol iness  
can be in communion with the holy God.  We  
have  to  be  s aved—not  indeed  f rom mora l i t y,  
because we can only be saved by the moral; that  
is the grand sheet-anchor of our modern theor ies.  
However  we  be  s aved ,  we  can  on ly  be  s aved  
in a  way cons i s tent  with God’s  mora l i ty—that  
i s  to say, with holiness .  The rescue is  not from  
mora l i ty ;  but  i t  i s  f rom mere  mora l i sm,  f rom  
a  re l i g i on  th re e  p a r t s  conduc t .  Wea re  s aved  
t h rough  t h e  Sp i r i t  o f  a  n ew  l i f e ,  a n  i n d i s - 
cerptible l i fe in Jesus Chr ist .  That is  the g rand  
new thing in Christianity (2 Corinthians iii. 6). 

§ 

Reconc i l i a t ion ,  then ,  ha s  no  mean ing  apa r t  
f rom a  sen se  o f  gu i l t ,  tha t  gu i l t  which  i s  in- 
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volved in our justif ication. I am going to try to  
expound that before I am done. I want to note  
here that it means not so much that God is recon- 
ci led, but that God is  the Reconci ler.  I t  i s  the  
neglect of that truth which has produced so much  
scept ic i sm in the matter  of  the a tonement.  So  
much of our or thodox relig ion has come to talk  
as though God were reconciled by a third par ty.  
We  l o s e  s i g h t  o f  t h i s  g r e a t  c e n t r a l  ve r s e ,  
“God was in Chr ist  reconcil ing the world unto  
Himse l f .” As  we a re  both l iv ing  per sons ,  tha t  
means  tha t  there  was  reconc i l i a t ion on God’s  
s ide as well as ours; but wherever it was, it  was  
e f fec ted  by God Himse l f  in  Himse l f .  In  what  
sense was  God reconci led within Himsel f ?  We  
come  to  t h a t  s u re l y  a s  we  s e e  t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  
charge  upon reconc i l ing  g race  i s  to  put  away  
gu i l t ,  reconc i l ing  by  not  imput ing  t re spa s se s .  
R e t u r n  t o  o u r  c a r d i n a l  v e r s e ,  2   C o r i n - 
thians  v.  19.  In reconci l i a t ion the g round for.  
God’s  wrath or  God’s  judgment was  put  away.  
G u i l t  r e s t s  o n  G o d ’s  c h a r g i n g  u p  s i n ;  r e - 
conci l i a t ion re s t s  upon God’s  non- imputa t ion  
of  s in;  God’s  non-imputat ion of s in rest s  upon  
Chr i s t  be ing  made  s in  fo r  u s .  You have  thu s  
th ree  s t age s  in  th i s  magn i f i cen t  ve r s e.  God ’s  
re conc i l i a t i on  re s t ed  upon  th i s ,  t h a t  on  Hi s  
Eternal Son, who knew no sin in His exper ience, 
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( a l though  He knew more  about  s in  than  any  
man who ha s  ever  l ived) ,  s in ’s  judgment  fe l l .  
Him who knew no sin by exper ience, God made  
sin. That is to say, God by Chr ist’s own consent  
iden t i f i ed  Him wi th  s in  in  t rea tment  though  
no t  i n  f e e l i ng .  God  d id  no t  j udge  Him,  bu t  
j u d g e d  s i n  u p o n  H i s  h e a d .  H e  n eve r  o n c e  
c o u n t e d  H i m  s i n f u l ;  H e  wa s  a l w ay s  we l l  
p lea sed with Him; i t  was  par t ,  indeed,  o f  His  
own holy self-complacency. Chr ist was made sin  
for us ,  as  He could never have been i f  He had  
been made a  s inner.  I t  was  s in  tha t  had to  be  
judged, more even than the s inner, in a world- 
salvation; and God made Chr ist sin in this sense,  
that God as it were took Him in the place of sin,  
r a ther  than  o f  the  s inner,  and  judged the  s in  
upon Him; and in putt ing Him there He real ly  
pu t  Himse l f  there  in  our  p l ace  (Chr i s t  be ing  
what  He was) ;  so that  the div ine judgment of  
s in was real and effectual.  That is ,  i t  fel l  where  
it was perfectly understood, owned, and praised,  
and had the sancti fying effect of judgment, the  
e f f ec t  o f  g iv ing  ho l ine s s  a t  l a s t  i t s  own.  God  
made Him to  be  s in  in  t rea tment  though not  
in feeling, so that holiness might be perfected in  
judgment, and we might become the r ighteous- 
ne s s  o f  God  in  H im;  so  th a t  we  migh t  h ave  
i n  G o d ’s  s i g h t  r i g h t e o u s n e s s  by  o u r  l i v i n g 
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un ion  w i th  Chr i s t ,  r i gh t eou sne s s  wh i ch  d id  
n o t  b e l o n g  t o  u s  a c t u a l l y,  n a t u r a l l y,  a n d  
f ina l ly.  Our r ighteousnes s  i s  a s  l i t t l e  our s  in- 
d iv idua l l y  a s  the  s in  on  Chr i s t  wa s  Hi s .  The  
thief  on the cross ,  for instance—I do not sup- 
pose he would have turned what we cal l  a saint  
i f  h e  h ad  su r v ived ;  t hough  s aved ,  he  wou ld  
not  have  become s in le s s  a l l  a t  once.  And the  
g reat  sa int ,  Paul ,  had s in working in him long  
a f ter  his  conver s ion. Yet by union with Chr is t  
they were made God’s r ighteousness,  they were  
integ rated into the New Goodness ;  God made  
them par taker s of His eternal love to the ever- 
ho ly  Chr i s t .  Tha t  i s  a  mos t  wonder fu l  th ing .  
Men l ike  Pau l ,  and f a r  wor se  men than Pau l ,  
by  t h e  g r a c e  o f  God ,  and  by  a  l iv i ng  f a i t h ,  
b e come  p a r t a ke r s  o f  t h a t  s ame  e t e r n a l  l ove  
which God from ever las t ing and to ever las t ing  
be s towed upon Hi s  on ly—begot ten Son.  I t  i s  
beyond words. 

I t  wa s  n o t  a  c a s e  o f  w i p i n g  a  s l a t e .  S i n  
i s  g r ave n  i n .  Yo u  c a n n o t  w i p e  o f f  s i n .  I t  
goes into the t i s sue of the spir i tual  being. And  
i t  a l ter s  things  for  both par t ies .  Gui l t  a f fected  
bo th  God and  man .  I t  wa s  no t  a  c a s e  o f  de- 
s t roy i n g  a n  u n f o r t u n a t e  p r e j u d i c e  we  h a d  
a g a i n s t  G o d .  I t  wa s  n o t  a  c a s e  o f  p u t t i n g  
r i g h t  a  m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g  we  h a d  o f  G o d . 
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“You are a f ra id of  God,” you hear  easy people  
s ay ;  “ i t  i s  a  g r e a t  m i s t a ke  t o  b e  a f r a i d  o f  
God.  There i s  nothing to be a f ra id of .  God i s  
l ove.” Bu t  the re  i s  eve r y th ing  in  the  love  o f  
God to be a f ra id of .  Love i s  not  holy without  
j u d g m e n t .  I t  i s  t h e  l ove  o f  h o l y  G o d  t h a t  
i s  t h e  c o n s u m i n g  f i r e .  I t  wa s  n o t  s i m p l y  a  
case of  chang ing our method, or thought,  our  
prejudices ,  or the moral  direct ion of our soul .  
It was not a case of g iving us courage when we  
were  c a s t  down,  showing  u s  how g round l e s s  
ou r  d ep re s s i on  wa s .  I t  wa s  no t  t h a t .  I f  t h a t  
we re  a l l  i t  wo u l d  b e  a  c o m p a r a t i ve l y  l i g h t  
matter. 

I f  that  were a l l ,  Paul  could only have spoken  
abou t  the  reconc i l i a t ion  o f  s i ng l e  sou l s ,  no t  
about  reconc i l i a t ion  o f  the  whole  wor ld  a s  a  
u n i t y.  H e  c o u l d  n o t  h ave  s p o ke n  a b o u t  a  
f in i shed reconc i l i a t ion to  which ever y  age  o f  
the future was to look back as i t s  g lor ious and  
fonta l  pa s t .  In  the  words  o f  tha t  ver se  which  
I  am cons tant ly  pre s s ing ,  “God was  in  Chr i s t  
reconci l ing the world unto Himsel f .” Observe,  
f ir st, “the world” is the unity which cor responds  
t o  t h e  r e c o n c i l e d  u n i t y  o f  “ H i m s e l f ” ;  a n d  
second, that He was not trying, not taking steps  
to provide means of reconciliation, not opening  
doors of reconciliation if we would only walk in 
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a t  them, not  l abour ing toward reconci l i a t ion,  
not (according to the unhappy phrase)  wait ing  
to be g racious,  but “God was in Chr is t  recon- 
ciling,” actually reconciling, f inishing the work.  
I t  wa s  n o t  a  t e n t a t i ve ,  p r e l i m i n a r y  a f f a i r  
(Romans xi. 15). Reconciliation was f inished in  
Chr i s t ’s  dea th .  Pau l  d id  not  preach a  g radua l  
r e c o n c i l i a t i o n .  H e  p r e a c h e d  w h a t  t h e  o l d  
divines  used to ca l l  the f ini shed work.  He did  
not  preach a g radual  reconci l ia t ion which was  
to become the reconcil iat ion of the world only  
piecemeal, as men were induced to accept it, or  
were affected by the gospel. He preached some- 
thing done once for all—a reconciliation which is  
the base of  ever y soul ’s  reconci lement ,  not  an  
invi ta t ion only.  What the Church has  to do i s  
to  appropr ia te  the  th ing tha t  ha s  been f ina l ly  
and univer s a l ly  done.  We have  to  ente r  upon  
the reconci led pos i t ion,  on the new crea t ion.  
Individual men have to enter upon that recon- 
ciled position, that new covenant, that new rela- 
tion, which already, in vir tue of Chr ist’s Cross,  
be longed  to  the  r ace  a s  a  who le.  I  wi l l  even  
u s e  f o r  conven i ence ’ s ake  the  word  to t a l i t y.  
(People turn up their noses at a word l ike that,  
a nd  t h ey  s ay  i t  sme l l s  o f  ph i l o s ophy.  We l l ,  
ph i l o sophy  ha s  no t  a  b ad  sme l l !  You  c anno t  
h ave  a  p ro p e r  t h e o l og y  u n l e s s  yo u  h ave  a 
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p h i l o s o p hy.  Yo u  c a n n o t  a c c u r a t e l y  e x p r e s s  
the  th ings  tha t  theology handle s  most  deep ly.  
The misfor tune of our ministry is that it comes  
t o  t heo logy  w i thou t  t he  p rope r  p re l im ina r y  
culture—with a pious or l i terary culture only.)  
I  and going to  use  th i s  word to ta l i ty,  and say  
that the f ir st bear ing of Chr ist’s work was upon  
the  r ace  a s  a  to t a l i t y.  The  f i r s t  th ing  recon- 
c i l i a t i on  doe s  i s  t o  ch ange  man ’s  co r po r a t e  
re la t ion to God.  Then when i t  i s  t aken home  
ind iv idua l l y  i t  change s  ou r  p re s en t  a t t i t ude.  
C h r i s t ,  a s  i t  we re ,  p u t  u s  i n t o  t h e  e t e r n a l  
Chu rch ;  t h e  Ho l y  Sp i r i t  t e a che s  u s  how  to  
behave properly in the Church. 

§ 

I  go  on  to  show tha t  re conc i l i a t i on  ha s  i t s  
e f fect  not  upon man only,  but  upon God a l so.  
That is a diff iculty to many people. And, indeed,  
we require to be somewhat discr iminating here.  
I f  you say blunt ly that  Chr i s t  reconci led God,  
i t  i s  m o re  f a l s e  t h a n  t r u e .  I  d o  n o t  s ay  i t  
i s  u n t r u e .  I t  i s  t h e  p eop l e  who  wan t  p l a i n  
black and white, f a lse or true, that do so much  
m i s c h i e f  i n  t h e s e  m a t t e r s .  I t  i s  t h e  t h i n ,  
commonsense rat ional i s t s ,  or thodox or hetero- 
dox.  I t  i s  the people who put a  pi s to l  to your  
h e a d  a n d  s a y,  “  I  a m  a  p l a i n  m a n  a n d  I 
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w a n t  a  p l a i n  y e s  o r  n o ,” t h a t  c a u s e  s o  
m u c h  d i f f i c u l t y.  C h r i s t  a l way s  r e f u s e d  t o  
an swer  wi th  a  p i s to l  to  Hi s  head .  I t  wa s  the  
whole manner of His ministry to refuse to g ive  
a  p l a in  an swer  when  a sked  a  b lun t  que s t ion .  
We see that in Peter’s discovery and confession,  
“Thou a r t  the  Chr i s t ,” and  in  Chr i s t ’s  joy fu l  
a n swe r,  “B l e s s e d  S imon .” Pe t e r  i n  h i s  c on - 
fess ion had crowned what Chr is t  had laboured  
to  l ive  in  upon them, but  what  He had never  
s a i d  p l a i n l y  i n  s o  m a ny  wo rd s — “ I  a m  t h e  
Chr i s t .” He l ived i t  into them and made them  
discover it .  Repeatedly He was asked, “Give us  
s i g n s ,” “ G ive  u s  ye s  o r  no,” a nd  He  a lway s  
r e f u s e d .  T h a t  wo u l d  b e  s i g h t ,  n o t  f a i t h .  A  
p l a in  ye s  o r  no  i s  s i gh t .  Bu t  f a i t h  i s  i n s i gh t  
in to  Chr i s t .  In  th i s  reg ion  a  p l a in  ye s  o r  no  
i s  somewhat out of  p lace.  So,  therefore,  whi le  
i t  i s  no t  f a l s e  t o  s ay  t h a t  Ch r i s t  re conc i l e d  
God,  i t  i s  more f a l se  than t r ue a s  i t  i s  most ly  
put .  You do not  ge t  i t  in  the  Bible.  I t  would  
be  a  u se fu l  exe rc i s e  to  go  th rough  the  B ib l e  
a n d  s e e  w h a t  p ro o f s  yo u  c a n  g e t  o f  C h r i s t  
reconciling God. If we talk about Chr ist recon- 
cil ing God in the way some do, we suggest that  
there was some third par ty coming between us  
and God, reconciling God on the one hand and  
us  on the other,  l ike  a  days  man.  That  i s  one 
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g re a t  m i s c h i e f  t h a t  i s  d o n e  by  t h e  p o p u l a r  
t h e o r i e s  o f  a t o n e m e n t .  G o d  c a n  n eve r  b e  
reg a rded  a s  t he  ob j e c t  o f  s ome  th i rd  p a r t y ’s  
intervention in reconci l ing. I f  i t  were so, what  
wou ld  happen?  There  wou ld  be  no  g r ace.  I t  
wou ld  be  a  bough t  th ing ,  a  p rocu red  th ing ,  
t h e  wo r k  o f  a  p a rd o n - b ro ke r ;  a n d  t h e  o n e  
e s s en t i a l  t h i ng  abou t  g r a c e  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  un - 
b o u g h t  a n d  u n p u rc h a s a b l e .  I t  i s  t h e  f r e e s t  
t h i n g  i n  h e ave n  o r  e a r t h .  I t  wo u l d  n o t  b e  
f r e e  i f  p ro c u r e d  by  s o m e  t h i r d  p a r t y.  T h e  
“day sman” me t aphor  ha s  been  much  abu sed .  
I t  i s  a  Sc r ip tura l  f i gure,  but  we ge t  i t  in  the  
Old Tes tament ,  in  Job,  the  idea  be ing tha t  o f  
one who, in the case of a dispute, puts one hand  
on  one  h e ad  and  t h e  o t h e r  on  ano th e r  a nd  
b r ing s  two per sons  toge ther.  Tha t  i s  a  c r ude  
ver s ion of the Chr ist ian idea of reconci l iat ion.  
The grace of God would not then be the pr ime  
and moving cause. It would not be spontaneous  
and creative, i t  would be negotiated g race; and  
that i s  a contradiction in terms. Mediation can  
neve r  mean  tha t .  In  pagan i sm the  god s  were  
mollified. God, our God, could never be mollified.  
There is no mollif ication of God, no placation of  
God. Atonement was not the placating of God’s  
anger. Even in the old economy we are told, “I  
have g iven you the blood to make atonement.” 



90	 reconciliation�

G iven !  D id  you  eve r  s e e  t h e  f o rc e  o f  i t ?  “ I  
have g iven you the blood to make atonement.  
This is  an institution which I set up for you to  
comply with, set it up for purposes of My own,  
on pr inciples of My own, but it is My gift.” The  
Lord Himsel f  provided the lamb for  the bur nt  
of fer ing. Atonement in the Old Testament was  
not the placating of God’s anger, but the sacra- 
men t  o f  God ’s  g r a c e .  I t  wa s  t h e  e xp re s s i on  
of God’s anger on the one hand and the express- 
ing and putting in action of God’s g race on the  
o the r  hand .  The  e f f e c t  o f  a tonemen t  wa s  to  
cover s in from God’s eyes,  so that i t  should no  
longer make a vis ible breach between God and  
Hi s  peop le.  The  ac tua l  o rd inance  wa s  e s t ab- 
l i shed, they held, by God Himself .  He covered  
the sin. Sacr if ices were not desperate effor ts and  
sur renders made by ter r if ied people in the hope  
o f  p rop i t i a t ing  an  ang r y  de i ty.  The s ac r i f i ce s  
we re  i n  t hemse l ve s  p r ime  a c t s  o f  obed i ence  
to God’s means of g race and His expressed will.  
I f  you want to fol low that out fur ther,  perhaps  
I  may  be  fo rg iven  i f  I  were  to  a l l ude  to  the  
l a s t  chap te r  in  my  book ,  “The  Cr uc i a l i t y  o f  
the  Cro s s” ( 19 09 ) ,  in  wh ich  the re  i s  a  fu l l e r  
discussion of the par ticular point, and especially  
o f  w h a t  i s  m o r a l l y  m e a n t  by  t h e  b l o o d  o f  
Christ. 
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§ 

But some one immediately asks,  Is  there then  
no objective atonement? It  i s  a quest ion wor th  
d e e p  a t t e n t i o n .  A  g r e a t  m a n y  p e o p l e  s a y  
Chr i s t iani ty wrecks chief ly on the idea of  ob- 
ject ive atonement.  How cheap the object ion is  
in  many cases ,  how easy and common i t  i s !  I f  
you f ind somebody who is making it his mission  
in life to pull to pieces the venerable theology of  
the Catholic Church, and show how poor a thing  
it is in the light of the thir ty year s in which he  
has l ived, you wil l  hear i t  put l ikely enough in  
such terms as these: that objective atonement is  
sheer  pagani sm.  The Chr i s t i an  idea  o f  a tone- 
ment i s  identi f ied of fhand with the pagan idea  
o f  a tonement ,  a s  a  Hyde Park lec turer  might .  
And when you have done that at  the outset ,  i t  
i s  t he  s imp l e s t  t h ing  to  show how f a l s e  and  
ab surd  and  pagan  such  theo logy  i s .  I t  i s  s a id  
f u r t he r,  t h a t  t h e  who l e  Church  h a s  b e come  
paganised in this way, and has spoken as though  
God could be mollif ied by something offered to  
H im .  The  c r i t i c i sm  i s  s ome t ime s  i g no r a n t ,  
somet imes ungenerous ,  somet imes culpable.  I f  
such l anguage has  ever  been he ld ,  i t  ha s  only  
been by sec t ions  o f  the  Church,  sec t ions  tha t  
have gone wrong in the direction of unqualif ied  
extremes.  You have extravagancies ,  remember, 
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even  i n  r a t i ona l  h e re s y.  Ha s  t h e  Chu rch  on  
the  who l e  eve r  re a l l y  f o rgo t t en  th a t  i t  i s  i n  
the mercy of God that a l l  our hopes beg in and  
end? And even i f  the Church had gone fur ther  
wrong than i t  has  done about  th i s ,  we do not  
l ive upon the Church, but upon the gospel and  
upon  the  B ib l e.  We  l ive  i n  and  th rough  the  
Church .  We c anno t  do  w i thou t  i t .  We  mus t  
get  back a  g rea t  dea l  more re spect  for  i t .  But  
we do not l ive on the Church;  we l ive on the  
word of the gospel which is in the Bible. 

§ 

Wha t  i s  t h e  re a l  ob j e c t ive  e l emen t  i n  t h e  
B i b l e ’s  g o s p e l ?  W h a t  i s  t h e  r e a l  o b j e c t i ve  
e lement in a tonement?  We are tempted,  I  say,  
to declare that it  was the offer ing of a sacr if ice  
to God outside of Him and us, the offer ing of a  
sacr if ice to God by somebody not God yet more  
t h an  a  s i n g l e  man .  Tha t  i s  t h e  n a t u r a l ,  t h e  
pagan not ion of  object ive a tonement .  But  the  
real  meaning of a l l  object ive atonement i s  that  
God Himself  made the complete sacr i f ice.  The  
rea l  object ivi ty of  the atonement i s  not that  i t  
was  made to  God,  but  by  God.  I t  was  a tone- 
ment made by God, not by man. When I use the  
word objective, I do not mean objective to you or  
to me.  You are object ive to me,  and I  to you. 
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That  i s  not  the idea .  Let  us  lear n to think on  
the sca le  of  the whole race.  What i s  object ive  
t o  t h a t ?  The  d e ad l y  k i nd  o f  s u b j e c t iv i t y  i s  
t h e  k ind  th a t  i s  eng ro s s ed  w i th  i nd iv i dua l s ,  
or with humanity, and does not al low for God.  
It is the egotism of the race. And the real objec- 
t iv i ty  i s  tha t  which i s  ob jec t ive  to  the  whole  
human  r a ce,  ove r  ag a in s t  i t ,  and  no t  mere l y  
f acing you or me within i t .  The rea l  object ive  
element in the atonement, therefore, is that God  
made i t  and gave i t  f in i shed to  man,  not  tha t  
i t  wa s  made  to  God by  man .  Any  a tonement  
made  by  man  wou ld  be  s ub j e c t ive,  howeve r  
much it might be made for man by his brother,  
or by a representative of entire Humanity. 

§ 

But  we  have  a  c e r t a i n  f a r the r  d i f f i cu l t y  to  
f ace here.  I f  i t  was  God that  made the a tone- 
ment—which i t  cer ta in ly  was  in Chr i s t i ani ty- 
then was i t  not made to man? Can God recon- 
c i l e  H imse l f ?  And  c an  t h e  a t onemen t  mean  
any th ing  more  t h an  t h e  a t t un ing  o f  man  t o  
God—that i s  to say,  of  individual  men in their  
sub jec t ive  exper ience?  God then say s  to  each  
soul,  “Be reconciled. See, I have put My anger  
away.” Can  such  a t tun ing  o f  Himse l f  by  God  
have  fo r  i t s  re su l t s  any th ing  more  than  ind i - 
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v i du a l  c onve r s i on ?  Now,  c onve r s i on  me an s  
mu c h ,  bu t  i t  d o e s  n o t  m e a n  t h e  w h o l e  o f  
Chr i s t i an i t y.  Reconc i l i a t i on  mean s  the  l i f e - 
communion of  the race.  But,  i f  God made the  
a tonement ,  i t  might  seem tha t  the  re su l t  and  
ef fect of this  atonement could only be reached  
g radual ly by the attuning of individual  men to  
God.  I t  would seem to des t roy the tota l i ty  o f  
t h e  r a c e ,  o r  ( t o  emp loy  ano th e r  wo rd  even  
more  u se fu l )  the  so l ida r i t y  o f  the  r ace.  Tha t  
would  seem to  be  the  e f fec t ;  and i t  i s  such a  
s e r iou s  e f f ec t ,  fo r  th i s  re a son :  tha t  i t  a f f ec t s  
t h e  un ive r s a l i t y  o f  Ch r i s t ’s  wo rk .  Wha t eve r  
a f f ec t s  the  un ive r s a l i t y  o f  Chr i s t ’s  work  cu t s  
the g round from under agg ress ive Chr is t ianity,  
f ro m  u n d e r  m i s s i o n s ,  w h e t h e r  a t  h o m e  o r  
a b ro a d .  T h ey  c a n n o t  t h r i ve  e x c e p t  u p o n  a  
f a i th  which means  the univer sa l i ty  of  Chr i s t ’s  
work ,  wh i ch  mean s  ag a in  the  so l i d a r i t y,  the  
organic  uni ty,  o f  the  whole  human race.  And  
the conver sion of a race is  a work that exceeds  
conver s ion and i s  redempt ion.  About  that  the  
O l d  Te s t amen t  a nd  t h e  New  Te s t amen t  a re  
at one. 

But ,  you say,  you do not  have the so l idar i ty  
of the human race in the Old Testament. Well ,  
you do, and you do not. What you have f ace to  
f ace  wi th God in the Old Tes tament  i s  a  co l- 
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lect ive  nat ion,  I s rae l .  We sha l l  never  read the  
Old  Tes t ament  wi th  t r ue  under s t and ing  unt i l  
we real i se that .  That i s  one of the g reat things  
moder n scholar ship has  brought home to us— 
that the vis-à-vis of God in the Old Testament is  
I s r ae l  and  no t  the  ind iv idua l  Jew.  Gradua l l y,  
a s  the Old Testament develops  in spir i tua l  in- 
t imacy,  you have th i s  chang ing and becoming  
intense ly individual ,  a s  in the la ter  Psa lms.  In  
Jeremiah i t  became so especia l ly.  The g reates t  
pref igurat ion of  Chr i s t ’s  individual  sol i tude in  
t he  O ld  Te s t amen t  i s  Je remi ah .  Bu t  bo th  o f  
them were  rep re s en t a t ive  o r  co l l e c t ive  ind i - 
viduals. They condensed the people. The object  
t h a t  f a ced  God  in  the  Old  Te s t amen t  in  the  
main was  not  pr imar i ly  the individua l  soul ,  i t  
wa s  t h e  s o u l  o f  t h e  n a t i o n  o f  I s r a e l ,  e ve n  
though it was sometimes reduced to a remnant.  
What  took  p l ace  when I s r ae l  made  the  g rea t  
re f u s a l  o f  Chr i s t ?  The re  wa s  s e t  up  ano the r  
collective unity, the Church, the new Israel, the  
sp i r i tua l  I s r ae l ,  the  l and le s s ,  homele s s  I s r ae l ,  
whose home was  in Him, the univer sa l  I s rae l ,  
the  new Humani ty  o f  the  new covenant .  The  
Church became the prophecy and pref iguration  
o f  t he  un i t y  o f  Human i t y.  I t  i s  t h rough  the  
Church a lone that  the uni ty  of  Humani ty  can  
be  con summated ,  becau se  i t  i s  po s s i b l e  on ly 
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through the  gospe l .  And the  preacher  o f  th i s  
gospel in the world is the collective Church. 

We must, therefore, avoid every idea of atone- 
ment which seems to reduce it to God’s dealing  
with a  mass  of  indiv idua l s  ins tead of  with the  
race a s  a  whole- ins tead of  a  rac ia l ,  a  soc ia l ,  a  
col lect ive sa lvat ion, in which a lone each indi- 
v idua l  ha s  h i s  p l ace  and par t .  Our  Prote s t an t  
theology has  been too indiv idua l i s t ,  too l i t t le  
co l l e c t iv i s t .  And  th a t  h a s  h ad  s e r i ou s  s oc i a l  
consequences  as  wel l  a s  theolog ica l .  The bas i s  
of  a  socia l  sa lvat ion i s  the f ina l  redemption in  
one act  of  the tota l  race.  And that  act  was the  
Cross of Christ. 
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IV 

RECONCILIATION, ATONEMENT, AND  
JUDGMENT 

THE poin t  a t  which  I  b roke  o f f  ye s t e rday  
w a s  t h i s .  I  w a s  p o i n t i n g  o u t  t h a t  

ob j e c t ive  a tonemen t  i s  ab so lu t e l y  nece s s a r y.  
Of  cour se,  i t  i s  qu i t e  nece s s a r y  a l so  tha t  we  
s hou ld  know wha t  i s  mean t  by  an  ob j e c t ive  
a t o n e m e n t .  T h e  r e a l  o b j e c t i ve  e l e m e n t  i n  
a tonement  i s  no t  tha t  someth ing  was  o f f e red  
t o  G o d ,  b u t  t h a t  G o d  m a d e  t h e  o f f e r i n g .  
A n d  i n  t h i s  c o n n e c t i o n  I  h i n t e d  t h a t  my  
r ema r k s  t o - d ay  a nd  t o -mo r row  wou l d  h ave  
to  fo l low the idea  a l so,  tha t  God’s  a tonement  
in i t i a l l y  was  made  on beha l f  o f  the  r ace,  and  
on behal f  of  individual s  in so f ar  as  they were  
member s  o f  the  r a ce.  The  f i r s t  cha rge  upon  
Chr is t  and His Cross  was the reconci l ia t ion of  
the race, and of its individuals by implication. 

We s tar t  to-day,  then,  f rom the pos i t ion that  
God made the atonement. This (we saw) suggests 
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a  number of  ques t ions ,  not  to say di f f icu l t ie s .  
I f  God made the atonement, but reconci l iat ion  
mean t  no  more  th an  s imp ly  the  mov ing  and  
a t tuning of  indiv idua l  men in thei r  subject ive  
e xpe r i en c e,  i t  m i gh t  s e em  a s  t hough  i t  d e - 
s t royed the so l idar i ty  of  mankind and made i t  
g r anu l a r .  And  t h e  p e r i l  t h e re  i s  t h a t  wha t - 
ever  des t roys  that ,  des t roys  the univer sa l i ty  of  
Ch r i s t ’s  wo rk .  Bu t  t h a t  a t om i sm  i s  no t  t h e  
Gospe l .  To  reduce  the  reconc i l i a t ion  mere ly  
t o  t h e  a g g re g a t e  o f  i n d iv i d u a l  c o nve r s i o n s  
wou l d  b e  a  t o t a l  m i s re p re s en t a t i on  o f  New  
Testament reconciliation, which is both solidary  
and final. 

Then  the re  i s  ano the r  d i f f i cu l t y.  I f  we  s ay  
that  the one object  o f  the a tonement  was  not  
the reconciliation of God, but the reconciliation  
o f  man  to  God ,  then  i t  l ook s  a s  t hough  the  
work of  Chr i s t  became only  the  g rand he l io- 
g raph f rom d iv ine  he ight s ,  the  ch ie f  word in  
what I might call a language of signs; as though  
i t  were  on ly  the  l e ad ing  expre s s ion  o f  God ’s  
will towards men, instead of something actually  
done,  and not  mere ly  sa id  or  shown,  by God,  
something rea l ly  done f rom the depth of  God  
Who is the action of the world, something eter- 
nally chang ing the whole situation, and destiny,  
and responsibil i ty of our race. If God in Chr ist 
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s imply sa id the most  powerful  word about His  
goodwil l ,  His  p lacabi l i ty,  and His  readiness  to  
forg ive,  that  would destroy the per manence of  
Chr i s t- the depth of  His  work,  and the height  
of  His  p lace.  Thus God would be say ing  more  
than He did ;  and we have a natural  and proper  
diff iculty in thoroughly trusting people who say  
more  than  they  do.  I f  Chr i s t  were  s imp ly  an  
expression of God’s love, then His Cross would  
s imp ly  be  wha t  i s  c a l l ed  an  ob j ec t - l e s son  o f  
God ’s  l ove ;  o r  i t  wou ld  s imp ly  be  a  w i tne s s  
to  the  se r ious  way in  which God take s  man’s  
s in;  or i t  might even be no more than the ex- 
p r e s s i o n  o f  t h e  s t ro n g  c o nv i c t i o n  o f  J e s u s  
about  i t .  We are  exposed to  the  danger  there  
a lway s  i s  w h e n  we  m a ke  r eve l a t i o n  a  wo rd  
r a ther  than a  deed ,  someth ing sa id  in s tead  o f  
something done,  when we make i t  mani fe s t a- 
t i on  on ly  and  no t  redempt ion .  The  work  o f  
Chr i s t  would  be  on ly  someth ing educa t iona l ,  
o r  a t  m o s t  i m p r e s s i ve .  A n d  w h a t  h a p p e n s  
t hen ?  I f  t h e  work  o f  Chr i s t  i s  on l y  impre s - 
s ive ly  educat iona l ,  i f  the need and va lue of  i t  
cea se s  when we have  recogni sed  i t s  meaning ,  
w h e n  we  h ave  t a ke n  G o d ’s  wo rd  f o r  i t  i n  
C h r i s t  t h a t  H e  d o e s  r e a l l y  l ove  u s ,  w h a t  
h a p p e n s  t h e n ?  W hy,  a s  s o o n  a s  t h e  l e s s o n  
had been lear nt ,  the work of  Chr i s t  might  be 
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l e f t  b eh ind .  The re  a re  a  g re a t  many  peop l e  
to-day  who a re  Chr i s t i an  in  a  way,  bu t  have  
very loose ideas as to what is involved central ly  
in their  Chr is t ianity.  Many of them are in this  
position I descr ibe—they think they can ignore  
Chr i s t  and the work of  Chr i s t  s ince they have  
a s s i m i l a t e d  t h e  l e s s o n  t h e s e  t a u g h t .  I f  t h e  
Cross  i s  a  kind of pract ica l  parable which God  
s e t  f o r th  o f  H i s  l ove  and  Hi s  w i l l i ngne s s  t o  
save,  then when the parable has  done i t s  work  
i t  can be forgotten.  When the les son has  been  
taught ,  the example can be put  away into the  
s choo l  s to re- room unt i l  we  wan t  i t  aga in .  i t  
is exhausted for the time being, until somebody  
e l se comes who needs the same lesson. In that  
c a s e  t he  work  o f  Chr i s t  s imp ly  s i nk s  t o  the  
l eve l  o f  o the r  va luab l e  even t s  i n  the  h i s to r y  
o f  re l i g i on .  I t  i s  no t  f on t a l  bu t  ep i sod i c.  I t  
represents the transition from Judaism to a reli- 
g ion of  Humanity.  I t  represents  a  g reat  move- 
ment in the his tory of  re l ig ion, when re l ig ion  
c e a s ed  t o  be  n a t i ona l  and  p a r t i cu l a r i s t ,  a nd  
became universal, when it ceased to be r itual and  
became sp i r i tua l .  The  dea th  o f  Chr i s t  wou ld  
thus  be  a  g rea t  monument  in  the  pa s t ,  which  
f ades  out of  s ight as  we sur mount i t  and leave  
i t  behind;  and i t  does  not  re ta in  a  per manent  
meaning and function at the centre of our faith. 
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§ 

I said that the work of Chr ist  meant not only  
an act ion on man, i t  meant an act ion on God.  
Yet  I  po in ted  out  tha t  i t  was  more  f a l se  than  
true to say that Chr ist and His death reconciled  
God to man.  I  sa id that  we must  in some way  
construe the matter as God reconciling Himself .  
I t  wa s  ou t  o f  t h e  qu e s t i on  t o  t h i nk  o f  a ny  
re conc i l i a t i on  e f f e c t ed  upon  God  by  a  th i rd  
p a r t y  s t a nd i ng  b e tween  God  and  man .  God  
cou ld  no t  be  re conc i l ed  by  man  no r  by  one  
ne i the r  God  no r  man .  The  on ly  a l t e r na t ive,  
therefore, is that God should reconcile Himself .  
But then i s  there not something in that  which  
seems  a  l i t t l e  forced and unnatura l ?  Did  God  
have to compel  Himsel f  to change His  fee l ing  
about us? Did He force Himself to be g racious?  
There  i s  someth ing wrong here  sure ly,  some- 
th ing tha t  needs  ad jus tment ,  exp lana t ion,  re- 
statement in some way. 

Are  we  ob l i ged  to  suppo se  tha t  i f  God  d id  
reconcile Himself it was in the sense of changing  
H i s  ow n  h e a r t  a n d  a f f e c t i o n  t owa rd s  u s ?  I  
have pointed out that the hear t of God towards  
u s ,  H i s  g r a c iou s  d i spo s i t i on  toward s  u s ,  wa s  
from His own holy eternity; that g race is of the  
unchangeable.  God in that  re spect  had not  to  
be  changed .  Wa s  He  changed  a t  a l l  t hen ?  I f 



104	 reconciliation and atonement�

His  hear t  was  not  changed,  what  remained in  
H i m  t o  b e  c h a n g e d ,  w h a t  wa s  c h a n g e d  i n  
connection with the work of Christ? 

There  was  a  change.  And I  am going  to  a sk  
you to recognise here another of those valuable  
distinctions of which the man without the evan- 
gelical exper ience and its theolog ical discipline  
i s  s o  impa t i en t .  A s  I  wo rk  my  way  t h rough  
the diff iculties and questions that present them- 
selves, over and over again I perceive that many  
of the dif f icult ies that seem so ser ious to some  
tu r n  en t i re ly  upon some va luable  d i s t inc t ion  
that has been ignored, often for lack of deep reli- 
g ion or due profes s ional  educat ion.  Of cour se  
t h e  man  i n  t h e  s t re e t  s ay s ,  a s  s oon  a s  h e  i s  
a sked to  d i s t ingu i sh ,  tha t  tha t  i s  ge t t ing  in to  
the  reg ion of  subt le t ie s .  Never  mind the man  
in the street.  The dist inguished per son for him  
i s  the  pe r son  wi th  the  l e a s t  d i s t inc t ion  f rom  
himsel f ,  the per son who g ives  him most  sa t i s- 
faction with least trouble, the person who works  
in black and white with no shades. Besides, the  
man in the street is not devoted to his Bible, nor  
to getting into the inter ior of the Bible, as you  
p re a che r s  a re.  We  mus t  t ake  ou r  way,  God ’s  
way,  and fol low the subt le and searching Holy  
Sp i r i t  a s  He l ead s  and  speaks  in  and  through  
the quest ions that ar i se to our ear nest  thought 
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concerning Chr ist ’s  death. And the man in the  
street must be left to the g race which has taken  
us in from the street. 

T h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  I  a s k  yo u  t o  o b s e r ve  i s  
be tween a  change  o f  f ee l ing  and  a  change  o f  
t re a tmen t ,  be tween  a f f e c t ion  and  d i s c ip l i ne,  
between fr iendly feel ing and fr iendly relat ions.  
God ’s  f e e l i ng  t owa rd  u s  neve r  needed  to  be  
c h ang ed .  Bu t  God ’s  t r e a tmen t  o f  u s ,  God ’s  
pract ica l  re la t ion to us—that  had to change.  I  
have pointed out that the relation between God  
and man in reconciliation is a personal one, and  
t h a t ,  whe re  you  h ave  re a l  p e r s on a l  re l a t i on  
and per sonal communion, i f  there is  change on  
one  s ide  the re  mus t  be  change  on  the  o ther.  
The question is  as to the nature of the change.  
We have bar red out the possibility of its being a  
change of  a f fect ion,  of  hatred into g race.  God  
never ceased to love us even when He was most  
ang r y  and  s eve re  w i th  u s .  I t  w i l l  no t  do  t o  
a b o l i s h  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  G o d ’s  a n g e r  t owa rd s  
us .  True love i s  qui te  capable  o f  be ing ang r y,  
a nd  mu s t  b e  a ng r y  a nd  even  s h a r p  w i t h  i t s  
b e l ove d  c h i l d r e n .  L e t  u s  f i x  o u r  a t t e n t i o n  
more closely upon this distinction of mood and  
manner. 
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§ 

Take the parable  of  the prodiga l  for  i l lus t ra- 
t i on .  The re  a re  tho s e  who  s ay  you  have  the  
whole of the gospel real ly in the parable of the  
prodiga l  son,  that  that  was  the culminat ion of  
Chr i s t ’s  g rand revela t ion of  God. Wel l ,  i f  that  
we re  so  the  wonde r  to  me  i s ,  f i r s t ,  t h a t  the  
apostles never seem to have used it; and, second,  
tha t  hav ing  de l ive red  th i s  pa r abl e  Chr i s t  d id  
not at once consider His mission discharged and  
retur n to heaven.  Or,  on the other hand,  why  
did He not continue to live to a r ipe and useful  
age, reiterating in var ious forms and in different  
set t ings this  wait ing (but iner t)  love and g race  
of  God? We are moved sometimes to think He  
m igh t  h ave  done  we l l  h ad  He  no t  p rovoked  
death so ear ly,  had He remained, l ike John, to  
s eve n t y  o r  n i n e t y  ye a r s  o f  a g e  c o n t i nu a l l y  
publishing, applying, and spreading the message  
which He gave His disciples.  But you have not  
the whole gospel in the parable of the prodigal  
son .  Wha t  i s  the  func t ion  o f  a  pa r ab l e ?  I t  i s  
one of the g reat  discover ies  and lessons taught  
us by modern scholar ship, that parables are not  
a l l egor ie s ,  because  they  ex i s t  fo r  the  s ake  o f  
one  c en t r a l  i d e a .  Wh i l e  we  may  a l l ow  ou r - 
selves, under the suggestion of the Holy Spir it ,  
to receive hint s  of  edi fy ing t ruth f rom thi s  or 
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the  o the r  pha s e  o r  de t a i l  o f  the  pa r ab l e,  we  
have chiefly to ask, What was it in the mind of  
Chr i s t  fo r  the  s ake  o f  which  He u t te red  th i s  
parable?  Each parable  put s  in  an ample  ambi t  
one centra l  idea .  Now the one r u l ing idea  in  
the  parable  o f  the  prodiga l  son i s  the  idea  o f  
the centrality, the completeness, the undeserved- 
ness, the freeness, fullness, whole-heartedness of  
God’s  g race- the abso lute  fu l lnes s  o f  i t ,  r a ther  
than the method of  i t s  ac t ion.  But  however  a  
parable might preach that  fu l lness ,  i t  took the  
Cross and all its train to g ive it effect, to put it  
into act ion, l i fe,  and his tory,  to charge i t  with  
the  Sp i r i t .  Those  who te l l  u s  tha t  the  whole  
go s p e l  i s  embod i ed  i n  t h e  p a r a b l e  s ay,  You  
ob s e r ve  no th ing  i s  s ugge s t ed  i n  t h e  p a r ab l e  
about the Cross  and the Atonement;  therefore  
the  Cros s  and  the  Atonement  a re  subsequent  
and g ratui tous addi t ions ,  confus ing the gospel  
o f  g r a c e.  Bu t  t h a t  t u r n s  Ch r i s t  i n to  a  me re  
preacher,  in s tead o f  the  cent re  o f  the  wor ld ’s  
history. Bear in mind also that this parable was  
spoken by the Chr ist  who had the Cross in the  
ver y  s t r uc ture  o f  Hi s  per sona l i ty  a s  i t s  voca- 
tion, and at the root, therefore, of all His words.  
That Cross was deep embedded in the very struc- 
ture of  Chr i s t ’s  Per son,  because nowadays  you  
cannot separate His Per son from His vocat ion, 
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from the work He came to do, and the words He  
c ame  to  s p e ak .  The  Cro s s  wa s  no t  s imp l y  a  
f a te  awai t ing Chr i s t  in the future;  i t  pervaded  
subl iminal ly His holy Per son. He was born for  
the  Cro s s .  I t  wa s  Hi s  gen iu s ,  Hi s  de s t iny.  I t  
was  qui te  inevi table  that ,  in a  world l ike thi s ,  
One holy as Jesus was holy should come to the  
C ro s s .  T h e  p a r a b l e  wa s  s p o ke n  by  O n e  i n  
w h o m  t h e  C ro s s  a n d  a l l  i t  s t a n d s  f o r  we re  
l a t e n t  i n  H i s  i d e a  o f  G o d ;  a n d  i t  b e c a m e  
p a t en t ,  c ame  to  t he  s u r f a c e,  b e c ame  a c tu a l ,  
a nd  p r a c t i c a l ,  a nd  powe r f u l  i n  t h e  s t re s s  o f  
man ’s  c r i s i s  a nd  t h e  f u l l n e s s  o f  God ’s  t ime.  
Tha t  i s  an  impor t an t  ph r a s e.  Chr i s t  H imse l f  
c ame in  a  fu l lne s s  o f  t ime.  The  Cros s  which  
consummated and crowned Chr i s t  came in i t s  
fu l lness  of  t ime.  The t ime was not fu l l  dur ing  
Chr ist’s life for preaching an atonement that life  
cou ld  never  make.  Hence  a s  to  the  method  of  
God’s  f ree  and  f lowing  g race  the  pa rable  ha s  
n o t h i n g  t o  s a y.  I t  d o e s  n o t  e ve n  s a y  t h a t  
t h e  f a t h e r  we n t  s e e k i n g  t h e  p ro d i g a l .  T h e  
s eek ing  g r a ce  o f  God  we  f ind  the re  a s  l i t t l e  
a s  t h e  r e d e e m i n g  g r a c e .  A n d  s o  a l s o  yo u  
h ave  n o t  t h e  m o d e  o f  g r a c e ’s  a c t i o n  o n  a  
wo r l d .  But ,  speak ing  o f  wha t  you  do  have  in  
t h e  p a r ab l e ,  t h e  f a t h e r  knows  no  ch ange  o f  
f ee l ing  towards  the  prodiga l ;  ye t  cou ld  he  go 
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o n  m a k i n g  n o  d i f f e r e n c e ?  C o u l d  h e  g o  o n  
t rea t ing  the  prod iga l  a s  though he  never  had  
become a prodigal?  He did not cer ta inly when  
h e  r e t u r n ed ;  a nd  a s  l i t t l e  c ou l d  h e  b e f o re .  
H i s  he a r t  f o l l owed  the  p rod ig a l ,  bu t  h i s  re - 
l a t ion s ,  h i s  con f idence,  h i s  in t e rcour se  were  
w i th  h i s  b ro the r.  So  long  a s  the  son  i s  p ro- 
d iga l  he  cannot  be  t rea ted a s  though he were  
o therwi se.  Even repentance  needs  some gua- 
r an t e e  o f  p e r manence.  The  f a t he r ’s  h e a r t  i s  
the same,  but  hi s  t reatment must  be di f ferent .  
Case s  have  been known where  the  f a ther  had  
to  expe l  the  bl ack  sheep  f rom the  f ami ly  fo r  
t h e  s a k e  o f  t h e  o t h e r s .  L ov i n g  t h e  p o o r  
c re a tu re  a l l  t h e  s ame,  he  ye t  f ound  i t  qu i t e  
impossible, in the interests of the whole f amily,  
to  t rea t  h im a s  though he  were  l ike  the  re s t .  
So God needed no placation, but He could not  
exercise His kindness to the prodigal world, He  
cer tainly could not restore communion with its  
individuals, without doing some act which per- 
manently a l tered the relat ion. And this  i s  what  
set  up that world’s  reconci l iat ion with Him. It  
was set up by an act of cr isis, of judgment. 

§ 

Remember  a lway s  we  a re  de a l i ng  w i th  t he  
wor ld in the f i r s t  ins tance and not  with indi- 
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vidual s .  I  constant ly come back upon that ,  for  
the  or thodox and the i r  c r i t i c s  forget  i t  a l ike.  
I  suppose  the  prod iga l  was  a  s l ave,  I  suppose  
he had sold himself to that vi le work of swine- 
f eed ing .  When he  re tu r ned  I  suppose  he  r an  
away f rom his  master.  But the prodiga l  world,  
of  cour se,  could not run away from it s  master,  
i t  cou ld  not  r un away f rom the  power  tha t  i t  
was  ens l aved to.  “Myse l f  am he l l .” Suppos ing  
now the prodigal had not been able to run away.  
Suppos ing  he  had  been  gua rded  a s  a  conv ic t  
i s  guarded,  then he could  only  come back by  
be ing  bought  o f f .  As  soon a s  you  go  beyond  
t h e  one  t h eme  o f  t h e  p a r a b l e ,  t h e  a b s o l u t e  
heartiness of grace, and begin to think of grace’s  
methods with a world, this point must be f aced  
by  a l l  who  a re  more  th an  pooh-pooh  s en t i - 
menta l i s t s  in  the i r  re l i g ion .  We have  to  dea l  
with a  world in a  bondage i t  could not break.  
I f  the prodiga l  could not  have ar i sen to go to  
his  f ather ;  i f  the elder brother had sold up the  
whole f ar m, reduced himsel f  to pover ty,  taken  
t h e  s um  i n  h i s  h and ,  f o l l owed  t h e  p rod i g a l  
into the f ar country, and there spent the whole  
amount  in  buy ing  h i s  b ro the r ’s  manumi s s ion  
f r o m  h i s  m a s t e r  b e f o r e  a  j u d g e ;  a n d  i f  i t  
wa s  a l l  done  by  mutua l  pur pose  and  consen t  
o f  h imse l f  and  h i s  f a ther ;  would  not  tha t  ac t 
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be  a  g re a t  and  e f f e c t ive  th ing ,  no t  s o  much  
in producing repentance but in a harder matter 
—in destroying a l ien and making absolute cer- 
t a in ty  o f  the  f a the r ’s  fo rg ivene s s ?  He  i s  su re  
because the f a ther  not  only says  but  pays .  His  
me re  re p en t an c e  cou l d  no t  make  h im  s u re ,  
could not p lace him at  home again,  could not  
put him where he set out. His mere repentance  
could turn his  hear t  to his  f ather,  but i t  could  
not break the bar and f i l l  him with cer tainty of  
h i s  f a the r ’s  love  and  fo rg ivene s s .  And tha t  i s  
what the s inner wants ,  and what the g reat  and  
classic penitents f ind it so hard to believe. Now,  
t he  p a r ab l e  t e l l s  u s  o f  t he  f re ene s s  o f  God ’s  
g race,  and i t s  fu l lnes s ,  but  the Cross  enact s  i t  
and inser t s  i t  in rea l  hi s tor y.  I t  shows to what  
a  length that  g race could go in deal ing with a  
di f f icul ty otherwise insuperable when we tur n  
f rom  a  s i n g l e  p rod i g a l  t o  a  wo r l d .  The  a c t  
wh ich  I  have  de sc r ibed  by  a  New Tes t ament  
ex ten s ion  o f  the  pa r able—the  ac t  o f  Chr i s t ’s  
Cross—is not s imply to produce individual  re- 
pentance,  but  i t  ha s  i t s  g rea t  e f f ec t  upon the  
re l a t ion o f  the  whole  wor ld  to  God.  And the  
j udgment ,  the  payment ,  wa s  on  tha t  s c a l e.  I  
wi l l  show you l a t e r  tha t  i t  wa s  not  pa in  tha t  
was paid but holy obedience. 

What  the e lder  brother  does  in  the suppos i- 
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t ion I  have made i s  twofo ld .  F i r s t ,  he  secures  
the liberation, he deals with the equitable condi- 
tions of the release. Secondly, he also acts upon  
the prodigal’s hear t and conf idence. In the f ir st  
case he meets  cer ta in judic ia l  condit ions ,  cer- 
tain social conditions, ethical conditions, bound  
up with the exi s t ing order,  the law of  society  
i n  wh i ch  t h e  p rod i g a l  wa s  l i v i n g .  Bu t  i t  i s  
s a i d  s ome t ime s  t h a t  t h e re  t h e  an a l ogy  f a i l s ,  
becau se  the  e lde r  son ,  a c t ing  fo r  the  f a the r,  
in my extens ion of  the s tor y,  has  to dea l  with  
a  law which i s  outs ide hi s  control  and outs ide  
the  f a the r ’s  con t ro l ;  he  ha s  to  dea l  w i th  the  
law of society,  with the law of the land where  
t h e  p rod i g a l  wa s .  Whe re a s ,  i f  you  come  t o  
th ink  about  God,  the re  can  be  no  soc i a l  and  
moral conditions which are outside His control.  
There, i t  i s  said, your i l lustration breaks down.  
God  cou l d  i gno re  any  s u ch  imped imen t s  a t  
Hi s  lov ing  wi l l .  Now,  tha t  i s  ju s t  the  c r uc i a l  
m i s t ake  th a t  you  make,  th a t  even  Kan t  doe s  
not  a l low us  to  make.  God cou ld  do noth ing  
of  the kind. So f ar  the omnipotence of God i s  
a limited omnipotence. He could not tr ifle with  
His own holiness. He could will nothing against  
His  holy nature,  and He could not abol i sh the  
j udgmen t  bound  up  w i th  i t .  Noth ing  in  the  
compass of the divine nature could enable Him 
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to abolish a moral law, the law of holiness. That  
would be tamper ing with His own soul.  I t  had  
to be dealt with. Is the law of ’ God more loose  
than the law of society? Can i t  be taken l iber- 
t i e s  w i th ,  p l ayed  w i th ,  and  pu t  a s i d e  a t  t he  
impu l s e  even  o f  l ove ?  How l i t t l e  we  shou ld  
come to think of God’s love if that were possible!  
How e s s en t i a l  the  ho l ine s s  o f  tha t  love  i s  to  
our respect for it and our faith in its unchange- 
a b l ene s s !  I f  God ’s  l ove  we re  no t  e s s en t i a l l y  
ho ly  love,  in  cour se  o f  t ime  mank ind  wou ld  
cea se  to  re spec t  i t ,  and consequent ly  to  t r u s t  
i t .  We  need  no t  a  f ond  l ove,  bu t  a  l ove  we  
can trust ,  and for ever.  What love wants i s  not  
s imply  love in  re sponse,  but  re spect  and con- 
f idence.  In the br ing ing up of  chi ldren to-day  
one  o f t en  w i she s  t hey  h ad  more  t r a i n ing  i n  
re spec t ,  even  i f  l e s s  in  a f f ec t ion .  God ’s  ho ly  
l aw i s  His  own holy nature.  His  love i s  under  
t he  cond i t i on  o f  e t e r n a l  re s pec t .  I t  i s  qu i t e  
unchangeable.  I t  i s  ju s t  a s  much  ou t s ide  Hi s  
ope r a t i on ,  s o  f a r  a s  ab roga t i on  goe s ,  a s  wa s  
t h e  l aw  o f  t h e  f a r  c oun t r y  t o  t h e  f a t h e r  o f  
the prodigal. 

§ 

What was there in the work of  Chr i s t  which  
went beyond a mere impressive declaration of a  
God who could not help being gracious, but fell 
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on  the  p rod iga l ’s  neck  wi thout  more  ado?  I t  
wa s  so l id a r y  judgment .  I  am urg ing  tha t  the  
d i f f i cu l ty  we have in  answer ing tha t  ques t ion  
is due to our modern individualism. Individual- 
i sm has  done i t s  work for  Chr i s t iani ty for  the  
t ime  b e i ng ,  a nd  we  a re  now su f f e r i ng  f rom  
i t s  a f ter-ef fect s .  We do not rea l i se  that  we are  
each one of  us  saved in a  rac ia l  s a lva t ion.  We  
are each one of us saved in the salvation of the  
race, in a col lect ivis t  redemption. What Chr ist  
s aved  wa s  t h e  who l e  human  r a c e .  Wha t  He  
bought,  i f  we may provis ional ly use the meta- 
phor,  was  the  Church,  and not  any agg rega te  
of isolated souls. So great is a soul, and so great  
i s  i t s  s in, that each man is only saved by an act  
which at the same t ime saves the whole world.  
I f  you reduce or postpone Chr is t ’s  ef fect  upon  
the totality of the world, you are in the long run  
p repar ing  the  way  for  a  poor  e s t imate  o f  the  
human  sou l .  The  more  you  abo l i s h  t he  s i g - 
ni f icance of Chr is t ’s  redeeming death once for  
al l ,  the more you are doing to lower Humanity  
moral ly,  and make i t  a less  precious thing than  
the  co smic  wor ld  a round u s .  My p lea  i s  tha t  
with no atonement, no solidary judgment of sin,  
you reduce reconciliation not only to sentiment  
but to a piecemeal  ser ies  of  individual  repent- 
ance s  and  conve r s i on s ,  l e av ing  i t  a  p rob l em 
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whether  the  r ace  a s  a  whole  wi l l  be  s aved  a t  
l a s t .  Fo r  the  un ive r s a l i t y  o f  Chr i s t i an i t y  ( so  
dear to Broad Church) you must have that fore- 
gone f inality which the New Testament offers in  
the atonement. 

I  po in ted  out  to  you tha t  in  the  Old  Tes t a- 
ment, for the most part, what faced God was not  
this prophet or that saint, this king or that par- 
t i cu la r  juncture,  but  I s r ae l .  I  s a id  tha t  in  the  
subsequent  phase s  o f  Jewi sh  re l ig ion,  indeed,  
that idea has its detail f i l led in; and in the later  
psalms, in many of those psalms which we know  
could only have been wr itten after the captivity,  
you have pious individualism sometimes express- 
ing itsel f  very strongly. But there the two war- 
r ing notes were—new individualism and old col- 
lect ivi sm; and between these there never came  
complete reconci lement unti l  Chr is t  came and  
Chr ist’s work. What have we in that g reat text,  
John iii.16? “God so loved the world”—the world  
was  the pr ime object  o f  God’s  love—“God so  
loved the world, that He gave His only-begotten  
Son, that whosoever believeth on Him should not  
per i sh,  but have eter nal  l i fe.” Love in the f i r s t  
instance directed upon the world,  but directed  
upon the world in such a way that i t  should be  
t a ken  home  in  eve r y  i nd iv i dua l  expe r i ence.  
Mark  the  two words ,  “ the  wor ld” and “who- 
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soever.” Dwel l  upon the  cont r a s t .  God loved  
not  th i s  or  tha t  ind iv idua l ,  or  g roup o f  ind i- 
v idua l s ,  on ly.  “God so  loved  the  wor ld” tha t  
He did something to it in such a way that every  
individual “whosoever” should receive the bene- 
f i t ,  and receive i t  in the only way which made  
a  wor ld of  saved individua l s  poss ible.  You can  
n eve r  c o m p o u n d  a  s ave d  wo r l d  o u t  o f  a ny  
number  o f  s aved  ind iv idua l s .  But  God d id  so  
save the world as  to car r y individual  sa lvat ion  
in  the  s ame ac t .  The  Son o f  God was  not  an  
individual merely; He was the representative of  
the whole race, and its vis-à-vis, on its own scale.  
So that ,  in Ephesians,  the Church, in r i s ing to  
Chr ist, had to acquire the fullness of a complete  
and colossal man. No individual prophet of sal- 
vat ion could save the wor ld .  He could not  be  
capable of  a  pi ty g reat  enough, or a  love.  The  
world could only be saved by somebody as large  
a s  the  wor ld ,  and  indeed  l a rge r.  I f  he  cou ld  
no t  s ave  the  wor ld  he  cou ld  make  no  e t e r na l  
s a l va t i on  o f  a ny  i nd iv i du a l .  I t  i s  un ive r s a l ,  
e te r na l  s a lva t ion ever y  way—univer sa l  not  by  
the addition of all units, but in a solidary sense.  
What we are tempted to think of in our common  
version of Chr istianity is a mass of people, great  
o r  sma l l ,  a  ma s s  o f  i nd iv idua l s ,  e a ch  one  o f  
whom makes his  own terms with God and gets 
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di scharge  o f  h i s  s in .  I t  i s  s a lva t ion by pr iva te  
barga in.  In conver s ion ever y individua l  makes  
hi s  own peace with God through Jesus  Chr i s t ,  
so that the work of God becomes a mere change  
of attitude, feeling, or temper on the side of man  
after man. That is not the New Testament idea. 

Again, in speaking of the change in God, Chr ist  
has been represented as enabling God to forg ive  
by enabling Him to adjust His two attr ibutes of  
just ice and mercy within Himsel f .  Some theo- 
logians of the Reformation—Melancthon for one 
—spoke of Chr ist  in that f ashion. But we have  
en t i re l y  ou tg rown  th a t  way  o f  t h ink ing  and  
t a lk ing  about  i t .  I t  ha s  p roduced much d i f f i - 
cu l t y  and  s c ep t i c i sm .  Wha t  doe s  i t  p ro c eed  
upon?  I t  p roceed s  upon  a  c e r t a in  de f in i t i on  
o f  an  a t t r i bu t e,  a s  t hough  an  a t t r i bu t e  we re  
someth ing loose  wi th in  God which He could  
man ipu l a te—as  though the  a t t r ibu te s  o f  God  
were not  God Himse l f ,  unchangeable  God,  in  
c e r t a i n  re l a t i on s .  The  a t t r i bu t e s  o f  God  a re  
no t  t h i n g s  w i t h i n  H im s e l f  wh i ch  He  cou l d  
handle and adjust .  An at tr ibute of  God i s  God  
Himsel f  behaving, with a l l  His unity,  in a par- 
t i cu l a r  way  in  a  p a r t i cu l a r  s i t u a t i on .  God  i s  
a  th ink ing  God ,  l e t  u s  s ay.  He  ha s  the  a t t r i - 
bu t e  o f  t h o u g h t .  D o e s  t h a t  m e a n  t h a t  t h e  
a t t r i bu t e  o f  t h o u g h t  c o u l d  b e  t a ke n  away, 



118	 reconciliation and atonement�

that  God could d ives t  Himse l f  o f  i t ?  No.  The  
t hough t  o f  God  i s  s imp l y  God  th ink ing .  So  
a l s o  t h e  l ove  o f  God  i s  no t  a n  a t t r i bu t e  o f  
God ;  i t  i s  God  lov ing .  The  ho l ine s s  o f  God  
i s  no t  a n  a t t r i bu t e  o f  God ;  i t  i s  t h e  who l e  
God Himse l f  a s  ho ly.  There  i s  noth ing in  the  
B i b l e  a bou t  t h e  s t r i f e  o f  a t t r i bu t e s .  Ra the r  
remember 1  John i .  9 ,  “He i s  f a i thful  and jus t  
to forg ive us  our s ins .” I t  i s  in the exerci se  of  
His f a i thfulness  to Himself  and His observance  
o f  j u s t i c e  t h a t  He  shou ld  f o r g ive.  I t  l i e s  i n  
the  ve r y  ho l ine s s  th a t  condemns .  The re  i s  a  
s imilar text in the Psalms, “Thou ar t  merci ful ;  
Thou  g ive s t  t o  eve r y  man  a c co rd i ng  t o  h i s  
work .” He i s  the  f a i th fu l  and  ju s t  to  fo rg ive.  
There needed no adjustment of His justice with  
His forg iveness .  So al so in Isa iah, “A just  God  
and a Saviour.” There can therefore be no str ife  
of attr ibutes. 

§ 

What, then, does it mean when we hear about  
the anger of God being turned away? To beg in  
with, the anger of God means a great deal more  
t h an  H i s  p a s s i on ,  H i s  t empe r,  H i s  mode  o f  
fee l ing ,  more than anger  a s  an a f fec t ion.  The  
anger  of  God in the Bible  means  much ra ther  
t he  judgmen t  o f  God  in  the  re ac t ion  o f  H i s  
moral and spir itual order. The judgment of God 
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is perfectly compatible with His continued love,  
jus t  a s  a  f a ther ’s  punishment i s  per fect ly com- 
p a t i b l e  w i t h  h i s  l ove  f o r  h i s  c h i l d ren .  The  
f a ther  has  to di sc ip l ine hi s  chi ldren.  He ins t i- 
tu te s  cer t a in  l aws ,  the  ch i ldren d i sobey ;  they  
must be punished, or, using the more dignif ied  
ter m, judged.  The anger  of  God:  we sha l l  get  
the most meaning out of it when we think of it  
as the judgment of God, the exalted, inf lexible  
judgment of God. 

§ 

Taking a  s tep  fur ther,  i t  i s  judgment  on the  
wo r l d .  I t  s e e m s  a t  f i r s t  s i g h t  a s  t h o u g h  i t  
were meaningles s  to  speak a s  i f  God could be  
w ro th  w i t h  t h e  wo r l d  and  ye t  g r a c i ou s  and  
loving to individuals .  But I  may be very ang ry  
with a polit ical  par ty, yet I cher ish respect and  
l ove  fo r  ind iv idua l s  be long ing  to  tha t  p a r t y.  
We must be on our guard against nar row, indi- 
vidual views, against treating individuals accord- 
ing to their public and collective condemnation.  
We are created,  redeemed,  judged as  member s  
of a race or of a Church. Salvation is  per sonal,  
but i t  i s  not individual .  (There i s  another di s- 
t inc t ion for  you,  i f  you have come in  o f f  the  
s t ree t . )  I t  i s  per sona l  in  i t s  appropr ia t ion but  
collective in its nature. What did the Reforma- 
t ion stand for? Not for rel ig ious individualism. 
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But I  hear  some one asking in the back of  hi s  
mind, Was not the Reformation the char ter of  
pr ivate judgment and individual independence?  
I t  was  nothing of  the kind.  I t  was  the char ter  
of  per sonal  direct  f a i th and i t s  f reedom. What  
the Reformation did was to turn rel ig ion from  
being a thing mainly inst i tut ional  into a thing  
mainly per sonal .  The refor mer s were as  s t rong  
a s  the i r  opponent s  about  the  neces s i ty  o f  the  
Church for the soul-though as its home, not its  
ma s t e r.  They  we re  no t  i nd iv i du a l i s t s .  I nd i - 
vidual i sm is  f ata l  to f a i th.  I t  was the backbone  
o f  the  r a t iona l i sm and a the i sm o f  the  French  
Revolut ion.  The Refor mat ion s tands  for  per- 
sona l  re l ig ion and soc ia l  re l ig ion and not  for  
religious individualism. 

There  i s  no  such  th ing  a s  an  ab so lu te  ind i - 
v i dua l .  Wha t  i s  t h e  ch ange  t h a t  t a ke s  p l a c e  
when we a re  conver ted?  Our  change i s  rea l ly  
from one membership to another, from member- 
ship of the world to membership of the Church.  
When we become a member of the Church we are  
not really changed from individualism, but from  
membe r sh ip  o f  t he  wor l d .  I t  i s  membe r sh ip  
e i ther way.  The g reates t  egois t  and se l f- seeker  
is a member of the world. He could not indulge  
his egotism if it  were not for the society in the  
mids t  o f  which he  l ive s  and in to  which he  i s 
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ar t iculated.  He i s  a  member of  the world who  
exploits his membership instead of serving with  
i t .  When  we  a re  conve r t ed  we  a re  no t  con- 
ve r t ed  f rom a  shee r  and  ab so lu te  ind iv idua l .  
T h e r e  n eve r  wa s  s u c h  a  p e r s o n .  C e r t a i n l y  
Robin son Crusoe  was  not .  We a re  conver ted  
f rom member ship of  the world to member ship  
o f  Ch r i s t .  B e f o re  ou r  c onve r s i on  a nd  a f t e r  
we be l ong.  We are  not  abso lute,  so l i t a r y  ind i- 
v i d u a l s .  We  a r e  i n  a  s o c i e t y,  a n  o r g a n i s m .  
We  a re  m a d e  by  t h e  p a s t .  A n d  o u r  s e l f i s h ,  
godle s s  ac t ions  and in f luence go out ,  r ad ia te,  
a f fect  the organism as  they could not do were  
we absolute unit s .  They spread f ar  beyond our  
memor y  o r  con t ro l .  In  the  s ame  way  we  a re  
acted upon by the other people.  We are mem- 
ber s one of another both for evil and for good.  
When you are told that evil is only self ishness it  
is worth while bear ing this in mind. Even as sel- 
f ish men, as egoists, we belong—only to a pagan  
order instead of to Chr ist .  The sel f i sh man is a  
member of a kingdom of evil .  There is no such  
thing as  an absolute individual .  Hence, to save  
us,  to reconcile us,  involves the whole race we  
be long to.  Before God that  race i s  an organic  
un i t y.  I t  i s  no t  a  mere  ma s s  o f  a toms  jo ined  
toge the r  by  va r iou s  a rb i t r a r y  re l a t ion s ,  s ym- 
pathies, and aff inities. Hence, as the race before 
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God is one, a personal God is able to do for the  
race some one thing which at the same t ime is  
good for every person in it. 

§ 

But now, i f  the race is  a unity, where does i ts  
unity lie? Does it lie in our elementary affections  
for each other,  in the palpable re lat ionships of  
natura l  l i fe  with our parents ,  brother s ,  lover s ,  
and fr iends? Or is  the unity of the race s imply  
i t s  c a p a c i t y  f o r  b e i n g  o r g a n i s e d  by  s k i l f u l  
eng inee r s ?  I s  t h e  un i t y  o f  t h e  r a c e  l i ke  t h e  
u n i t y  o f  m a c h i n e s ?  N o.  T h e  u n i t y  o f  t h e  
r ace  i s  a  mora l  un i ty.  There fo re  i t  i s  a  un i ty  
o f  consc ience.  I f  you want  to  f ind  the  t r unk  
ou t  o f  wh i ch  a l l  t h e  l ove s  a nd  p r a c t i c e s  o f  
humanity proceed,  you must  go to conscience  
a t  t h e  c e n t r e .  T h a t  i s  w h e r e  t h e  u n i t y  o f  
Humani ty  l ie s .  I t  i s  in  the  consc ience,  where  
man  i s  membe r  o f  a  va s t  mo r a l  wo r l d .  I t  i s  
the  one change le s s  order  o f  the  mora l  wor ld ,  
emerg ing in  consc ience,  tha t  makes  man uni- 
ve r s a l .  Wha t  have  you  to  p reach  i f  you  have  
no gospel that goes to the foundations of human  
conscience? What g round have you for a social  
re l ig ion?  The mos t  un iver sa l  God i s  one  tha t  
goe s  t he re,  no t  t o  the  he a r t  i n  t he  s en s e  o f  
a f f e c t ion s ,  bu t  to  the  con sc i ence.  The  g re a t 
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mot ive  for  mis s ions  o f  ever y  h igh k ind i s  not  
s en t imen t ,  bu t  s a l va t i on .  I t  i s  d ange rou s  t o  
t a ke  you r  t h eo l ogy  f rom  poe t s  a nd  l i t e r a r y  
people. You quote, “One touch of nature makes  
the whole world kin.” Well, i f  you are going to  
build a relig ion on that, it will have a very short  
l i f e .  I n  t h e  l ong  r un  n a t u re  me an s  a n a rchy  
when taken by and for i t se l f .  But i t  was never  
mean t  to  be  t aken  by  i t s e l f .  I t  wa s  mean t  to  
go in a l l  e ter na l  context  with super-nature.  I t  
i s  no t  the  touch  o f  na tu re  tha t  make s  u s  k in  
enough for relig ion, for eternity, but the touch,  
and  more  than  a  touch ,  o f  the  supe r na tu r a l - 
not  na ture,  but  g race.  What  makes  the  wor ld  
God’s  wor ld  i s  the  ac t ion  and un i ty  o f  God’s  
moral order of which our conscience speaks. 

Now, i f  that  order  be broken,  how can i t  be  
hea led?  I f  I  s l i t  the  canvas  o f  th i s  t ent  i t  can  
be  pa tched.  I  make a  f i s sure,  but  i t  i s  not  i r - 
remediable. I simply get some one to stitch it up.  
At the worst I can have a new width put in. But  
if the moral order, and its universal solidar ity, its  
ho l ine s s ,  i s  b roken ,  how can  tha t  be  hea l ed?  
That  cannot be patched up.  I t  i s  not  mere ly a  
rent  in a  t i s sue,  a  gap in a  proces s ,  which the  
same proces s  goes  on to hea l  in to a  scar.  The  
moral law differ s from al l  natural law in having  
i n  i t  a  d e m a n d ,  a  c l a i m ,  a n  “ o u g h t ” o f  a 
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universal kind. It is all of one piece. We use the  
word “ l aw” in  a  loose  k ind o f  way.  We app ly  
the same word to g ravitat ion and to the moral  
law of retr ibution. It is that ambiguity of terms  
wh ich  l e ad s  u s  a s t r ay.  The  mora l  l aw d i f f e r s  
from every other law in having a demand, and a  
un ive r s a l  demand ,  a  c l a im upon  u s  fo r  eve r.  
And tha t  ha s  to  be  made  good a s  we l l  a s  the  
rents  and bruises  in us f rom our own col l i s ion  
w i th  i t .  I t  i s  no t  a  g ap  th a t  h a s  t o  be  made  
good and sound.  I t  i s  a  c la im, because we are  
here  in  a  mora l  and not  a  natura l  wor ld .  I t  i s  
one thing to make good a gap and another thing  
to make good a claim. The claim must be met.  
It will not do simply to draw the edges together  
by mere amendment, to have God here and man  
there,  and  g radua l l y  b r ing  them toge ther  t i l l  
t h e y  u n i t e .  I t  i s  t wo  m o r a l  p e r s o n s  w i t h  
moral  pass ions we have to do with.  I t  i s  moral  
re l a t ion sh ip  tha t  i s  in  que s t ion ,  communion ,  
t r u s t fu l  mutua l i ty,  i s  the  ob jec t  o f  the  d iv ine  
requirement.  I t  i s  a  case of moral ,  holy recon- 
c i l emen t .  I t  i s  t he  exp re s s i on  o f  God ’s  ho l y  
pe r sona l i t y  wheneve r  God  make s  H i s  c l a im .  
I t  i s  H imse l f  i n  ho ly,  change l e s s  pe r sona l i t y  
t h a t  s ay s ,  “Thou  sh a l t .” Then  the  c l a im  c an  
on ly  be  honoured  by  per sona l i t y  o f  acknow- 
l e d gmen t .  Bu t  wha t  do e s  t h a t  me an ?  Some 



	 reconciliation and atonement� 125

confession, some compunction—“I have sinned?”  
That i s  a  poor acknowledgment of  God’s  hol i- 
ness.  It  was neither in word nor in feel ing that  
we wounded that,  but in l i fe and deed. It  must  
be  acknowledged in  l ike  f a sh ion—prac t ica l ly.  
The holiness of God is the sum of all His action  
and relation to the world; and the acknowledg- 
ment of i t  must be made in l ike action. Do we  
acknowledge the holiness  of God’s inf inite law  
s imply when i t s  penalty wr ings from poor us a  
c on f e s s i on  o f  s i n ?  We  a cknow l edg e  n a t u r a l  
l aw  in  s p i t e  o f  ou r s e l ve s  when  we  su f f e r  i t s  
pena l ty  amid  our  rebe l l ion .  But  the  acknow- 
l edgment  o f  mora l ,  o f  ho ly  l aw i s  someth ing  
d i f f e ren t .  I t  mus t  be  ac t ive ly  acknowledged- 
acknowledged not in spi te  of  our se lves  but  by  
our selves,  with our whole hear t ;  and i t  cannot  
be acknowledged s imply by individual ,  or,  in- 
deed ,  any  su f f e r i ng .  Fo r  d iv ine  j udgmen t  i t  
mus t  be  acknowledged in  k ind and sca le,  and  
me t  by  a  l i ke  ho l ine s s .  Mere  su f f e r ing  i s  no  
acknowledgment  rea l ly ;  i t  i s  a  pure  seque l ;  i t  
i s  no t  a  con f e s s i on  o f  the  mora l  l aw  and  i t s  
r ighteousness, only of its power. Mere suffer ing  
i s  no confes s ion of  the hol ines s  of  God.  God,  
t r u ly,  migh t  and  doe s  a s s e r t  Hi s  power  upon  
our  def iance by making us  su f fer.  But  do you  
th ink any hol ines s ,  any loving hol ines s ,  could 
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be  s a t i s f i ed  wi th  mak ing  the  o f f ender  su f f e r ?  
The re  i s  on l y  one  th ing  th a t  c an  s a t i s f y  the  
hol iness  of  God, and that  i s  hol iness-adequate  
hol ines s .  To judge i s  to  secure  tha t  a t  cos t  o f  
any pain both to the judge and the culpr it .  But  
the pa in i s  not  the end.  Nothing,  no pena l ty,  
no pas s ionate remor se,  no verba l  acknowledg- 
ment ,  no r i tua l ,  can sa t i s fy  the  c l a im of  ho ly  
law—nothing but holiness ,  actual holiness ,  and  
ho l ine s s  upon the  s ame sca le  a s  the  one ho ly  
law which was broken. The confession must be  
a d e q u a t e .  F i x  t h a t  wo rd  i n  yo u r  m i n d .  A l l  
your repentance, and all the world’s repentance,  
would not be adequate to sat i s fying,  es tabl i sh- 
ing  the  b roken  l aw o f  ho ly  God .  Confe s s ion  
must  be adequate—as Chr i s t ’s  was .  We do not  
now speak  o f  Chr i s t ’s  su f f e r ing s  a s  be ing  the  
equ iva l en t  of  what  we deser ved ,  but  we speak  
of His confession of God’s holiness, his accept- 
ance  o f  God ’s  judgment ,  be ing  ad e qua t e  i n  a  
way  t h a t  s i n  f o r b a d e  a ny  a c k n ow l e d g m e n t  
f rom  u s  t o  b e .  Fo r  t h e  on l y  a d equ a t e  c on - 
f e s s ion  o f  a  ho ly  God i s  pe r f ec t l y  ho ly  man .  
Wo u n d e d  h o l i n e s s  c a n  o n l y  b e  m e t  b y  a  
pe r sona l  ho l ine s s  upon the  s ca l e  o f  the  r ace,  
upon the univer sal  scale of the s inful race, and  
upon the eternal scale of the holy God who was  
wounded .  I t  i s  no t  enough  t h a t  t h e  e t e r n a l 
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va l id i ty  of  the holy law should be dec lared a s  
some prophet  might  ar i se  and dec lare  i t ,  with  
power to make the wor ld admire,  a s  the g reat  
a n d  s u b l i m e  K a n t  d i d .  I t  mu s t  t a ke  e f f e c t .  
P ro p h e t s  h a ve  a r i s e n  w h o  h ave  p ro d u c e d  
t remendous ef fect  by ins i s t ing upon the moral  
u l t i m a c y  i n  l i f e  a n d  t h i n g s .  T h e  g r e a t e s t  
prophets of the last  century, l ike George Eliot,  
Carlyle,  Ruskin, and Maur ice among our selves  
h a d  t h a t  a s  a  c h i e f  n o t e .  B u t  i t  i s  n o t  
enough tha t  the  e te r na l  va l id i ty  and  in f l ex i - 
b i l i t y  o f  e t e r n a l  l aw  s hou l d  b e  powe r f u l l y,  
s e a rch ing ly  dec l a red .  I t  mus t  t ake  e f f e c t .  I t s  
breach must be closed up not merely by recog- 
nit ion, but by judgment.  I t  i s  not enough that  
the whole human race should come confessing,  
“ We  h ave  o f f e n d e d  a g a i n s t  T hy  h o l y  l aw.”  
That would recognise the holy law and confess  
i t s  p l ace,  but  i t  would  not  g ive  i t  i t s  own,  i t  
would not br ing to pass  that which is  essentia l  
to  ho l ine s s ,  name ly,  judgment .  I t  wou ld  no t  
a c tu a l l y  e s t a b l i s h  ho l i n e s s  i n  a  k i ngdom,  i n  
command of  h i s tor y.  You cannot  separa te  the  
idea of hol iness  and i t s  kingdom from the idea  
o f  judgment .  In  the  Old  Tes t ament  the  f ina l  
coming of the Great Salvat ion was a lways con- 
n e c t e d  w i t h  a  g r e a t  j u d g m e n t ,  w h i c h  wa s  
there fore  not  a  te r ror,  a s  we v iew i t ,  but  the 
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g randest hope. If the essence of God is that He  
should be holy,  i t  i s  equa l ly  e s sent ia l  tha t  He  
should  judge.  I f  He se t s  up  ac tua l  ho l ine s s  i t  
mu s t  b e  by  a c tu a l  a d j u s tmen t  o f  eve r y th ing  
t o  i t .  I t  i s  n o t  e nough  t h a t  we  s hou l d  s ay,  
“Thou ar t  our Judge,  we submit  and are wi l l- 
i ng  to  t ake  the  pena l t y.  The  wage s  o f  s i n  i s  
dea th .” Al l  tha t  i s  bes t  and g rea te s t  in  human  
l i f e  t u r n s  u p o n  s o m e t h i n g  m o re  t h a n  t h a t .  
There is a phrase which I never tire of quoting,  
and  i t  i s  th i s :  “The  d ign i ty  o f  man  i s  be t t e r  
a s s u r e d  i f  h e  we re  b ro ke n  u p o n  t h e  m a i n - 
t e n a n c e  o f  t h a t  h o l i n e s s  o f  G o d  t h a n  i f  i t  
were put  a s ide jus t  to  g ive him an exi s tence.”  
The d ign i ty,  the  ver y  d ign i ty  o f  man h imse l f  
i s  be t t e r  a s su red  i f  he  were  b roken  upon the  
maintenance of  that  hol iness  of  God than i f  i t  
were  put  a s ide  a rb i t r a r i l y,  ju s t  to  l e t  h im o f f  
w i th  h i s  l i f e .  Th i s  ho l y  o rde r  i s  a s  e s s en t i a l  
to man’s  g reatness  as  i t  i s  to God’s ;  and that i s  
why the holy sat is f action Chr ist  made to God’s  
ho l i n e s s  i s  i n  t h e  s ame  a c t  t h e  g l o r i f i e r  o f  
the  new humani ty.  Any re l ig ion which leaves  
ou t  o f  s u p reme  coun t  t h e  j u dg i n g  ho l i n e s s  
o f  God i s  making a  g rea t  contr ibut ion to  the  
deg radat ion of man. We need a rel ig ion which  
decides  the eter nal  des t iny of  man; and unles s  
hol iness  were pract ical ly and adequately estab- 
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l i shed—not  mere ly  recogni sed  and eu log i sed ,  
but  es tabl i shed—there could be no rea l ,  deep,  
per manent  change in the wor ld or  the s inner.  
The change in  the  t rea tment  o f  u s  by  e ter na l  
g r a c e  mu s t  r e s t  on  j udgmen t  t a k i n g  e f f e c t .  
Man i s  not  forg iven s imply  by forget t ing  and  
mend ing ,  by  ag ree ing  tha t  no  more  i s  t o  be  
s a i d  a b o u t  i t .  To  m a ke  l i t t l e  o f  s i n  i s  t o  
be l i t t l e  the  ho l ine s s  o f  God ;  and  f rom a  re - 
duced  ho l ine s s  no  s a lva t ion  cou ld  come,  nor  
could human dignity remain. 

§ 

Here,  pe rhap s ,  you  wan t  t o  a s k  me  wha t  I  
mean exactly by saying that the judgment-death  
o f  Chr i s t  se t  up a  rea l  and ac tua l  k ingdom of  
ho l i ne s s .  I t  i s  a  po in t  wh i ch  i t  i s  e a s i e r  f o r  
f a i th  to  rea l i s e  than  fo r  theo logy  to  exp l a in .  
But the answer would l ie along this l ine: What  
Chr i s t  presented to God for  His  complete joy  
and sat i s f act ion was a perfect racia l  obedience.  
I t  wa s  not  the  per fec t  obed ience  o f  a  s a in t ly  
unit  of the race. It  was a racia l  holiness .  God’s  
holiness found itself again in the humbled holi- 
ness  of  Chr i s t ’s  “publ ic  per son.” He presented  
before God a race He created for holiness. Re- 
member  tha t  the  ve r y  na tu re  o f  our  f a i th  in  
Chr is t  i s  union with Him. The kingdom is  set 
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up by Chr istians being united with the work, the  
victory, the obedience, the holiness of the King.  
Chr i s t ,  in  His  v ic tor ious  death and r i sen l i fe,  
h a s  power  to  un i t e  the  r a ce  to  Himse l f ,  and  
to  work His  comple te  ho l ines s  in to  i t s  ac tua l  
e x p e r i e n c e  a n d  h i s t o r y.  H e  h a s  p owe r ,  by  
un i t ing  us  wi th  Him in  Hi s  Sp i r i t ,  to  reduce  
T i m e  t o  a c k n ow l e d g e  i n  a c t  a n d  f a c t  H i s  
c o n c l u s i ve  v i c t o r y  o f  E t e r n i t y.  W h e n  yo u  
t h i n k  o f  w h a t  H e  d i d  f o r  t h e  r a c e  a n d  i t s  
h i s tor y,  you must  on no account  do what  the  
Church and i t s  theo logy  ha s  too o f ten  done- 
you must not omit our l iving union with Him.  
I t  i s  no t  enough to  be l i eve  tha t  He ga ined  a  
v i c t o r y  a t  a  h i s t o r i c  p o i n t .  C h r i s t  i s  t h e  
conden s a t i on  o f  h i s t o r y.  You  mus t  go  on  to  
th ink of  Hi s  summar y reconci l i a t ion a s  be ing  
worked out  to cover the whole of  hi s tor y and  
enter  each soul  by the Spir i t .  You must  th ink  
of  the Cross  a s  set t ing up a new covenant and  
a new Humanity, in which Chr ist  dwells  as the  
new r ighteousnes s  o f  God.  “Chr i s t  fo r  u s” i s  
only intelligible as “Chr ist in us” and we in Him.  
By unit ing us  to Himsel f  and His  resur rect ion  
in His Spir it He becomes the eternal guarantee  
o f  the  h i s to r i c a l  con summat ion  o f  a l l  th ing s  
some great day. I return to this later. 
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§ 

Somet imes ,  when I  have  been t a lk ing  about  
th i s  c la im of  God’s  hol ines s ,  a  cr i t ic  has  sa id :  
“ Yo u  a r e  t r e a t i n g  t h e  h o l i n e s s  o f  G o d  a s  
t hough  i t  we re  a  powe r  ou t s i d e  God ,  t y i ng  
H i s  h a n d s .” N o t h i n g  o f  t h e  k i n d .  W h a t  i s  
m e a n t  by  t h e  h o l i n e s s  o f  G o d  i s  t h e  h o l y  
God .  We  t a l k  non s en s e  i n  a  l i ke  way  abou t  
t h e  d e c re e s  o f  G o d .  We  s ay  t h ey  s t a n d  f o r  
t h e  w re t c h e d  s u r v i va l  o f  a n  o u t wo r n  C a l - 
v in i sm,  a s  though they  were  th ing s  tha t  God  
cou ld  hand le.  Do you th ink tha t  mighty  men  
such a s  the g rea t  Refor mer s  were would have  
been led into saying the things they did about  
God i f  they  thought  the  decree s  were  s imply  
things God could handle, or things like a doom,  
on God? The decrees of God were to them God  
decreeing. The holiness of God was God as holy.  
When that holiness is wounded or def ied, could  
God be  conten t  to  t ake  u s  back  wi th  a  mere  
censure  or  other  penance and the  dec la ra t ion  
that He was holy? We could not respect a God  
l ike  tha t .  Ser vant s  de sp i se  indu lgent  mas te r s .  
Sinners would despise a God who would take us  
back  when we wept ,  and  speak  thus :  “Le t  u s  
say no more about it .  You did very wrong, and  
you have suffered for it, and I; but let us forget  
i t  now you  have  come back .” We shou ld  no t 
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respect that. We should go on, as servants do in  
the  ca se  I  have named,  to  take  more l iber t ie s  
s t i l l .  He would be a God who only ta lked His  
hol iness  and did not put i t  into force.  Now, i f  
our  repentance  were  our  a tonement ,  and  the  
Cro s s  we re  s imp ly  an  ob j e c t - l e s son  to  u s  o f  
God’s  pa t ient  and tender  mercy to  peni tence,  
He would be talking, I said, and not acting. He  
would mention the g ravity of our s in very im- 
pre s s ive ly,  but  tha t  would  not  be  e s t abl i sh ing  
goodness actually in the history and exper ience  
o f  man.  The s inner ’s  reconc i l i a t ion  to  a  God  
o f  h o l y  l ove  c o u l d  n o t  t a ke  p l a c e  i f  g u i l t  
were  not  de s t royed ,  i f  judgment  d id  not  t ake  
p l a ce  on  due  s c a l e,  i f  t he  wra th  o f  God  d id  
no t  somehow t ake  re a l  e f f e c t .  You  s ay,  pe r - 
h ap s ,  i t  d i d  t ake  e f f e c t  i n  the  un s een  wor ld  
of  sp i r i t s .  But  the mora l  wor ld i s  not  a  wor ld  
o f  ghos t ly  sp i r i t s .  I t  i s  the unseen s ide of  the  
wor ld  o f  h i s to r y  and  o f  expe r i ence,  i t  i s  i t s  
inner  rea l i ty  and centre.  The v indica t ion,  the  
judgment ,  must  t ake p lace  wi th in human hi s- 
tor y and exper ience.  I t  must  take place in the  
terms of human history, by human act ion, in a  
place, at some point, on a due scale and with ade- 
quate  depth.  That  was  what  took place in the  
Cros s  o f  Chr i s t .  The idea  o f  judgment  i s  not  
complete without the idea of a cr i s i s ,  a  day of 
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judgmen t .  Now the  Cro s s  o f  Chr i s t  wa s  the  
world’s  g reat  day of  judgment,  the cr i s i s  of  a l l  
cr ises for history. The holy love of God yearn- 
ing  over  sou l s  could  not  dea l  wi th  ind iv idua l  
sinners, there was a cloud between God and the  
race,  t i l l  the hol iness  was owned and perfect ly  
pra i sed by i t s  rac ia l  confes s ion,  unt i l  hol ines s  
wa s  con fe s s ed  much  more  than  s in ,  un t i l  on  
man ’s  s i d e  the re  wa s  no t  on l y  con f e s s i on  o f  
s in  but  confe s s ion  o f  ho l ine s s  f rom s in ’s  s ide  
am i d  t h e  e xp e r i e n c e  o f  a  j u d gmen t  on  t h e  
s c a l e  o f  t h e  r a c e ,  un t i l  t h e  con f e s s i n g  r a c e  
was  thus  put  in  r igh t  re l a t ion  to  God’s  ho l i - 
n e s s .  T h e n  j u d g m e n t  h a d  d o n e  i t s  p e r f e c t  
work .  The  r ace ’s  s in  was  covered  and  a toned  
by it ,  i .e.,  by the God who bore it .  Individuals  
cou ld  no t  be  reconc i l ed  to  a  ho ly  God unt i l  
He thus reconciled the world. Not until sin had  
been brought to do i t s  ver y wor s t ,  and had in  
tha t  cu lminat ing ac t  been fo i led ,  judged,  and  
overcome; not till then could individuals receive  
the reconcil iat ion. That was the unitary recon- 
cil iation they must receive in detail . God there,  
i n  a  r a c i a l  h o l i n e s s  a m i d  r a c i a l  c u r s e ,  s e t s  
up  a  r a c i a l  s a l va t i on ,  wh i ch  ou r  s ou l s  en t e r  
upon by f a i th.  I t  i s  by Himsel f  in His  change- 
less  love and pity that i t  i s  set up. It  i s  not the  
Son’s suffer ing and death, but His holy obedience 
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to both that i s  the sat i s fying thing to God, the  
ho l ine s s  o f  God  the  Son .  In  a  s en se,  a  g re a t  
solemn sense, it is an exercise of God’s absolute  
sel f-sat i s f act ion, exhibited after a long histor ic  
process ,  amidst  the di s sa t i s f act ion of  a  world’s  
ruin. “In His love and in His pity He redeemed  
them.” He se t  up  reconc i l i a t ion  by  an  ac t  o f  
judgment on His Son, cutting off His own r ight  
hand  tha t  we  migh t  en te r  in to  the  K ingdom  
o f  he aven :  “ In  H i s  l ove  and  i n  H i s  p i t y  He  
redeemed them; and He bare them, and car r ied  
them al l  the days of  old.” The redemption was  
a  thing that  was coming through the whole of  
Israel ’s  his tory, and in a remoter sense through  
the whole history of the world. The changeless  
hol iness  must  a s ser t  i t se l f  in such judgment as  
sure ly  a s  in the kingdom. You a l l  be l ieve that  
the  ho l ine s s  o f  God  mus t  a s s e r t  i t s e l f  i n  the  
Kingdom of God. But how can there be a f inal  
k i ngdom wi thou t  f i n a l  j udgmen t ?  I s  no t  a l l  
judgment in the name of the king, even in our  
human  so c i e t y ?  A re  no t  k i ng  and  j udge  i n - 
s epa r ab l e,  a s  i n s epa r ab l e  a s  k ing  and  f a the r ?  
We  s ay  t o - d ay  t h a t  k i n g  a nd  f a t h e r  a re  i n - 
s e p a r a b l e .  B u t  k i n g  a n d  j u d g e  a r e  e q u a l l y  
inseparable, especial ly if you take the g reat Old  
Tes tament  idea .  Chr i s t  submit ted with a l l  His  
hear t to God’s holy f inal judgment on the race. 
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He did not  v iew i t  a s  an unfor tunate incident  
i n  H i s  l i f e .  He  d id  no t  t re a t  i t  a s  t hough  i t  
happened to  drop upon Him.  But  He t rea ted  
i t  as  the g rand wil l  of God, as the ef fectuation  
in  h i s to r y  o f  God ’s  ho l ine s s ,  wh ich  ho l ine s s  
mu s t  h ave  c o m p l e t e  r e s p o n s e  a n d  p r a c t i c a l  
confe s s ion  both  on i t s  nega t ive  s ide  o f  judg- 
ment and its positive side of obedience. Chr ist’s  
dea th  wa s  a ton ing  no t  s imp ly  becau se  i t  wa s  
s ac r i f i ce  even unto  dea th ,  but  because  i t  was  
sacr if ice unto holy and radical judgment. There  
i s  something much more than be ing obedient  
unto death. Plenty of men can be obedient unto  
death ;  but  the core  of  Chr i s t i an i ty  i s  Chr i s t ’s  
be ing  obed ien t  unto  judgment ,  and  unto  the  
f inal judgment of holiness.  It  i s  being obedient  
to a kind of death prescr ibed by God, indispen- 
sable to the holiness of God’s love, necessitated  
in such a world by the last moral conditions, and  
not simply inflicted by the wickedness of men. 

Get  r id  o f  the  idea  tha t  judgment  i s  ch ie f ly  
retr ibution, and directly infl iction. Realise that  
it is, positively, the establishing and the secur ing  
o f  e t e r n a l  r i gh t eou sne s s  and  ho l i ne s s .  V i ew  
punishment as an indirect and col lateral  neces- 
s i ty,  l ike the surg ical  pains that make room for  
n a t u r e ’s  c u r i n g  p owe r .  Yo u  w i l l  t h e n  f i n d  
nothing moral ly repuls ive in the idea of  judg- 
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ment effected in and on Chr ist ,  any more than  
i n  the  though t  th a t  the  k ingdom wa s  s e t  up  
in Him. 

§ 

To conclude, then, God could only justify man  
before Him by just i fying Himself  and His holy  
law before men.  I f  He had not  v indicated His  
hol iness  to the utter most  in that  way of  judg- 
ment ,  i t  would not  be a  k ind of  hol ines s  tha t  
men  cou l d  t r u s t .  Thu s  a  f a i t h  wh i ch  cou l d  
justify man, which could make a foundation for  
a  new humanity,  could not exi s t .  We can only  
be  e t e r na l l y  ju s t i f i ed  by  f a i th  in  a  God  who  
ju s t i f i e s  Himse l f  a s  so  ho ly  tha t  He mus t  s e t  
up His hol iness  in human history at  any pr ice,  
eve n  a t  t h e  p r i c e  o f  H i s  ow n  b e l ove d  a n d  
eternal Son. 

I close, then, upon that unchangeable word of  
God’s  se l f- jus t i fy ing hol ines s .  Even the s inner  
could not trust a love that could not justify itself  
as holy. It  i s  the holiness in God’s love, I urge,  
tha t  a lone  enabl e s  u s  to  t r u s t  Him.  Wi thou t  
th a t  we  shou ld  on ly  love  Him,  and  the  love  
would f luctuate. For we could not be perfect ly  
sure  tha t  Hi s  would  not .  I t  i s  the  ho l ines s  in  
God’s love that is the eternal, stable, unchange- 
ab l e  e l emen t  i n  i t—the  ho l ine s s  s e cu red  fo r  
hi s tor y and i t s  des t iny in the Cross .  I t  i s  only 
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t h e  u n c h a n g e a b l e  t h a t  we  c o u l d  t r u s t ;  a n d  
the re  a lone  we  f ind  i t .  I f  we  on ly  loved  the  
love of God, we should have no stable, eternal,  
un ive r s a l  re l i g ion .  But  we  love  the  ho ly  l ove  
He  e s t a b l i s h ed  i n  Ch r i s t ,  a nd  t h e re f o re  we  
are safe with an everlasting salvation. 
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THE CROSS THE GREAT  
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V 

THE CROSS THE GREAT CONFESSIONAL 

IN the  day s  o f  ou r  f a the r s  Chr i s t i an  be l i e f  
wa s  more  so l i d  w i th in  the  Church  th an  i t  

i s  now; and the defending and expounding of  
Chr i s t i ani ty,  more especia l ly  the defending of  
it, had to concern itself with outsiders—outside  
the Church, and outside Chr istianity very often.  
To-day  ou r  d i f f i cu l t i e s  h ave  changed ;  and  a  
g reat par t of our exposit ion must keep in view  
the f act that some of the most dangerous chal- 
lenges of Chr ist ianity are found amongst those  
who claim the Chr ist ian name. There are those  
who have  a  ver y  rea l  reverence  for  the  char- 
acter  of  Je sus  Chr i s t ,  and they can speak,  and  
do speak,  qui te  s incere ly,  with g reat  devot ion  
a n d  wa r m t h  a n d  b e a u t y,  a b o u t  C h r i s t ,  a n d  
a bou t  many  o f  t h e  i d e a s  t h a t  a re  a s s o c i a t ed  
with apostol ic  Chr i s t iani ty.  Al l  the same, they 
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a re  s t rong l y.  a nd  s ome t ime s  even  v i o l en t l y,  
an t agon i s t i c  to  tha t  redempt ion  which  i s  the  
ve r y  c en t re  o f  t he  Chr i s t i an  f a i t h ;  and  they  
make denia l s  and cha l lenges  which are  bound  
to te l l  upon the exi s tence of  that  f a i th before  
many  g ene r a t i on s  a re  ove r.  We  do  no t  t a ke  
t h e  t r ue  mea su re  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i on  un l e s s  we  
rea l i se  that  the th ing which i s  a t  s t ake a t  th i s  
moment  i s  someth ing  tha t  wi l l  not  a f f ec t  the  
present generat ion, but i s  sure to af fect two or  
three  genera t ions  hence.  Those  who are  con- 
cer ned about  Chr i s t i ani ty  on the la rges t  sca le  
t o -d ay  a re  conce r ned  w i t h  wha t  may  be  i t s  
po s i t ion  and  i t s  p ro spec t s  then .  The  idea s  a t  
the centre of  the Chr is t ian f a i th are too large,  
t o o  d e e p  a n d  s u b t l e ,  t o  s h ow  t h e i r  e f f e c t s  
i n  one  age ;  and  the  cha l l enge  o f  t hem doe s  
not  show i t s  e f fec t  in  one genera t ion or  even  
in  two.  Ind iv idua l s ,  soc ie ty,  and the  Church ,  
indeed, are able to go on, externally almost un- 
af fected, by the way that they have upon them  
f rom the pas t ;  and i t  i s  only within the range  
o f  severa l  genera t ions  tha t  the  des t r uc t ion o f  
t r u t h s  w i t h  s u ch  a  c omp reh en s ive  r a n g e  a s  
those of  Chr is t iani ty takes ef fect .  Therefore i t  
i s  pa r t  o f  the  duty  o f  the  Church ,  in  ce r t a in  
s ec t ion s  and  on  ce r t a in  occa s ion s ,  to  be  l e s s  
concerned about the effect of the Gospel upon 
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the indiv idua l  immedia te ly,  or  on the present  
a g e,  and  t o  l ook  ahe ad  t o  wha t  may  be  t h e  
re su l t  o f  c e r t a in  change s  i n  the  fu tu re.  God  
sets  watchmen in Zion who have to keep their  
eye  on the  hor i zon;  and i t  i s  on ly  a  dr unken  
a r my tha t  cou ld  s cout  the i r  war n ing .  We a re  
no t  on l y  bound  t o  a t t end  t o  t h e  n e ed s  a nd  
i n t e re s t s  o f  t h e  p re s e n t  g en e r a t i on ;  we  a re  
t r u s t e e s  f o r  a  l ong  f u tu re,  a s  we l l  a s  a  l ong  
pa s t .  There fo re  i t  i s  qu i t e  nece s s a r y  tha t  the  
Church  shou ld  g ive  ver y  pa r t i cu l a r  a t t en t ion  
to these centra l  and fundamental  points  whose  
in f luence,  perhaps ,  i s  not  so prompt ly  pr ized,  
and whose destruction would not be so mightily  
felt at once, but would certainly become apparent  
in the days and decades ahead. 

That  i s  why one fee l s  bound to invi te  a t ten- 
t ion,  and to pres s  a t tent ion,  upon points  con- 
cerning which it may very easily be said, “These  
a re  mat ter s  tha t  do not  concer n my f a i th  and  
my piety; I can afford to let these things alone.”  
Perhaps A, B, and C can, and X, Y, and Z can;  
but  the Chr i s t ian Church cannot  a f ford to le t  
t h e s e  t h i ng s  a l one.  The  Chu rch  c a r r i e s  t h e  
i n d i v i d u a l  a m i d  mu c h  f a i l u r e  o f  h i s  f a i t h ;  
t h e r e  i s  a  v i c a r i o u s  f a i t h ;  b u t  w h a t  i s  t o  
c a r r y  t h e  C h u rc h  i f  i t s  f a i t h  f a i l ?  R e m ove  
concer n  f rom the se  th ing s ,  and  the  e f f ec t  o f 
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the  co l l e c t ive  me s s age  o f  the  Church  to  the  
g re a t  wor ld  becomes  unde r mined .  Then  the  
wor ld  mus t  look somewhere  e l se  than.  to  the  
Church  fo r  th a t  wh i ch  i s  t o  s ave  i t .  Tha t  i s  
some apology for  dwel l ing upon point s  which  
many people would say were simply theolog ical  
and were outs ide the interest  of  the individual  
Chr i s t ian.  Theology s imply means thinking in  
cen tu r i e s .  Re l i g ion  t e l l s  on  the  p re sen t ,  bu t  
t h eo logy  t e l l s  on  t h e  re l i g i on  o f  t h e  f u tu re  
and the race. 

Moreove r,  t h e re  a re  a lway s  n a t u re s  among  
C h r i s t i a n  p e o p l e  w h o  re f u s e ,  a n d  p ro p e r l y  
r e f u s e ,  t o  r e m a i n  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  s u p e r f i c i a l  
expe r i ence s  o r  cu r ren t  v i ews  o f  t he i r  f a i t h .  
T h e y  a r e  b o u n d  by  t h e  s p i r i t  t h a t  m ove s  
within them—by the kind of temperament God  
ha s  g iven  them they  a re  bound  to  pene t r a t e  
t o  the  hea r t ,  t o  the  dep th s  o f  t h ing s .  The i r  
work does not immediately pay; and while they  
g r ind in their mill the Philistines mock and the  
l iber t ines jeer.  But i t  would be a g reat misfor- 
tune i f  the  whole  o f  the  work o f  the  Church  
we re  mea s u red  by  t h e  s t a nd a rd  wh i ch  i s  s o  
neces sa r y  in  the  wor ld—the s t andard  o f  what  
wi l l  immedia te ly  pay,  o r  p rompt ly  t e l l .  I t  i s ,  
o f  cour se,  a  g rea t  th ing  to  go  back  upon the  
history of Chr istianity, and to point out to our- 
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se lves  and to our  people  the g rea t  th ings  that  
Chr is t ianity has done in the cour se of  his tory.  
Bu t  you  c anno t  re s t  Chr i s t i an i t y  upon  tha t .  
You  c an  on l y  re s t  Ch r i s t i a n i t y  upon  Chr i s t  
Himse l f ,  and Hi s  l iv ing  pre sence  in  the  New  
H u m a n i t y.  Yo u  c a n  p u t  t h e  m a t t e r  i n  t h i s  
way.  You  c an  a s k ,  On  wha t  d i d  t h e  Ch r i s - 
t i an i ty  re s t  o f  those  who be l ieved in the ver y  
f i r s t  yea r s  o f  the  Church ’s  l i f e ?  They  had  no  
re su l t s  o f  Chr i s t i an i ty  be fore  them. They had  
no  h i s to r y  o f  the  Church  be fore  them.  They  
h a d  n o t  t h e  g l o r i o u s  s t o r y  o f  C h r i s t i a n  
phi lanthropy before them, nor the magnif icent  
expansion of Chr ist ian doctr ine, nor the enor- 
mous influence of the Chr istian Church and its  
e f fec t  upon the cour se  o f  the  wor ld ’s  h i s tor y.  
On what  d id  they re s t  the i r  f a i th?  That  upon  
which they rested their f aith must be that upon  
wh ich  we  re s t  ou r  f a i th  when  we  come to  a  
rea l  c r i s i s ,  and  a re  d r iven  in to  a  rea l  cor ner.  
I t  thus becomes necessar y to go into the deep  
things of God as they are revealed to us by the  
Holy Spi r i t ,  through His  insp i red apos t le s ,  in  
Christ and His Cross. 

§ 

From what  I  have  s a id  you wi l l  be  prepared  
to hear me s tate that  reconci l ia t ion i s  e f fected  
by the representat ive sacr i f ice of  Chr is t  cruci- 
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f ied; by Chr ist crucif ied as the representative of  
God on the one hand and of Humanity,  or the  
Chu rch ,  on  t h e  o t h e r  h and .  A l s o  i t  wa s  by  
Chr is t  cruci f ied in connection with the divine  
judgment .  Judgment  i s  a  f a r  g rea ter  idea  than  
sacr i f ice.  For you see g reat  sacr i f ices  made for  
silly or mischievous causes, sacr if ices which show  
no insight whatever into the moral order or the  
d iv ine  s anc t i ty.  Now th i s  s ac r i f i ce  o f  Chr i s t ,  
when you connect it with the idea of judgment,  
must  in some for m or other  be descr ibed as  a  
pena l  s ac r i f i ce.  Round tha t  word pena l  there  
r a g e s  a  g re a t  d e a l  o f  con t rove r s y.  And  I  am  
using the word with some reserve, because there  
are for ms of  inter pret ing i t  which do the idea  
in ju s t i ce.  The sac r i f i ce  o f  Chr i s t  was  a  pena l  
s a c r i f i c e .  I n  wha t  s e n s e  i s  t h a t  s o ?  We  c an  
beg in  by  c l e a r ing  the  g round ,  by  a sk ing ,  In  
what  sense  i s  i t  not  t r ue  tha t  the  s acr i f i ce  o f  
Chr i s t  wa s  pena l ?  Wel l ,  i t  c annot  be  t r ue  in  
the sense that God punished Chr ist .  That i s  an  
absolute ly  unthinkable thing.  How could God  
p u n i s h  H i m  i n  w h o m  H e  wa s  a lway s  we l l  
p l e a s ed ?  The  two  th ing s  a re  a  con t r ad i c t ion  
in  t e r ms .  And i t  c annot  be  t r ue  in  the  s en se  
tha t  Chr i s t  was  in  our  s tead in  such a  way a s  
t o  ex c l ude  and  exemp t  u s .  The  s a c r i f i c e  o f  
Chr ist, then, was penal not in the sense of God 
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so  puni sh ing  Chr i s t  tha t  there  i s  l e f t  u s  on ly  
rel ig ious enjoyment, but in this sense. There is  
a penalty and curse for sin; and Chr ist consented  
to enter that reg ion. Chr ist entered voluntar i ly  
into the pain and hor ror which i s  s in’s  penalty  
from God. Chr ist ,  by the deep intimacy of His  
s ympa thy  wi th  men ,  en te red  deep ly  in to  the  
b l i gh t  and  j udgmen t  wh i ch  wa s  en t a i l e d  by  
man’s s in, and which must be entai led by man’s  
s i n  i f  God  i s  a  ho ly  and  the re fo re  a  judg ing  
God .  I t  i s  impos s ib l e  fo r  u s  to  s ay  tha t  God  
was ang ry with Chr is t ;  but s t i l l  Chr is t  entered  
the  wra th  o f  God,  under s t and ing  tha t  phra se  
a s  I  endeavoured  to  exp l a in  i t  ye s t e rday.  He  
entered the  penumbra  o f  judgment ,  and f rom  
i t  He confessed in f ree act ion,  He prai sed and  
jus t i f ied by act ,  be fore  the wor ld ,  and on the  
scale of al l  the world, the holiness of God. You  
can therefore say that  a l though Chr is t  was not  
punished by God, He bore God’s penalty upon  
s in. That penalty was not l i f ted even when the  
Son of God passed through. Is  there not a real  
d i s t i n c t i on  be tween  t he  two  s t a t emen t s ?  To  
say that  Chr i s t  was  punished by God who was  
a lways wel l  pleased with Him is  an outrageous  
th ing.  Calvin himsel f  repudiates  the idea .  But  
we may say that Chr ist did, at the depth of that  
g reat act of self-identif ication with us when He 
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became man,  He d id  enter  the  sphere  o f  s in ’s  
penal ty and the hor ror of  s in ’s  cur se,  in order  
that ,  f rom the ver y midst  and depth of  i t ,  His  
confes s ion and pra i se  o f  God’s  hol ines s  might  
r i se  l ike a  spr ing of  f resh water  a t  the bottom  
of  the bi t ter  sea ,  and sweeten a l l .  He jus t i f ied  
God in  His  judgment  and wrath .  He jus t i f ied  
God in this thing. 

§ 

So the act  of  Chr i s t  had thi s  twofold aspect .  
On the one hand it was God offer ing, and on the  
other  hand i t  was  man confes s ing.  Now, what  
was it that Chr ist chiefly confessed? I hope you  
have read McLeod Campbell on the Atonement.  
Ever y mini s ter  ought  to know that  book,  and  
know i t  wel l .  But there i s  one cr i t ic i sm to be  
made upon the g rea t ,  f ine,  holy  book.  And i t  
i s  t h i s .  I t  s p e ak s  t oo  much ,  p e rh ap s ,  a bou t  
C h r i s t  c o n f e s s i n g  h u m a n  s i n ,  a b o u t  C h r i s t  
becoming the Pr iest  and Confessor before God  
of human sin and exposing it to God’s judgment.  
The hor ror  o f  the  Cros s  expres se s  the  repen- 
tance of the race before a holy God for i ts  s in.  
But considerable di f f icul t ies  ar i se in that  con- 
nection, and cr itics were not slow to point them  
out. How could Chr ist in any real sense confess  
a  s in ,  even  a  r ac i a l  s in ,  wi th  whose  gu i l t  He  
had nothing in common? Now that  i s  ra ther a 
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ser ious  cr i t ic i sm i f  the confes s ion of  s in  were  
the f ir st charge upon either Chr ist or us, i f  the  
confe s s ion of  human s in  were  the  chie f  th ing  
tha t  God  wan ted  o r  Chr i s t  d id .  I  th ink  i t  i s  
c e r t a i n l y  a  d e f e c t  i n  t h a t  g r e a t  b o o k  t h a t  
i t  f ixes  our  a t tent ion too much upon Chr i s t ’s  
v i c a r iou s  con fe s s ion  o f  human  s i n .  The  s ame  
c r i t i c i sm app l i e s  to  ano the r  ve r y  f i ne  hook ,  
t h a t  by  t h e  l a t e  C a n o n  M o b e r l y,  o f  C h r i s t  
Church,  “Atonement  and Per sona l i ty.” I  once  
had  the  pr iv i l ege  o f  meet ing  Canon Mober ly  
in  d i scus s ion on th i s  subject ,  and ventured to  
point  out  tha t  de fect  in  h i s  theor y,  and I  was  
re l ieved to f ind that  on the occas ion the same  
c r i t i c i sm was  a l so  made by  Bi shop Gore.  But  
we get out of the diff iculty, in part at least, if we  
recognise that  the g reat  work of  Chr i s t ,  whi le  
cer tainly i t  did confess  human s in, was yet not  
to confess that, but to confess something greater,  
namely,  God’s  ho l ines s  in  His  judgment  upon  
sin. His confession, indeed, was not in so many  
words, but in a far more mighty way, by act and  
deed of l i fe and death. The g reat confess ion i s  
not by word of mouth—it i s  by the l i fe,  in the  
s en se,  no t  o f  mere  conduc t ,  hu t  in  the  g rea t  
per sona l  sense  in  which l i fe  conta ins  conduct  
a nd  t r a n s c end s  d e a t h .  Ch r i s t  c on f e s s e d  no t  
mere ly  human s in—which in  a  ce r t a in  sen se, 



150	 the cross�

indeed, He could not do—but He confessed God’s  
holiness in reacting mortal ly against human sin,  
in cur s ing human s in,  in judg ing i t  to i t s  very  
d e a t h .  He  s t ood  i n  t h e  m id s t  o f  human  s i n  
fu l l  o f  love to man,  such love as  enabled Him  
to identify Himself in the most profound, sym- 
pathet ic  way wi th the ev i l  r ace ;  fu l le r  s t i l l  o f  
love to the God whose name He was hallowing;  
and,  a s  wi th  one mouth,  a s  i f  the  whole  race  
con fe s s ed  th rough Him,  a s  wi th  one  sou l ,  a s  
though the whole race at last did justice to God  
through Hi s  sou l ,  He l i f t ed  up Hi s  f ace  unto  
God and said,  “Thou ar t  holy in a l l  Thy judg- 
ments ,  even in thi s  judgment which tur ns  not  
aside even from Me, but str ikes the sinful spot if  
even I  s t and on i t .” The dere l ic t ion upon the  
Cross, the sense of love’s deser tion by love, was  
Chr i s t ’s  pract ica l  confess ion of  the holy God’s  
repuls ion of s in.  He accepted the divine s i tua- 
t ion—the s i tuat ion of the race before God. By  
God’s wil l  He did so. By His own free consent  
He did so.  Remember the dis t inct ion between  
God’s  changeless  love and God’s  var ying treat- 
ment  o f  the  soul .  God made Him s in ,  t rea ted  
Him as if He were sin; He did not view Him as  
s inful .  That i s  quite another matter.  God made  
Him to be sin—it does not say He made Him sin- 
ful. God lovingly treated Him as human sin, and 
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with His consent judged human sin in Him and  
on Him. Personal guilt Chr ist could never con- 
fe s s .  There i s  tha t  in  gui l t  which can only  he  
confe s sed  by  the  gu i l ty.  “ I  d id  i t .” That  k ind  
of confess ion Chr ist  could never make. That i s  
the par t of the confession that we make, and we  
cannot make it effectually until we are in union  
wi th  Chr i s t  and  Hi s  g rea t  lone  work  o f  pe r- 
f ec t l y  and  prac t i c a l l y  con fe s s ing  the  ho l ine s s  
o f  God.  There  i s  a  r ac i a l  confe s s ion  tha t  can  
only be made by the holy;  and there i s  a  per- 
sonal  confess ion that  can only be made by the  
gui l ty.  That lat ter,  I  say,  i s  a  confess ion Chr is t  
cou ld  never  make.  In  tha t  re spec t  Chr i s t  d id  
not die,  and did not suf fer,  did not confess ,  in  
o u r  s t e a d .  We  a l o n e ,  t h e  g u i l t y,  c a n  m a ke  
tha t  con fe s s ion ;  bu t  we  cannot  make  i t  w i th  
Ch r i s t i a n  e f f e c t  w i t hou t  t h e  C ro s s  a nd  t h e  
confes s ion there.  We say then not  only “I  d id  
t h i s ,” bu t  “ I  a m  g u i l t y  b e f o re  t h e  h o l i n e s s  
c o n f e s s e d  i n  t h e  C ro s s .” T h e  g r a n d  s i n  i s  
n o t  t o  s i n  a g a i n s t  t h e  l aw  bu t  a g a i n s t  t h e  
C ro s s .  The  s i n  o f  s i n s  i s  no t  t r a n s g re s s i on ,  
but unfaith. 

So  a l so  o f  ho l ine s s ,  there  i s  a  confe s s ion  o f  
hol ines s  which can only be made by God, the  
Ho ly.  I f  God ’s  ho l ine s s  wa s  to  be  fu l l y  con- 
fessed,  in act  and deed, in l i fe,  and death,  and 
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love transcending both, i t  can only be done by  
Godhead itself. 

§ 

Therefore we press the words to their ful lness  
o f  meaning:  “God was  in  Chr i s t  reconci l ing ,”  
no t  reconc i l ing  th rough  Chr i s t ,  bu t  a c tua l l y  
present  a s  Chr i s t  reconci l ing,  doing in Chr i s t  
His own work of reconciliation. It was done by  
Godhead i t se l f ,  and not by the Son alone. The  
o ld theolog ians  were r ight  when they ins i s ted  
tha t  the  work of  redempt ion was  the  work of  
t h e  w h o l e  Tr i n i t y — F a t h e r ,  S o n ,  a n d  H o l y  
Sp i r i t ;  a s  we expres s  i t  when we bapt ize  in to  
the new l i fe  of  reconci lement in the threefold  
name.  The  ho l ine s s  o f  God was  con fe s s ed  in  
man  by  Chr i s t ,  and  th i s  ho l y  con f e s s i on .  o f  
Chr ist’s is the source of the truest confession of  
our  s in  that  we can make.  Our sav ing confes- 
s ion is  not merely “I did so and so,” but “I did  
i t  aga ins t  a  ho ly,  s av ing God.” “I  have s inned  
against  heaven and in thy s ight,” s inned before  
inf inite holiness and forg iving grace. God could  
not forg ive unti l  man confessed, and confessed  
not only his  own s in but confessed s t i l l  more- 
God ’s  ho l i n e s s  i n  t h e  j udgmen t  o f  s i n .  The  
confession also had to he made in life and action,  
as the sin was done. That is to say, it  had to be  
made re l ig ious ly  and not  theo log ica l ly,  by  an 
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e x p e r i e n c e  a n d  n o t  a n  u t t e r a n c e .  A  ve r b a l  
confession, however sincere, could not fully own  
an  a c tua l  s i n .  I f  we  s i n  by  deed  we  mus t  so  
con f e s s .  I t  i s  made  thu s  re l i g iou s l y,  s p i r i t u - 
ally, exper imentally, practically by Jesus Chr ist’s  
l i f e,  i t s  c rown o f  dea th ,  and Hi s  l i f e  e te r na l .  
The  more  s in fu l  man i s ,  the  l e s s  c an  he  thus  
con fe s s  e i ther  h i s  own s in  or  God’s  ho l ine s s .  
There fore  God did i t  in  man by a  love which  
was as  g reat as  i t  was holy,  by an inf inite love.  
That  i s  to  say,  by a  love which was  a s  c lose ly  
and sympathet ica l ly  ident i f i ed  wi th  man a s  i t  
was identified with the power of the holy God. 

So  we  have  a r r ived  a t  th i s .  The  g rea t  con- 
fess ion was made not alone in the precise hour  
of Chr ist’s death, although it was consummated  
the re.  I t  had  to  be  made  in  l i f e  and  ac t ,  and  
not in a mere feeling or statement; and for this  
pu r po se  dea th  mus t  be  o rgan i c a l l y  one  w i th  
t h e  who l e  l i f e .  You  c anno t  s eve r  t h e  d e a t h  
o f  Chr i s t  f rom the  l i f e  o f  Chr i s t .  When you  
t h i n k  o f  t h e  s e l f - e m p t y i n g  w h i c h  b ro u g h t  
Chr ist to ear th, His whole life here was a living  
de a th .  The  dea th  o f  Chr i s t  mus t  be  o rg an i c  
wi th His  whole  per sona l  l i fe  and ac t ion.  And  
that means not only His ear thly li fe previous to  
the Cross, but His whole celest ial  l i fe from the  
beg inning, and to this hour, and to al l  eternity. 



154	 the cross�

The  de a th  o f  Ch r i s t  i s  t h e  c en t r a l  po in t  o f  
e ter ni ty  a s  wel l  a s  o f  human hi s tor y.  His  own  
eter na l  l i fe  revolves  on i t .  And we sha l l  never  
h e  s o  good  a nd  ho l y  a t  a ny  po i n t ,  even  i n  
eter ni ty,  that  we shal l  not look into the Cross  
of Chr ist  as the centre of al l  our hope in ear th  
or heaven. It  i s  Chr ist  that works out His own  
redemption and reconciliation, from God’s r ight  
h a n d ,  t h ro u g h o u t  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  h i s t o r y.  I  
would ga ther  tha t  up in  one phra se.  Chr i s t  i s  
the perpetual providence of His own salvation.  
Chr ist, acting through His Spir it ,  is the eternal  
providence of  His  own sa lvat ion.  The apost les  
never separated reconci l ia t ion in any age f rom  
the Cross and blood of Jesus Chr ist .  I f  ever we  
do  t h a t  ( a nd  many  a re  do i n g  i t  t o - d ay )  we  
throw the New Testament overboard. The bane  
o f  so  much  tha t  c l a ims  to  be  more  sp i r i t u a l  
re l i g i on  a t  t h e  p re s en t  d ay  i s  t h a t  i t  s imp l y  
jettisons the New Testament, and with it histor ic  
Chr i s t i an i ty.  The extreme cr i t ic s ,  people  tha t  
l ive  upon moni sm and immanence,  ra t iona l i s t  
rel ig ion and spir itual impressionism, are people  
who a re  de l ibe ra te ly  th rowing  overboard  the  
New Testament as a whole, deeply as they pr ize  
i t  in  par t s .  They s ay  tha t  the  apos to l i c  v iews  
and inter preta t ions  of  Chr i s t ’s  work may have  
been  a l l  ve r y  we l l  f o r  peop l e  who  knew no 
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bet te r  than men d id  a t  so  ear ly  a  per iod ,  but  
we  a r e  n ow  a  l o n g  way  b e yo n d  t h a t ,  a n d  
we must  re-edi t  the New Testament  theology,  
e spec ia l ly  a s  to  Chr i s t ’s  dea th .  I  keep urg ing,  
whatever we do let us do it frankly, let us do it  
with our eyes open and with eyes competent to  
t ake  the  mea sure  o f  wha t  we  a re  do ing .  The  
t r y ing th ing i s  tha t  t remendous  renuncia t ions  
should  be  bl and ly  made,  wi thout ,  apparent ly,  
any  s en se  o f  the i r  appa l l ing  d imens ion s ,  and  
o f  the  huge  th ing  tha t  i s  be ing  so  ignorant ly  
done. (See note at the end of this lecture.) 

§ 

The  apo s t l e s ,  I  s ay,  neve r  s epa r a t ed  re con- 
ci l iat ion from the Cross and the blood of Jesus  
Chr ist.  The histor ic Church has never done so,  
w i t h  a l l  i t s  d i v i s i o n s .  A n d  w h a t  t h e  C ro s s  
meant for  the apost les  a s  Jews,  with their  hi s- 
tory and education, was something l ike this .  I f  
you  go  back  to  the  Old  Tes t ament ,  you  f ind  
that the whole kingdom of God and dest iny of  
man tur ns on the treatment of  s in.  And ei ther  
the s in was atoned or the s inner was punished.  
But  there  were  some s ins  tha t  never  could be  
a t oned  f o r,  wha t  a re  d e s c r i b ed  a s  s i n s  w i t h  
a  h i gh  h and ,  p re sump tuou s  s i n s ,  d e l i b e r a t e ,  
def iant  s ins ,  a s  di s t inct  f rom s ins  of  ignorance 
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or weakness ,  when a man so identi f ied himsel f  
wi th  h i s  s in  tha t  he  became in separable  f rom  
i t .  The  man  gu i l t y  o f  t hem wa s  pu t  ou t s i d e  
the camp, his  communicat ion was cut with the  
saved community of  I s rae l .  He was committed  
t o  t he  ou t e r  d a rkne s s .  The re  rema ined  on l y  
pun i shmen t  and  dea th .  The  pun i shmen t  wa s  
expuls ion from the covenant,  and so from l i fe.  
And  a s  t h e re  i s  l i t t l e  a bou t  immor t a l i t y  i n  
the Old Tes tament ,  i t  was  death for  good and  
a l l .  Bu t  i n  t h e  C ro s s  o f  Ch r i s t  t h e re  i s  n o  
s i n  e x c l u d e d  f r o m  a t o n e m e n t .  I  k n ow  o f  
cour se  wha t  you a re  th ink ing  about—the  s in  
aga in s t  the  Holy  Ghos t .  That  i s  f a r  too l a rge  
a  s u b j e c t  t o  e n t e r  o n .  I  c a n  o n l y  s ay  t h a t  
I  a m  n o t  k e e p i n g  i t  o u t  o f  m y  s u r v e y.  
And  I  repea t ,  t he re  i s  no  s i n  exc luded  f rom  
a tonemen t .  Dea th  a s  pun i shmen t  o f  s i n  wa s  
a b s o r b ed  i n  Ch r i s t ’s  s a c r i f i c e .  Su ch  wa s  i t s  
a t on i n g  wo rk  t h a t  t h e  j u dgmen t  du e  t o  a l l  
m a n k i n d  wa s  a b s o r b e d ,  a n d  t h e  s i n  o f  s i n s  
n ow  wa s  f i xe d  r e f u s a l  o f  t h a t  G r a c e .  T h e  
Cross bought up all other debts, so to say. 

§ 

To retur n to my old point .  The object ion to  
speak ing  o f  Chr i s t ’s  dea th  a s  pena l ty  i s  two- 
fo ld .  God cou ld  not  pun i sh  One wi th  whom 
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H e  wa s  a lway s  we l l  p l e a s e d .  C o n s e q u e n t l y  
Chr ist  could not suffer punishment in the true  
s e n s e  o f  t h e  wo rd  w i t h o u t  h av i n g  a  g u i l t y  
conscience. I f  the hear ing of punishment were  
the whole of Chr ist’s work, there was something  
in that way which He did not and could not do- 
He could not bear the penalty of remor se.  But  
the whole of His work, was not the hear ing of  
punishment; it was not the acceptance of suffer- 
ing. I t  was the recognit ion and just i f icat ion of  
i t ,  the “homologat ion” of  God’s  judgment and  
God’s holiness in it. 

The death and suf fer ing of  Chr i s t  was some- 
th ing  ver y  much more  than su f fe r ing—it  was  
atoning action. At var ious stages in the history  
of the Church—not the Roman Catholic Church  
only but Protestantism also—exaggerated stress  
h a s  been  l a i d  upon  the  su f f e r ing s  o f  Chr i s t .  
But  i t  i s  not  a  ca se  o f  what  He su f fe red ,  but  
what  He d id ;  Chr i s t ’s  su f fe r ing was  so  d iv ine  
a  thing because He freely t ransmuted i t  into a  
g reat  act .  I t  was  suf fer ing accepted and t rans- 
f igured by holy obedience under the conditions  
of curse and blight which sin had brought upon  
man  a c co rd ing  t o  t he  ho l i ne s s  o f  God .  The  
su f fer ing was  a  sacr i f ice  to God’s  hol ines s .  In  
s o  f a r  i t  wa s  pena l t y.  Bu t  t he  a ton ing  th ing  
wa s  n o t  i t s  a m o u n t  o r  a c u t e n e s s ,  b u t  i t s  
obedience, its sanctity. 
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These pathetic ways of thinking about Chr is t  
r e g a rd  H im  t oo  much  a s  a  me re  i n d iv i du a l  
b e f o re  God .  They  do  no t  s a t i s f y  i f  Ch r i s t ’s  
r e l a t i on  w i t h  man  wa s  a  r a c i a l  one  and  He  
represented Humani ty.  Espec ia l ly  they do not  
ho l d  good  i f  t h a t  re l a t i on sh i p  wa s  no  me re  
h lood re la t ionship,  na tura l  re l a t ionship,  but  a  
super na tura l  re l a t ionsh ip—blood re l a t ionsh ip  
on l y  i n  t h e  my s t i c  Ch r i s t i a n  s e n s e .  We  a re  
blood relations of Chr ist, but not in the natural  
s en s e  o f  th a t  t e r m,  on ly  in  the  supe r na tu r a l  
sense,  a s  those who are re la ted to Him in His  
b lood ,  i n  H i s  de a th ,  and  in  H i s  Sp i r i t .  The  
va lue  o f  Chr i s t ’s  un i ty  and sympathy  wi th  u s  
wa s  no t  s imp ly  tha t  He was  cont inuous  wi th  
t h e  r a c e  a t  i t s  h e a d .  I t  wa s  n o t  a  r e l a t i o n  
o f  i d en t i t y.  The r ace  wa s  no t  p ro longed  in to  
Him. The value consists  in that l i fe-act of se l f - 
identi f i cat ion by which Chr ist the eternal Son of  
God became man. We hear much about Chr ist’s  
essentia l  identi ty with the human race. That i s  
not true in the sense in which other g reat men,  
l ike  Shakespeare,  fo r  in s t ance,  were  ident ica l  
with the human race, gather ing up in consum- 
mation i t s  natural  genius.  Chr is t ’s  identi ty was  
no t  na tu r a l  o r  c rea t ed  iden t i t y,  bu t  the  s e l f - 
identi f icat ion of the Creator.  Everything turns  
upon this—whether Chr ist was a created being, 
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however g rand, or whether He was of increate  
Godhead. 

§ 

As  Head  o f  t he  human  r a ce  by  th i s  vo lun- 
tary sel f-identi f icat ion with it ,  Chr ist  took the  
cur se  and judgment ,  which d id not  be long to  
H imse l f  a s  s i n l e s s .  And  wha t  He  owned  wa s  
not so much the depth of our misery as the depth  
o f  ou r  gu i l t ;  and  He  d id  i t  s ympa the t i c a l l y,  
by  t he  mor a l  s ympa thy  po s s i b l e  on l y  t o  t he  
holy.  Nor did He s imply take the ful l  measure  
o f  our  gu i l t .  Hi s  owning i t  means  ver y  much  
more than that  His  mora l  percept ions  were so  
deep and p ierc ing tha t  He could measure  our  
gui l t  as  a bystander of acute moral  penetrat ion  
cou l d .  He  c a r r i e d  i t  i n  H i s  own  mo r a l  e x - 
per ience  a s  on ly  d iv ine  sympathy could .  And  
i n  d u m b  a c t i o n  H e  s p r e a d  i t  o u t  a s  i t  i s  
b e f o r e  G o d .  H e  f e l t  s i n  a n d  i t s  h o r ro r  a s  
on l y  t h e  ho l y  cou l d ,  a s  God  d i d .  We  l e a r n  
i n  ou r  me a s u re  t o  do  t h a t  when  we  e s c a p e  
f ro m  t h e  i n d i f f e r e n c e  o f  o u r  e g o t i s m  a n d  
c o m e  u n d e r  H i s  C ro s s  a n d  n e a r  H i s  h e a r t ;  
we lear n to do a s  Chr i s t  d id  a s  we enter  in to  
l iv i ng  un ion  w i th  Chr i s t .  And  we  then  r i s e  
above pur ity—for pur ity is only shamed by sin- 
we r ise to holiness, which is burdened with sin  
and  a l l  i t s  l o ad .  How much  more  th an  pu re 
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Chr i s t  wa s !  How much  fu l l e r  o f  mean ing  i s  
such a word as “holy” or “holiness” than either  
“pure” or “pur ity.” Pur ity i s  shamed by human  
s in.  Holiness  car r ies i t  as  a load, and car r ies i t  
to its destruction. In the g reat deser tion Chr ist  
could not feel  Himsel f  a s inner whom God re- 
j e c t s .  Fo r  t h e  s i n n e r  c a n n o t  c a r r y  s i n ;  h e  
co l l apses  under  i t .  Chr i s t  fe l t  Himse l f  t rea ted  
a s  the s in which God recognises  and repel s  by  
His very holiness. It covered and hid Him from  
God .  He  wa s  made  s in  (no t  s in fu l ,  a s  I  s ay ) .  
The holiness of God becomes our salvation not  
by  s l a ckne s s  o f  demand  bu t  by  comple t ene s s  
o f  j u d g m e n t ;  n o t  b e c a u s e  H e  r e l a xe s  H i s  
demand, not because He spends less condemna- 
t ion on s in ,  l e t s  u s  o f f  or  l e t s  s in  o f f ,  or  l e t s  
Chr ist off (“spared not”); but because in Chr ist  
judgment becomes f in i shed and f ina l ,  because  
none but a holy Chr ist  could spread s in out in  
a l l  i t s  s i n f u l n e s s  f o r  t h o ro u g h  j u d g m e n t .  I  
have a way of putting it  which star t les some of  
my f r iends .  The la s t  judgment i s  pas t .  I t  took  
place on Chr ist ’s  Cross .  What we ta lk about as  
the last  judgment i s  s imply the working out of  
Chr i s t ’s  Cros s  in  de t a i l .  The  f ina l  judgment ,  
the  ab so lu te  judgment ,  the  c r uc i a l  judgment  
f o r  t h e  r a c e  t ook  p l a c e  i n  p r i n c i p l e  on  t h e  
Cro s s  o f  Chr i s t .  S in  ha s  been  judged  f ina l l y 
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t h e re .  A l l  j u dgmen t  i s  g iven  t o  t h e  Son  i n  
vir tue of His Cross.  All  other debts are bought  
up there. 

§ 

I t  i s  no t  s imp ly  tha t  in  the  Cros s  o f  Chr i s t  
a l l  puni shment was  shown to be cor rect ive.  A  
f avour i te  theme on the par t  o f  many of  those  
who chal lenge the apostol ic posit ion about the  
death of Chr ist is that it was only the crowning  
exposition of the great pr inciple that all punish- 
men t  i s  re a l l y  co r re c t ive  and  educ a t ive.  We  
cannot say that.  There i s  plenty of punishment  
tha t  hardens  and hardens .  That  i s  why we are  
ob l i g ed  to  l e ave  such  que s t i on s  a s  un ive r s a l  
res torat ion unsolved.  Even when we recognise  
the absolute power of  God’s  sa lvat ion,  we a l so  
recognise that  i t  i s  in the power of  the human  
soul to harden itself until it become shrunk into  
such a  tough and i r reducible  mas s  a s  i t  seems  
the very g race of  God could do nothing with.  
Certainly there are people here, in this life, who  
become so tough in their  s in that  the g race of  
God i s  in vain.  And I  am not sure that  among  
those who are  toughes t  a re  not  some who are  
much comfor ted by their  re l ig ion. You can do  
something wi th a  hardened s inner.  He can be  
b roken  t o  p i e c e s .  Bu t  I  do  no t  know  wha t  
you  c an  do  w i th  a  v i s cou s  s a in t ,  w i th  tho s e 
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who a re  wrapped  in  the  woo l ,  soaked  in  the  
comfort of their relig ion, and tanned to leather,  
sof t  and tough as  a  g love,  by i t s  bi t teres t  bap- 
tisms. I once used an expression of these people  
which was  somewhat  cr i t ic i sed .  I  ca l led them  
“mora l  t abbie s .” I s  there  anything more com- 
for table,  and sel f i sh, and hopeless  than a real ly  
a ccompl i shed  t abby?  When re l i g ion  becomes  
per ver ted to be a  means  o f  mere comfor t  and  
dense  se l f - s a t i s f ac t ion ,  i t  becomes  an  in tegu- 
m e n t  s o  t o u g h  t h a t  eve n  t h e  g r a c e  o f  G o d  
cannot get through it ,  or a substance so f laccid  
that it cannot be handled. 

§ 

I  f i n d  i t  c onven i en t ,  you  ob s e r ve ,  t o  d i s - 
t ingu i sh  be tween  pun i shment  and  pena l t y.  A  
man who loses his  l i fe in the f ire-damp, where  
he  i s  look ing  fo r  the  v i c t ims  o f  an  acc ident ,  
pays  the  pena l ty  o f  s acr i f i ce,  hut  he does  not  
rece ive  i t s  puni shment .  And I  th ink  i t  u se fu l  
t o  s p e ak  o f  Ch r i s t  a s  t a k i ng  t h e  p en a l t y  o f  
s i n ,  w h i l e  I  r e f u s e  t o  s p e a k  o f  H i s  t a k i n g  
i t s  p u n i s h m e n t .  I  wo u l d  avo i d  eve r y  wo rd  
t h a t  wo u l d  s u g g e s t  t h a t  H e  wa s  p u n i s h e d  
i n  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  H i s  s a l v a t i o n .  I t  ro b s  
t h e  w h o l e  a c t  o f  e t h i c a l  v a l u e  t o  s a y  s o .  
Penalty is  made to honour God in the Cross of 
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Chr i s t ,  and  thus  i t  becomes  a  b le s s ing  to  u s .  
No t  t h a t  ou r  pun i shmen t  i s  t u r ned  to  good  
account  in  i t s  sub jec t ive  re su l t s  upon us ,  but  
tha t  Chr i s t ’s  judgment  ha s  ob jec t ive  va lue  to  
the  honour  o f  God’s  ho l ine s s .  He tur ned the  
pena l ty  He endured into sacr i f ice  He of fered.  
And the sacr i f ice He offered was the judgment  
H e  a c c e p t e d .  H i s  p a s s i ve  s u f f e r i n g  b e c a m e  
active obedience, and obedience to a holy doom.  
He did not  s tee l  His  f ace  to  the su f fer ing He  
h a d  t o  e ndu re ,  a s  t hough  i t  we re  a  f a t e  t o  
which He had to set  His teeth and go through  
i t  i n  a  s t o i c  way.  He  neve r  re g a rded  i t  a s  a  
mere infliction. For Him, whoever inflicted it, it  
was  the  hol ie s t  th ing in  a l l  the  wor ld—it  was  
t h e  w i l l  a nd  j udgmen t  o f  God .  A l l  t h e  O ld  
Testament told Him that  the Kingdom of God  
could never come without the pr ior judgment  
o f  God ;  a nd  He  wa s  p rep a red  t o  f o rc e  t h a t  
judgment in His impatience for the Kingdom.*  
He answered the judgment of God with a g rand  
af f irmative act.  The wil l ing acceptance of f inal  
judgment was for Jesus the means presented by  
God for effecting human reconcil iation and the 

*  S e e  S c h we i t z e r ’s  v e r y  r e m a r k a b l e  “ Q u e s t  o f  t h e  
Hi s tor ica l  Je sus” (A.  and C.  Black)—the l a s t  two chapter s 
—whe re  a  dogma t i c  a nd  a t on ing  mo t ive  i n  Je s u s  i s  d e - 
c l a red by an advanced cr i t i c  to  have been the  exp lanat ion  
of His death. 
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Divine Kingdom. The es sence of  a l l  sacr i f ice,  
which is self-sur render to God, was lifted out of  
the Old Testament garb of symbolism, and was  
made a moral reality in Chr ist’s holy obedience.  
In the Old Testament we have the lamb and the  
var ious other things brought,  for of fer ing;  but  
w h e re  d i d  t h e i r  e s s e n t i a l  va l u e  l i e ?  I n  t h e  
obedience of the offerer ;  in the f act that those  
inst i tut ions were g iven and prescr ibed by holy  
God, however their details were due to man. And  
the presentation of the victim was valuable, not  
because of anything in the vict im, but because  
of the obedience and sur render of the will with  
which the offerer presented it. This is the hear- 
ing  o f  s in—the holy  bear ing o f  i t s  judgment .  
This is the taking of sin away—the acknowledg- 
ment of judgment as holy, wise, and good, and  
i t s  conve r s i on  i n to  b l e s s i ng ;  t h e  ab so r p t i on  
and conversion of judgment into confession and  
pra i se,  the  remova l  o f  tha t  gu i l t  which  s tood  
b e tween  God  and  man ’s  re conc i l i a t i on—the  
ro bb i n g  s i n  o f  i t s  p owe r  t o  p r e ve n t  c o m - 
munion with God. 

I  s hou ld ,  t h e re f o re,  e xp re s s  t h e  d i f f e rence  
be tween the  o ld  v iew and the  new by  s ay ing  
tha t  one emphas i se s  subs t i tu t ionar y  expia t ion  
and the  other  emphas i se s  so l idar y  repara t ion ,  
con s i s t i ng  o f  due  a cknowledgmen t  o f  God ’s 
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holiness ,  and the honour ing of that and not of  
His honour. 

§ 

Now le t  me pas s  a s  I  c lose  to-day to two or  
three points I want specially to emphasise. 

The re  i s  one  quo t a t i on  wh i ch  I  wan t ed  to  
make  a t  a  p a r t i cu l a r  po in t  and  d id  no t .  The  
Reformers are still, on the whole, the masters of  
the g reat  ver i t ie s  of  exper ience in connect ion  
with the work of Chr ist .  They had an amazing  
insight into the morbid psychology of the con- 
sc ience.  They did under s tand what  s in meant ,  
and they sa id this—the s inner,  beg inning with  
indifference, must keep flying from God until he  
a c tua l l y  ha t e  God  a s  a  pe r s ecu to r,  un l e s s  he  
g rasp the pur sui t  a s  God’s  mercy.  Indi f ference  
cou l d  no t  s t op  a t  i nd i f f e rence,  bu t  goe s  on  
th rough  ave r s ion  to  ha t e.  Even  i f  a  man  d i e  
indi f ferent  in thi s  l i fe,  he comes into c i rcum- 
stances where he ceases to be indifferent. If  we  
believe about a future at all, it will be impossible  
f o r  an  ind i f f e ren t  man  to  rema in  ind i f f e ren t  
when he  ha s  pa s s ed  on  the re.  Ind i f f e rence  i s  
an unstable pos i t ion.  I t  changes e i ther upward  
or downward—downward into antagonism, into  
deadly hate against God, something Satanic; or  
upwards it passes into acceptance of God’s mercy  
by f a i th ,  and a l l  i t s  blos som and f r u i t ,  i t s  joy 
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and peace in the Holy Ghost .  The Refor mer s  
we re  pe r f e c t l y  r i gh t .  I t  i s  on ly  ou r  du l l  ex- 
per ience and preoccupied vision which prevent  
us seeing that it is so. 

§ 

Then I  shou ld  l i ke  to  ca l l  a t t en t ion  to  th i s  
va lue in  such a  cros s .  I t  i s  only  the judgment  
s a c r i f i c e  o f  t he  Son  o f  God  tha t  a s su re s  t he  
s i nne r  o f  t h e  d e ep  ch ange l e s s n e s s  o f  g r a c e .  
Forg iv ing i s  not  forge t t ing .  Popula r  theo logy  
too  o f t en  t ends  to  pac i fy  u s  by  reduc ing  the  
offence. But the Reformers put the matter quite  
otherwise in saying that  a  just i fying f a i th only  
goes with a ful l  sense of  gui l t .  You cannot get  
a  fu l l ,  jus t i fy ing f a i th without a  ful l  sense and  
con fe s s ion  o f  gu i l t .  We a lway s  have  mi s t r u s t  
in the background of our own self-extenuations.  
When conscience beg ins to work and you beg in  
to extenuate, when you try your hand earnestly  
at justifying yourself to yourself , you have some  
i d e a  o f  how much  more  va s t  mu s t  b e  God ’s  
ju s t i f i ca t ion of  you be fore  Himse l f .  You can- 
no t  cea s e  to  a sk  wha t  cha rge  consc i ence  ha s  
aga in s t  you.  Then you magni fy  tha t  to  God’s  
charge.  I f  your  hear t  condemn you,  Hi s  con- 
demna t ion  i s  g re a t e r  th an  tha t  o f  your  con- 
demning heart. Do you consider His conscience? 
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His conscience has to be pacif ied as well as His  
hear t  indulged.  And i f  Hi s  consc ience he not  
met, our s i s  not sure. Has His conscience been  
me t ?  Con s c i ence  h a s  a lway s  m i s t r u s t  i n  t h e  
backg round i f  g r ace  i s  mere  remi s s ion .  Mere  
remi s s i on  o f  s i n  doe s  no t  s a t i s f y  even  u s .  I f  
conscience witnesses,  against our extenuations,  
t o  t he  ho l y  ma j e s t y  o f  mor a l  c l a im ,  i s  i t  t o  
b e  l e s s  s eve re  a n d  l e s s  c h a n g e l e s s  t h a n  t h e  
c la im of God Himsel f?  Conscience has in trust  
God’s law and its  majesty, which must be made  
good, as mere remission does not make it. Sup- 
po s e  I  t r an s g re s s  a nd  I  h e a r  t h e  me s s a g e  o f  
g race, does it tel l  me the accusing, ir repressible  
d emand  o f  con s c i ence,  t he  h aun t ing  f e a r  o f  
j u d g m e n t ,  wa s  a n  i l l u s i o n ?  I t  i s  d o i n g  m e  
ver y  i l l  s e r v ice  i f  i t  does .  True,  there  i s  now  
no condemnat ion for  f a i th;  but  i f  the message  
o f  g race  ever  teaches  us  tha t  the judgment  of  
conscience is  exaggeration, is  i l lusion, i t  i s  not  
the  t r ue  g race  o f  God.  I f  a  mes s age  o f  g r ace  
tel l  us there was and is  no judgment any more,  
a n d  t h a t  G o d  h a s  s i m p l y  p u t  j u d g m e n t  o n  
one s ide and has  not  exerc i sed i t ,  that  cannot  
be the t rue g race of  God.  Sure ly  the g race of  
God cannot stult i fy our human conscience l ike  
t h a t !  So  we  a re  h aun t ed  by  m i s t r u s t ,  un l e s s  
conscience be drowned in a haze of  hear t .  We 
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have  a lways  the  fee l ing  and fea r  tha t  there  i s  
judgment to fo l low. How may I  he sure that  I  
may take the grace of God ser iously and f inally,  
how be sure that I have complete salvation, that  
I  may  en t i re ly  t r u s t  i t  th rough the  wor s t  my  
conscience may say? Only thus, that God is the  
Reconciler, that He reconciles in Chr ist’s Cross  
that the judgment of sin was there for good and  
a l l .  We a re  judged  now by  the  Cros s ,  and  by  
the Cross we stand or f a l l .  The g reat s in is  not  
something we do, but it is refusing to make our- 
selves r ight with God in Chr ist ’s  Cross. We are  
judged in the end by our relation to the Cross of  
Chr i s t .  I t  i s  the pr inciple of  our moral  world.  
A l l  j udgmen t  i s  commi t t ed  to  t h a t  Son .  We  
s t and  be fo re  God a t  l a s t  a ccord ing  a s  we  a re  
owned  by  Chr i s t .  We  a re  con f e s s ed  by  H im  
according to  our  confes s ion of  Him. Nemes i s  
on  u s  i s  h a l l owed  a s  a  p a r t  o f  t he  j udgmen t  
on Him to whose death we are joined. There is  
no such thorough asser tion of God’s holy, loving  
l aw anywhere  a s  there,  where  in  the  Cros s  i t  
was  g iven i t s  own, and was per fected in judg- 
ment  in  Him who became a  cur se  for  us .  Hi s  
prayer for His murderer s, or the closing sigh of  
victory in the midst of that judgment, vouches  
fo r  ever  to  th i s ,  tha t  i t  i s  the  s ame ho ly  wi l l  
which judges man’s wickedness and also loves us 
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and  g ive s  H i s  Son  fo r  a  p rop i t i a t i on  fo r  u s .  
Only  tha t  ho l ine s s  which  i s  change le s s  in  i t s  
j udgment  cou ld  be  change l e s s  a l so  in  g r a ce.  
H i s  g r a c e  wa s  s o  l i t t l e  t o  be  f o i l ed  th a t  He  
g rac ious ly  took Hi s  own judgment .  Thus  the  
sever ity of conscience becomes the cer tainty of  
salvation. 

§ 

But,  changeless  in judgment!  Does that mean  
exact ing the ut ter most  f a r th ing of  pena l ty,  o f  
s u f f e r i ng ?  Doe s  i t  mean  th a t  i n  the  hou r  o f  
His death Chr ist  suffered, compressed into one  
br ie f  moment ,  a l l  the  pa ins  o f  he l l  which the  
human race  deser ved.  We cannot  th ink about  
things in that way. God does not work by such  
equivalents .  What i s  required is  not an equiva- 
lent penalty, but an adequate confess ion of His  
h o l i n e s s .  L e t  u s  g e t  r i d  o f  t h a t  m a t e r i a l i s t  
idea  of  equiva lent s .  What  Chr i s t  gave to God  
was not an equivalent penalty,  but an adequate  
confess ion of  God’s  hol iness ,  r i s ing f rom amid  
extreme conditions of sin. God’s holiness, then,  
wa s  so  l i t t l e  to  be  mocked ,  tha t  He  ac tua l l y  
took His  own judgment  to  save  i t .  He spared  
not  Hi s  own Son—His  own se l f .  Hi s  sever i ty  
of conscience becomes at the same moment our  
secur ity of sa lvation. And the more conscience  
preaches the changelessness of the judg ing God, 
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the more it preaches the same changelessness in  
the grace of Christ. 

§ 

T h e r e  i s  a n o t h e r  c o n s e q u e n c e .  O n l y  t h e  
e t e r n a l  R e c o n c i l e r ,  t h e  H i g h  P r i e s t ,  c a n  
gua ran tee  u s  our  fu l l  redempt ion .  “Take,  my  
s o u l ,  t hy  f u l l  s a l va t i o n .” Yo u  c a n n o t  d o  i t  
e x c ep t  you  do  i t  i n  s u ch  a  C ro s s .  I t  i s  no t  
enough to  have  in  the  Cros s  a  g rea t  demon- 
s t r a t i on  o f  God ’s  l ove,  a  f o r g ivene s s  o f  t h e  
pa s t  which  l eave s  u s  to  f end  fo r  our se lve s  in  
the  fu tu re.  I s  my  mora l  power  so  g rea t  a f t e r  
a l l ,  then,  that ,  suppos ing I  be l ieve pas t  th ings  
were set t led in Chr i s t ’s  Cross ,  I  may now fee l  
I  c a n  r u n  i n  my  ow n  s t r e n g t h ?  C a n  I  h e  
perfect ly conf ident about meeting temptat ion?  
Nay, we must depend daily upon the continued  
en e r g y  o f  t h e  c r u c i f i e d  a nd  r i s e n  One.  We  
mu s t  d ep end  d a i l y  upon  t h e  a c t i on  o f  t h a t  
s ame  Chr i s t  who s e  a c t i on  cu lm in a t ed  t h e re  
but  did not  end there.  His  death i s  a s  organic  
w i t h  H i s  h e ave n l y  l i f e  a s  i t  wa s  w i t h  H i s  
ear thly.  What i s  the meaning of  His  per petua l  
i n t e r c e s s i o n  i f  i t  d o e s  n o t  m e a n  t h a t — t h e  
e x h a u s t l e s s  e n e r g y  o f  H i s  s av i n g  a c t ?  I t  i s  
by His  work f rom heaven that  we appropr ia te  
His  work upon ear th .  He guarantees  our  per- 
fection as well as our redemption. 
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§ 

The l a s t  s t ep.  I t  i s  on ly  the  a ton ing  recon- 
c i l ia t ion of  a  whole world that  guarantees  the  
f ina l  pe r fec t ing  o f  tha t  wor ld  by  i t s  Crea tor.  
How do  we  know th a t  c re a t i on  i s  go i ng  t o  
b e  p e r f e c t e d ?  H ow  d o  we  k n ow  t h a t  i t  i s  
t o  be  to  the  g lo r y  o f  God  who  made  i t  and  
c a l l ed  i t  good?  How do  we  know the  wor ld  
wi l l  not  be a  f a i lure  for  God with a l l  but  the  
g roup of people saved in an ark of some kind?  
We  o n l y  k n ow  b e c a u s e  we  b e l i e ve  i n  t h e  
reconc i l i a t ion o f  the  whole  wor ld  in  Chr i s t ’s  
C ro s s .  T h e r e  i s  a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  p e s s i m i s m  
to-day,  much doubt  a s  to  whether  per fec t ion  
re a l l y  rema in s  fo r  the  who le  wor ld ;  and  you  
f i nd  peop l e  i n  t h e  bu rdened  Wes t  d r awn  to  
the  Buddh i s t i c  i de a  o f  the  human  sou l ’s  ex- 
t inc t ion.  Some Chr i s t i ans  content  themse lve s  
with individual sa lvat ion out of a world which  
i s  l e f t  in  the  lurch ,  or  they a re  s a t i s f i ed  wi th  
p e r s o n a l  u n i o n  w i t h  C h r i s t  s e c u r i n g  t h e i r  
ow n  f u t u re .  B u t  t h e  g o s p e l  d e a l s  w i t h  t h e  
wo r l d  o f  men  a s  a  who l e .  I t  a r gue s  t h e  re - 
s t o r a t i on  o f  a l l  t h i ng s ,  a  n ew  he aven  and  a  
n ew  e a r t h .  I t  i n t e n d s  t h e  r e g e n e r a t i o n  o f  
h u m a n  s o c i e t y  a s  a  w h o l e .  C h r i s t  i s  t h e  
Sav iour  o f  the  wor ld ,  who was  a l so  the agent  
o f  i t s  c re a t i on .  The  Crea to r  h a s  no t  l e t  H i s 
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wor ld  ge t  out  o f  hand for  good and a l l .  That  
i s  to  s ay,  our  f a i th  i s  soc ia l  and communal  in  
i t s  na ture.  We must  have a  soc ia l  gospe l .  And  
t h i s  you  c anno t  g e t  upon  t h e  b a s i s  o f  me re  
individual  or sect ional  sa lvat ion. You can only  
have a social gospel upon one basis, namely, that  
Chr i s t  saved,  reconci led the whole wor ld a s  a  
un i ty,  the  who le  o f  soc i e ty  and  h i s to r y.  The  
Object  o f  our  f a i th ,  Je sus  Chr i s t ,  i s  what  our  
f a ther s  used to ca l l  a  federa l  Per son,  a  federa l  
S av iou r,  i n  a  f ede r a l  a c t .  A l l  human i t y  i s  i n  
H i m  a n d  i n  H i s  a c t .  I t  i s  q u i t e  t r u e  eve r y  
m a n  mu s t  b e l i eve  f o r  h i m s e l f ,  bu t  n o  m a n  
c an  be l i eve  by  h imse l f  o r  un to  h imse l f .  The  
Chr istian f aith f ades away if i t  is  not nour ished  
a nd  bu i l t  up  i n  a  commun i t y,  i n  a  Chu rch .  
And the  Church f ade s  away i f  i t  do  not  ho ld  
th i s  f a i th  in  t r u s t  fo r  the  whole  wor ld .  Each  
one of  us  i s  s aved only  by the  ac t  and by the  
Person that saved the whole world. 

Note to p. 153. 
I n  s o m e  c a s e s  i t  s e e m s  d u e  t o  c o n g e n i t a l  d e f e c t .  A n  

a b l e  m e m b e r  o f  t h e  “ N e w  T h e o l o g y ”  g r o u p  w a s  c o n - 
v e r s i n g  w i t h  m y  i n f o r m a n t ,  w h o  s a i d ,  “ F o r  m e  a l l  
C h r i s t i a n i t y  t u r n s  o n  t h e  u n s p e a k a b l e  m e r c y  o f  G o d  t o  my  
s o u l  i n  t h e  C r o s s  o f  C h r i s t .” T h e  r e p l y  w a s  b l a n k l y,  “ I  
do not understand it.” 
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VI 

THE PRECISE PROBLEM TO-DAY* 

THERE is  a  popular  impress ion about both  
ph i lo sophy and theo logy tha t  the  h i s tor y  

o f  t h e i r  p ro b l e m s  i s  ve r y  s t e r i l e ;  t h a t  i t  i s  
not a long development, car rying the discussion  
on with g rowing ins ight  f rom age to age,  and  
pa s s ing f rom th inker  to  th inker  wi th g rowing  
depth,  but  ra ther  a  scene in which each new- 
comer demol i shes  the work of  hi s  predecessor  
in order to put in its place same theory doomed  
i n  t u r n  t o  t h e  s ame  f r u i t l e s s  f a t e .  Tr u l y,  a s  
Hege l  s ay s ,  i f  t h a t  were  so  w i th  ph i lo sophy,  
i t s  h i s to r y  wou ld  become one  o f  the  s adde s t  
a n d  s o r r i e s t  t h i n g s ,  a n d  i t  wo u l d  h ave  n o  
r ight to go on. And if it were so with theology,  
we should not only be distressed for Humanity,  
but we should be sceptical about the Holy Spir it 

*  T h i s  c h a p t e r  owe s  mu c h  t o  K i r n ,  H e r zo g ,  x x . ,  A r t .  
“Versöhnung.” 
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i n  t h e  C h u rc h .  I t  c o u l d  b e  t h e  C h u rc h  o f  
n o  H o l y  S p i r i t  i f  t h o s e  w h o  t r a n s l a t e d  i t s  
l i f e  in to  thought  d id  not  o f fe r  to  pos te r i ty  a  
s pec t a c l e  h ighe r  than  d r agon s  tha t  t a re  e ach  
o t h e r  i n  t h e  s l i m e ,  o r  l i o n s  t h a t  b i t  a n d  
devoured one another. 

As a matter of truth and fact, both philosophy  
and theo logy have not  on ly  a  chronic le  but  a  
h i s t o r y.  They  re g i s t e r  t h e  h i gh e s t  s p i r i t u a l  
evolution of the race. The wave behind rolls on  
the wave before.  The past  i s  not devoured hut  
l ives on, and comes to itsel f  in the future. The  
new ar r ivals do not consume their predecessors,  
and do not  ignore  them;  they  in te r pre t  them  
a n d  c a r r y  t h e m  f o r wa rd s .  T h ey  t a ke  t h e i r  
f e r t i l e  p l ace  in  the  g rea t  o rgan ic  movement .  
They  modu l a t e  wha t  i s  beh ind  upward s  in to  
wha t  i s  t o  come.  They  co r re c t  t he  p a s t  and  
enr ich it; and they hand on their cor rected past  
to be a foundation for the workers yet to be. 

The amateur,  or  the se l f- taught ,  there fore i s  
a t  a  g rea t  d i s advan tage.  He doe s  no t  t ake  up  
the problem where the scientif ic succession laid  
i t  down. He does not come in where his  g reat  
co-worker s  l e f t  o f f .  He mus t  s t a r t  ab  ovo.  He  
must do over again for himsel f  what they have  
conspired to do bet ter.  He r i sks  “being a  fool  
a t  f i r s t  h and .” He  wa s t e s  h imse l f  c r i t i c i s i ng 
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what  ha s  long  been dropped ,  and  s l ay ing  the  
l o n g - t i m e  s l a i n .  H e  t h row s  away  e f f o r t  i n  
e s t abl i sh ing  wha t  the  competen t  have  ag reed  
to  accep t .  And he  mi s s e s  the  r i gh t  po in t s  to  
attack or to strengthen, because he has not sur- 
veyed  the  g round .  Eve r y  now and  then  one  
meet s  the  capable  amateur,  whose  mi s for tune  
it has been to have no schooling in the scientif ic  
hi s tory or method of the subject ,  who appl ied  
to  i t  a  shrewd mother—wit  or  an  ear nes t  but  
uninstructed conscience, and who perhaps pub- 
l i she s  a  theor y  o f  Inca r na t ion  o r  Atonement  
which,  for  a l l  i t s  h int s  and g l impses  o f  t r uth ,  
makes no real contr ibution either to the history  
o r  t h e  me r i t s  o f  t h e  c a s e .  Th i s  i s  t h e  m i s - 
fo r tune  o f  the  s e l f - t augh t  who  goe s  s t r a i gh t  
to  h i s  Bible  for  the mater ia l s  o f  h i s  theology,  
and ignores most of the treatment the problem  
h a s  re c e ived  f rom the  g re a t e s t  m ind s  i n  t he  
h i s tor y  o f  the  Church or  the  sou l .  The Bible  
i s  enough  fo r  ou r  s av ing  f a i th ,  bu t  i t  i s  no t  
enough for our scientific theology. 

To  m a ke  t h e  m o s t  t h e re f o re  o f  g o d l y  a n d  
able  men,  who would e l se  he was ted more or  
l e s s ,  i t  i s  we l l  th a t  we  shou ld  t e ach  them a t  
the outset  to take up the quest ion where they  
f ind i t ,  to beg in where their  best  predecessor s  
l e f t  o f f ,  t o  work  upon  re su l t s ,  and  t o  c a r r y 
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forward the subject in the train of its evolution  
from the g reat and g rowing past .  Let us couple  
up with the past, and repay its g ifts by fructify- 
i n g  t h em  f o r  t h e  f u t u re .  L e t  u s  c a l l  i n  ou r  
thought ,  and concent ra te  i t  upon the  prec i se  
ques t ion which prev ious  th inker s  have le f t  us  
to solve. 

§ 

There i s ,  thus ,  another  thing we have to do.  
We have to try to find a due place for those views  
which, however one-sided, yet do compel atten- 
tion to aspects that the Church from time to time  
ignores .  We have to  meet ,  s a t i s fy,  and exceed  
such views. Much, for instance, has been done in  
the lifetime of most of us to cor rect and extend  
tho s e  v i ews  o f  Chr i s t ’s  work  wh i ch  were  so  
r ig idly object ive that  they became exter nal .  I t  
has  been urged that  the Church long thought  
too  much o f  Chr i s t ’s  a c t ion  on  God and  not  
enough  o f  H i s  a c t i on  on  man .  And  wha t  i s  
ca l led the mora l  theor y of  the Atonement has  
therefore been pressed upon us ,  to replace the  
u l t r a -ob jec t ive  and  s a t i s f ac t iona r y  v iew.  And  
the pressure has often been so hard that an objec- 
tive theory has been entirely denied as immoral,  
and denied sometimes with a scorn unjust i f ied  
by ei ther,  the mental  acumen or moral  dignity  
of the cr itic. 
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Bu t  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h i s  ove r -p re s su re,  and  the  
occas ional  insolence that  goes with ignorance,  
i t  remains  our  duty  to  f ind  a  proper  p l ace  in  
our  v i ew o f  the  who le  g rea t  sub jec t  fo r  tha t  
ef fect  of  Chr is t  upon men which has meant so  
much for the sanct i ty of  the Church.  We have  
to meet, satisfy, and transcend those pleas which  
have been ca l led into exi s tence to redres s  the  
ba lance of  theolog ica l  neg lect ,  and to f i l l  out  
t h a t  wh i ch  wa s  b eh i nd  i n  ou r  g r a s p  o f  t h e  
man i fo ld  work .  E spec i a l l y  we  have  to  ad ju s t  
ou r  theo logy  o f  Chr i s t ’s  work  to  tho se  who  
observe that  the repentance of  the gui l ty i s  an  
essent ia l  condit ion of forg iveness ,  and who go  
o n  t o  a s k  h ow  we  c a n  s p e a k  o f  a  f i n i s h e d  
reconcil iation or atonement by a sinless Chr ist,  
who could  not  pos s ibly  pre sent  be fore  God a  
repentance of that kind. 

§ 

There  a re  c e r t a i n  re su l t s  wh i ch ,  i t  may  be  
sa id ,  we have def in i te ly  reached in cor rect ion  
o f  what  has  long he en known as  the popular  
v i ew  o f  Ch r i s t ’s  d e a t h  a nd  wo rk .  They  a re  
modern, and they owe much to Schleiermacher,  
Ritschl, McLeod Campbell, Maur ice and others;  
but they have also been shown to be scr iptural,  
by a new, object ive and scienti f ic invest igat ion 
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o f  wha t  the  B ib l e  ha s  to  s ay  an  the  sub j ec t .  
When  we  h ave  b rough t  t h e  l ong  h i s t o r y  o f  
the  ques t ion  up to  da te,  ba l anced  the  books ,  
and  t aken  a ccoun t  o f  the  gene r a l  a g reemen t  
on the modern s ide,  we can then go on to ask  
where exactly the question now stands. 

The modifications on which the best author ities  
a re  s ub s t an t i a l l y  a t  one  we  h ave  s e en  t o  b e  
such as these:— 

1. Reconciliation is not the result of a change  
in  God f rom wrath to  love.  I t  f lows  f rom the  
changeless wil l  of a loving God. No other view  
cou l d  make  t h e  re conc i l i a t i on  s u re .  I f  God  
changed  t o  i t ,  He  might  change  f r om i t .  And  
the sheet-anchor of the soul for Eternity would  
t h e n  h ave  g o n e  by  t h e  b o a rd .  Fo r g i ve n e s s  
a ro s e  a t  no  po i n t  i n  t ime.  G r a c e  wa s  t h e re  
be fore  even  c rea t ion .  I t  abounded be fore  s in  
d id .  The hol ines s  which makes  s in  s in ,  i s  one  
wi th  the  nece s s i t y  to  de s t roy  s in  in  g r ac iou s  
love. 

2 .  Reconc i l i a t i on  re s t s  on  Chr i s t ’s  pe r son ,  
and it is effected by His entire work, doing, and  
su f fe r ing .  Thi s  work does  three  th ings .  (1 )  I t  
reveals and puts into histor ic action the change- 
less  g race of God. (2) It  reveals  and establ i shes  
His hol iness ,  and therein a l so the s infulness  of  
s in .  And (3)  i t  exhibi t s  a  Humanity in per fect 
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tune with that  wi l l  o f  God.  And i t  does  more  
than exhibit these things—it sets them up, grace,  
holiness, and the new Humanity in its Head. 

3.  Th i s  reconc i l ing  and  redeeming  work  o f  
Chr is t  culminates  in His  suf fer ing unto death,  
which is indeed more of an act than an exper i- 
e n c e .  He re ,  i n  t h e  C ro s s ,  i s  t h e  s ummi t  o f  
His revelation of grace, of sin, and of Humanity.  
And the centra l  feature of  thi s  threefold reve- 
lation in the Cross is the holiness of God’s love.  
I t  i s  th i s  hol ines s  tha t  deepens  er ror  into s in ,  
s in into gui l t ,  and gui l t  into repentance; with- 
out  which  any  sense  o f  fo rg ivenes s  would  be  
but an anodyne and not a  g race,  a  se l f- f la t ter- 
i n g  u n c t i o n  t o  t h e  s o u l  a n d  n o t  t h e  p e a c e  
of God. 

4 .  In  th i s  re l a t ion  to  God’s  ho l ine s s  and  i t s  
sat i s f act ion, nobody now thinks of the transfer  
o f  our  pun i shment  to  Chr i s t  i n  i t s  en t i re ty - 
i n c lud ing  the  wor s t  p a in s  o f  he l l  i n  a  s en s e  
o f  gui l t .  Chr i s t  exper ienced the wor ld ’s  ha te,  
and  the  cur se  o f  the  Law in  the  sen se  o f  the  
su f fer ing enta i led on man by s in ;  but  a  d i rect  
i n f l i c t i o n  o f  m e n ’s  t o t a l  d e s e r t s  u p o n  H i m  
by  God  i s  un th inkab l e.  H i s  pena l t y  wa s  no t  
pun i shment ,  becau se  i t  wa s  d i s soc i a t ed  f rom  
t h e  s e n s e  o f  d e s e r t .  W h a t eve r  we  m e a n  by  
a tonement  mus t  be  in te r pre ted  in  tha t  s ense. 
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A n d  j u d g m e n t  i s  a  mu c h  b e t t e r  wo rd  t h a n  
either penalty or punishment. 

5 .  W h a t  we  h ave  i n  C h r i s t ’s  wo r k  i s  n o t  
the mere pre-requisite or condition of reconcilia- 
t i on ,  bu t  the  a c tua l  and  f in a l  e f f e c t ing  o f  i t  
in  p r inc ip l e.  He  wa s  no t  mak ing  i t  po s s ib l e,  
He was doing it .  We are spir i tual ly in a recon- 
c i l ed  wor ld ,  we a re  not  mere ly  in  a  wor ld  in  
process of empir ical reconciliation. Our exper i- 
ence of  re l ig ion i s  exper ience of  a  thing done  
once for a l l ,  for  ever,  and for the world.  That  
is, it is more than even exper ience, it is a f aith.  
The  s ame  a c t  a s  pu t  God ’s  f o r g ivene s s  on  a  
moral foundation also revolutionised Humanity.  
Hence  we  a re  no t  d i spo sed  to  speak  o f  sub- 
s t i tut ion* so much as  of  representat ion. But i t  
is representation by One who creates by His act  
t h e  Human i t y  He  re p re s e n t s ,  a nd  do e s  no t  
merely sponsor it .  The same act as disburdens us  
of gui l t  commits us to a new l i fe.  Our Saviour  
in  Hi s  s a l va t ion  i s  no t  on ly  our  comfor t  bu t  
o u r  p o w e r ;  n o t  m e r e l y  o u r  r e s c u e r  b u t  
o u r  n ew  l i f e .  H i s  wo r k  i s  i n  t h e  s a m e  a c t  
reclamation as well as rescue. 

*  B e c a u s e  s u b s t i t u t i o n  d o e s  n o t  t a ke  a c c o u n t  o f  t h e  
mor a l  re su l t s  on  the  sou l ,  and  f o r  a  f u l l  a c coun t  o f  t he  
c a u s e  we  m u s t  i n c l u d e  a l l  t h e  e f f e c t s .  To  d o  j u s t i c e  
t o  t h e  w h o l e  o f  C h r i s t ’s  wo r k  we  m u s t  i n c l u d e  t h e  
Church, and in justification include sanctification. 
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6 .  Ano the r  t h i ng  may  pe rh ap s  h e  t a ken  a s  
recogni sed  in  some for m by  the  ma in  l ine  o f  
judicious advance in our subject .  The work of  
Chr i s t  was  mora l  and  not  o f f i c i a l .  I t  was  the  
energy and v ic tor y of  His  own mora l  per son- 
ality, and not simply the f illing of a position, the  
discharge of an off ice He held. His victory was  
n o t  d u e  t o  H i s  r a n k ,  b u t  t o  H i s  w i l l  a n d  
con s c i ence.  I t  l ay  i n  H i s  f a i t h fu lne s s  t o  t he  
u t t e r mos t  amid  t empta t ion s  mora l l y  rea l  and  
p s ycho log i c a l l y  re l evan t  t o  wha t  He  wa s .  I t  
was a work that drew on His whole personality,  
and was built into the nature of that personality  
a s  a  mor a l  n ece s s i t y  o f  i t .  Wha t  He  d id  He  
d id  no t  do  s imp ly  i n  the  room and  s t e ad  o f  
o the r s ,  He  d i d  i t  a s  a  n e ce s s i t y  o f  H i s  own  
pe r son  a l s o—though  i t s  e f f e c t  f o r  t hem wa s  
n o t  w h a t  i t  wa s  f o r  H i m .  H e  f u l f i l l e d  a n  
obl i g a t ion  unde r  wh ich  Hi s  own pe r sona l i t y  
l ay ;  He did not  s imply pay the debt s  o f  other  
people. He fulfilled a personal vocation. 

And His  f a i thfulness  was not only to a  voca- 
t i on .  I t  wa s  t o  a  s p ec i a l  voc a t i on ,  t h a t  o f  a  
Redeemer,  not  merely a  sa int .  The immediate  
sou rce  o f  Hi s  su f f e r ing  wa s  no t  the  s i gh t  o f  
human s in ,  and  i t  wa s  not  a  genera l  ho l ine s s  
in Him. It  was not the quiver ing of the sa int ’s  
p u r i t y  a t  t h e  t ou ch  o f  ev i l .  Bu t  i t  wa s  t h e 
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su f f e r ing  o f  One who touched  s in  a s  t h e  Re - 
d e em e r.  He  wou l d  no t  h ave  s u f f e re d  f o r  s i n  
as  He did, had He not f aced i t  as  i t s  destroyer.  
N  a t  on l y  wa s  t h i s  H i s  voc a t i on  a s  a  mo r a l  
he ro,  bu t  Hi s  spec i a l  voca t ion  a s  Sav iour.  I t  
wa s  t h e  wo rk  o f  a  mo r a l  p e r s on a l i t y  a t  t h e  
heart of the race, of One who concentrated on a  
special yet universal task—that of Redemption. 

His perfection was not that of a paragon, one  
who could do better what every soul and genius  
o f  the race  could do wel l .  He was  not  a l l  the  
powers and excel lencies of mankind rol led into  
one super man.  But  His  per fect ion was  that  of  
the race’s Redeemer. It was inter ior to all other  
power s  and achievement s .  I t  was  cent ra l  ha th  
for  God and man.  He made man’s  cent re  and  
God’s  coincide.  He took mankind at  i t s  centre  
and la id i t  on the centre of  God. His  identi f i- 
cation with man was not extensive but intensive,  
i t  wa s  no t  d i s cu r s ive  and  pa r a l l e l ,  s o  to  s ay.  
I t  wa s  mor a l l y  c en t r a l  and  c re a t ive.  He  wa s  
no t  Human i ty  on  i t s  d iv ine  s i de ;  He  wa s  i t s  
new l i fe f rom the ins ide.  The problem He had  
t o  s o l ve  wa s  t he  s up reme  and  c en t r a l  mor a l  
problem of  gui l t ;  and the work could only he  
done by the native action of a personality moral  
in  i t s  na ture  and methods ,  mora l  to  the p i tch  
of the Holy. 



	 the precise problem to-day� 185

I t  i s  a n  i m m e n s e  g a i n  t h u s  t o  c o n s t r u e  
Chr i s t ’s  work  a s  t h a t  o f  a  mor a l  pe r sona l i t y  
i n s t e ad  o f  a  h e aven l y  f unc t i ona r y.  I t  b r i ng s  
i t  i n to  l i ne  w i th  the  mode r n  mind  and  in to  
o r g a n i c  u n i o n  w i t h  t h e  m o r a l  p ro b l e m  o f  
t h e  r a c e.  I t  en ab l e s  u s  t o  re a l i s e  t h a t  eve r y  
s tep of the moral victory in His l i fe was a step  
a l so  in  the  Redempt ion  o f  the  whole  human  
conscience. And we g rasp with new power the  
idea that His crowning victory of the Cross was  
the  v ic tor y  in  pr inc ip le  o f  the  whole  race  in  
Him—that Just i f icat ion i s  rea l ly one with Re- 
concil iation, and what He did before God con- 
t a i n e d  a l l  H e  wa s  t o  d o  o n  m a n .  I t  m a ke s  
possible for us what my last lecture will attempt  
to indicate—a unitary view of His whole work  
and person. 

§ 

7.  Af ter  these  g rea t  modi f ica t ions  and ga ins ,  
we have c leared the g round to a sk  wi th some  
exactness just where the question at the moment  
stands. What was the divinest thing, the atoning,  
s a t i s fy ing  th ing ,  the  th ing o f fe red  to  God,  in  
Chr ist; the thing, therefore, f inal and precious in  
what He did? The permanent thing in Chr ist i- 
a n i t y  mu s t  b e  t h a t  w h i c h  g ive s  i t  i t s  c h i e f  
va lue  to  God.  We a re  now beyond the  c r ude  
alternative that so easily besets us, “Did Chr ist’s 
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work bear upon God or on man?” Neither alone  
would be a true Reconciliation. Neither Ortho- 
doxy nor Socinianism has it. But we have to ask  
this :  “Can we combine the truth in each alter- 
n a t ive ?  Can  we  re a ch  t h e  va l u e  o f  Ch r i s t ’s  
saving work to God (i.e., its true and final value)  
i f  we exc lude i t s  e f fec t  wi th in man?  Must  we  
not take that  in? Nihi l  in  e f f e c tu  quod non pr ius  
in causa. Must we not include the ef fect to get  
t h e  f u l l  va l u e  o f  t h e  c au s e ,  a nd  g ive  a  f u l l  
account of it?” 

Now,  l e t  u s  own a t  the  out se t  tha t  the  f i r s t  
things we must be sure about are the object ive  
rea l i ty of  our re l ig ion,  i t s  f ina l i ty,  and i t s  ini- 
tiative in God’s free grace independent of act or  
de se r t  o f  our s .  But  i f  we s t a r t  there,  i t  looks  
as  i f  we were shut up to the f i r s t  of  the crude  
a l te r nat ives ,  a s  i f  the  idea  of  Chr i s t ’s  work a s  
acting on God only gave the best effect to these  
condit ions .  I t  looks as  i f  the old theory a lone  
guaranteed a salvation f inished on the Cross, one  
whol ly  God’s  in  His  g race,  one that  ensures  a  
f u l l  and  ob j ec t ive  re l e a s e  o f  the  con sc i ence.  
These things are not secured by what we do, hut  
by Chr is t ’s  work on the Cross .  Moreover,  that  
work was done for the whole of  mankind, and  
was complete even for those who as yet make no  
response.  And, bes ides ,  that  f i r s t  a l ter nat ive i s 
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a view that seems to have the letter of Scr ipture  
with it. It does look as if we could not have full  
secur i ty except by trust  of  an object ive some- 
thing, done over our heads, and complete with- 
o u t  a ny  r e f e r e n c e  t o  o u r  r e s p o n s e  o r  o u r  
despite. 

But  the d i f f icu l t ie s  beg in when we ask what  
the object ive something was.  How descr ibe i t?  
For that purpose the old doctr ine used jur idical  
f o r m s .  B u t  t h e s e  a r e  n o t  l a r g e  e n o u g h  f o r  
the  d imens ions  o f  a  moder n wor ld ,  or  for  i t s  
deepened ethical insight. How exactly could the  
obedience of Chr ist  s tand for the obedience of  
a l l ?  I t  was  the fu l f i lment  of  His  own per sona l  
vocat ion;  how does i t  s tand for  the obedience  
of every other per son? Or how does the suffer- 
ing of Chr ist restore the moral order, especially  
one He never broke? I f  you treat  i t  a s  punish- 
ment ,  tha t  puni shment  a lone does  not  re s tore  
the moral  order.  And, i f  we say He did not do  
that, He did not restore a moral order, so much  
as acknowledge and confess the holiness of God  
in His judgment, is not the value of that recog- 
ni t ion s t i l l  g reat ly impaired by the f act  that  i t  
is not made by the guilty but the Guiltless, who  
i s  not  d i rect ly  a f fected by the connect ion be- 
tween  s in  and  su f f e r ing .  A  f i n i shed  re l i g ion  
would then be set up without the main thing— 
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the  a cknowledgment  by  the  gu i l t y.  Tha t  a c - 
knowledgment, that repentance, would then be  
outs ide the complete act,  and would be at best  
bu t  a  s eque l  o f  i t ;  wherea s  we  ought  to  g ive  
a real place in a complete work of Reconciliation  
to our repentance (which some extremists say is  
al l  that is required), or to Chr ist’s moral action  
on us. Do we not need to include in some way  
the effect in the cause, in order to give the cause  
i t s  fu l l  and f ina l  va lue,  i . e. ,  i t s  va lue  to  God.  
The thing of pr ice done by Chr ist for God, must  
it not already include the thing done upon men?  
Does not Chr is t ’s  confess ion of  God’s  hol iness  
include man’s confession of his sin? 

§ 

Let us  retur n to that  idea of  the moral  order  
which is at the bottom of this objective theory.  
We a sk  whe the r  the  mora l  o rde r  i s  wha t  the  
B ible  means  by  the  idea  o f  the  r igh teousnes s  
of  God. The r ighteousness  of  God i s  not  only  
holy but  g rac ious ,  not  only regulat ive and re- 
t r ibutor y,  hut  a l so  forg iv ing and re s tor ing .  I t  
seems, indeed, in the Gospels to need no other  
condit ion of forg iveness  than repentance.  This  
i s  so;  and i t  i s  a l l  ver y wel l ,  we have seen, for  
individual cases. But we have to deal,  as Chr ist  
a t  l a s t  had  to  dea l ,  wi th  the  fo rg ivene s s  o f  a 
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wo r l d ,  t h e  p a rd o n  o f  s o l i d a r y  s i n .  A n d  we  
need to be sure, as Chr ist alone with His insight  
could be sure,  that  the repentance i s  t r ue and  
d e e p.  T h e r e  i t  i s  t h a t  we  a r e  c a r r i e d  i n t o  
que s t ions  which  the  Cros s  a lone  can  an swer.  
How shall I know how much repentance is deep  
enough? Where f ind a repentance wide enough  
to cover the sin of a guilty world? Could Chr ist  
o f f e r  t h a t ?  No ;  d i r e c t l y,  He  cou l d  no t .  He  
cou ld  not  o f fe r  i t  a s  a  pa thos ,  a  per sona l  ex- 
per ience, for He had no gui l t .  But,  then, gui l t  
i s  much  more  than  a  s en se  o f  gu i l t .  And  the  
e s s ence  o f  repen t ance  i s  no t  i t s  i n t en s i t y  o r  
p a s s ion  bu t  the  th ing  con fe s s ed .  I t  i s  t he re - 
fore  the  ho l ines s  more  even than the  s in  tha t  
ho l i n e s s  make s  s o  s i n f u l .  I t  i s  t h e  du e  a nd  
under standing acknowledgment of the hol iness  
of fended.  And thi s  only a  s in les s  Chr i s t  could  
re a l l y  do,  who  wa s  a l so  s ympa the t i c  enough  
wi th  men to  do  i t  f rom the i r  s ide.  And on ly  
t h e  s i n l e s s  cou ld  re a l i s e  wha t  s i n  mean t  f o r  
God. 

Fa r the r,  th i s  acknowledgment  i s  no t  s imp ly  
verbal ,  nor s imply a  matter  of  profound moral  
c onv i c t i on  and  a dm i s s i on ,  bu t  i t  mu s t  b e  a  
pract ica l  confes s ion,  a s  pract ica l  a s  the s in .  I t  
must  p lace i t se l f  a s  i f  i t  were act ive s in under  
the react ion of the Divine hol iness ;  i t  must be 
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made s in .  That  i s ,  i t  must  accept  judgment  a s  
the only adequate acknowledgment of the holy  
God in a  s in fu l  wor ld ;  i t  must  a l low His  holy  
l aw to  a s se r t  i t s e l f  in  the  Sav iour ’s  per son in  
the form forced on the sinner’s Fr iend. He bore  
th i s  cur se  a s  God’s  judgment ,  pra i sed  i t ,  ha l - 
l owed  i t ,  a b s o r b ed  i t ;  a nd  H i s  re s u r re c t i on  
showed that He exhausted it. 

But would His acceptance of judgment for us  
be possible,  would it  s tand to our good, would  
i t  b e  o f  va l u e  i n  G o d ’s  s i g h t  f o r  u s ,  i f  H e  
we re  no t  i n  mo r a l  s o l i d a r i t y  w i t h  u s ?  How  
cou l d  i t ?  Wha t  God  s ough t  wa s  no th i ng  s o  
pagan as  a  mere vict im outs ide our conscience  
a n d  ove r  o u r  h e a d s .  I t  wa s  a  C o n f e s s o r ,  a  
Pr ie s t ,  one  t aken f rom among men.  But  then  
t h i s  mo r a l  s o l i d a r i t y  i s  t h e  ve r y  t h i n g  t h a t  
a l so g ives,  and must g ive, Him His mighty and  
r evo l u t i o n a r y  p owe r  o n  u s .  W h a t  m a ke s  i t  
po s s ib l e  fo r  Him to  be  a  Div ine  v i c t im o r  a  
D iv i n e  p r i e s t  f o r  u s  a l s o  make s  H im  a  n ew  
Creator in us. His offer ing of a holy obedience  
to God’s judgment is  therefore valuable to God  
f o r  u s  j u s t  b e c au s e  o f  t h a t  mo r a l  s o l i d a r i t y  
w i th  u s  wh ich  a l so  make s  Him such  a  mora l  
p owe r  u p o n  u s  a n d  i n  u s .  H i s  c r e a t i ve  r e - 
genera t ive  ac t ion on us  i s  a  par t  o f  tha t  s ame  
mora l  so l idar i ty which a l so makes His  accept- 
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ance o f  judgment  s t and to  our  good,  and His  
confes s ion of  God’s  hol ines s  to be the g round  
o f  ou r s .  The  s ame  s t roke  on  the  one  Chr i s t  
wen t  upwa rd  t o  God ’s  h e a r t  a nd  downwa rd  
to ours. 

§ 

I s  th i s  not  c lea r ?  Chr i s t  cou ld  make no due  
con f e s s i on  o f  ho l ine s s  f o r  u s  i n  j udgmen t  i f  
He were outs ide Humanity,  i f  He were a third  
pa r ty  s a t i s f y ing  God ove r  our  head .  The  ac- 
knowledgment  wou ld  no t  be  re a l l y  f rom the  
s ide  of  the cu lpr i t ,  cer ta in ly  not  f rom hi s  in- 
ter ior, his conscience. The judgment would not  
real ly be the judgment of our s in, which would  
t h e re f o re  b e  s t i l l  du e.  To  h e  o f  f i n a l  va l u e  
the a toning judgment must  be a l so within the  
conscience of  the gui l ty.  But how is  the judg- 
ment, the self-condemnation, the confession with- 
in our gui l ty  conscience to be of fered to God  
a s  an  ing red ient  o f  Chr i s t ’s  reconc i l ing  work  
and  no t  i t s  mere  s eque l ?  I t  i s  no t  ye t  the re.  
Or el se i t  i s  nothing wor th of fer ing by way of  
atonement when it is there. Is there any way of  
offer ing our self-condemnation as a mer itor ious  
contr ibution to forg iveness? Can it be included  
in the Divine g round of forg iveness in a gui l t- 
less Chr ist? Repentance is cer tainly a condition  
o f  fo rg ivene s s .  Bu t  Chr i s t  cou ld  no t  repen t . 
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How then could He perfect ly meet the condi- 
t i o n s  o f  s a l va t i o n ?  T h e  a n swe r  i s  t h a t  o u r  
repentance  was  l a t en t  in  tha t  ho l ine s s  o f  Hi s  
which  a lone  cou ld  and  mus t  c rea te  i t ,  a s  the  
e f fec t  i s  rea l ly  par t  o f  the cause—that  par t  o f  
the cause which i s  pro longed in a  polar  uni ty  
into the sequential conditions of time. 

Not only, general ly, i s  there an organic moral  
connect ion and a  sp i r i tua l  so l idar i ty  be tween  
Chr ist and us, but also, more par ticularly, there  
is  such a moral effect on Humanity included in  
the work of Chr ist, who causes it, that that ante- 
dated action on us,  judg ing, melt ing, chang ing  
us, is also part of His offer ing to God. He comes  
br ing ing His  sheaves  with Him. In present ing  
Himse l f  He of fer s  impl ic i t ly  and pro lept ica l ly  
the new Humanity His holy work creates .  The  
j udgmen t  we  b rough t  on  H im become s  ou r  
wor s t  j udgmen t  when  we  a r r a i gn  ou r s e l ve s ;  
and i t  makes i t  so imposs ible for  us  to forg ive  
our selves that we are dr iven to accept forg ive- 
ne s s  f rom the  h and s  o f  t he  ve r y  l ove  wh i ch  
our sins doomed to a curse. 

§ 

What Chr i s t  o f fer s  to  God i s ,  there fore,  not  
s imp l y  an  ob j e c t ive  s a t i s f a c t i on  ou t s i d e  H i s  
revolut ionary ef fect  on the soul  of  man in the 
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way of f aith, repentance, and our whole sancti- 
f i c a t i on .  A s  t he  ve r y  j udgmen t  He  bo re  f o r  
us is relevant to our sin by His moral solidar ity  
wi th us ,  so  the va lue of  His  work to God in- 
c lude s  a l so  tha t  va lue  which  i t  ha s  in  ac t ing  
on us through that same sol idar i ty,  and in pre- 
senting us to God as the men it makes us to be.  
He represents before God not a natural Humanity  
tha t  produces  Him a s  i t s  sp i r i tua l  c l a s s i c,  but  
the new penitent Humanity that  His  inf luence  
c re a t e s .  He  c a l l s  t h i n g s  t h a t  a r e  no t  ye t  a s  
though they were.  In Him a goodness  of  our s  
that is  not yet,  r is ing from its antenatal spr ing,  
b r i ng s  t o  n augh t  t h e  s i n  t h a t  i s .  The re  wa s  
presented to God, in Chr ist’s holiness, also that  
repentance in  us  which i t  a lone has  power  to  
c rea te.  He s t re tches  a  hand through t ime and  
s e i z e s  t h e  f a r -o f f  i n t e re s t  o f  ou r  t e a r s .  The  
f a i t h  wh i ch  He  a l one  h a s  powe r  t o  wake  i s  
a l r e a d y  o f f e r e d  t o  G o d  i n  t h e  o f f e r i n g  o f  
a l l  H i s  p owe r s  a n d  o f  H i s  f i n i s h e d  wo r k .  
Tha t  obed i ence  o f  ou r s  wh i ch  Chr i s t  a l one  
i s  a b l e  t o  c re a t e ,  i s  a l r e a dy  s e t  ou t  i n  H im  
be fore  God,  impl ic i t  in  tha t  mighty  and sub- 
duing hol ines s  o f  His  in  which God i s  a lways  
we l l -p lea sed .  A l l  Hi s  obed ience  and  ho l ine s s  
i s  not  on ly  f a i r  and be loved of  God,  but  i t  i s  
also great with the penitent holiness of the race 
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He sanctif ies. Our faith is already present in His  
oblation. Our sanctif ication is already presented  
in our jus t i f icat ion.  Our repentance i s  a l ready  
a c t i ng  i n  H i s  con f e s s i on .  The  e f f e c t  o f  H i s  
Cro s s  i s  to  d r aw u s  in to  a  repen t ance  which  
i s  a  dy ing  wi th  Him,  and  there fore  a  pa r t  o f  
the  o f f e r ing  in  Hi s  dea th ;  and  then  i t  r a i s e s  
u s  i n  newne s s  o f  l i f e  t o  a  f e l l owsh ip  o f  H i s  
resurrection. 

§ 

He is thus not only the pledge to us of God’s  
love but the pledge to God of our sure response  
to i t  in a  tota l  change of  wi l l  and l i fe.  We see  
now how organic, how central to Chr ist’s gospel  
of Atonement is  Paul’s  idea of dying and r is ing  
with Him, how vita l  to His work i s  this  ef fect  
o f  i t ,  th i s  func t ion  o f  i t .  For  such  a  p roce s s ,  
such an exper ience, i s  not a mere moral sequel  
or echo of our s to the s tory of the Cross ,  i t  i s  
no  mere  imi t a t ion  o r  repe t i t ion  o f  i t s  mora l  
g re a tne s s ;  no r  i s  i t  a  s en s i t ive  impre s s ion  o f  
i t s  touch ing  sp l endour.  Ta  d i e  and  r i s e  w i th  
Chr i s t  does  not  be long to  Chr i s t i an  e th ic,  to  
the  me thod  o f  Je su s ,  bu t  i t  h a s  a  f a r  deepe r  
and more re l ig ious  meaning.  I t  i s  to  be taken  
into His secret l i fe. It is  a mystic incorporation  
i n t o  Ch r i s t ’s  d e a t h  a nd  re s u r re c t i on  a s  t h e  
s t a n d i n g  a c t  o f  s p i r i t u a l  e x i s t e n c e .  We  a r e 
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bapt i zed  in to  Hi s  dea th ,  and not  mere ly  in to  
dy ing  l i ke  H im.  We do  no t  e cho  Hi s  re su r - 
rection, we share it. As His trophies we become  
p a r t  o f  Chr i s t ’s  o f f e r ing  to  God ;  j u s t  a s  t he  
c a p t ive s  i n  h i s  p ro c e s s i on  we re  p a r t  o f  t h e  
v i c t o r ’s  s e l f - p re s en t a t i on  t o  t h e  d iv i n i t y  o f  
Rome.  God  l e ade th  u s  in  t r iumph in  Chr i s t  
(2   Cor.  i i .  14) .  I t  i s ,  indeed,  for  Chr i s t ’s  sake  
we a re  fo rg iven ,  but  fo r  the  s ake  o f  a  Chr i s t  
who i s  the Creator  of  our repentance and not  
on ly  the  Proxy o f  our  cur se.  And i t  i s  t o  our  
f a i th the g race i s  g iven,  yet  not  be cause  o f  our  
faith, which is no more perfect than our repent- 
ance.  I t  i s  to  noth ing so  poor  a s  our  f a i th  or  
our repentance that new l i fe i s  g iven, but only  
to Chr is t  on His  Cross ,  and to us for His  sake  
who is the Creator and Fashioner of both. Our  
justif ication rests on this atoning creative Chr ist  
a lone.  And when the matter  i s  so v iewed,  the  
objection some have to the phrase “for Chr ist ’s  
sake” should disappear. 

No mar ty rdom cou ld  do  wha t  the  dea th  o f  
Ch r i s t  doe s  f o r  f a i t h .  No  ma r t y rdom cou l d  
o f f e r  God in  advance  the  sou l s  o f  a  changed  
r a c e .  Fo r  n o  m a r t y r  a s  s u c h  i s  s u r e  o f  t h e  
f u tu re.  I t  i s  e a s i e r  t o  f o r ge t  a l l  t h e  ma r t y r s  
than the  Sav iour ;  and the i r  power  f ades  wi th  
t ime, while His g rows with the ages.  With the 
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ma r t y r ’s  d e a t h  we  c an  l i nk  many  a dm i r a b l e  
ref lections, exhor tations, and even inspirations.  
What it does not g ive us is the new and Eternal  
Life. It is not the consummation of God’s saving  
purpose for the world. 
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THE THREEFOLD CORD 
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VII 

THE THREEFOLD CORD 

THERE are three g reat  aspects  of  the work  
o f  C h r i s t  w h i c h  h ave  i n  t u r n  h e l d  t h e  

at tent ion of the Church, and come home with  
special force to its spir itual situation at a special  
time. These are— 

1. Its tr iumphant aspect; 
2. Its satisfactionary aspect; 
3. Its regenerative aspect. 

The f ir st  emphasises the f inal i ty of our Lord’s  
victory over the evil power or devil; the second,  
the  f ina l i t y  o f  Hi s  s a t i s f ac t ion ,  exp i a t ion ,  o r  
atonement presented to the holy power of God;  
and the third the f inal i ty of  His  sanct i fying or  
new-creative influence on the soul of man. The  
f i r s t  marked the Ear ly Church,  the second the  
Medieva l  and Refor mat ion Church,  whi le  the  
third marks the Modern Church. 

And if you fall back upon the New Testament,  
where  a l l  the  subsequent  deve lopment  o f  the  
Church is in the germ, as a philosophy might be 
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packed in  a  phra se,  you wi l l  f ind  those  three  
strands wonderful ly and prophetical ly entwined  
in  1   Cor.  i .  30 ,  where i t  i s  sa id  that  Chr i s t  i s  
made unto us (2) justif ication; (3) sanctif ication;  
and (1)  redemption.  The whole hi s tor y of  the  
doctr ine in  the Church may he v iewed a s  the  
exegesis by time of this great text of the Spir it. 

N ow,  i t  i s  n o t  m e a n t  t h a t  i n  t h e  p e r i o d  
spec i a l l y  marked  by  one  o f  the se  a spec t s  the  
o t h e r  t wo  we r e  a b s e n t .  I n  v a r i o u s  o f  t h e  
med ieva l  theo log i an s  you f ind  a l l  th ree.  And  
i t  i s  a  good te s t  o f  the  nat ive  apt i tude of  any  
theolog ian, and of his evangelical g rasp, that he  
should  f ind  them a l l  nece s s a r y  to  expre s s  the  
fu l lnes s  o f  the  vas t  work,  and i t s  adequacy to  
any th ing  so  g re a t  and  man i f o l d  a s  t h e  s ou l .  
But what we do not f ind in the class ic theolo- 
g i an s  o f  the  pa s t  i s  the  co-ord ina t ion  o f  the  
th ree  a spec t s  under  one  comprehens ive  idea ,  
one organic pr inciple, corresponding to the com- 
plete unity of Chr ist’s person, who did the work.  
We  do  no t  f i nd  s u ch  a  un i t a r y  v i ew  o f  t h e  
work as we should expect when we ref lect that  
i t  was  the  work  o f  a  per sona l i ty  so  comple te  
as Chr ist, and so absolute as the God who acted  
i n  C h r i s t .  Ye t  we  mu s t  s t r i ve  a f t e r  s u c h  a  
v iew, by the ver y nature of  our  f a i th .  A mere  
composite or eclectic theology means a distracted 
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f a i t h .  A  c r e e d  j u s t  n a i l e d  t o g e t h e r  m e a n s  
Churches  that  cannot  draw together.  We can- 
not ,  a t  leas t  the Church cannot ,  res t  hea l thi ly  
upon medley and mor t i sed a spect s  o f  the  one  
th ing  which  connec t s  our  one  sou l  w i th  the  
one God in  one mora l  wor ld .  We cannot  re s t  
in  unre so lved v iews  o f  reconc i l i a t ion .  As  the  
reconciliation comes to pervade our whole being,  
and  a s  we  an swer  i t  w i th  hea r t  and  s t reng th  
and mind, we become more and more impatient  
o f  f r agmenta r y  ways  o f  under s t and ing  i t .  We  
crave, and we move, to see that the f ir st  aspect  
is the condition of the second, and the second of  
the third, and that they all condition each other  
in a living interaction. 

Now the object I have in view in this  lecture  
i s  t o  p re s s  a  f o r mer  po in t  a s  f u r n i sh ing  th i s  
unity—that the active and effective pr inciple in  
the work of  Chr i s t  was  the per fect  obedience  
of holy love which He offered amidst the con- 
ditions of sin, death, and judgment. The potent  
th ing  wa s  no t  the  su f f e r ing  bu t  the  s anc t i t y,  
and not the sympathetic confession of our sin so  
much as the practical confession of God’s holi- 
ness .  This  pr inciple (I  hope to show) co-ordi- 
n a t e s  t h e  va r i o u s  a s p e c t s  w h i c h  h ave  b e e n  
d i s tor ted by i so la t ion.  Thi s  one ac t ion of  the  
holy Saviour’s  tota l  per son was ,  on i t s  var ious 
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sides, the destruction of evil, the satisf action of  
God, and the sanctif ication of men. And it is in  
this moral medium of holiness ( i f  I  may so say)  
that  these three ef fects  pass  and play into each  
other with a spir itual interpenetration. 

Thus Chr i s t ’s  complete  v ic tor y over  the evi l  
power or pr inciple.  His  redemption (1) ,  i s  the  
obverse of His regenerating and sanctifying effect  
on us (3). To deliver us from evil is not simply to  
take us out of hell ,  i t  is  to take us into heaven.  
Ch r i s t  doe s  no t  s imp l y  p l u ck  u s  ou t  o f  t h e  
hands of Satan, He does so by g iving us to God.  
He does not s imply release us from slavery, He  
commits  us in the act  to a posi t ive l iber ty.  He  
does not s imply cancel the charge against us in  
cour t and bid us walk out of ja i l ,  He meets  us  
at the pr ison-door and puts us in a new way of  
l i fe. His forg iveness is not simply retrospective,  
i t  i s ,  in  the  same ac t ,  the  g i f t  o f  e te r na l  l i f e.  
Our  ev i l  i s  ove rcome  by  good .  We  a re  won  
f rom  s i n  by  a n  a c t  wh i ch  a t  t h e  s ame  t ime  
makes us not simply innocent but holy. 

S o  a l s o  we  m u s t  s e e  t h a t  t h e  t h i r d — o u r  
regenera te  s anct i f i ca t ion—is  the  condi t ion o f  
the second—the complete sa t i s f act ion of  God.  
The only complete satisfaction that can be made  
to a holy God from the sinful side is the sinner’s  
restored obedience, his return to holiness. Now, 
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the cheap and superf icial  way of putting that is  
t o  s ay  t h a t  p en i t en t  amendmen t  i s  t h e  on l y  
sat i s f act ion we can g ive to a g r ieved God. But  
future amendment does no more than the duty  
o f  the  fu ture  hour.  And r ive r s  o f  wa te r  f rom  
our eyes will not wash out the guilt of the past;  
nor wi l l  they undo the evi l  we have set  a f loat  
in souls  f ar  gone beyond our reach or control .  
Yet  i t  remains  t r ue  tha t  noth ing can a tone to  
h o l i n e s s  h u t  h o l i n e s s .  A n d  i t  mu s t  b e  t h e  
h o l i n e s s  o f  t h e  s i n n e r .  I t  mu s t  a l s o  b e  a n  
obedience  o f  the  k ind requi red  by  the  whole  
s i tua t ion ,  mora l  and sp i r i tua l .  I t  mus t  be  the  
ohedience not of improvement but of reconcilia- 
t i o n ,  n o t  o f  l a b o r i o u s  a m e n d m e n t  b u t  o f  
r e g ene r a t e d  f a i t h .  Bu t  f a i t h  i n  wha t ?  F a i t h  
in  One who a lone conta ins  in  Himse l f  a  holy  
obed ience  so  pe r f ec t  a s  to  mee t  the  ho l ine s s  
o f  God on the  sca le  o f  our  s in ;  but  One a l so  
who,  by  the  s ame  obed i ence,  h a s  t he  power  
to reproduce in man the kind of holiness which  
alone can please God after all that has come and  
gone.  No  su f f e r i ng  c an  a t one.  No  p a i n  c an  
s a t i s f y  a  ho l y  God ;  no  d e a t h ,  a s  d e a t h .  Ye t  
sat is f ied He must be; else the freedom of g race  
becomes but  an arbi t rar y and non-holy thing,  
a thing inst inct ive to the divine nature instead  
o f  a  v ic tor y  o f  the  d iv ine  wi l l .  A l so  cons ider 
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this: much of your diff iculty in connection with  
sat i s f act ion wil l  y ie ld i f  you keep in view that  
what we are concerned with is not the satisf ac- 
tion of a demand but of a Person, not of a claim  
by  God  bu t  o f  t he  hea r t  and  sou l  o f  God .  I  
know it is easier to discuss and, adjust statutory  
c l a ims  t h an  to  g r a s p  t he  man i fo l d  a c t i on  o f  
a  l i v i ng  and  e t e r n a l  Pe r s on .  So  I  am  a f r a i d  
I  mus t  be  ver y  theo log ica l  for  a  moment  and  
t ax  you according ly.  The chie f  rea son why so  
many  ha t e  t heo logy  i s  b e c au s e  i t  t a xe s ;  and  
there  i s  nothing we shr ink f rom l ike  sp i r i tua l  
t o i l .  B u t  l e t  t h e  c h o i c e  a n d  e a r n e s t  s p i r i t  
consider this. 

T h e  e s s e n c e  o f  h o l i n e s s  i s  G o d ’s  p e r f e c t  
sa t i s f act ion, His  perfect  repose in eter nal  ful l- 
n e s s .  And  t h e  Ch r i s t i a n  p l e a  i s  t h a t  t h i s  i s  
Se l f- sa t i s f act ion,  in the subl imest  sense of  the  
phrase. For us, mostly, the word has an ignoble  
sense.  But  tha t  i s  on ly  because  what  we meet  
mos t  i s  an  exc lu s ive  s e l f - s a t i s f a c t ion ,  an  in - 
d iv i dua l  s e l f - s u f f i c i ency.  Bu t  when  we  have  
an entirely inclusive self-satisf action, an eternal  
and complete adequacy to Himsel f  in the most  
cr itical situation, we have the whole native full- 
ness of God blessed for ever, with men beneath  
the shadow of  His  wing.  The per petua l  act  of  
holy God i s  a  per petua l  sa t i s f ac t ion or  accord 
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between His nature and His wil l  at every junc- 
ture,  and a  sa t i s f ac t ion f rom His  own in f in i te  
holy resource—a Self-satisf action. God is always  
the author of His own satisfaction: that is to say,  
His  hol ines s  i s  a lways  equa l  to i t s  own atone- 
ment. God in the Son is the perfect satisf action  
and  joy  o f  God in  the  Fa the r ;  and  God ho ly  
in the s inful Cross i s  the perfect sat i s f action of  
God the holy  in  the s in le s s  heavens .  Sa t i s f ac- 
tion there must be in God’s own nature, whether  
under the condit ions of perfect obedience in a  
harmonious world, or under those of obedience  
j a r red and a  wor ld  d i s t raught .  God has  power  
to  s ecure  tha t  the  pe r f ec t  ho ly  obed ience  o f  
heaven sha l l  not  be eter na l ly  des t royed by the  
di sobedience of  ear th.  He has  power to sat i s fy  
Himself ,  and maintain His holiness infrang ible,  
even in face of a world in arms. But satisf ied He  
must  be.  For an unsat i s f ied God, a  di s sa t i s f ied  
God, would be no God. He would but reflect the  
distraction of the world, and so succumb to it. 

But a  holy God could be sat i s f ied by nei ther  
p a i n  no r  d e a t h ,  bu t  by  ho l i n e s s  a l one.  The  
a t on ing  t h i ng  i s  no t  obed i en t  s u f f e r i ng  bu t  
suf fer ing obedience.  He could be sat i s f ied and  
re jo i ced  on ly  by  the  ha l lowing  o f  Hi s  name,  
by  pe r f e c t  and  obed i en t  an swe r  to  H i s  ho l y  
hear t from amid condit ions of pain, death, and 
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judgment .  Holy obedience a lone,  unto death ,  
can satisfy the Holy Lord. 

§ 

Now a s  to  th i s  obed ience  mark  two th ing s .  
1.  I t  inc lude s  (we  s aw)  the  idea  tha t  in  obe- 
d ience Chr i s t  accepted the judgment  hol ines s  
mus t  pa s s  upon s in ,  and  d id  so  in  a  way  tha t  
con fe s s ed  i t  a s  ho ly  f rom amid s t  the  deepe s t  
exper ience of i t ,  the exper ience not of a spec- 
t a t o r  bu t  a  v i c t i m .  H i s  o b e d i e n c e  wa s  n o t  
me re l y  a  f i ne,  pe r f e c t ,  and  migh ty  ha r mony  
o f  H i s  own  w i t h  God ’s  b l e s s e d  w i l l ;  bu t  i t  
wa s  t h e  a c c ep t an c e  on  man ’s  b eh a l f  o f  t h a t  
judgment which sin had entai led, and the con- 
f e s s i on  on  man ’s  beha l f  i n  a  t remendou s  a c t  
that  the judgment was  good and holy.  For the  
hol iness  of  God makes two demands:  f i r s t ,  for  
an answer ing holiness in love, and second, for a  
judgment on those who do not answer but defy.  
And Chr ist  met both, in one and the same act.  
He was judged as one who, being made sin, was  
never sinful, but absolutely well-pleasing to God. 

2.  And the second point i s  this :  The sat i s f ac- 
tory obedience must be obedience from the race  
that rebelled. Its holiness must atone for its sin.  
But how can that possibly be? Can it be by mere  
amendment from us? Can we br ing any amend- 
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m e n t  t o  a t o n e  f o r  t h e  p a s t  a n d  s e c u r e  i t s  
remi s s ion?  Cou ld  the  r ace  do  i t ?  So l ida r y  in  
i ts  s in by its  moral unity, could the race earn a  
solidary salvation? Could you conceive of man- 
k ind  a s  one  va s t  s in fu l  sou l  repent ing  wi th  a  
like unity, turning like the prodigal, and deputing  
the most i l lustr ious spir itual hero of its number  
to offer its repentance to God in Jesus Chr ist? If  
the supposition were possible, that might indeed  
be  a  ce r t a in  we lcome o f fe r ing  made  t o  God’s  
ho l ine s s ;  bu t  i t  wou ld  no t  be  made  by  i t .  I t  
wou ld  be  someth ing  beyond the  re source s  o f  
ho l ine s s ,  and God would  not  be  the  Sav iour.  
He would  accept  more  s ac r i f i ce  than  He had  
power to make.  And i t  would make the act ion  
o f  Chr i s t  a  power  confer red  on Him by se l f - 
s aved  man  i n s t e ad  o f  i nhe ren t  i n  H im f rom  
God. His commission would be but to God, not  
f rom God. And how should a  s inful  race of fer  
f rom i t s  own damaged  re source s  wha t  wou ld  
sa t i s fy  the hol ines s  o f  God? Or,  i f  repentance  
could satisfy holiness, how are we to know how  
much, how deep,  repentance would do i t ,  and  
leave us sure it was done? 

§ 

The  ho l i ne s s  t h a t  a tone s ,  t hough  i t  re tu r n  
f rom the race that  rebel led,  must  therefore be 
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the g i f t  of  the hol iness  a toned.  For i f  hol iness  
could be sa t i s f ied by anything outs ide i t se l f  i t  
would not be absolutely holy. So if holiness can  
be satisf ied with nothing but holiness it can only  
be  w i th  a  ho l ine s s  wh ich  i t s e l f  c re a t e s .  God  
alone can create in us the holiness that will please  
Him. And this  He has done in Jesus Chr ist  in- 
car nate.  But i t  i s  in Jesus Chr is t  as  the creator  
of man’s holiness, not as the organ of it, as man’s  
sanctif ier, and not merely man’s delegate. Chr ist  
is our reconciler because on the Cross He was our  
redeemer from sin’s power into no mere indepen- 
dence or courage or safety, but into real holiness;  
because the same act that  redeems us produces  
holiness, and presents us in this holiness to God  
and His communion. The hol iness  of  Chr is t  i s  
the sat i s fying thing to God, yet not because of  
the beauty of holiness offered to His sight in the  
per fec t  charac ter  o f  Chr i s t .  We are  not  s aved  
either by Chr ist ’s  ethical character or our own,  
but by His person’s creative power and work on  
u s .  Ch r i s t ’s  ho l i n e s s  i s  t h e  s a t i s f y i n g  t h i n g  
to God, because it is not only the means but also  
t h e  an t i c i p a t i on  o f  ou r  ho l i n e s s ,  b e c au s e  i t  
car r ies all our future holiness latent in it and to  
God’s eye patent;  because in His saving act He  
is the creative power of which our new life is the  
product .  I t  i s  not  on ly  tha t  Chr i s t  conquered 
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for  Himse l f  and  emerged  wi th  Hi s  sou l  fo r  a  
prey,  but ,  He being what  He was ,  His  v ic tor y  
c on t a i n ed  ou r s .  I f  He  d i e d  a l l  d i e d .  I t  wa s  
not only that  a l l  the s in of  the world,  pointed  
t o  i t s  wo r s t ,  cou l d  no t  make  H im a  s i nne r.  
I t  wa s  t h a t  by  a l l  t h e  h o l i n e s s  o f  e t e r n i t y  
H e  h a d  p owe r  t o  m a ke  t h e  wo r s t  s i n n e r s  
saints.  Of course, there is no way to sanctif ica- 
tion but by deliverance from sin, by being “un- 
sinned.” But no sinful man can “unsin” himself ,  
however he amend. 

I t  c an  on ly  be  done  by  the  c rea t ion  in  h im  
o f  a  n ew  l i f e .  I t  c a n  o n l y  h e  d o n e  by  t h e  
s in l e s s  Son  o f  God ,  who l ived  f rom e te r n i t y  
i n  G o d ’s  h o l i n e s s ,  e n t e r e d  m a n ,  l i ve d  t h a t  
ho l ine s s  ou t  in  the  f ace  o f  s in ,  and  thu s  no t  
on ly  b roke  the  ev i l  power  by  l iv ing  i t  down  
hu t  c re a t e d  t h a t  ho l i n e s s  i n  u s  by  l i v i n g  i t  
i n .  Wha t  i s  ou r  redempt ion  i s  t hu s  a l so  ou r  
reconci l ia t ion.  I f  the atoning thing i s  hol iness  
(which it is), and not suffer ing (which it is not),  
t hen  Chr i s t  a toned  by  an  a c t  wh i ch  c re a t ed  
a  new hol ines s  in  us  and not  a  new suf fer ing.  
T h e  a c t  w h i c h  ove r c a m e  t h e  wo r l d  i n t e n - 
s ive ly for  good and a l l  was  a l so the act  which  
slowly master s the world in the extensive sense.  
H i s  mora l  and  sp i r i t u a l  v i c to r y  wa s  so  deep  
and thorough that  i t  g ives  Him power to sub- 
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due other  consc iences  to  His  holy  se l f ,  wor ld  
without end. 

§ 

There i s  an old ward used in this  connect ion  
which there i s  much disposi t ion at  the present  
to  reca l l  and rec la im.  I t  i s  the word su r e ty,  of  
which some of  our  f a ther s  were so fond.  The  
word substi tute has unfor tunate and misleading  
suggestions, and it has practical ly been dropped  
in favour of a word more ethical and more con- 
s t i tu t iona l ,  l ike  repre senta t ive.  But  even tha t  
wo rd  m i s l e a d s  u s  t o  t h i nk  o f  Ch r i s t  a s  t h e  
sp i r i tua l  protagoni s t  o f  a  democracy,  drawing  
H i s  power  f rom tho s e  He  rep re s en t s ;  and  i t  
muffles the truth that His relation to us is royal  
and  no t  e l e c t ive,  t h a t  i t  i s  c re a t ive  and  no t  
me re l y  expo s i t o r y.  He  doe s  no t  exp re s s  t h e  
n a tu r a l  repen t ance  o f  t h e  o l d  human i t y  bu t  
c re a t e s  t h e  pen i t en t  f a i t h  o f  t h e  new—“the  
n ew  m a n  c r e a t e d  u n t o  h o l i n e s s .” I t  i s  n o t  
ea sy  to  f ind  a  word  tha t  ha s  no  de fec t ,  s ince  
a l l  wo rd s ,  even  the  g re a t e s t ,  a re  made  f rom  
the  dus t  and  sp r ing  f rom our  s andy  pa s s ions ,  
ear th ly needs ,  and f leet ing thoughts ;  and they  
a re  ha rd  to  s t re tch  to  the  mea sure  o f  e te r na l  
th ings  wi thout  breaking under  us  somewhere.  
The  wo rd  s u re t y  i t s e l f  g ive s  way  a t  a  g re a t  
s train—as does guarantee. Chr ist ’s  function for 
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us was not simply an assurance to God, from one  
who knew us wel l ,  that  for a l l  our aber rat ions  
we were sound and could be trusted at bottom.  
H i s  c o n f e s s i o n  o f  u s  wa s  n o t  s i m p l y  H i s  
expre s s ion  o f  Hi s  conv ic t ion ,  a s  deep  a s  l i f e,  
t h a t  man ,  t hough  tough  and  s l ow,  wou ld  i n  
the long-run turn, obey, and confess if properly  
treated from above. It was not a pledge to God,  
o r  an  encouragement  to  man,  tha t  Humani ty  
would come r ight when exper ience had done its  
work on h i s  na t ive  goodnes s  and h i s  sp i r i tua l  
nature, so much deeper than his s in. It was not  
a  war r an ty  to  God tha t  human na tu re  wou ld  
a t  l a s t  recover  i t s  sp i r i tua l  ba l ance,  o f  which  
recovery Chr ist might point to Himself as being  
an ear nes t ,  a  pre lude,  a  c l a s s ic  i l lu s t ra t ion.  I t  
was not that Chr is t  s taked His ins ight into the  
deep nature of this most excellent creature man  
that he would one day r ise from his swine, and re- 
turn from his rebellion, and fall into the Father’s  
a r ms .  Such  poor  sugge s t i on s  a s  t he s e  s p r ing  
from our common and commercial use of a word  
l i ke  su re ty  o r  gua ran tee.  As  i f  Chr i s t  were  a  
third party between two who did not quite believe  
in  each other.  As  i f  God by th i s  a id  might  be  
led to foresee that man would come to himself  
in  a  f a i th  and repentance  d i s t an t  hut  cer t a in ,  
might  c red i t  i t  to  h im in  advance,  and might 
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pa rdon  on  th a t  g round .  Tha t  wou ld  de s t roy  
g race.  And i t  would g ive man the sa t i s f ac t ion  
of satisfying God if He would but g ive him time  
to collect the wherewithal. 

Ch r i s t  i s  no  t h i rd  p a r t y,  no  a r b i t r a t o r,  no  
mora l  b roker.  And He i s  no t  the  f i r s t  in s t a l - 
ment of man’s  return to God, i t s  harbinger.  In  
no  such  s en s e  i s  He  ou r  su re t y  be fo re  God .  
Bec au s e  H i s  work  i s  no t  one  o f  i n s i gh t  hu t  
of  regenerat ion.  I t  did not tur n on His  genius  
f o r  r e a d i n g  u s ,  bu t  H i s  powe r  t o  c re a t e  u s  
a n e w.  H e  H i m s e l f  i s  t h e  c r e a t o r  i n  u s  o f  
w h a t  H e  p ro m i s e s  f o r  u s .  A ny  s u r e t y  t h a t  
Chr ist g ives to God for man is really God swear- 
ing by Himself; it is the Creator’s self-assurance  
of  His  own regenerat ive power.  Chr i s t ,  a s  the  
Eternal Son of Holy God, can offer Him a holi- 
ness which creates and includes that of the race,  
and does not simply prophesy it. 

§ 

We migh t  pu t  i t  t hu s :  Ch r i s t  a l one  i n  H i s  
s inless  perfect ion can feel  a l l  God’s hol iness  in  
j u d g i n g  s i n ;  a n d  t h e re f o re  H e  a l o n e  c o u l d  
confess and honour it .  No sinful man could do  
tha t ;  and  there fore  no s in fu l  man cou ld  du ly  
repen t .  The  va lue  o f  repen tance  i s  a lway s  in  
propor t ion to  the sense  o f  God’s  hol ines s .  To 
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confe s s  tha t  ho l ines s  i s  the  g rea t  pos tu la te  in  
order  to  confes s  s in .  And the race  could duly  
confess its sin and repent only if there arose in it  
One who by a perfect and impenitent holiness in  
Himself , and by His organic unity with us, could  
create such holiness in the sinful as should make  
the new life one long repentance transcended by  
f a i th and thankful joy. This was and is  Chr is t ’s  
work .  And the  s a t i s f a c t ion  to  God,  a s  i t  wa s  
cer tainly not His suffer ing, was also more than  
the spectacle of His own holy soul presented to  
God. .  I t  was  tha t  ho ly  sou l  ( the  ho l ie r  a s  He  
f aced  and  conquered  ev i l  eve r  g rowing  more  
b l ack  and  b i t t e r )—i t  wa s  tha t  ho ly  sou l  s een  
by  God a s  the  cause  and crea tor  o f  the  race ’s  
con fe s s ion ,  bo th  o f  ho l ine s s  and  o f  s in ,  in  a  
Church of the reborn. The sat i s f act ion to God  
was  Chr i s t ,  not  a s  an i so la ted character,  or  in  
an  a c t  who l l y  ou t s i de  u s  and  our  re spon s ive  
u n i o n  w i t h  H i m ;  bu t  i t  wa s  C h r i s t  a s  t h e  
au thor  o f  ou r  s anc t i f i c a t ion  and  repen t ance.  
Our repentance and our sanct i ty  are  of  saving  
value before God only as produced by the creative  
hol ines s  of  Chr i s t .  Chr i s t  creates  our hol ines s  
because of His own sancti f icat ion of Himself— 
John xvi i .  19—and His  complete  v ic tor y over  
the  ev i l  power  in  a  l i f e -exper i ence  o f  mora l  
conflict. 
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You wish perhaps here to ask me this question:  
I s  then the sanct i ty of a Unitar ian who rejects  
any satisfaction by Chr ist, any atonement, as the  
g round of man’s holiness ,  i s  that sanctity of no  
account before God? Is  the true repentance of  
those who do not know of an atoning Christianity  
of l i t t le pr ice with Him? Far from it .  But from  
our point  of  v iew we must  regard them as  in- 
complete  s t ages ,  which draw the i r  va lue  wi th  
God from a subliminal union with that completed  
and holy offer ing of Christ which He never ceases  
to see, however f ar it  be beneath our conscious  
light. 

§ 

When  the re fo re  we  s pe ak  o f  Chr i s t  a s  ou r  
Su re t y,  we  mean  much  more  t h an  wou ld  be  
mean t  by  a  mere  spon so r sh ip.  We  suppo se  a  
solidary union of faith created by the Saviour in  
the s inner,  which not  only  impres se s  h im but  
incor pora te s  h im with Chr i s t .  Al l  tur ns  upon  
t h a t  s p i r i t u a l  s o l i d a r i t y.  A l l  t u r n s  upon  t h e  
rea l i ty  of  that  new l i fe  for  which Paul  had to  
invent a new phrase—“in Chr ist.” A tremendous  
phrase,  l ike that  other,  “the New Creat ion”— 
and hardly intel l ig ible to a youthful or impres- 
sionist Chr istianity. The real g round of our for- 
giveness is not our confession of sin, and not even  
Chr ist’s confession of our sin, but His agonised 
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confe s s ion  o f  God’s  ho l ine s s ,  and  i t s  ab sorb- 
ing  e f f ec t  on  u s .  To  be  in  g r ace  we  mus t  be  
f ound  in  Him.  Our  new pen i t en t  l i f e  i s  H i s  
creat ion.  He contains  the pr inciple and power  
o f  our  fo rg ivenes s .  And i t  comes  home to  u s  
on ly  a s  we  ab ide  in  Him.  In  Him,  and  on ly  
in  Him,  the  nor ma l  ho ly  man ,  the  man ho ly  
w i t h  a l l  t h e  h o l i n e s s  o f  G o d ,  h ave  we  t h e  
l iving power of release from guil t ,  escape from  
s i n ,  r e p en t an c e ,  f a i t h ,  a nd  n ewne s s  o f  l i f e .  
We  a re  j u s t i f i e d  on l y  a s  we  a re  i n co r po r a t e  
(no t  c lo thed)  in  the  pe r f ec t  r i gh teousne s s  o f  
Chr i s t ,  our  Regenera tor,  and  not  in  p ropor- 
t ion  a s  the  r igh teousne s s  o f  Chr i s t  ha s  made  
p a l p ab l e  way  i n  u s .  I t  i s  no t  a s  Chr i s t  i s  i n  
us  tha t  we are  saved,  but  a s  we are  in  Chr i s t .  
I t  i s  th i s  be ing in  Chr i s t  for  our  jus t i f i ca t ion  
tha t  makes  ju s t i f i c a t ion  nece s s a r i l y  work  out  
to sanct i f ica t ion,  and forg ivenes s  be one with  
eternal life. 

We shall be misled even by what is true in the  
representat ive aspect of  Chr is t  unless  we g rasp  
how much more He is, how creative He is, how  
the sol idar i ty involved in His representat ion i s  
due  to  Hi s  own ac t  o f  se l f - ident i f i ca t ion and  
not  to natura l  ident i ty  wi th us .  We must  take  
qu i te  s e r ious ly  tha t  supreme word  o f  a  “new  
c re a t i on  i n  Je s u s  Ch r i s t .” We  n e ed  no t  g e t 
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l o s t  i n  d i s cu s s i n g  t h e  me t aphy s i c  o f  i t ;  bu t  
we  m u s t  h ave  s o  t a s t e d  t h e  n e w  l i f e  t h a t  
nothing but the s trongest  word poss ible i s  just  
to it. 

§ 

Chr i s t  our  New Creator !  He was  not  s imply  
a new depar ture in the history of ethical c ivi l isa- 
t ion, by the introduction of an exalted morality.  
If that was what He came with, He brought much  
less than the conscience needs; and on countless  
points  He has le f t  us  without guidance to-day.  
N or was He simply a great new departure in the  
h i s to r y  o f  r e l i g i o u s  i d e a s.  He d id  much  more  
than br ing  us  a  new idea  o f  God.  I f  tha t  was  
a l l ,  a g a i n  i t  wa s  no t  wha t  we  need .  Fo r  we  
have  more  and  h ighe r  i dea s  o f  God  than  we  
know wha t  t o  do  w i t h ,  mo re  t h an  we  h ave  
p owe r  t o  r e a l i s e .  B u t  H e  s t a n d s  f o r  a  n ew  
depar ture in the his tor y of  Creat ion.  His work  
in so f ar i s  cosmic.  I t  i s  a  new storey added to  
the wor ld.  I t  i s  a  new depar ture in the act ion  
which made the univer se.  I t  i s  an entirely new  
s t a g e  i n  t h e  e l eva t i on  o f  human  n a t u re ,  s o  
imper f ec t  in  our  f i r s t  c re a t ion ,  to  i t s  d iv ine  
height  in  hol ines s .  By His  mora l  t rea tment  of  
our sinful case, which is our actual histor ic case,  
we a re  t aken in to  a  sha re  o f  Hi s  superhuman  
l i fe.  That  i s  our sa lvat ion.  I t  i s  l i fe  and power 
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we need .  I t  i s  to  he  made  ove r  aga in  by  the  
Make r ’s  r e d e em ing  h and .  We  a re  r e d e emed  
f r om the  ban of  s in ’s  mag ic  c i rc le  by the only  
One who has the secret  of  the unseen power s ;  
we  a re  jo ined  wi th  the  s in-de s t roy ing  l i f e  o f  
C h r i s t .  A n d  we  a r e  r e d e e m e d ,  by  t h e  ve r y  
nature of that redemption, into the fellowship of  
His  eter na l  and bles sed peace.  And that  i s  our  
Reconcil iat ion. The act that just i f ied sancti f ies  
and reconci le s .  And tha t  to ta l i ty  o f  Chr i s t  in  
His Church is what God looks on and is satisf ied.  
We are, as a believing race, in the Son in whom  
He is always well pleased. 

§ 

Now what is it that has created so much diff i- 
cu l ty  for  the  o ld  Prote s t ant  doct r ine?  I  mean  
diff iculty in the mind of Chr istian believers, and  
st i l l  more in their exper ience. For we need not  
trouble here about diff iculty from the side of the  
wor ld l ings  or  the  e th ica l  sent imenta l i s t s .  But  
d i f f i cu l t y  a ro s e  w i th in  t he  p a l e  o f  t he  mos t  
d evou t  and  devo t ed  evange l i c a l  e xpe r i ence.  
Perhaps i t  has ar i sen in your own minds.  Well ,  
the old Protestantism, as you know, was g reatly  
exercised about the true relat ion between f aith  
and works .  And i t  had to ins i s t  so s t rongly on  
the  so le  va lue  o f  f a i th  in  order  to  cope  wi th 
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Rome that  i t s  la ter  year s  fe l l  into an excess ive  
d r e a d  o f  g o o d  wo r k s ,  l e s t  t h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  
ascr ibed to them saving effect. As a result f aith  
was credited with a merely receptive power, or  
no  more  beyond tha t  than  a  power  o f  a s sen t .  
Men los t  hold of  the g rea t  Lutheran f ac t  tha t  
f aith is the most mighty and active thing in the  
soul, that our faith is our all before God, that it  
i s  an  ene rgy  o f  the  who le  pe r son ,  tha t  good  
works are done by this whole believing per son,  
and that faith by its very nature, as trust in God’s  
love,  i s  bound to work out in love.  They mis- 
read  the  mora l  impul se  in  f a i th ,  i t s  power  to  
recas t  per sonal i ty  and ref ashion l i fe.  They did  
not ,  of  cour se,  over look the neces s i ty  of  such  
renova t ion ;  but  they  put  i t  down to  a  subse- 
quent action of the Spir it over and above faith- 
almost as if the Spir it and His sanctif ication were  
a second revelation, a new dispensation. Which  
indeed many of the mystics thought it was—like  
many rat ional i s t  myst ics  to-day,  who think we  
have  ou tg rown h i s to r i c  Chr i s t i an i t y  and  the  
his tor ic Chr is t  through our modern l ight.  The  
old Protestant orthodoxy did not realise that the  
real source of the Spir it is the Cross. It therefore  
detached f a i th from l i fe in a way that  has pro- 
duced the most unfor tunate results ,  both in an  
an t i nomi an i sm  w i th in  t he  Church ,  and  i n  a 



	 the threefold cord� 219

Socinian protest without, which was inevitable,  
and so  f a r  va luable,  but  was  equa l ly  ex t reme.  
Faith was treated by the positive school then as a  
mys t ic  power,  or  an  in te l l ec tua l ,  but  not  a s  a  
moral .  I t  was not the renovating power in l i fe,  
but only prepared the ground for the renovating  
power to come in. It had not in itself the trans- 
for ming power e i ther  indiv idua l ly  or  soc ia l ly.  
Its connection with love was accidental and not  
necessary—as it must be, being faith in love. 

§ 

Now,  i f  we  t r an s l a t e  th i s  exper imenta l  l an- 
guage into theolog ica l ,  i t  means  that  they did  
not connect up just i f icat ion and sancti f icat ion.  
Forg ivene s s  o f  s in  wa s  no t  iden t i f i ed  c lo se ly  
enough with e ter na l  l i fe.  Eter na l  l i fe  was  de- 
tached f rom ident i ty  wi th that  which was  the  
t rue eter nal  in l i fe,  f rom f a i th’s  pract ica l  ( i . e. ,  
exper imenta l )  god l ine s s .  Forg ivene s s  d id  no t  
go, as it should, with renewal of hear t and con- 
duct in one act.  It  delivered from an old world  
wi thout  opening a  new and p lant ing us  in  i t s  
revo lu t ion i s ed  p r inc ip l e s .  Fa i th  had ,  indeed ,  
the power to do works  of  love,  but  i t  was  not  
d r iven  to  them so  tha t  i t  cou ld  do  no o ther.  
And th i s  f l aw in  f a i th  cor re sponded to  a  l ike  
f l aw in  the  read ing o f  Chr i s t ’s  ac t  which was 
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the  ob jec t  o f  f a i th .  They t rea ted the  work o f  
Chr ist  in a way f ar too objective. It  was some- 
th ing done whol ly  over  our  heads .  There  was  
not a solidary connection between Chr ist’s work  
and the Church i t  created. Attention was con- 
centrated upon one aspect of Chr ist’s work—its  
action on God. That is quite an essential aspect  
(perhaps the chief), but it must not be isolated.  
No a spect  o f  tha t  work must  be  i so la ted ,  a s  I  
began  by  s ay ing .  I t  i s  the  s e r v i ce  an  accom- 
pl i shed theology does  for  the Church to keep  
al l  aspects in one purview, in the propor tion of  
a  g r e a t  a n d  c o m p re h e n s i ve  f a i t h .  We  h ave  
to-day gone to  another  ext reme,  and i so la ted  
another  a spect—the mora l  e f fect  of  Chr i s t  on  
man .  So  we need  not  g ive  our se lve s  any  a i r s  
o f  s upe r i o r i t y  t o  t h e  o l d  o r t hodoxy  i n  t h a t  
respect  of  ones idedness .  And we must  a l so re- 
member that  the whole secret  of  t r uth in thi s  
ma t t e r  i s  no t  wha t  we  a re  some t ime s  t o l d - a  
c h a n g e  o f  e m p h a s i s .  We  h ave  c h a n g e d  t h e  
empha s i s ,  and  ye t  we  a re  shor t  o f  the  t r u th ;  
and  the  s t a te  o f  the  Church ’s  p ie ty  shows  i t .  
We have moved the accent  f rom the object ive  
to  the  sub jec t ive  work o f  Chr i s t ;  and we f a l l  
victims more and more to a weak relig ious sub- 
jectivism which has the ethical interest but not  
t h e  mor a l  no t e.  We  f a l l  i n t o  a  s ub j e c t iv i sm 
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which is  ref lected in one aspect of Pragmatism  
and overworks  the  pr inc ip le  conta ined in  the  
word s ,  “By  the i r  f r u i t s  sh a l l  ye  know them”  
(know them, whether they are true to the Gospel,  
not  the Gospe l  and whether  i t  i s  t r ue to God  
and real i ty) .  So that people say, “I wil l  bel ieve  
wha teve r  I  f e e l  doe s  me  good .  My sou l  w i l l  
e a t  wha t  I  en joy,  and  d r i nk  wha t  make s  me  
happy.” They a re  the i r  own te s t  o f  t r u th ,  and  
“their own Holy Ghost.” The secret,  therefore,  
i s  not change of accent but balance of aspects .  
And  the  t r ue  and  competen t  theo logy  i s  no t  
on l y  one  wh i ch  reg a rd s  t he  Church ’s  who l e  
h i s tor y  and out look ( th ink ing  in  centur ie s ,  I  
ca l led i t ) ,  hut i t  i s  one di sc ip l ined to think in  
p ro p o r t i o n ,  t o  t h i n k  t og e t h e r  t h e  va r i o u s  
a s pec t s  o f  t he  Cro s s ,  and  make  them en r i ch  
and not exclude one another. 

§ 

The defect of the old view was, then, as I have  
s a id ,  tha t  i t  could not  couple  up jus t i f i ca t ion  
and sanct i f ica t ion.  I t  could not  show how the  
s ame ac t  o f  Chr i s t  wh ich  de l ive red  f rom the  
gui l t  of  s in del ivered a l so from it s  power.  And  
thi s  was  because in the jus t i f ica t ion too much  
stress was laid upon the suffer ing; and suffer ing  
in itsel f  has no sancti fying power. You see how 
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our practical exper ience, when it is well noted,  
p rov i d e s  ou r  t h eo l og i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s .  We  do  
f ind that  su f fer ing by i t se l f  debases ,  and even  
imbrutes ,  ins tead of  pur i fy ing;  that  pa in i s  an  
occas ion ra ther  than a  cause of  prof i t .  That  i s  
a moral pr inciple of spir itual exper ience. Con- 
sequently when excessive attention was g iven to  
the suf fer ing of  Chr i s t ,  and the a toning va lue  
was  supposed to res ide there ins tead of  in the  
holy obedience, the work of Chr ist lost in pur i- 
fy ing  and  s anc t i fy ing  e f f ec t ,  wha tever  i t  may  
h ave  done  i n  p a c i f y i n g  o r  c onve r t i n g .  The  
atoning thing being the holy obedience to the  
Ho ly,  the  s ame  ho l ine s s  wh ich  s a t i s f i ed  God  
s anc t i f i e s  u s .  Tha t  i s  the  idea  the  Refor mer s  
d i d  no t  g r a s p,  t h rough  t h e i r  p reo c cup a t i on  
w i t h  Ch r i s t ’s  s u f f e r i n g s .  Bu t  i t  i s  t h e  on l y  
idea  which uni tes  jus t i f ica t ion and sanct i f ica- 
t ion and both with redempt ion.  For  the hol i- 
ness  which sat i s f ied God and sanct i f ies  us  a l so  
d e s t roye d  t h e  ev i l  p owe r  i n  t h e  wo r l d  a n d  
i t s  h o l d  o n  u s .  I t  wa s  t h e  m o r a l  c o n q u e s t  
o f  t h e  wo r l d ’s  ev i l ,  am id  t h e  e x t reme  con - 
d i t ions  o f  s in  and su f fe r ing ,  by  a  Vic tor  who  
had a  capi ta l  so l idar i ty  with the race,  and not  
mere ly  an  ind iv idua l  connec t ion  wi th  i t  a s  a  
m e m b e r .  S o  t h a t  i t  h a s  b e e n  s a i d  t h a t  we  
must explain and cor rect  cur rent ideas  of  sub- 
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s t i tu t ionar y  exp ia t ion by  the  idea  o f  so l ida r y  
repa ra t ion .  The  cur se  on  man was  the  gu i l t y  
power of s in and its  train—hither to invincible.  
There was but one way in which this  could be  
ma s t e red .  A  mor a l  cu r s e  cou l d  b e  ma s t e red  
on ly  in  a  pure ly  mora l  way,  the  wor ld-cur s e  
by the world-conscience.  I t  could be mastered  
bu t  by  One  who s e  s i n l e s s n e s s  wa s  no t  on l y  
negat ive ly  proof  aga ins t  a l l  tha t  s in  could do,  
but posi t ively holy;  and He was thus deadly to  
s in,  sat i s f actory to God’s loving judgment,  and  
creat ive of a new humanity in the hear t  of the  
o l d .  Th i s  wa s  a  t a s k  b eyond  me re  s ub s t i t u - 
t ionary penal suffer ing as that phrase is  now so  
poor ly  under s tood.  For  tha t  would have been  
ju s t  and e f fec tua l  on ly  i f  i t  had f a l l en  on the  
arch-rebel ,  who, with the nobi l i ty  of  Mil ton’s  
Satan in his  f i r s t  s tage, assumed himsel f  a l l  the  
wor s t  consequences  o f  h i s  revo l t  to  spare  the  
other souls whom he had misled. 

§ 

T h e  t r u t h  i s  t h a t  A n s e l m ,  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  
un speakable  s e r v i ce  he  d id  bo th  to  the  f a i th  
and thought  o f  h i s  t ime and a l l  t ime,  ye t  put  
t heo logy  on  a  f a l s e  t r a ck  in  th i s  ma t t e r.  He  
had too much to say  o f  a  supere th ica l  t r ibute  
pa id  to  God’s  honou r  by the  compos i t ion o f  a 
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voluntar y suf fer ing.  Our s in was  compounded  
rather than real ly atoned. He did not g rasp the  
sacr i f ice of Chr ist  as made to God’s hol iness;  as  
one therefore which could only be ethical in its  
nature, by way of holy obedience. This obedience  
was the Holy Father ’s  joy and sa t i s f act ion.  He  
found Himself in it .  And it was also the foil ing  
and des t ruct ion of  the evi l  power.  And i t  was  
f ar ther the creative source of holiness in a race  
not only impressed by the spectacle of its trag ic  
hero victor ious, but regenerate by the solidar ity  
of a new l i fe from its  creative Head. The work  
of  Chr i s t  was thus in the same act  t r iumphant  
on  ev i l ,  s a t i s f y i ng  to  the  he a r t  o f  God ,  and  
creat ive to the conscience of man by vir tue of  
His solidar ity with God on the one side, and on  
t he  o the r  w i th  t he  r a c e.  He  subdued  S a t an ,  
rejoiced the Father, and set up in Humanity the  
kingdom—all  in one supreme and consummate  
act  of  His  one per son. He destroyed the king- 
dom of evi l ,  not by way of preparat ion for the  
k ingdom of  God,  but  by  ac tua l ly  e s t abl i sh ing  
God’s  k ingdom in the hear t  of  i t .  And He re- 
joiced, f illed, and satisf ied the heart of God, not  
by a s ta tutory obedience,  or by one pr ivate to  
Himself ,  which spectacle disposed God to bless  
a nd  s a n c t i f y  man ;  bu t  by  p re s en t i n g  i n  t h e  
c ompend iou s  compa s s  o f  H i s  own  p e r s on  a 
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H u m a n i t y  p r e s a n c t i f i e d  by  t h e  i r r e s i s t i b l e  
power of His own creative and timeless work. 

The holy demand of God is always couched in  
a  f a l s e  f o r m when  i t  i s  made  to  c a l l  f o r  the  
expiation of an equivalent suffer ing instead of a  
confes s ion of  God’s  hol ines s ,  adequate ly  holy,  
f rom the  s ide  o f  the  s inne r  under  judgment .  
Heaven and its happiness are wrongly conceived  
a s  immuni ty  f rom judgment  in s tead  o f  joy  in  
the consummation of judgment in r ighteousness  
and ho l ine s s  fo r  ever.  I t  was  not  c lea r  to  the  
o ld  v iew tha t  the  ver y  na ture  o f  ju s t i f i ca t ion  
was sanctif ication, that the Justif ier was so only  
as One who always perfectly sanctif ied Himself ,  
and was organic, in the act, with the race in its  
new life. It appeared to our f ather s as i f  sancti- 
f icat ion were only a f acultat ive sequel of just i- 
fication. 

Whatever we mean, therefore, by substitution,  
i t  i s  something more than merely vicar ious .  I t  
is cer tainly not something done over our heads.  
I t  i s  r e p re s e n t a t i ve .  Ye t  no t  by  t h e  w i l l  o f  
m a n  c h o o s i n g  C h r i s t ,  b u t  b y  t h e  w i l l  o f  
Chr i s t  choo s ing  man ,  and  f re e l y  i den t i f y ing  
Himsel f  wi th man.  I t  i s  a  mat ter  not  so much  
o f  sub s t i tu t iona r y  exp i a t ion  (which ,  a s  the se  
words are commonly under stood, leaves us too  
little committed), but of solidary confession and 
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praise from amid the judgment f ires,  where the  
Son of  God walks  wi th the crea t ive  sympathy  
of the holy among the s inful sons of men. It  i s  
not as if Chr ist were our changeling, as if His lot  
and ours were transposed on the Cross. But He  
wa s  ou r  s e l f - appo in t ed  p l en i po t en t i a r y,  and  
what He engaged for we must implement by an  
organic spir i tual  entai l .  So f ar His work was as  
objective as our creation, as independent of our  
l eave ;  and i t  commit ted  us  wi thout  re fe rence  
to our consent but to our need. When He died  
for all, all implicitly died. The great transaction  
wa s  d o n e  f o r  t h e  r a c e .  B u t  o b j e c t i ve  a s  i t  
wa s ,  g i f t  a s  i t  wa s  to  u s  f rom pure  g r a ce,  i t  
wa s  s o  i n  i t s  i n i t i a t i ve  r a t h e r  t h a n  i n  i t s  
method .  E s sen t i a l l y  i t  wa s  a  new c rea t ion  o f  
u s ,  but  prac t ica l ly  the  new crea tor  was  in  us ,  
and the word was f lesh.  In such a way that He  
and His  are one by f a i th in a  sol idar i ty cor re- 
s pond ing  f rom benea th ,  mu t a t i s  mu t and i s,  t o  
t he  so l i d a r i t y  be tween  Fa the r  and  Son  f rom  
above. 

He and His form an organic spir i tual  unity— 
one wi l l  in  two par t ie s  or  per sons .  Mere sub- 
stitution is mere exchange of parts, in which one  
i s  e x c l u d e d  a n d  i m mu n e .  B u t  t h e  wo r k  o f  
Chr is t  i s  inclus ive and committa l ,  by our con- 
t inuity of l i fe with Him through the spir it  in a 
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Church.1 The suffer ing of Chr ist is but the under  
and seamy s ide of  that  so l idar i ty  whose upper  
s ide i s  the beauty of  our cor porate hol iness  in  
Him.  The same l aw,  the  same ac t ,  which l a id  
our  s in  on  Him l ay s  Hi s  ho l ine s s  on  u s ,  and  
absorbs us into His sat i s f act ion to God. In the  
s ame ac t  God made Him to  be  s in  for  us  and  
made us r ighteousness in Him. In the empir ical  
sense we are no more made r ighteous than He  
was  made s in fu l .  But  we are  a s  c lose ly  incor- 
po r a t ed  i n  the  ho l y  wor l d  a s  He  wa s  i n  t he  
s i n fu l .  And  ou r  ho l i n e s s  i s  no t  ou r s ,  i n  t he  
s a m e  s e n s e  a s  o u r  s i n  wa s  n o t  H i s — i n  t h e  
sense of init iat ive and individual  responsibi l i ty  
for it. 

I t  wa s  a s  ou r  s e l f - appo in t ed  rep re s en t a t ive  
that  Chr i s t  d ied.  He died as  the resu l t ,  a s  the  
f inale, of the act by which He identif ied Himself  
with us and emptied Himsel f  f rom heaven. He  
is our Head by divine r ight and not by election of 

1 In His saving act He so became one with the race that the  
new Humanity He set up ar ises in history as the company of  
those who answer and seal His incarnate act with their f aith.  
By his incarnation and redemption Chr ist did not simply deify  
Humanity, as a pagan Chr istianity had it in the fourth century,  
nor manifest the essential deity of Humanity as a pagan Chr is- 
t ianity has i t  in the twentieth.  But He so took a Humanity  
predestined for Him that those who take Him should become  
the new Humanity in the true Church. 
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our s .  Our  repre senta t ive,  our  sure ty  He was- 
not our choice i l lustrat ion, not our mandatory  
champion, not our moral deputy, not our fr iendly  
sponsor promis ing that  we should one day pay  
our debt because of  His  optimist ic f a i th in us .  
It was not in us that He had faith so much as in  
Himself as the power and g race of God. He did  
not promise that we would pay (if the metaphor  
may be allowed); He paid for us, knowing that in  
Himsel f  a lone could we raise the vast  advance.  
W h a t  wa s  p r e s e n t e d  t o  G o d  wa s  n o t  o n l y  
Chr ist’s perfection, nor was it His confidence in  
us, but also His antedated action on us, His con- 
f idence in Himself for us. That was what stood  
to our good. There was offered to God a racial  
obed ience  which was  impl ic i t  in  the  c rea t ive  
power of His, and not merely parallel with His,  
as if He were our firstfruits instead of our Sun. 

§ 

The jur istic aspect is a real element in Chr ist’s  
d e a t h .  I t  h a s  a  m o r a l  c o re ;  a n d  we  c a n n o t  
discard it without discarding the moral order of  
the world as one revelat ion of that ir refragable  
ho l ine s s  o f  God  which  mus t  he  expre s s ed  in  
j udgment  and  con fe s s ed  f rom i t s  m id s t .  The  
chief defect of the great revolution which began  
i n  Sch l e i e r mache r  and  ended  in  Ri t s ch l  h a s 
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been  tha t  i t  a l lowed no  p l ace  to  tha t  s ide  o f  
Ch r i s t ’s  wo rk .  And  i t  i s  a  d e f e c t  t h a t  much  
impover i shes  the cur rent  type of  re l ig ion,  be- 
clouds it, and robs it of the power of moral con- 
viction by reducing the idea of sin and dismissing  
the note of  gui l t .  I t  makes  g race not  so much  
f ree as  arbi t rar y,  because i t  does  not regard in  
its revelation what is due to the holiness of God.  
I t  ban i she s  f rom our  Chr i s t i an  f a i th  the  one  
note which more than any other we have to-day  
come to need restored—the note of  judgment.  
When properly construed the jur istic element is  
a  g r e a t  p owe r  t o  l i f t  f a i t h  f ro m  t h e  m e r e  
ethicism to which Ritschl tends into the mystic  
reg ion which  i s  so  e s sen t i a l  to  make  a  mora l  
power  a  re l ig ious ,  to  prov ide  a  home for  the  
soul as well as a lamp to our feet, and to secure  
for believer s a hidden communion with Chr ist .  
I t  a l s o  s ave s  t he  g r a ce  o f  God  f rom be ing  a  
mere f avour i t i sm to be l iever s ,  or  a  mere con- 
cession to misery. 

There i s  no doubt  we are  in react ion f rom a  
t ime  when tha t  s ide  o f  th ing s  wa s  ove rdone.  
The jur i s t i c  a spec t  t aken a lone,  and t aken in  
re l a t ion to  lega l  demand ra ther  than per sona l  
hol iness—such sa t i s fa c t ion ,  when i solated,  does  
not do justice to the aspect in which Chr ist was  
t r iumphan t  ove r  ev i l  ( r e d emp t i on )  no r  to  the 
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a spec t  in  which  Hi s  work  i s  regenera t ive  fo r  
mankind ( sanc t i f i ca t ion ) .  And i t  tended to pro- 
mote  the  f a t a l  no t ion  tha t  ho l ine s s  cou ld  be  
satis f ied with suffer ing and death, or with any- 
th ing  shor t  o f  an  answer ing  ho l ine s s  e f fec ted  
a n d  g u a r a n t e e d .  T h e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  i n  i t  wa s  
o f f e red  t o  a  d i s t r i bu t ive  j u s t i c e  r a t h e r  t h an  
to  a  per sona l  ho l ines s ,  to  a  c l a im ra ther  than  
a  pe r son ,  t o  a  regu l a t ive  l aw  r a the r  t h an  to  
a  cons t i tu t ive  l i f e.  A l l  tha t  and more  i s  qu i te  
true. 

Bu t  I  mus t  a sk  you  to  dea l  s ympa the t i c a l l y  
wi th  those  ju r i s t i c  v iews ,  to  t rea t  them wi th  
spir itual insight. It was the vice of Socinianism,  
and it is the vice of the Rationalism which is its  
legatee, that it cr iticised orthodoxy by the f ierce  
light of the natural conscience instead of by the  
inner nature and better knowledge of the reve- 
lation on which or thodoxy founded all. It cr iti- 
cised theology by the natural reason and not by  
the supernatural Gospel. There is nothing more  
vulgar than s lashing cr i t icism in such a matter.  
You cannot s lash here without cutt ing the f ace  
o f  some g rea t  and  t r ue  s a in t s  to  whom the se  
v i ews  a re  dea re r  than  l i f e  becau se  hound  up  
w i t h  t h e i r  e n t r u s t e d  G o s p e l  a n d  t h e i r  l i f e  
e te r na l .  One  o f  the  mos t  damnator y  f ea tu re s  
of  popular theolog ical  l iberal i sm is  the violent 
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hand l i ng  o f  wha t  i t  c a l l s  o r thodoxy,  and  i t s  
t o t a l  l a c k  o f  s p i r i t u a l  f l e x i b i l i t y  a nd  i n t e r - 
pretative sympathy—caused largely by the pr ior  
l a c k  o f  t h eo l og i c a l  know l edge  and  cu l t u re .  
Tha t  some or thodoxy i s  a l so  sha l low and in- 
so lent  i s  no jus t i f ica t ion for  those whose p lea  
i s  tha t  they  know bet te r.  I  pray  you to  l i s ten  
to  the  o ld  theo logy  not  a s  foo l s  bu t  a s  wi se,  
a s  evo lu t ion i s t s  and  re fo r mer s ,  no t  a s  dyna- 
mi t a rd s .  Cons ide r  wha t  wa s  ga ined  fo r  u s  in  
i t .  Tr ue,  i t  s ome t ime s  p re s en t ed  i t s  g a i n  i n  
f alse forms, as when it spoke of the equivalence  
o f  Chr i s t ’s  su f fe r ing to  what  we a l l  deser ved.  
That was but the form, and the Socinians did good  
work in the cor rection of such things. But this  
at least had been gained—the conviction that it  
was not the touchy honour of a feudal monarch  
tha t  wa s  to  be  dea l t  w i th  a t  the  head  o f  the  
world, but the love of a just God. The conviction  
beh ind a l l  was  the  g randes t  mora l  convic t ion  
pos s ib l e—tha t  a l l  th ing s  a re  by  Chr i s t  in  the  
hands  of  in f in i te  r ighteousnes s  and holy love.  
This  vas t  moral  s tep had been taken. Men had  
come to real i se that the result  of Chr ist ’s  work  
wa s  e t e r n a l  r i g h t ;  a nd  e s p e c i a l l y  t h a t  i t  wa s  
r ight,  not in reference to the cla ims of an evi l  
wi l l ,  but  in regard to those of  a  wi l l  per fect ly  
good. The days were cer tainly outgrown by this 
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jur ist ic theology when there could be any such  
t a lk  a s  f i l l ed  the  ea r ly  Church  about  dea l ing  
w i t h  t h e  r i g h t s  S a t a n  h a d  wo n  ove r  m a n .  
Evi l  ha s  no r ight s  in  the  soul .  From that ,  in- 
deed,  i t  was  a  g reat  advance even to Anse lm’s  
a p o t h e o s i s  o f  G o d ’s  h o n o u r .  A n d  i t  wa s  a  
f u r t h e r  a d van c e  s t i l l  b eyond  f e ud a l  d i gn i t y  
when the g rea t  and noble  ca tegor ie s  o f  jur i s- 
pr udence  were  invoked to  rep lace  the  not ion  
o f  c o u r t l y  o r  m i l i t a r y  h o n o u r  w h i c h  m a d e  
God and man duel l i s t s  ra ther  than aught  e l se.  
It  was a vast s tep in the moral is ing of theology  
when i t s  g rand concer n came to be the es tab- 
l i shment of  men before a  r ighteous and socia l  
j udge.  Do no t  speak  con temptuous l y  o f  tha t  
s t ep.  I t  i s  one  o f  ou r  own s t age s .  I t  g ave  u s  
res t  and upl i f t ing on our journey to where we  
now s tand.  We have only had to car r y fur ther  
tha t  mora l i s ing  o f  the  na tu re  o f  ju s t i ce.  The  
who l e  i d e a  wa s  e th i c a l  and  soc i a l  compa red  
with what  went before i t—at leas t  a s  much so  
a s  ou r s  now mark s  a  f a r the r  advance.  I t  wa s  
ethical as regards claims by an evil power which  
c an  have  no  mora l  r i gh t s .  And  i t  wa s  soc i a l  
i n  th a t  i t  b rough t  Chr i s t i an  be l i e f  i n to  l i ne  
with the rul ing pr inciples  of  society as  i t  then  
was .  I t  i s  a  v iew,  moreover,  which has  shown  
i t se l f  capable of inspir ing some of the deepest , 
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sweetes t ,  and most  benef icent  piety the world  
h a s  eve r  s e en .  Moreove r,  i t  h ad  i n  i t  a c t ive  
c o n d i t i o n s  o f  m o r a l  g r ow t h  w h i c h  b ro ke  
t h ro u g h  t h e  p a c k t h r e a d s  o f  i t s  ow n  t i m e .  
We  t o - d ay  h ave  o n l y  h a d  t o  c a r r y  f o r wa rd  
tha t  proces s  o f  mora l i s ing the idea  o f  our  re- 
l a t ion to  God which the  jur i s t s  began .  The i r  
theo logy had a  mora l  pa s s ion which shed the  
features in i t  that were ethical ly defect ive, and  
a s s im i l a t ed  t h e  mor a l  i d e a  o f  t h e  Go spe l  a s  
we are now taught  to read i t  in a  Bible  redi s- 
covered and reconstrued by the Spir i t ’s  act ion  
both in the faith and the cr iticism of the day. 

§ 

Among the se  th ree  a spec t s  o f  Chr i s t ’s  work  
s ome  mind s  w i l l  b e  d r awn  by  p re f e rence  t o  
one,  s ome  to  ano the r,  j u s t  a s  d i f f e ren t  a g e s  
have been.  Some souls ,  according to their  ex- 
per ience, will gravitate to the great Deliverance,  
some to the g reat Atonement, and some to the  
g rea t  Regenera t ion .  Some min i s t r i e s  w i l l  be  
m a r ke d  by  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  o f  o n e ,  s o m e  o f  
another.  Tha t  i s  a l l  wi th in  the  f ree  a f f in i t i e s  
o f  the sp i r i tua l  l i fe,  and the preferent ia l  sym- 
p a t h i e s  o f  t h e  mo r a l  i d i o s yn c r a s y.  And  t h e  
C h u rc h  i s  e n r i c h e d  by  t h e  c o m p l e m e n t a r y  
a c t i o n  o f  s u c h  d i ve r s i t i e s  o f  m i n i s t r y.  B u t 
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what  ought  not  to  be  encouraged i s  any ten- 
d en cy  on  t h e  p a r t  o f  t ho s e  who  p re f e r  t h e  
one l ine to deny the equal r ight of the other s .  
And  wha t  ough t  no t  t o  b e  t o l e r a t e d  i s  t h e  
hab i t  o f  denunc i a t ion ,  by  tho se  who see  the  
one side, of the sides they f ind nothing in; and  
especia l ly  the habi t  of  a s suming that  the s ides  
they  a re  bl ind  to  repre sent  a  lower  Chr i s t i an  
l eve l .  Where  th i s  i s  po s s ib l e  the re  ha s  re a l l y  
been litt le done for the conscience by the view  
that is adopted. And it is both absurd and over- 
weening to ask us to believe that those sections  
o f  the Church,  and those l ight s  o f  p ie ty,  who  
held to views at present in the background were  
a l l  t heo log i c a l  b i go t s  and  mora l  i nep t s ;  t h a t  
rea l  moral  apt i tude and theolog ical  f aculty did  
not ar ise ti l l  now; that a l ike devotion obscures  
such ques t ions ;  tha t  babes  and suck l ings  per- 
fect theolog ical  praise;  that wisdom is just i f ied  
by chi ldren;  and tha t  i t  i s  now the monopoly  
of those who detach theology from relig ion, and  
dismiss it to a historical museum. 

I f  C h r i s t  b e  t h e  S av i o u r  o f  t h e  wo r l d  i n  
any sense,  the thing He did must be at  least  as  
g re a t  a s  the  wor ld .  And  i f  a s  g re a t ,  t hen  no  
le s s  mani fo ld,  and no les s  the object  for  f i r s t- 
r a t e  i n t e l l i g e n c e  t h a n  t h e  l owe r  o b j e c t s  o f  
e xpe r i en c e.  F a i t h  i n  s u ch  a  S av i ou r  c anno t 
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continue to l ive for ei ther hear t  or conscience  
i f  i t  i s  d e t a ch ed  f rom  m ind .  No r  c an  m ind  
submit to he warned off  the supreme object of  
the  sou l ’s  concer n  i f  tha t  ob jec t  i s  loved and  
s o u g h t  w i t h  a l l  o u r  h e a r t  a n d  s o u l  a n d  
s t r e n g t h .  T h e  ve r y  t y p e  o f  p r a ye r  i n  t h e  
non-theological forms which claim to be Chr is- 
t i an  shows to  what  we can s ink when f a i th  i s  
str ipped of mind and strength. It is only a poor  
Chr ist  that can he housed in a poor creed, and  
a  f e e b l e  p ro p h e t  t h a t  i s  c a n o n i s e d  w h e n  a  
sentimentalised ethic is offered as religion. 
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ADDENDUM 

Note to Lecture IV. 

There is a point in pp. 118–9 where, in speaking freely,  
I  have spoken loosely, and I have expressed myself  with  
some want of  caut ion l ikely to cause misunder standing  
of  my fu l l  meaning.  I  there say that  the wrath of  God  
i s  not  to  be  taken a s  a  pa thos  or  a f fec t ion,  but  a s  the  
work ing  ou t  o f  H i s  j udgmen t  i n  a  mor a l  o rde r.  My  
i n t en t i on  wa s  t o  d i s cou r a g e  t h e  i d e a .  t h a t  i t  wa s  a  
mood or temper, and to connect it with the sure change- 
l e s sne s s  o f  God’s  mora l  na ture.  But  on rev iewing  the  
passage I f ind I have so put it that I might easily suggest  
that  the anger of  God was s imply the automat ic  recoi l  
o f  His  mora l  order  upon the t ransg res sor,  the nemes i s  
which dogs him and makes hard his way, his self-harden- 
ing; as if there were no personal reaction of a Holy God  
Himself upon the sin, and no infliction of His displeasure  
upon the sinner. This is an impression I should be sor ry  
to leave; for i t  i s  one that would take much of i t s  most  
holy signif icance and solemn mystery out of the work of  
Christ. 

Was Chr ist ’s  bear ing of God’s wrath just His exposure  
to  the  ac t ion o f  the  va s t  mora l  machine?  Did He jus t  
become involved, as our rescuer, in the mechanism which  
regulates ethical Humanity, using at times man’s anger as  
its agent? This mechanism might be there possibly with- 
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out the ordinance of a God that it should be so, or possibly  
as the institution of a deist and distant God who calmly  
watches His world spin with the motion He gave it. But  
i s  God not per sonal ly immanent and act ive in His own  
moral order? Did Chr ist just incur the automatic penalty  
o f  that  order  a s  He s t rove to save i t s  v ic t ims?  Was He  
ju s t  c aught  in  the  work s ?  Or  wa s  the re  imp l i ed ,  and  
f e l t ,  a l s o  the  e l emen t  o f  pe r sona l  d i s p l e a su re  a c t i ng  
through that order—the element that would differentiate  
wrath from mere nemesis, and infliction from mere recoil? 

Granting then that there was in Chr is t ’s  suf fer ing the  
element of personal displeasure and infliction, was it man’s  
o r  God ’s ?  Wa s  H i s  t re a tmen t  s imp ly  the  re a c t i on  o f  
s inful  man against  hol iness ,  or  was i t  the react ion of  a  
ho l y  God  a g a i n s t  s i n ?  D id  He  H imse l f  f e e l  He  wa s  
y ie ld ing to man’s  dark wi l l ,  or  God’s  wi l l ,  darker,  but  
h i ghe r  and  su re r ?  D id  He  su f f e r,  j u s t  a s  t h e  ho l i e s t  
s a i n t  m igh t  i n  a  w i cked  wor l d ,  t he  ex t reme  ha t e  o f  
men ;  o r  wa s  God ’s  d i s p l e a s u re  a l s o  upon  H im?  We  
have abundantly seen that this could not be upon Him as  
His own deser t ,  not as i t  l ies  upon a gui l ty conscience.  
I f  He was made s in He was not made s inful ;  i f  He was  
made  a  cur se  He was  not  accur sed .  And have  we not  
also seen that He who acted in our stead could act with  
no f itness and no precision if He took on Him the mere  
equivalent of what the guil ty would have paid had they  
never been redeemed (that would have needed a generous  
arch-rebel), but only if he paid what was appointed as the  
pr ice of their redemption? The uttermost f ar thing is not  
the las t  mite of their  deser t  but of God’s ransom pr ice.  
But the cur se of  s in’s  sequel  i s  most  rea l  whatever the,  
amount .  And i t  was  cer ta in ly  on Chr i s t ,  by His  f ree ly  
putting Himself under it beside the men on whom it lay.  
That curse then—was it an infliction from God, which did  
not lift, did not cease to be inflicted, even when the Son  
put Himsel f  in i t s  way; or was i t  something that s truck 
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Him on ly  f rom men  be low and  no t  f rom God  above  
at all? 

Surely as i t  f a l l s  on man at least  i t  i s  God’s inf l ict ion.  
We do not only g r ieve God but we provoke His anger.  
There is nothing we need more to recall into our sense of  
sin at present than this (though we must extend it, as we  
mus t  ex tend our  redempt ion ,  to  a  r ac i a l  and  so l ida r y  
w r a t h  o f  G o d  i n  w h i c h  we  s h a r e ) .  I t s  a b s e n c e  h a s  
s l a ckened  and  f l a t t ened  the  who le  tone  and  l eve l  o f  
Chr i s t i an l i fe.  The love of  God becomes rea l  anger  to  
our sin, and to us as we identify our selves with the sin,  
to us while, outside Chr ist, we are no more than members  
of  a  s inful  race.  I s  not  our sa t i s f act ion and increase in  
well-doing the personal blessing of God? Then surely our  
misery and infatuation on the other path is His per sonal  
anger.  I f  a  t r ue  evolut ion car r ie s  wi th i t  the  per sona l  
and joyfu l  ac t ion of  God in  ble s s ing i t s  re su l t s ,  i s  the  
re su l t  o f  degene r a t ion  a  mere  na tu r a l  p roce s s  i n  the  
moral reg ion, secluded from God’s displeased action and  
inf l ic t ion? I s  i t  a l l  His  wi l l  only as  a  thing wi l led,  and  
not as His action in willing it? 

Weigh ,  a s  men o f  rea l  mora l  exper ience,  what  i s  in  
volved in the hardening of the sinner. That is the worst  
penalty upon s in, i t s  cumulat ive and deadening history.  
We l l ,  i s  i t  s i m p l y  s e l f - h a rd e n i n g ?  I s  i t  s i m p l y  t h e  
reflex action of sin upon character, sin going in, settling  
in,  and reproducing i t se l f  there?  I s  i t  no par t  of  God’s  
positive procedure in judging sin, and br inging it, for sal- 
va t ion ,  to  a  c r i s i s  o f  judgment  g race?  When Pharaoh  
ha rdens  h i s  hea r t ,  i s  tha t  in  no  sen se  God ha rden ing  
Pharaoh’s  hear t ?  When a  man hardens  h imse l f  aga ins t  
God, is there nothing in the action and purpose of God  
that  takes  par t  in  that  indurat ion? I s  that  anger  not  a s  
rea l  a s  the superabounding g race? Are not both bound  
up in one complex treatment of the moral world? When  
a  man pi le s  up hi s  s in  and re jo ices  in  in iqui ty,  i s  God 
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s imply a  bys tander  and specta tor  o f  the proces s ?  Does  
no t  God ’s  p re s su re  on  the  man bl ind  h im,  u rge  h im,  
stiffen him, shut him up into sin, if only that he might be  
shut up to mercy a lone? Is  i t  enough to say that this  i s  
but the action of a process which God simply watches in a  
per mis s ive  way?  I s  He but  pa s s ive  and not  pos i t ive  to  
the situation’? Can the Absolute be passive to anything?  
If so, where is the inner action of the personal God whose  
immanence in things is one of His g reat modern revela- 
t ions? Everything you cal l  absolute i s  in act ive relat ion  
to the whole creation. Go into the psychology of s in as  
i t  i s  under stood, not indeed to-day, but by those in the  
long, deep his tory of  the moral  soul  whose exper ience  
coincided with a real genius for reading it—true sons of  
h im of  Romans  v i i .  Ask such exper ient s  i f  i t  i s  never  
thus-that the anger of God promotes a s in, cher ished in  
the pr ivate imag inat ion,  to actual  t ransg ress ion;  which  
then shocks, appals, the dall ier into the hor r if ied loss of  
a l l  conf idence in the f lesh; that out of the collapse may  
r i s e  a  t o t a l l y  n ew  m a n ?  G o d  n eve r  p u t  s i n  i n  t h e  
wor ld ;  but ,  s in  be ing in  the wor ld ,  wi th i t s  spreading  
p owe r,  d o e s  G o d  n eve r  b r i n g  i t  t o  s u c h  a  h e a d  a s  
p rec ip i t a te s  i t s  de s t r uc t ion?  Does  He never  dr ive  the  
lunatic over a precipice into water where he can be saved  
and diver t him from the quar ry edge where he would be  
dashed to pieces? Did God not so act  with Israel  ( John  
xii. 39)? When sin has once begun, is there no such thing  
moral ly possible as the provocative action of God’s law?  
With God’s law sin gains life (Romans vii. 10) and becomes  
more s inful .  Every law deepens the gui l t  of  defying i t .  
That  i s  the cur se  of  the law.  And i s  that  l aw detached  
from God, and cut adr i f t  to do i t s  own mechanic work  
under His indifference? Is it not His curse and anger still,  
if God be in His law, as we now do believe Him to pervade  
His world? 

The love of God is not more real than the wrath of God. 
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For He can be rea l ly  ang r y only  wi th those  He loves .  
And how can Absolute Love love without acting to save? 

We l l ,  i f  i t  be  so,  t h a t  God ’s  d i re c t  d i s p l e a su re  and  
infl iction is the worst thing in sin’s penalty, did the dis- 
pleasure tota l ly vanish from the inf l ict ion when Chr is t  
s tood under  i t ?  Would  He have  rea l ly  bor ne  the  t r ue  
judgment on s in i f  i t  had? Was Chr is t ’s  g reat  work not  
the  mee t ing  o f  tha t  judgment  and  ha l lowing  i t ?  D id  
the complete obedience and reparat ion not include the  
complete acceptance of God’s displeasure as an essential  
f actor in the cur se? A holy God could not look on s in  
without acting on it; nor could He do either but to abhor  
and curse it, even when His Son was beneath it. Wherein  
is  guilt  dif ferent from sin but in this—that i t  i s  s in, not  
cut  adr i f t  f rom God and le t  go i t s  own way and go to  
pieces, but sin placed under the anger of God, under the  
per sonal  react ion of that  Absolute Holy God which no  
creature, no situation, can escape? And could Chr ist bear  
our guilt and take it away if He did not carry it there, and  
bear  i t  there,  and ha l low i t s  judgment  there?  Did  He  
just throw it down there, leave it, and r id Himself of it?  
Does not the best of sons suffer from the angry gloom that  
s p re ad s  f rom the  f a the r  ove r  the  who le  house  a t  the  
prodigal’s shameless shame? Did God not lay on Him the  
iniquity of us all, and inflict that veiling of His face which  
darkened to derel ict ion even the Redeemer’s  soul? It  i s  
not desert that is the worst thing in judgment, but deser- 
tion—the sense of desert forsaken by God. The forsaken- 
ne s s  i s  the  wor s t  judgment .  For  wi th  God’s  p re sence  
my  s en s e  o f  d e s e r t  may  be  my  s anc t i f i c a t i on .  Wha t  
Chr i s t  bore  was  not  s imply  a  sense  o f  the  connect ion  
between the s inner and the imper sonal consequences of  
s in,  but a  sense of  the s inner’s  re la t ion to the per sonal  
vi s-à-v i s  of an ang ry God. God never le f t  Him, but He  
did refuse Him His face. The communion was not broken,  
but  i t s  l ight  was  wi thdrawn.  He was  for saken but  not 
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di s jo ined.  He was  inso lubly  bound to the ver y  Father  
who turned away and could not look on sin but to abhor  
and cur se  i t  even when His  Son was  benea th  i t .  How  
could He feel the g r ief of being for saken by God if  He  
was  not  a t  bot tom one wi th  Him? Neg lec t  by  one  to  
whom we have no link makes no trouble. 

Even  a  theo log i an  so  l i t t l e  o r thodox  a s  Weiz s äcke r  
says:— 

“The moral exper ience of guilt is too strong to let me  
say that it can be met by any mere manifestation of grace  
or of love from God to man—even when that manifestation  
car r ies in it the sympathetic suffer ing of sin’s curse, borne  
merely in the way of conf ir ming the manifestat ion and  
pressing the object-lesson.” “When repentance helps the  
believer to peace it is not ex opere operato, because he has  
repented and may now trust  g race;  but i t  i s  because in  
his repentance he has part and lot in the infinite pain and  
confession of Christ.” 
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