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Thesis Outline

James Denney!'s Doctrine of the Atonement

I Introduction:

Chapter 1 His life - from his letters
Chapter 2 His Times
i. Higher Criticism - emphasis on history
back to the historical Jesus
Harnack "Son has no place in
the Gospel

ii, Impact of Science - Science wants to reduce every-
thing to its own level

iil, German Idealism - unity of God and man
Christ not unique

iv. Everything must be tested by experience
- everything must have ethical meaning

Denney did not reject the modern viewpoint but he said let us
go back to the Bible,

II The Atonement:

Chapter 3 The Need for Atonement
i, God is personal

ii. Sin an outrage - attempts to explainaway sin
- sin a reality to God and man

iji., What is to be done - sin must be dealt with
- God camnot condone sin
- man cannot condone sin, reality
of guilt

Chapter i The Saviour - The One who makes Atonement

i. does the Christian religion as exhibited in the
New Testament put Christ at the very centre of
its faith?

- primitive Christian preaching
- St, Paul

- the Synoptics

- the Johannine Writings

a self-consistent New Testament




Thesis Outline

ji. 1is the Christian Religion as exhibited in the New Testament
Justified by an appeal to the mind of Christ?
- the disciples believed Jesus was alive
existence of church and New Testament without explanation if
Christ was not raised

iii. the Self-revelation of Jesus
- the Baptism

the Temptation

the Calling of the twelve

- the Sermon on the Mount

isolated expressions

Mark's history of Jesus

Conclusion
Jesus is the object of faith
~- confirmed by appeal to writers of New Testament
- confirmed by appeal to mind of Christ
- the incomparable place of Jesus

Chapter 5 The Atonement in the New Testament
- focus of all doctrine, heart of the New Testament

i. Christ's Own Teaching
- His death central in His own mind from the beginning
- the Suffering Servant
- His life a ransom for many
- the Lord's Supper

ii, Farliest Christian Preaching
- Christ's death and Resurrection central
- teaching same as that of Christ
- I Peter "He bore our sins®

Chapter 6 The Atonement in the Writings of Paul and John

i. Paul: (a) the relation of Christ's death to the love of God
(b) the relation of Christ's death to sin
- the fact of divine wrath
- the fact of divine righteousness
- the propitiation, key to understanding of
Paul's doctrine
sin is only forgiven as it is borne
(¢) the relation of Christ's death to the Christian
life
- the love of Christ constraineth us

ii. John: (a) centrality of passion story
(b) the relation of Christ's death to Divine Love
(c) the relation of Christ's death to a perishing
world
- propitiation




iii

Thesis Outline

Propitiation as the Supreme Proof of Love
- the ultimate reality in the universe is
a love which bears our sins

Chapter 7 Summary of the New Testament Doctrine of the Atonement

i. a propitiation - it deals with sin
ii. our response - love
assurance, joy springing from assurance
morality follows a true grasp of the meaning of
the atonement
iii., the ultimate reality, the Divine Love, Ro, 8:38ff,

Chapter 8 The Interpretation of the Atonement in History
i. relation to sin, ideas of merit, paying a debt, a
sacrifice for sin, a representative

ii. its relation to the incarnation - speculative
- the incarnation is the Atonement
- the Atonement delivers from death
- the Incarnation is not a reconciling power
- key not here, shifts centre of gravity

iii., Augustine, Anselm, Abelard
- merits and demerits of Anselm's interpretation
- Denney says 'Cur Deus Homo'! is the greatest
book ever written on the Atonement

iv. The Reformation
- personal terms to explain the Atonement
- emphasis on a Personal Saviour

ve History of the doctrine of the Atonement to the Presert
Time
- does God forgive freely or does He not?
-~ Socinianism

Grotius

McLeod Campbell

Bushnell

Chapter 9 Critique - Adverse Criticism of Denney
i. Rashdall's Criticism
ii. Hughes's Criticism
Chapter 10 Denney's Lasting Value
i. been accused of teaching a forensic doctrine of
the Atorement

- Denney denies this
=~ illustrated in his criticism of Anselm
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Chapter 10 {(continued)

ii.

iii.

Denney sees that to say God forgives freely without
any Atonement does not do justice to the facts of
the New Testament

- 1t does not do Justice to the facts of experience
- the sense of debt to Christ is central for Denney

for Denney religion is more than morality

-yet the Atonement has deep athical and practical
implications

- the Atonement is the secret of Christian living
provides the only motive for true Christian
living
provides the assurance which gives joy




The following abbreviations will be used in this thesis in
referring to the writings of James Denney:

II Corinthians

DC

DR
JG
Letters 1

Letters II

MM

Romans

ST
WE

"The Second Epistle to the Corinthians" in
The Expositor's Bible

"The Death of Christ® (edited by R.V.G.
Tasker)

"The Christian Doctrine of Reconeciliation”
"Jesus and the Gospel"

"Letters of Principsl James Denney"
To W. Robertson Nicoll 1893~1917

"Letters of Principal James Denney to his
Family and Friends."

"The Atonement and the Modern Mind"

*"Expogitorts Greek Testament", The Book
of Romans

"Studies in Theology"

®"The Way Everlasting" Sermons

Editions used will be those mentioned in the bibliography.
All references to"The Tzath of Christ™ are to Tasker's
edition unless otherwise noted.




Chapter 1

The Life of Dr. James Denney

James Denney was born at Paisely, Scotland on February 5th,
1856, We know very little of his childhood except for the fact
that he attended the Highlanders' Academy at Greenock for his early
education.

In 187l Denney began his studies at the University of
Glasgow and five years later, in 1879, he graduated with the M.4.
degree and first class Honours in both Classics and Philosophy.
Four years later he graduated from the United Free Church College
in Glasgow.

In the spring of 1886 he was ordained to the ministry
of the East Free Church at Broughty Ferry, and that summer he was
married to Miss Mary Carmichael Brown of Glasgow.

During his ministry at Broughty Ferry, he wrote his first
books, his commentaries on I and II Thessalonians and the one on
IT Corinthians., By November 1, 1893 he had completed his comment-
ary on II Corinthians except for the introduction. (1)

In 1894 he went to Chicago to deliver a series of lectures
which were published the following year, under the title "Studies
in Theology". This book deals with the chief doctrines of the
Christian faith, namely God, Christ, Man, Redemption, the Church,
the Holy Scriptures, and Eschatology. Already in this book it is

obvious where Denney's centre of interest lies. A large section

(1) Letters I, p. 3.




of this book is devoted to the Doctrine of the Atonement and even
here Denney goes to great pains to refute unscriptural theories
of the Atonement. W. Robertson Nicoll is high in his praise of
this book and he writes: "In fact, his 'Studies in Theology!' are
perhaps the freshest and brightest of his writings"(l). There
followed shortly after this his work on the Epistle to the Romans
in the "Expositor's Greek Testament" which Nicoll describes as
"perhaps the very best piece of work he ever accomplished"(2).

On May 25th, 1897 the General Assembly of the United
Free Church of Scotland elected Denney Professor of Systematic
and Pastoral Theology in the Glasgow Free Church College. He
remained in this position until 1899 when A.B. Bruce died and
Denney succeeded him as Professor of New Testament Exegesis and
Theology.

In the summer of 1902 Denney completed his book "The Death
of Christ" and sent the manuscript to Nicoll for publication.
This book is a study of the Doctrine of the Atonement in the New
Testament and Denney deals in turn with the doctrine as taught
in the Synoptic Gospels, Early Christian preaching, the Epistles
of St. Paul, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the Johannine Writ-
ings. The book closes with a chapter on the importance of the

death of Christ in Preaching and Theology. In this book it is

(1) Letters I, p. xx.

(2) ibid., p. xvii.




quite clear where Denney's heart lies. It is not only in the
Atonement but supremely in what the New Testament has to say about
the Atonement.

In November 1903, Denney's book "The Atonement and the
Modern Mind" was published. In the preface of this book he states
that the three chapters of this book have already appeared in
"The Expositor" and are intended as a supplement to the "Death
of Christ". In this book Denney attempts to deal with objections

which the mind of his day presented against the New Testament
doctrine of the Atonement. He states that the purpose of the
book "is to commend the Atonement to the human mind as that mind
has been determined by the influences and experiences of modern
times and to win the mind for the truth of the Atonement"(1l).

In the summer of 1905 Denney travelled to America with
¥rs. Denney. During this visit he lectured at Hartford and North-
field. A little over two years later in December 1907 Mrs., Denney
died..

In 1908, perhaps the greatest of Denney's books was pub-
lished. This was "Jesus and the Gospel". As we shall see in
Chapter 2 of this thesis, there was a widespread tendency in
Demney's day to look upon Jesus as merely the greatest of all
human beings., There was no unbridgeable gap between the human
and the divine. To Denney such a view denied the very essence

of Christianity. In a ktter to W. Robertson Nicoll, he says:

(1) mM, pp. 6f.




"The Christian religion is what it is, and what it has been all
through its histery, in virtue of the place which Jesus holds
in it."(1). Denney knew that to deny the uniqueness of Jesus
was to deny the whole of Christianity. He wrote "Jesus and the
Gospel" to demonstrate that Jesus is a unique and incomparable
Ferson, Denney points out that this fact is proved not only by
an appeal to the writers of the various New Testament books but
also by an appeal to the mind of Jesus Himself. This book pre-
sents us with a case which it would be most difficult to deny.

In his preaching as we see it illustrated in his book
"The Way Everlasting" Denney was constantly stressing the great
truths which he wrote about in his books. In one of his sermons
in this book he tells us that "the one heart-breaking and hope-
less mystery of life is sin; the one thing in presence of which
it vanishes is redeeming love, the love revealed in the cruci-
fied Son of God"(2). He speaks of "the heartof the revelation
on which our religion rests: Christ crucified"(3). In his
preaching, as in his books, the Atonement is central. In an-
other sermon, he tells us that to evade 'propitiation', or to
let it fall into the background "is to pluck the heart out of
the Christian religion"(l).

In 191l Denney became Principal of the United Free

Church College in Glasgow, a position he held until his death

(1) Letters I, p. 95.
(2) wE, p. 17.
(3) wE, p. 18.
(L) WE, p. 30L.




in 1917. In March 1917, in a letter to W. Robertscn Nicoll he
is bemoaning the fact he is unable to help with the Temperance
Cause and the Central Fund and he indicates his astonishment at
those who condoled with him for having to postpone the Cunning-
ham Lectures. Denney died in June of that year and the Cunning-
ham Lectures were published posthumously. Before his death he
had prepared the lectures for publication and so we have them
without alteration as the preface to "The Christian Doctrine of
Reconciliation" indicates.

In this last book, Denney relates the New Testament doc-
trine of the Atonement as presented in "The Death of Christ", to
the daily life and experience of men. He, of course, deals with
the Atonement from a different point of view in the sense that
he not only deals with the New Testament doctrine but also the
interpretations of the Atonement offered by the great Christian

theologians of the past, and taking these together he applies

the whole truth of the Atonement to life. "The Christian Doctrine

of Reconciliation" is a great book but it has one obvious weak-
ness. Chapter 2 is certainly a weak spot in the book. Denney
was not especially interested in the different theories of the
Atonement as taught by the great thinkers of the Church. His
chief interest lay in the New Testament and in what the New
Testament had to say about the Atonement. As a result of this,
this chapter in "The Christian Doctrine of Reconciliation" is
not at all satisfying. It is obvious from a study of this chap-

ter that Denney was not really interested in the theological




theories of the Atonement. Denney himself did not try to hide
this fact. Writing to J.P. Struthers in 1897, he says: "It
seems odd that I‘should lecture to a church society on two :such
blackguards as Gibbon and Cellini, but they are more interesting
than the Fathers, Reformation, theologians or modern divines"(l).
Even a casual reading of Denney's books reveals the fact
that his supreme interest was in what the New Testament has to
say about the person and work of Christ. This is most obvious
in his book "Jesus and the Gospel" where he deals with the New
Testament doctrine of the Person of Christ, and in "The Death
of Christ" where he deals with the New Testament Doctrine of
the work of Christ. Iﬁ these two books, he has little interest
in what any other writer has to say on the subject. He only
deals with other writers to the extent that they contradict the
New Testament account of Jesus and His work. And Denney only
mentions them in order to contradict their anti-scriptural views.
The fact that Denney is supremely interested in the New
Testament doctrine of the Person and work of Christ is made
doubly clear in his last book "The Christian Doctrine of Recon-
ciliation". He does deal in this book with the various theories
of the Atonement put forward by the great Christian thinkers of
the past. But he only devotes one chapter in the whole book to

it, He also had one chapter in "Studies in Theology" on the

(1) Letters II, p. 73.




subject. But these are the only two places in all his writings,
where he deals extensively with the subject. It was not that
Denney was not capable of dealing with this subject. The truth
is he was not really interested. His interest lay almost entirely
in the New Testament doctrine of the Person and work of Christ
and their relationship to human life.,

And so we turn to Denney'!s Doctrine of the Atonement which

is first of all a New Testament Doctrine of the Atonement.




Chapter 2

The Age of Dr. James Denney

Dr. James Denney wrote in an age when German Historical
Criticism hedlmade a tremendous impact on theological thinking.
Denney was very much aware of this fact and he never tried to
ignore it. In fact he wrote as one keenly aware of contemporary
thinking in the field of theology. He never tried to ignore the
facts of historical criticism. On the other hand he took up the
very weapons the opponents of orthodox Christianity had used and
used them for his own ends. In our description of contemporary
thinking in the age in which Denney wrote, we shall deal with it
under Historical Thought of the Period, Scientific Thought of
the Period, and Philosophicai Thought of the Period.

i, Historical Thought of the Period

In Denney's day, the Historical School of Higher Critic-
ism had exerted a great influence on theological thinking., The
crucial test of any truth or doctrine was whether it was true to
historical facts. Everything was tested by history,

Albert Schweitzer in his book "The Quest of the Historical
Jesus", published in 1911, gives a detailed account of the history
of criticism regarding the Person of Jesus. He begins with Reimarus
who was the first to attempt a historical account of the life of
Jesus (1). And he goes on to deal with such writers as Paulus,
Strauss, Bauer, Renan, and Wrede. The aim of Historical Criticism

was to get back to the Jesus of History.

(1) Albert Schweitzer, "The Quest of the Historical Jesus", London,
1911, p. 13.




F.C. Burkitt, in his introduction to Schweltzer's book,
tells us that all writers of this school were one "in their
unflinching desire to attain historical truﬁh“ (1). According
to these writers, the Church had transformed the Jesus of Hist-
ory into the Christ of Christian dogma. The E@éﬂtof Historical
Criticism was to bring together the supra-mundane Chriét and the
historical Jesus of Nazareth "into a single personality at once
historical and raised above time" (2). It was not so much a
hatred of Jesus that was the animating spirit of this school of
thought, but a desire "to strip from Him the robes of splendour
with which He had been apparelled and o clothe Him once more
with the coarse garments in which He had walked in Galilee" 3).
Schweltzer sums up the central problem of Higher Criticism in
these words: "Does the difficulty of explaining the historical
personality of Jesus lie in the history itself, or only in the
way in which it is represented in the sources?"(L). In other
words the problem was to determine to what extent the personality
of Jesus, as it is portrayed in the Gospel records, was a true
picture of Jesus.

In 1501, T.B. Saunders' translation of Adolph Harnack's
"fWhat is Christianity?" was published in London. This book is

typical of the school of historical criticism. In the early pages

of this book, Harnack points out that "in history absolute judgements

(1) Ibid., p. v.
(2) Ivid., p. 3
(3) Ibid., pp. LEf.
(L) mia., p. 1l.




- 10 -

are impossible. ..... Such judgements are the creation only

of feeling and of will; they are a subjective act" (). Every
fact must be tested by history. If we cannot prove the hist-
oricity of certain facts, we cannot accept them, Harnéck rejected
in part the historicity of the Goépels, and as a consequence of
this his conception was very different from that of orthodox
Christianity. For Harnack, no historical fact had any absolute
value. Historical facts were alwéys relative (2). Jesus was

an historical Person. He lived and died in Palestine in the

first century. But this does not meén He is unique. As a hist-
orical Person He cannot possess any absolute value. He was a
great religioué teacher but He was not unique in the sense that
orthodox Christianity thinks of Him as unique. He possesses no
absolute value for us in the realm of religion. To say He is
unique and incomparable is to say something which, according to
historical criticism, cannot be substantiated. Therefore we find
ourselves in the position where, if we follow historical criticism,
Jesus is no more than a great religious teacher., He may be the
greatest religious teacher but He is .not unique and incomparable.
By unique we do not mean the highest in the scale of human values
but having a place which no other can share. For the full meaning
of the word as applied to Jesus we must turn to chapter L of this
thesis which presents Denney's interpretation of the uniqueness of

Jesus.

(1) Harnack, Adolph, "What is Christianity?", London, 1901, p. 19.
(2) Ibid., p. 19.
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The Catholic Church has always given to Jesus a place
which no man can share. Historical Criticism feels that the
Church, in doing this, has committed a grave error. It has turned
the simple Jesus of the Gospel into the Christ of Christian
dogma. According to Harnack (1), the Church considered the form-
ation of a correct theory about the Person of Christ, a matter
of prime importance. But for Harnack the important thing was
not to think rightly about Jesus but to follow the example of
his life (2).

Undue emphasis on the person of Jesus led to a false con-
ception of Christianity. It put the Person of Jesus at the heart
of the Gospel and Harnack believed this was a grave error. In
fact He went so far as to say: "The CGospel, as Jesus proclaimed
it, has to do with the Father only, and not with the Son"(3).
Denney tells us that Harnack said that in the Gospel as preached
by Jesus, the Son has no place but only the Father (L). For this
statement, Denney does not give the specific reference to Harnack.
But the above quoted statement from Harnack says almost the same
thing as Denney does and we get the basic idea of Harnack. It is
this that the centre of Christianity is not the Son but the Father.
A further statement from Harnack confirms this basic idea. "The
whole of Jesus' message may be reduced to these two heads - God
as the Father and the human soul so ennobled that it can and does

unit€ . with him"(5).

(1) Op. cit., p. 198. (2) Ibid., p. 198
(3) Ibid., p. 15L. (L) DR, p. 126

(5) Harnack, op. cit., p. 68.
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According to Higher Criticism, the important thing in
Christianity is not so much to hold right opinions about Jesus
but to follow Him as an example in His loving obedience to the
Father. Harnack tells us that Jesus "desired no other belief
in His person-and no other attachment to it than is contained in
the keeping of his commandments”(l). To call Jesus the Son of
God, according to Harnack, means nothing more than to say He
knew God in a unique way(2).

Higher Criticism refused to see in Jesus anything more
than a human being. Denney could not accept this point of view,
He agreed that we must get back to the Jesus of History, but he
went to great pains to point out that when we do get back to the
historical facts, we find a unique and incomparable Person. This
is the position he supported in such a magnificent way in his book
"Jesus and the Gospel!

ii., Scientific Thought of the Period

In Denney's day there had been a tremendous develop-
rment in the field of the physical sciences. Part of this devel-
opment was in the field of biology. One of the aims of the physical
sciences 1s to reduce everything to its simplest components. And
50 there arose the idea that everything to do with man could be
reduced to biological terms. Self-consciousness, freedom, morality,
and religion were all given biological explanations(3). If man
is merely a biological creature, it is absurd to speak of morality

and sin. Sin is merely the growing pains of the human race, It

(1) Harnack, op. cit., p. 135.
(2) Ibid., p. 138.
(3) MM, p. Ll.
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is something he has inherited and we cannot hold him responsible
for it. And if man is not responsible for his sin, there is no
need to talk of such things as forgiveness and atonement.

But when man reduces himself to merely a part of the
physical phenomena of the universe, he forgets that in doing this
he shows the utter absurdity of such a thought. If he were merely
a biological creature, he would not even be able to form such a
concept. To reduce man to a biological phenomenon does not deal
with all the facts as we know them.

iii. Philosophical Thought of the Feriod

The predominant philosophy of the age in which Denney
wrote was that of German idealism, The University of Glasgow was
a stronghold of German idealism., As we shall see in the course
of this thesis, Denney was not interested to any great extent in
philosophical speculation. We have already seen that he graduated
with Honours in Philosophy and he was certainly aware of the philo-
sophical thinking of his day. We have seen that he definitely was
interested in the intellectual atmosphere of the age in which he
wrote. Denney wrote in an age when German idealism had exerted
a powerful influence on thinking. One of the basic tenets of
Idealism was that God and man were essentially one. There is no
great gulf between God and man. Man is essentially divine. This
attempt to blend the human and the divine did two things to religion.

In the first place it tended to turn God into a glorified
human being. If there is no essential gap between God and man, God

is not in essence different from man. This idea is of great
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importance for Denney's thinking, not because Denney, in any way,
accepted this point of view, but because it made Jesus only a
very good man. Idealism was willing to admit that Jesus was the
best man who ever lived, but beyond that it could not go, It
believed only in a human Jesus. Jesus was not sinless nor was
he in any sense unique or exceptional(l).

If Jesus were not a unique Person, there is only one con-
clusion we can come to as we weigh the evidence of the Gospels,
and that is that He was a deluded person. It is quite clear from
a careful consideration of the self-consciousness of Jesus as
displayed in the Gospels that Jesus did consider Himself a unique
Person. In the light of this fact there are only two possible
conclusions to which we can come; either Jesus was what He claimed
to be or He was a deluded Person. Concerning the second of these
views, Denney says: "that He was deluded is a hypothesis I do
not feel called to discuss"(2). To answer more fully the first
view, Denney wrote his book "Jesus and the Gospel", in which he
gives us a most satisfying answer which we may give to those who
dispute the uniqueness of Jesus.

In the second place, Idealism tended to make man divine
and if man is divine it is absurd to talk about sin. Man is
divine and therefore he does not really sin. Sin is just a pass-
ing phase in his development into the divine. Thus there is no

need for atonement. Each new generation bears the sin of the

(1) M, p. 50.

(2) MM, p. 50.
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previous generation and so sin is annulled. Sin, in the final
analysis, was explained away and made atonement or reconciliation
unnecessary.

If there is no such thing as sin, it is absurd to speak
of an atonement. And this is exactly the situation that arose
in Denney's day. In 1904 there was published in London a book
called "The Doctrine of the Atonement" by Auguste Sabatier. Saba-
tier makes the Atonement, in the New Testament sense of the word,
unnecessary. His, theory was not new, as we shall see in chapter
8 of this thesis, but it represents a point of view that was wide-
spread in Denney's day. The thesis of Sabatier's book is that
God forgives freely, that is without Atonement. He repudiates
the whole idea of atonement and propitiation. "As to the notion"
Sabatier says, "of penal substitution, of the exchange of the life
and suffering of the victim for the 1life and suffering of the
guilty, it never once appears” (1), To Sabatier this was the whole
truth about the Atonement, namely that God forgives freely. Referr-
ing to the parables of "The Frodigal Son" and "The Pharisee and
the Fublican" Sabatier says, "Nothing is historically more certain
than that these parables contain all that Jesus meant by "His
Gospel” (2). Then again he refers to the Last Supper and.says,
"in this order of ideas there is not the smallest room for the
notion of judicial atonement" (3).

Sabatier is quite clear. He tells us that the parables

of "The Prodigal Son" and "The Pharisee and the Publican" represent

(1) Sabatier, Auguste, "The Doctrine of the Atonement", p. 25.

(2) TIbid., p. 36. (3) TIbid., p. k2.
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the whole Gospel. God freely forgives men when they turn to Him
in repentance. There is nothing else that God asks but our re-
pentance. This is part of the Gospel. We do not deny this. But
it is definbely not the whole Gospel. That it is the whole Gospel
is a truth that Denney goes to great lengths to deny. Denney points
out clearly and emphatically all through his books that God only
forgives on the basis of the Atonement. When Sabatier says that
the truth that God forgives freely is the whole of the Gospel, he
is really denying the need for atonement. Denney goes to great
pains to point out again and again that the truth that God for-
gives freely is not the whole of the Gospel.

Another characteristic of a great deal of the thinking
in Denney's day was the insistence on the test of experience.
Nothing was considered true that could not be verified by exper-
ience. This point of view made a real impact on the study of
theology, because no longer was a truth accepted on the basis
of Scripture. Scripture was not a sufficient authority for the
modern mind. The truth of any theological doctrine was measured
by its ethical value. And any theological belief which violates
the ethical standard of the modern mind must be rejected (1).

When we make human standards the test of religious truth

we are on very dangerous ground. After all God is God and not

(1) MM, p. 6L.
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man., To make man's ideas the test of theological truth is to

turn the truths of revelation inteo merely subjective ideas

which have no absolute value. On the other hand, to say that

the Atonement, or any other doctrine for that matter, has value

in itself apart from its effect on man is to misunderstand

the whole meaning of the Atonement. The Atonement has no mean-

ing unless it brings man into a new relationship with God

which leads on to a life of ethical goodness. Denney was care-

ful to make this quite clear and writing about this matter he

said: "The modern mind assumes what Dr. Chalmers painfully

discovered. An Atonement that does not regenerate, it truly

holds, is not an Atonement in which men can be asked to believe" (1).
Denney was keenly aware of the intellectual outlook

of the age in which he wrote. We can see this all through his

books and especially in the letters that he wrote to W. Robertson

Nicoll.

(l) M:M’ P' 63'




PART 1I The Atonement

Chapter 3 The Need for Atonement

As we study the different works of James Denney, beginn-
ing with his earliest books, his expositions of I and II Thessal-
onians and going on to his latest book "The Christian Doctrine
of Reconciliation" we find one theme permeating all his books.

The Doctrine of the Atonement was Denney'!s first love and his

last love. It was the Atonement which was always the focus of
attention in the mind and heart of James Denney. If we were to
remove all references to the Atonement from his writings, we should
have very little left. It is the theme of all his writings and

on every page he wrote thoughts of the Atonement are in his mind.

Denney believed that all man's knowledge was capable of
being arranged into one coherent whole. "All that man knows -
of God and of the world - must be capable of being constructed
into one coherent intellectual whole" (1). He was convinced that
each part fitted into an over-all pattern and in this pattern theo-
logy had a place. In fact, Denney would say that in this pattern
theology has a place of central importance and for him, of course,
the heart of all theology is the doctrine of the Atonement, And
the over-all pattern has no meaning if the doctrine of the Atone-
ment is removed.

We have seen that Denney was definitely not interested in

spinning theories, and that he graduated from the University of

(lasgow with First Class Honours both in Classics and Philosophy

(1) 8T, p. L.
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but Philosophy was not his first love. It was not in the world
of philosopghy that his heart lay but in the pages of the New
Testament., No matter how interested he was in speculation when
he studied philosophy, he had no interest in speculative theories
when he came to theology. In the realm of theology he was a sup=-
remely practical man. By practical we mean he was not interested
in any truth which could not be related to life. This is illust-
rated in one of the most profound statements he ever made: "I
haven't the faintest interest in any theology which doesn't help
us to evangelise" (1). Writing one day to W. Robertson Nicoll,
he speaks of his dislike of the antithesis of objective and sub-
jective theories of the Atonement (2).

This same point of view is seen in his impatience with
speculation regarding Adam's origin and nature. He points out
that we do not know anything about the beginning of man's life.

We do not know anything about how sin came into the world but we
do know it is here, and that is the fact with which we have to
deal. Speculation as to how sin came to be is of no practical
significance for us (3).

In his expositions of II Corinthians, Denney, in referring
to some rather abstruse interpretation of a certain passage, makes
this rather significant comment: "Surely it is safe to say that
nobody in Corinth could ever have guessed this from the words® (lL).

LDenney's interest was definitely not in metaphysical explanations

(1) Letters II, pp. xii ff. (2) Letters I, p. 59.

(3) sT, pp. 78 ff. (L) II Corinthians, p. 95.
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of theological problems. He was interested supremely in the great
spiritual truths of the New Testament and their relation to the
life of the ordinary man.

We have seen where James Denney's centre of interest lies,
namely in the great spiritual truths of the New Testament and in
the relationship of these truths to the life of mankind.

Among all the problems and difficulties with which mankind
is confronted, there is one problem which stends far above all
others. That is the problem of sin. Denney, with deep insight
into the spiritual problems of mankind places his finger on the
pulse of the world and declares: "There is in truth only one
religious problem in the world - the existence of sin" (1). If
sin is a problem and a problem of supreme importance, why 1is this
so? What is sin and why does it create a problem? To answer this
question we must go back to a brief consideration of certain aspects
of God's essential nature. Sin creates a problem because of the
personal nature of God.

i, God is Personal

At the centre of the Christian Revelation is a declaration
regarding the character of God., The matter which is of supreme
interest to us at ﬁhis point is the fact that God is personal, For
us this means that God is able to enter into personal relations
with man. Denney tells us that "religion is an experience of the
personality of God"(2). Personal relationships range all the way

from that of a casual friendship to the intimate relationship

(1) DC, p. 180.
(2) MM, p. 66.
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existing between father and son. But the most intimate relation-

ship is that existing between the soul and God. Man's supreme

glory as a man consists in the fact that he is capable of fellow-

ship with his Creator. Man is "a being, in nature akin to God,

capable of fellowship with Him, and designed for it" (1). Man was

made for fellowship with God; he was created for fellowship with

God and was intended tc live in communion with God. In itself

this creates no problem for us; for if God is our Father and we are

His children why should we not live in happy fellowship with Him.

This is the ideal, of course, but it is not the actual. If it were

the actual the word t'Atonement'! would have no meaning for us. But, of

course, it is not the actual and so there arises the need for Atonement.
ii. Sin

Atonement is necessary because of the presence of sin in
the world. Sin has interrupted the relationship of harmony that
ought to exist between God and His children. Sin has come between
God and man and broken the relationship between them. This is the
situation as Denney sees it in the light of the Bible and for him
the New Testament was a very realistic bock.

The word 'law' when used in the New Testament often refers
to the law of lMoses but it often points to something deeper than
this law of Moses. It refers to something underlying it. It refers
to the moral constitution of the world (2)., Because of this, sin,

which is a breaking of law, is a serious matter. It is not only

(1) ST, pp. TLff.

(2) mM, pp. T7LEf,
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a breaking of certain moral codes, it is a violation of the moral
constitution of the Universe. "Sin, as a disturbance of the per-
sonal relations between God and man is a violence done to the con-
stitution under which God and men form one moral community" (1).
Sin is a personal rebellion against a personal God. 4And as such it
is a matter for serious concern. "The serious thing which makes the
Gospel necessary, and the putting away of which constitutes the
Gospel, is God's condemmation of the world and its sin; it is God's
wrath-bevealed from Heaven against all ungodliness and unright-
eousness of men" (2).

There are those who refuse to take sin seriously and var-
icus attempts have been made to explain it away. The biologist
tells us that sin is just a carryover from the animal world and
that it will disappear in the ordinary course of man's evolution(3).
It is an inheritance which man will outgrow and for which we can-
not hold him responsible (L).

It is hardly necessary to point out that these attempts to
explain away sin really do not get to the heart of the matter.
After we have done all our explaining away, sin is still a grim
reality in human life.

First of all, sin is a reality to God. No matter how we try
to explain it away it is still very real to God. If this were not
so, there woula be no need of Atonement. As we shall see more
clearly later on, God cannot just overlook sin. "Sin is a real

thing; a real violation of the will of God which ought to be our

(1) mM, p. 80. (2) II Corinthians, p. 212,

(3) M, p. U (L) MM, p. L3.
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will and it brings real responsibility along with it. I say real
responsibility; for it is no illusion that we have to answer to God
for what we have done" (1). Sin is a reality to God. This truth
lies at the very heart of the New Testament. "In the Cross", says
Denney (2), "we see how seriously God deals with the sins which for
the time He seemed to pass by. It is a demonstration of His righteous-
ness - that is, in the widest sense, of His consistency with his own
character, - which would have been violated by indifference to sin".
Is it really necessary to prove that sin is a reality to man?
All men know that sin is a reality. It is a very obvious fact of
human experience that sin is a terrible reality. "The sin which weighs
upon us, which disables us, which defeats us, which makes us cry '0
wretched man that I amf who shall deliver me?' is more than isolated
acts, it is deeper than the deliberate volition of this or that mo-
ment, it is as deep as our very being. It is we who need to be saved
and reconciled, and we have never known ourselves but as subjects of this
need. It is our very nature which needs to be redeemed and renewed"(3).
Sin is a serious matter, first because it is an outrage against
God and secondly because it leads to condemnation. The sinner who
defies God stands under God's condemnation and judgement. '"What
makes the situation serious, what necessitates a Gospel, is that the
world, in virtue of its sin, lies under the condemmation of God" (L).
Because of the situation with which sin confronts us, man's
great need is to get right with God. He is not right with God and

because of this there is need for atonement. Here lies the fundamental

(L) sT, p. 93. (2) Romans, p. 609.

(3) DR, p. 196. (L) sT, pp. 102ff,
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reason why atonement is necessary. lan needs to get into a right
relationship with God.
iii. What is to be done?

Here is the central problem of the New Testament, the pro-
blem of sin, the problem of the broken relationship between God and
man. What is to be done? We cannot ignore the problem for it cries
loudly for a solution. Sin must be dealt with. The seriousness of
this problem and the fact it cannot be passed by is seen in the New
Testament statement that Christ came into the world to save sinners,
or to use His own words "to give His life a ransom for many" (1).

There have been other theories put forward to explain why
Christ came into the world but Denney has no sympathy with them. He
belleves very definitely that Christ came primarily to make atone-
ment, to deal with the problem of sin. The New Testament teaches
that Christ came into the world to save sinners, that "man's des-
perate need drew Him from heaven to earth; and it never suggests,
even in the remotest way, that He would have come anyhow" (2).

Christ came to deal with sin, in the first place because
God cannot condene sin. The picture of God as a kindly grandfather
who overlooks the sins of His children is not the New Testament
picture of Gode In the New Testament, God condemms sin and pro-—
nounces judgement. There is none righteous(3); the whole world stands
guilty before God(h); it is impossible to believe that God either
ignores or condones sin, when we speak of forgiveness (5). God

cannot overlook sin and still be God. In the very act of forgiving

(1) Hatt. 20:28 (2) ST, p. 101
(3) Ro. 3:l0. (L) Ro. 3:19.
(5) DR, p. 21,
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God must act in consistency with His own character (1), Sin is

a serious matter in the sight of God. This is not because there

is anything of an arbitrary nature in God, it is because it is part
of the very nature of God to take sin seriously. Sin is an outrage
against the holiness of God and something must be done about it.

God cannot freely forgive sin and still be God. For God to overlodk
sin would be to deny His own nature. This truth permeates all
Denney's thinkingz about the Atonement. It is because sin is a
serious matter in the sight of God that Atonement is necessary. The
Gospel as St. Paul understood it tells men "that God has dealt ser-
iously with these serious things for their removal, that awful as
they are He has put them away by an awful demonstration of His love" (2).
The very heart of the Epistle to the Romans is this insistence that
sin is a serious matter and it must be dealt with. God cannot con-
done it; He cannot overlook it. "We see in it (the Cross) how ser-
iously God deals with the sins which for the time He seemed to pass
by. It is a demonstration of His righteousness - that is, in the
widest sense, of His consistency with His own character, - which
would have been violated by indifference to sin" (3).

It is impossible for God to condone sin, but man would like
to explain it away. Various attempts have been made in this direct-
ion but none of these satisfy the human conscience. &ian has a
sense of guilt which has its roots in a wrong relationship with

God. Denney speaks of the bad conscience, the sense of guilt,

(1) MM, p. 11l.
(2) 1II Corinthians, p. 213.

(3) "Romans", p. 609.
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being answerable to God(l). And "this sense of being wrong with
God, under His displeasure, eicluded from His fellowship, afraid
to meet Him, yet bound to meet Him, is the sense of guilt"(2).
Ilan knows he is answerable to God for his sins and nothing will
ever convince him otherwise. "There is something in the con-
science" says Denney "which will not allow it to believe that
God can simply condone sin" (3).

What is man to do in the face of these two serious and in-
escapable facts, the fact that God condemms sin and the fact that
man knows this in his inmost heart? These two facts, in themselves,
apart from the Christian Doctrine of the Atonement lead man to
utter and complete despair. God must deal seriously with the fact
of sin but if He should give to man his just desserts, He would
have to destroy man and that He cannot do for He loves man. He
made man for communion with Himself and to destroy him wouid be
to frustrate His divine purpose. This presents us with a dilemma;
it confronts us with a seemingly insoluble difficulty.

This difficulty leads us to a guestion, the answer to which
may lead to a solution of the problem. The question is this: "Is
Forgiveness possible?' The New Testament teaches that forgiveness
is possible. But it <ices not only tell: us that forgiveness is
possible; it goes on to explain how forgifeness is possible. It
is not an easy solution to the problem. No easy solution would
meet the requirements of a righteous God or the needs of the guilty

consclence. It is a central conviction of the New Testament that

(1) MM, p. 83, (2) 1, p. 8.
(3) M, p. 111,
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forgiveness is possible only through the Atonement. This is the
heart of the New Testament. It kpows nothing of forgiveness apart
from atonement. It is possible for God to forgive, but only at
infinite cost (1).

The soul of man stands in desperate need of an assurance of
forgiveness; otherwise it will be led to despair which is the feeling
that life has no ultimate meaning. Denney with his profound insight
into the needs of the human heart saw this very clearly. What the
soul alienated from God by sin needs most of all is "the manifestation
of a love which can assure it that neither the sin itself nor the
soul 's condemmation of it, nor even the divine reaction against it
culminating in death, is the last reality in the universe; the last
reality is rather love itself making our sin its own in all its real-
ity, submitting as one with us to all the divine reaction against it, and
loving us to the end through it and in spite of it" (2). An assurance
of God's forgiveness is essential for Christian living for only in
this assurance does there come that contagious spirit of joy which
makes a Christian a witnessing Christian (3).

We have dealt with the fact that atonement is necessary
because of sin and we have reached the place where we have seen that
forgiveness is possible. Because of the serious nature of sin only
God can make forgiveness possible and this He does through His Son.
The New Testament knows nothing of forgiveness apart from Christ and

this leads to an enquiry about the Person of Christ.

(1) wm, pp. 112ff.
(2) DR, p. 218.

(3) DC, p. 160,
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The Saviour -~ The One Who Makes Atonement

The New Testament is quite clear about the fact that only
God can forgive sins. It is not something man can do. It is
true we can forgive those who have wronged us but ultimate for-
giveness, the sense of being right with God, comes only as a
Divine gift. Forgiveness in the ultimate sense is a Divine act.
Only God can forgive sins and only a Divine Saviour can make
atonement. This leads to a consideration of the Person who makes
the Atonement. "The doctrine of the Atonement", says Denney,
"secures for Christ His place in the Gospel, and makes it inev-
itable that we should have a Christology or a doctrine of His
Ferson" (1). |

It is the Saviour who makes the Atonement and this Saviour
is a divine person. Now we ask the question: "On what grounds do
we consider Christ divine?". This question can only be answered
by a consideration of the New Testament as a whole. We can go
nowhere else for a consideration of this question, for the New
Testament is our earliest source for the life of Christ, We must
go back to the historical Jesus as He is portrayed in the New
Testament. Denney insists that "it is the historical Christ to
whom we have to go back as the true fountain of our theology" (2).

What does the New Testament say about the Person of Christ?

This is the question Denney considers in his Book, "Jesus and the

(1) DC, p. 176,

(2) ST) P )-l-)-l-o
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Gospel". And he begins with this question: "Is it the case
that the Christian religioMs.life, .8s ‘the.:New Tegtament exhibits
really puts Jesus into the place indicated, and that everything
in this life and everything especially in the relations of God
and man is determined by Him?" (1). In other words: "Does the
Christian religion as exhibited in the New Testament put Christ at
the very centre of its faith, make Him not only a pattern of
Faith but an object of faith?*.

To answer this question Denney turned to the New Testa-
ment. To answer great theological questions he alwayswent back
to the New Testament., First and foremost he was interested in
what the New Testament had to say on the subject. The cry of his
day was: "Back to the Jesus of history", and to support his po-
sition Denney always went back to the Jesus of history. He was
impatient with those who distinguished between the historical and
dogmatic view of Christ's person. He believed the two were one
and he wrote his book "Jesus and the Gospel" to prove his point.
Briefly stated, his position is this: Christ has the same unique
place in the earliest documents of the New Testament as He has in
the Church's faith.

i. Does the Christian Religion as exhibited in the New
Testament put Christ at the very centre of its faith?

What place is given to Christ in the New Testament? Is

Christ merely the pattemof faith or is He the object of faith?

(1) JG, p. 2.

it,
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These are the questions we must try to answer. What was the
mind of the early Christians about Christ? And is their con-
ception borne out by an appeal to the New Testament as a'whole?_(l)
The central thesis Denney seeks to support is this: Christ
holds a unique place in the minds of the first Christians and in
the minds of the authors of the various books of the New Testa-
mant. We shall now consider Denney's views regarding the various
interpretations of the Person of Christ as exhibited in the various
books of the New Testament.

The Person of Christ in primitive Christian Preaching

The earliest examples of Christian preaching that we have
are in the sermons of Peter in the early chapters of the Acts
of the Apostles. Speaking to the Jews on the day of Fentecost
Peter says: "Ye men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus of Naza-
reth, a man approved of God unto you by mighty works sececeeee”(2).
Tt is obvious from a careful consideration of Peter's sermon in
this chapter that Christ held a unique place in his mind. "The
criticism which would have us believe that from the resurrection
onward the Jesus of history was practically di.‘,s.place;@- by anc:ideal
Christ of faith is beside the mark. The Christ of faith was the

Jesus of history" (3).

In Feter's address in the home of Cornelius as recorded

(1) JG, p. 5.
(2) ACtS, 2:22 RV.

(3) JG, p. 15.
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in Acts chapter 10 we get the same emphasis on the uniqueness of
Christ. Jesus is the Christ, the anointed one, and an anointed
one refers to a king. Peter speaks of "good tidings of peace

by Jesus Christ (he is Lord of all)" (1). Jesus is the King
through whom the kingdom comes; He is the King through whom

all prophets are fulfilled (2) and as such He holds an exclus-
ive place in the minds of the early apostles. Denney says:

"Tt is clear that Jesus had in the earliest preaching and the
earliest faith of Christians that solitary and incommunicable
place which the Church assigns Him still" (3). Jesus held a
unique place in primitive Christianity. The earliest Christians
were not men who shared the faith of Jesus; He was the object
of their faith (L).

The Person of Christ in the mind of Paul

Next Denney discusses the place Christ held in the mind
of Paul., Once again it 1s seen to be a unique place, a place
shared by no other.

In the period before the turn of the century there was a
strong tendency to differentiate between what has come to be known
as the religion of Jesus and the faith of Paul. It is a decidedly
false antithesis in the light of the facts recorded in the New
Testament. After Paul became a Christian he did not live in a
vacuum; he lived in the midst of the early Christian community.

He must have known what the early Christians thought of Christ.

he liveR
It is impossible to believe/in the midst of these early Christians

(1) Acts 10:36 R.V. (2) Acts 10:43

(3) dG, p. 17. (L) JG, p. 20,
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and yet was ignorark . of the place Christ held in their minds (1).
lark and Luke were intimate friends and fellowworkers of Paul;

is it reasonable to believe that he did not know their position
in regard to the person of Christ? The facts are that Faul's
conception of the uniqueness of Jesus for Christian faith is the
same as that of Mark and Luke.

Peter and Paul were of one mind on this matter. Peter
declares: "there is no salvation in any other® (2). Paul writes:
"other foundation can no man lay” (3). For both, the foundatien
stone of Christianity was a unique person.

Two great controversies rocked the apostolic Church to its
very foundations. One was the controversy which lies behind the
situation in Paul's Epistle to the Galatians. The Jews maintained
that to be right with God it was necessary not only to have faith
in Christ but also to be circumcised. Paul vehemently denied this
and maintained that trust in Christ's atoning death and it alone
put a man right with God. "By the works of the law shall no flesh
be justified" (L). For Paul, Christ crucified and risen, was the
whole of Christianity. "Anything that compromises this simple
and absolute truth, anything that proposes to supplement Christ
on the one side or faith on the other is treason to the Gospel" (5).

The idea which lies at the root of the trouble in Colosse

is that Christ is not unique; He has a place in religion but only

(1) JG, p. 21. (2) Acts, L:il2.
(3) I Cor. 3:11. (L) Gal. 2:16 RV.

(5) JG, P 280
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a place with other beings. The heresy whatcever specific form
it took failed to give to Christ a unique place. Paul denies
this error, for to him, Christ is unique. "In Him dwelleth all
the fulness of the Godhead bodily" (1). ™We have here to do with
"a person who can only be characterised as eternal and divine" (2).
Then Denney adds these significant words: "It is not possible
to do justice to Jesus until we realise that in Him we are in
contact with the eternal truth and being of God" (3). The
Colossian heresy brought out clearly the fact that for Faul,
Christ had a place no other could share.

A third fact which throws light on Paul's conception
of Christ is the place Christ has in Paul's interpretation of
the Atonement. In fact Denney maintains that this is the signal .
proof of the unique place Christ had in the faith of Paul (L).
Paul tells us that redemption is through Christ (5), that Christ
is a propitiation for sin (6), and that He was made a curse for
us (7). There is no other person of whom Paul could say such
things.

As we look at the place Christ had in‘the faith of Paul
we see clearly that it was a unique place, a place that no man
can share. "AlLl nature, all history, all revelation and redemp-

tion, all that is human, all that is divine, can be understood

(1) Col. 2:9 RV, (2) JG, p. 3.
(3) JG, pp. 3Lff. (4) JG, p. 3.
(5) Eph. 1:7. (6) Ro. 3:25,

(7) Gal' 3:130
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only through Him" (1).

In his consideration of the person of Christ Denney
turns from the writings of Paul to the four Gospels. First he
deals with the Synoptic Gospels and later with the fourth Gos-
pel and other Johannine writings.

The Person of Christ in the Synoptic Gospels

The historical school of Higher Criticism as we have seen
maintained that tie place given to Jesus in the Gospels is not
rightly His in the light of the historical facts. Before we
take issue on this matter we must first find the true place Jesus
had in the minds of the three evangelists. What kind of person
was He in their eyes? Was He a unique person or was He just
another human being greater than the ordinary man undoubtedly
but still only a human being? Denney's thesis is that Jesus, in
the minds of the evangelists, was a unique person. Whether the
evangelists were mistaken in their estimate of Jesus is another
question which we shall consider in the latter half of this
chapter. Of course, Denney, never for a moment suggests they were
mistaken. 1In fact he goes to great lengths to deny this.

But the question before us now is: “How did the three
Evangelists think of Jesus?!

Mark opens his Gospel with these words: "the beginning of
the Gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God® (2). Jesus not only
is the subject of the Gospel, He is the Gospel. The Gospel is not

merely the story of Jesus (3). All through the Gospel kark gives

(1) Jac, p. L2.
() Mk. 1:1 rv,
(3) dJG, p. 58.
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to Jesus a unique, and incomparable place (1). The Jesus whom
kark describes is not, in the eyes of Nark, a mere Galilean
carpenter.

When we turn to kMatthew, we find that in his mind Jesus
holds this same unique and incomparable place. Jesus, in the mind
of wmatthew, is the great religious teacher. He is not just an-
other prophet following in the footsteps of the great OLd Testament
prophets. He is the One of whom they spoke., 0ld Testament proph-
ecy finds its fulfilment in Him, It was He of whom the great
prophets spoke. "That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by
the Lord through the prophet" runs like a refrain through the
whole book (2).

For katthew Jesus was not only the great teacher, He is the
kessianic King. He is Zmmanuel, 'God with ust!. And this divine
Sonship "econnects Him immediately with God, and makes His presence
with us the guarantee and the equivalent of the presence of God
Himself" (3).

Matthew's conception of Jesus is illustrated in his
account of our Lord's last commission. He sees Jesus in that
final scene as the One to whom all authority in heaven and
earth is given and as the One who is ever present with His
disciples. He is the exalted Lord who shares the throne with

God. "That He was truly human it could never have occurred to

(1) JG, p. 61.
(2) JG, pp. 6Lff.
(3) JG) p' 6’40
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the evangelist to doubt; but just as little could it have
occurred to him to think that He was merely human" (1). In
the mind of katthew as in the mind of iark Jesus had a
unique place.

When we turn to Luke we find the same story. Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of God, and Luke leaves us in no doubt as
to what he means by these epithets (2). "He shall be great and
shall be called the Son of the Highest and the Lord God shall
give unto Him the throne of His father David" (3).

In the story of Christ's visit to Nazareth in Luke L
we see Him as the One in whom God'!s gracious promises are
fulfilled. "The Spirit of the Lord is upon me for he hath

anointed me to preach good tidings to the POOr eseesesevsnss

To-day hath this scripture been fulfilled in your ears" (4). Then

again in the story of the walk to Emmaus, Luke pictures Jesus as the

One who is the subject of all the prophecies in the 0ld Testa-
ment. A careful study of the place Jesus has in the mind of
Luke leads again to a confirmation of the important truth that

Jesus holds a unique place in the minds of the New Testament

writers.

The thought is sometimes put forward that the view of
Christ's person presented to us by the Synoptic writers are the
peculiar views of these three men, or of the three men who wrote

these Gospels, if we wish to dispute the traditional authorship.

(1) JG, p. 66. (2) Ja, p. 67.

(3) Lu. 1l:32ff (4) Lu. L4:18 f£f. RV,
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The major difficulty in such a theory is, as Denney points

out (1), that these Gospels were produced in the church, for
the Church, and by men who were members of the Church., They

do not represent Jesus as He was apprehended by peculiar indiv-
iduals but as He was apprrehended by the early Church. Jesus
lived "not as another good man, however distinguished His good-
ness might be, but as one who confronted men in the saving
power and therefore in the truth and reality of God" (2).

The Person of Christ in the Johannine writings

Denney accepts the common authorship of the Apocalypse,
the Epistles of John, and the Fourth Gospel. And so for our
present purpose we follow Denney in this regard.

The central thing about the Apocalypse in regard to the
Person of Christ is the fact that in this book Christ is the
One who is worshipped. We read in 1:5 "Unto Him that loveth us
and loosed us from our sins by His blood"., Denney describes this
worship: "Nothing could be conceived in worship more intense,
more passionate and unreserved than this: it gives to Jesus
Christ, with irrepressible abandonment, the utmost that the
soul can ever give to God" (3). The vision of Christ in chapter
1:12ff. ascribes numerous divine attributes to Him. He speaks
of Himself as "the first and the last", the One who has "the

keys of death and Hades". It is certainly clear from this

() Ja, p. 71,
(2) JG, p. T1.
(3) JG, p' 750
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passage that John intended to give to Jesus a unique and
incomparable place.

The cause of the fierce persecution behind the book of
Revelation was the fact that the Christians refused to give
to the Emperor the worship they could give to God alone. In the
light of this fact it is inconceivable that they thought of
Christ as anything less than a unique person.

In the opening verses of John's first epistle, the writer
tells his readers that their fellowship is with the Father and
His Son Jesus Christ (1). He places the Father and the Son side
by side. Jesus is given a unique place with the Father. The
central emphasis of this epistle is that to deny that Jesus is
the Christ is to deny the Father. "The one fatal lie is that
which declares Jesus is not the Christ" (2). Jesus is given a
unique place with the Father all through the Epistle. For the
writer of this epistle, Jesus has a universal and absolute sig-
nificance which no other being can have (3).

John, in this epistle, lays great emphasis on the signifi-
cant fact that in Jesus Christ the historical and the eternal are
united. The fact that the eternal and the Divine became histor-
ical is 8u:fastilbo.whieh.Depiney is constantly returning. {4)

Once again, from evidence found tim :thet Firs#i-Eptstile,of John,
Denney drives home the fact of the uniqueness of Jesus. He speaks

of "the universal and absolute significance of Jesus in the faith

(1) I John 1:3. (2) Ja, p. 8h.
(3) Ja, p. 82, (L) JG, p. 86.
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of the writer" (1).

As we approach the Gospel of John we are struck by an
atmosphere quite different to that found in the Synoptic Gospels,
in this respect that the Jesus who fills the mind of the writer
is not only the Christ of the Galilean hills and the thorough-
fares of Jerusalem. He is this; let us never forget this. John
knows nothing of the contrast which higher criticism draws be-
tween the Jesus of history and the Christ of the Church's faith.
The Christ who speaks in the pages of the Fourth Gospel is the
historical Christ and the eternal Christ. Denney tells us
thnat the Christ whom Joln portrays for us '"is not only the
Jesus who taught in the synagogues and fields of Galilee, or
in the temple courts and streets of Jerusalem but also the
exalted Lord whose spirit vivifies and interprets the memories
of Jesus in the heart of an intimate, devoted, and experienced
disciple” (2). John is thinking of the Jesus who taught in Jeru-
salem; he is thinking even more of the exalted and glorified
Jesus who sits at God!'s right hand. For the writer of the Fourth
Gospél, Jesus has a unique and universal significance. No mere
words are sufficient 1o express the exalted place Jesus has in
the mind of John. But in the opening verses of the Gospel, the
author does endeavour to express in the highest terms of which
he knows, the universal significance of Jesus. "To set svery-
thing into relation to Christ, under this profound sense of His

universal significance, is the purpose of the writer in the

(1) JG, p. 82.

(2) JG, pp. 87L
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opening verses of his Gospel" (1). The purpose of the pro-
logue is to set before us, John's sense of the divine and eter-
nal significance of Jesus., In order to do this, John chose the
most significant term of which he was aware, the term 'Logos',
"He borrowed the Logos because it lent itself to the convenient
and intelligible expression of this independent Christian con-
viction" (2), that is Christ's divine and eternal significance.
But it is not only in the prologue that Jesus is given a
unique and incomparable place. Twice in the Gospel, he is referred
to as "the only begotten in the bosom of the Father" (3). A per-
son described in this unique way is no ordinary human being. "He
is not conceived as the authpr of the Gospel conceived Him, He has
not the place in our faith which He had in His life, if He can
be classified with even the greatest and most spiritual men" (L).
The unique place given to Jesus in the Fourth Gospel is
seen very clearly in the great "I am" passages. dJesus is "the
bread of life" (5), "the light of the world" (6), "the door" (7)
"the good Shepherd" (8), "The resurrection and the life" (9), and
"the way, the truth, and the life" (10). These are words even
the simplest can understand. They point to the fact that there
is no human need that Jesus cannot meet (11).

Repeatedly in the Fourth Gospel, the death of Christ is

(1) Ja, p. 91, (2) JG, p. 91. (3) Jo. 1:18 and 3:16.
(L) JG, p. 93. (5) Jo. 6:35 (6) Jo. 8:12
(7) Jo. 10:9 (8) Jo. 10:1L (9) Jo. 11:25

(10) Jo. 1h:6 - (11) JG, p. 95.




closely linked with the forgiveness of sins (1). It is no
merely human person who brings forgiveness through His death.
.Wé shall deal with this thought later but it is significant for
our present purpose that forgiveness can only come through the
death of Christ if He is a unique person.

This treatment of John's conception brings to a close the
conception of the person of Christ as it is illustrated in the
various authors of the New Testament books. We have omitted the
treatment of the subject in the Epistle to the Hebrews and other
minor books of the New Testament, in order to keep this chapter
from becoming too extended. We now come to a brief consideration
of the New Testament evidence as a whole on this subject. The
most significant fact that arises out of this survey is that the
various writers of the New Testament present us with a self-
consistent New Testament docirine of the Person of Christ. Denney
points this out in a significant paragraph:

"There is really such a thing as a self-consistent
New Téstament and a self-consistent Christian religion. There is
a unity in all these early Christian books which is powerful enough
to gbsorb and subdue their differences and that unity ié to be
found in a common religious relation to Christ, a common debt to
Him, a common sense that everything in the relations of God and

man must be and is determined by Him" (2).

(1) Jo. 1:29; 11:50; 12:33

(2) JG, pp. 100£7f.




This leads us to ask the question: "#hy did this unique
Person come into the world?" All the New Testament writers are
again united in their testimony to the purpose of Christ's coming.
The relations between God and man have been profouhdly affected
by sin, and in the minds of the New Testament writérétgﬁgpose of
Christ's coming was to deal with the situation which sin has
created (1). This thought links us with the problem of sin we
discussed in Chapter 3 and leads us on to our discussion of the
way God dealt with sin in the Atonement.

When we g§ back to the individual writers of the New Testa-

ment we find nothing to support the idea that Jesus was a child
of God like ourselves (2). But when we are asked whether this
conception of Jesus as a unique and incomparable Person is true
to the historical factsy, t'here are two answers to this question.
First, "it is not easy to admit ... that Christianity itself,

in the bnly form in which it has ever existed and functioned as
a religion among men, has been a mistake and a misconception
from the first" (3). And secondly, as we shall see in the next
section, the place given to Jesus by the writers of the New
Testament is the pléce He gives‘to Himself.

Thus we are compelled to accept the truth that the writers
of the New Testament gave to Jesus a unique and incomparable
place. If our only evidence is the minds of the writers of the

New Testament as exhibited in their writings, we are forced to

(1) J6, p. 101,
(2) JG, pp. 102fs,

(3) Ja, pp. 103fs.
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admit they all gave to Jesus a place no human being can share.
For them Jesus was not just the pattern of faith but the object
of faith,

We have considered Denney's views regarding the place which.
was given to Jesus in the minds of those who wrote the books of
the New Testament, and we have found that he believes their testi-
mony to the uniqueness of Jesus is unanimous., It is possible to
.put forward the argument that all these writers had a wrong view
of the Person of Christ. Itlis possible but most improbable. But
the probability of this being true is shattered by an appeal to
two major historical facts which corroborate the views expressed
by those who wrote the New Testament. These facts are the Resurr-
ection of Christ and the self-consciousness of Christ. We shall
now pass to a consideration of these.

ii. The witness of the Resurrection to the Uniqueness of Christ

There is one fact about the resurrection of Christ which no
man 1s able to dispute and that is the fact that the early disciples
believed Christ rose from the dead. There is a dogmatic concept~—
ion of history which tells us beforehand that no such event as the
Resurrection is possible (1). But such a view holds little weight
in the light of the historical facts. Early Christianity is in-
explicable apart from the Resurrection. It can be argued that

the resurrection stories are the product of the fertile minds of

the writers of the New Testament. But this leaves out of consideration

(1) JG, p. 108.
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one very important fact. "The real historical evidence for
the resurrection is the fact that it was believed, preached,
propagated and produced its fruit and effect in the new phen-
omenon of the Christian Church long before any of our gospels
was written" (1). The existence of the Church and the New Testa-
ment are without explanation if there was no Resurrection. It
is easier to believe Jesus actually rose from the dead than to
believe the early Church had its origin in an event which never
occurred.

According to Denney our oldest written evidence for the
Resurrection is I Corinthians 15. He cites Sanday who dates
I Corinthians in the year 55 A.D. (2). What Paul taught was
the common Christian tradition. He became a Christian not long
after the death of Christ. Denney tells us that according to
Harnack it was one year after, according to Ramsay three or four
years after, according to Lightfoot six or seven years after 3.
At a date so close to the alleged events, we find that the funda-
mental facts of Christianity were these: Christ died, was buried,
rose, and appeared to certain people. It is hardly possible to
believe that Paul was unaware.of the true facts. To question the
fact of the resurrection creates more problems than it solves.
"It is not easy to discredit offhand, as mere illusion, what has
meant so much in the life of the human race® (L). It is impossible
to explain the moral power of the Resurrection in the lives of the

early Christians unless the Resurrection is a fact., No one can

(1) JG, p. 11l1. (2) JG, p. 112,

(3) JG, p. 113. (L) JG, p. 120,
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dispute the moral change in the lives of the early Christians.
This change could not have had its basis in a story which had
no historical basis.

As we consider the different facts regarding the Resurrect-
ion of Christ, we are forced to the conclusion that Jesus actually
rose. This places Jesus in a unique and incomparable position
and confirms the position taken by the various writers of the New
Testament in relation to the Person of Christ.

iii. The Self-Revelation of Jesus

In the last analysis our final court of appeal as we con-
sider the uniqueness of Jesus is the mind of Jesus Himself.. No one
will dispute the fact that the final authority for any Christian
doctrine is the mind of Jesus Himself. If Jesus actually consid-
ered himself a unique and incomparable person there is nothing
more to say on the question. If the early disciples came to be-
lieve in the uniqueness of Jesus, it must be primarily because
He thought of Himself as unique. At first they thought of Him
as one of themselves, just an ordinary person, but something led
them to change their minds on the subject. We naturally ask what
it was that caused them to change their minds (1). Along with this
change of mind in the disciples, there came an astonishing out-
burst of intellectual and spiritual energy which we see in the
religious life of the early Church (2). Of course, we can say
that the Christian religion from the beginning was a mistake but

the great difficulty here is that "it leaves the Christian religion,

(L) JG, p. 160.

(2) JG, p. 166.




- L6 -

in the only form in which it is known to history, without
any historical explanation" (1).

To say that the Christian religion, from the beginning,
was based on an error does not satisfy any thoughtful person.

We must seek for a more satisfying explanation than this, and so
we turn to the self-revelation of Jesus.

A few preliminary considerations are necessary before we .
turn to the Gospel of lLark which is our fundamental source for
this self-revelation.

"Tt is agreed that the Gospels bf Matthew and Luke are
based 6n Mark" (2). atthew and Luke frequently diverge from Mark
but they never agree against Mark in these divergences (3). Fur~
thermore, Denney gives in detail the argument to support the pos-
ition that Mark is based on the testimony of the man who stood closer
to Jesus than any other (L) that is on Feter. If Feter did not
know the mind of Christ, no one ever did know His mind. We are
forced to this conclusion that in the Gospel of Mark along with
katthew and Luke wé have a true self-revelation of Christ.

4 detailed consideration of Denney's account of the self-
revelation of Christ is impossible within the 1limits of this thesis,
which is primarily a study of the doctrine of the Atonement. We
are only able to deal with a few of the most significant facts.

First there is the account of our Lord's Baptism, as recorded in

(1) Ja, p. 173. (2) Ja, p. 17k.

(3) JG, pp. L17Lf (L) JG, pp. 175€%,
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all three of the Synoptic Gospels (1). The words "Thou art my
Son" come from Fsalm 2; there they are addressed by God to the
ideal King of Israel. The words "the beloved in whom I am well-
pleased" are from Isaiah L2 and they refer to the "Servant of the
Lord", Names may indicate certain characteristics of a person,
but "Jesus was greater than any name, and we must interpret the
names He uses through the Person and His experiences and powers,
and not the Ferson through a formal definition of the names" (2).
A detailed consideration of the story of the Baptism reveals to
ugs that Jesus thought of Himself as related to God in a unique
way. The place given to Jesus in this story gives to Jesus the
unique place He holds throughout the Gospels.

ﬂext there is the story of Christ's temptation in the wild-
erness (3). Here again we see Jesus conscious of the fact He is
the Son of God and the ideal King, in and through whom God's sov-
ereignty is established. "Conscious of His calling, conscious of
the Divine power which has come upon Him" He looks out on the world
and upon the ways ascendency over it may be won (Li). The story of
Christ's temptation shows unmistakably, in the mind of Jesus, how
the Kingdom of God is wound up with Himself., The coming of the
kingdom is involved in His victory.

We turn now to the account of the calling of the Twelve (5).
Denney, after establishing the historical nature of this story (6)

goes on to ask what significance the story has for us in our pre-

sent discussion. Jesus told His disciples that man's final destiny

(1) Mk, 1:9-11; Matt. 3:13-17; Lu. 3:21ff. (2) JG, p. 206,
(3) Mk. 1l:12ff; Katt. L:1-11; Lu. L:1-13. (4) JG, p. 210,
(5) Mk. 3:13-19; Katt. 10; Lu. 6:12-19. (6) JG, p. 218.
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is dependent on fidelity to Him (1). The mind which could think

in this way must be conscious of a unique relationship to God.

Cnce again we see the unique place given to Jesus in the New Testa-
ment has its basis in His own teaching. In the above mentioned
passage Jesus identifies loyalty to Himself with loyalty te God.

It is impossible in the light of this fact for Him to be anything
but a unigue person.

When Jesus said to His disciples: "He that loseth his life for
my sake shall find it" (2)., He was claiming as the context shows, a
devotion above the love of one's dearest. There'is onlf one ground
on which Jesus has any right to claim such devotion and that is on
the ground that he stands alone, apart from other mortals.

In the Sermon on the liount, Jesus declares: "Blessed are ye
when men shall hate you, and when they shall ssparate you from their
company, and reproach you, and cast out your name as evil, for the
Son of man's sake" (3). He tells men that the supreme blessedness
comes to those who suffer for Him. Why should supreme blessedness
be linked with suffering shame for a Galilean teacher? There really is

only one explanation. The Galilean teacher is much more than appears
on the surface.

A further consideration of other passages in the Sermon on
the Mount reveals a Person who claims a legislative authority be-
yond that of the great Lawgiver of the Gld Testament. "Ye have

heard that it was said to them of old time, Thou shalt not kill;

(1) M. 10:32
(2) Nt. 10:39 RV

(3) Lu. 6:22 RV
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veesse but I say unto you eeees.™ (1). The sovereign legis-
lative authority of Jesus stands absolutely alone in Scripture (2).
And this along with Jesus!' consclousness that all that God had in-
itiated in the earlier dispensation was to be consummated in Him,
gives to Him a solitary and incomparable place (3). In the words:
"Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into
the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father
which is in Heaven” (1), and in the following verses, especially
in the parable of the two houses, we see Jesus making claims to

" be the final Judge of men. "It is the consciousness that the Speak-
er is nothing less than the final Judge of all which makes the
parable of the builders on the rock and the sand, with which the
Sermon closes, the most solemn and over-powering of all the words
of Jesus" (5).

Denney goes on to draw evidence from the story of the heal-
ing of the Centurion's Servant, the relations between Jesus and
John the Baptist, and certain isolated sayings of Jesus, to sub-
stantiate the argument that Jesus thought of Himself as a unique
and incomparable Ferson. Denney goes on to consider these pass-
ages (6) and there is no need to go into further details at this
point of the argument.

Denney turns next to a consideration of Mark's history of
the Son of God. Here again the evidence is clear and unmistakable.

There is first of all, the story of the healing of the man let down

(1) Mt. 5:21ff, RV (2) JG, p. 2L5.
(3) JG, p. 248. (L) Mt. 7:2%L.f. RV

(5) JG, p.251. (6) JG, pp. 255-28L.
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through the roof. In this story, Jesus claims the power to for-
give sins (1). It is easy to say to a paralysed man: "arise take
up thy bed and walk", but it is hazardous because if nothing happens
the healer is exposed (2). The scribes question the spiritual
authority of Jesus to forgive sins but what they were unable to
question was that God's power to help was present in Jesus in a
unique way. If the power of God to help is present in Jesus in a
unique way, it 1s fresh evidence for our position that Jesus is a
unique person.

In Mark 2:18-20, Jesus refers to Himself as the Bridegroom,
and this implies a consclousness on the part of Jesus of Himself
and of His place in God's work which men are resolved not to recog-
nize (3).

From a study of the story of Peter's Confession at Caesarea
(4) we learn that the matter which was of supreme importance to
Jesus was what the disciples thought of Him. To Him it was vital
that His disciples should receive a true impression of who He truly
was, "To His mind, evidently, there can be nothing so important as that
men.should have received ia true.impression of Him, isheuld thikk
of Him as He thinks of Himself, and in their attitude to Him re-
spond to what He knows Himself to be" (5). Why was Jesus concerned
about this mattér? It was because He wanted them to grasp the truth
that He was a unique Person,

Finally, in no story in Mark does Jesus give to Himself a more

(1) Mk. 2:10 (2) dG, p. 306.
(3) JG, p. 318. (L) Mk. 8:27ff.
(5) JdG, p. 323.
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unique place than in the story of the Last Supper. The central
fact here is that His death is linked with the forgiveness of
sins. One who brings forgiveness through His death must of nec-
essity be a unique person.

As Denney brings his consideration of the Person of Christ
to a close he arrives at some very definite conclusions which are
of supreme importance for the doctrine of the Atonement.

It would be absurd to entertain the idea that Jesus, by His
death, could atone for the sins of the world unless He was a unique
person. No mere human being can make atonement for the sins of
the world, And unless Jesus is a unique person, unless He is God
in human flesh, there can be no atonement.

But Denney's arguments for the uniqueness of Jesus stand on
firm foundations. In summing up the arguments, he asks two import-
ant questions: "Has Christianity existed from the beginning only
in the form of a faith which has Jesus as its object and not at all
in the form of a faith which has had Jesus simply as its living
pattern?”" (1). "Can Christianity, as even the New Testament ex—
hibits it, justify itself by appeal to Christ?" (2).

As we have studied the evidence as given in the mind of Christ,
and as it is given in the various writers of the New Testament, we
have been certain of the answer very early in our studies. 4nd as
we have progressed, the evidence has gathered weight with each con-
sideration of a fresh incident in the l1ife of Christ and with each

consideration of a different New Testament writer. Denney gives a

(1) Ja, p. 373.
(2) Ja, p. 373,
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ver& definite answer in these words: "“To both questions the
answer must be in the affirmative. The most careful scrutiny
of the New Testament discloses no trace of a Christianity in
which Jesus has any other place than that which is assigned to
Him in the faith of the historical Church" (1), All the writers
of the New Testament "set Him in the same incomparable place.
They all acknowledge Him the same immeasurable debt. He determines
as no other does or can, all their relations to God and each other" (2).
From the evidence brought before us in the second half of
this chapter, we have found that this unique and incomparable place
given to Jesus in the New Testament is confirmed by an appeal to
the mind of our Lord Himself.
In Denney's mind, there is not the shadow of a doubt that
Jesus was a unique Person, Every writer of the New Testament
believed Him to be unique. Those who knew Him most intimately
believed Him to be unique. But most important of all Jesus con-
sidered Himself unique and incomparable.
We have seen above that no one but a unique person coﬁld
make atonement for the sins of the world. And so we have before
us that unigue and incomparable Person, the world's only Saviour.
In the light of this unique fact, we turn now to a consideration
first within the pages of the New Testament and later to a con-
sideration of the Atonement, as it has been understood by the

great theologians of the past.

(1) JG, p. 373.

(2) JG’ p' 3730




Chapter S

The Atonement in the New Testament - Part I

Before passing on to a consideration of the different in-
terpretations of the Atonement in the New Testament, we shall
consider very briefly, the place of the doctrine of the Atone-
ment in the New Testament as a whole.

Once again we are concerned only with what Denney had to
say on the subject. We have seen that Denney was never partic-
ularly interested in speculative theories of the Atonement. His
real interest lay in what the New Testament had to say about the
Atonement. He was not uninterested in what the great theologians
of the past had to say about the Atonement but his chief interest
was not in the different theories of the Atonement. For Denney in
any consideration of the doctrine of the Atonement, the New Testa-
ment is the centre of focus.

In our attempt to understand the doctrine of the Atonement,
it is quite obvious that the key to thesituation is the teaching
of the New Testament, and especially the teaching of our Lord
Himselt'. We have seen, in our study, of the Ferson of Christ
that the New Testament is a unity on the subject. For all the -
writers of the New Testament, Jesus was a unique and incomparable
Ferson. From another point of view the New Testament is also a
unity. When we come to a consideration of the doctrine of the

Atonement in the New Testament, we find that the New Testament

- 53 =
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is a unity in its testimony to the death of Christ, as an

atoning death. The unity of the Hew Testament, says Denney, is

its testimony "to a love in God which we do not earn, which we can

meet

never repay, but which comes to/us with mercy, dealing, neverthe-

less in all earnest with our sins" (1). The Atonement is absolutely

éentral in the minds of all the New Testament writers. The Gospel

where Jesus is regarded as the object of faith, the Redeemer of men

from théir sin and their reconciler to God through His death on

the Cross is the one which is characteristic of the New Testament

from beginning to end (2). Some would make the Incarnation the

focus of attention but in doing so they are disloyal to the New

Testament. The New Testament knows nothing of an Incarnation that

can be defined apart from Atonement (3). Christ became incarnate

to put away sin. '"Not Bethlehem but Calvary, is the focus of reve-
: or genies

lation and any construction of Christianity which ignores/this dis-

torts Christianity by putting it out of focus" (L).

The death of Christ is central in the New Testament because
it provides the only satisfying solution to the world'!'s supreme
religious problem, namely the problem of sin. "There is in truth",

says Denney, "only one religious problem in the world - the existence

of sin. Similarly there is only one religious solution of it - the

(1) DC, p. 17k
(2) DR, p. 128.
(3) 26 p« 132
(h)' DC, p. 179
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Atonement, in which the love of God bears the sin, taking it,

in all its terrible reality for us, upon itself. And nothing can
be central or fundamental either in Christian preaching or in
Christian thinking which is not in direct and immediate relation
to this problem and its solution" (1).

Denney was one of those who was not interested in the Atone-
ment as a philosophical system. He believed it was the task of
the mind to understand and interpret what is and not to wander off
into speculative theories about what might have been (2). BHe
points out that our concern can never be with a world we have never
known and never can know (3). This is the true spirit of the New
Testament. The writers of the New Testament were never interested
in purely speculative theories. They dealt with facts and supremely
with the facts of the Atonement.

But we cannot stop here. The tragedy is that many do stop
here. They believed that Christ lived and died but that is all
they do believe. But facts have no meaning for us apart from
some theory that explains them. Denney says there is no such thing
as a fact without a theory (L). And in another passage he en-
larges on this statement. "A certain theory," he says, " is seen
to be essential to the fact, a certain theology to be the constit-

utive force in the religion. The death of Christ was what it was

(1) bc, p. 180. (2) DR, p. 182.

(3) DR, p. 182 and p. 269. () ST, p. 106,
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to him (Paul) because it was capable of a certain interpret-
ationy his theory of it, if we choose to put it so, gave it its
power over him. ....... If these interpretations and construct-
ions are rejected, it must not be in the name of 'fact! as
opposed to ttheory'!, but in the name of other interpretations
more adequate and constraining. A fact of which there is absol-
utely no theory is a fact which is without relation to anything,
in the universe® (1).

The importance of the death of Christ is not in the mere
fact that He died, though His actual death is absolutely nece-
ssary, but in the fact that He died for our sins, The death of
Christ was no ordinary death. In the first place, it was the
death of a unique Person, and in the second place it was a death
which had a unique purpose. And the purpose was to make atone-
ment for sin., It is the purpose of the New Testament to explain
how Christ made atonement. The New Testament, to use its very
simplest terminology says, "Christ died for our sins",

Denney turns now to four different treatments of the New

Téstament doctrine of the Atonement.

i, Christts Own Teaching
We have seen in the previous chapter that there is no
ground for regarding Jesus merely as the pattern of faith. This

truth is substantiated both by an appeal to the writers of the

(1) "II Corinthians", pp. 226ff.
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New Testament books and by an appeal to the mind of Christ.

The Gospel where Jesus is regarded as the object of faith, the
Redeemer of men, from sin, and their Reconciler to God through
His death on the Cross is the one ﬁhich is characteristic of the
New Testament from beginning to end (1).

Jesus as the object of faith is primarily a Saviour, a
Redeemer, the one who reconciles men to God through His death.
There are those who would minimise the importance of the
Atonement in the mind of Christ and put the stress on His In-
carnation., By an appeal to the mind of Christ as exhibited in
the Synoptic Gospels we are led to see that this position is
untenable. In fact Christ is very definite about the purpose
of His coming for He says that "the Son of man came not to be
ninistered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a ran-
som for many" (2). This is enough, for at least for a starting
point. Further appeal to the mind of Christ as exhibited in
the Synoptic Gospels will produce abundant evidence to confirm this
central statement of Christ.

Christ stated that the purpose of His coming was to make
atonement and He linked this Atonement very closely with His
death. In other words to make atonement for sin is a costly

business. Jesus did stress the freeness of forgiveness and appeal

(1) DR, p. 128.

() Mt. 20:28 RV,
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to such passages as the parable of the Frodigal Son and that
of the Two Debtors confirms this. But when Jesus emphasized
the freeneés of forgiveness, He did not deny that forgiveness
has other characteristics (1). To say that the Farable of the
Prodigal Son teaches the whole truth about forgiveness is ob-
viously not in line with the rest of our Lord's teaching. Even
from a human point of view, forgiveness is a costly thing. We
may forgive freely but the cost to us is great. Anyone who knows
what it is to forgive or be forgiven "knows also that it is the
most costly and tragic of all experiences" (2). If human for-
giveness is a costly thing, is it logical to believé that God
is less than human in this respect and that the forgiveness He
_grants is easief and cheaper than human forgiveness.t It is not

.logical and no one can believe anything so inconsistent. When

God forgives the sins of mankind, the cost to Him is staggering (3).

In contrast to human forgiveness, says Denney, "how dearly bought
must be that great forgiveness which is the highest achievement
of the love which bears the sin: of the world®" (L).

" To forgivé sins is a costly business; in fact forgiveness
is not possible except thréugh Christ's atoning death, Our
Lord made this quite clear when He said: "the Son of man came

eveees to give His life a ransom for many" (5). If this verse

(1) DR, p. 132, (2) DR, p. 135.
(3) Jo. 3:16. (L) DR, p. 136.
(5) Matt. 20:28 RY.

r
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means anything, it means that forgiveness is only possible
through bhrist's atoning death, and if the primary prpose of
His coming was to make atonement, then we must expect to find
that our Lord's death had a.central place in His thoughts from
the very beginning of His ministry. And this is just what we
find.

In the very earliest pages of the Gospel, excluding the
accounts of His birth and childhood, we have references to our
Lord's coming death. At His baptism there comes a volce from
heaven which says: "Thou art my beloved Son, in thee I am well
pleased" (1). There is a double reference here, first to the
words of Psalm 2, "thou art my Son", and secondly to Isa. L2,
"my chosen, in whom my soul delighteth", This second refer-
ence is from one of the Servant passages in Deutero-Isaiah,
which lead up to a climax in the Suffering Servant of Isa. 53.
Jesus was conscious from the very beginning of His ministry of
Himself as the Servant of the Lord. -And from the beginning He
had a sense of something tragic in His destiny (2). From the very
beginning Jesus saw two paths before Him and He chose the patliway
which would eventually lead Him to the Cross. He could not have
thought of Himself as the Servant of the Lord and not been aware "
of the tragic end of the Servant of Isa.53(3).

After Peter's confession at Caesarea Fhilippi, Jesus made

three deliberate and earnest efforts to make clear to His

(1) Mk. 1:11 RV, : (2) DC, p. 19.

(3) DbC, p. 22.
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disciples the fact that He must suffer and be killed (1).

The fact that these three are not three different accounts of
éhe same incident is seen in the facts, that in the first we
have the protest of Peter, in the second the disciples are
silent and in the third Jesus takes the lead in going up to
Jerusalem (2).

All three narratives agree that Jesus taught that "He
must go to Jerusalem and die". The question is what does this
word’ §€ ) ' sign:’[fy.? There are two possible explanations,
one that the hostile forces arrayed against Him were so great He
could not escape them. The other explanation is that some
inner compulsion told Him that He could not avoid going to
Jerusalem to die and still be true to His Father. The second of
course, is the more satisfying explanation. He must go to
Jerusalem to die for that is the very purpose for Which He came
into the world.

And so we return to the verse which sums up better than
any other the purpose for which Jesus came into the world. It
was to give His life a ransom for many. Some writers assert that
this statement thows the influence of FPaul., Denney believes this
is impossible. To his mind the words are perfectly in place (3).
Others explain the passage by saying that Christ's death was the

consummation of His life of service. By His death, we are told,

(1) Mk. 8:31; 9:31; 10:32,
(2) DC, p. 25'

(3) DC, p. 31.
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He wins men to repentance. This is undoubtedly true. Jesus
does win men to repentance by dying for them but it is certainly
not the whole truth. This explanation does not do justice to the
word 'anti! nor to the word 'lutron'. According to Denney,(l) the
words take us back first to lk. 8:3Lff., "what should a man give
in exchange for his life" (2). According to Denney (3), this verse
takes us back to Isa. 53:12, H—¢Q€g cg,_l é:s“ SM‘FOV’
»—(i—,"\\pu )("1{07"00 There is a correspondence in meaning betwe:n
'lutron! as that by which a forfeited life is redeemed and the
giving of the life or soul as a guilt offering by which legal
satisfaction was rendered for an injury or wrong (Isa. 53:10) (h).
These considerations make impossible any superficial explanation
of the words "to give His life a fansom for many".

There is only one satisfying explanation of these words
nanely that Christ came to make atonement for the sins of men
by giving of His life.

Next we turn to the passage containing the account of the
institution of the Lord's Supper. This passage is of very great
importance in any discussion of Christ's own teaching about the
Atonement.

First of all there is the extreme view which says there
is no reference here to the death of Christ, but only an anti-
cipation of the Messianic banquet in the world to come. It is

hardly necessary to refute such an absurd view. Any view of the

(1) 1DC, p. 3k (2) v.37 RV.
(3) DC, p. 3hL. (L) DC, p. 3k
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Supper which sets aside the whole testimony of the New Testament
as to what it meant, which ignores its association with the Passover
and which ignores in every account the references to the shedding
of Christ's blood, is hardly worthy of our serious consideration.

The first important consideration in any discussion of the
different narratives of the Institution is that they all contain
the word 'Covenant'. Mark has: "this is my blood of the covenant"
(L). Matthew has: "this is my blood of the covenant" (2). Luke
has: "this cup is the new covenant in my blood" (3).

Denney tells us (L) that three objections have been made to
the expression '!Te &‘-‘M 1_,‘0‘4 Ty g,l d—@'\\-\f'\r'.g"
The first is that it is awkward Greek; secondly it is impossible
to translate the expression into Hebrew or Aramaic; thirdly the
conception of the word fcovenant' owes its place in Christianity
to Paul. The third objection begs the question; because Paul used
the word 'covenant!'! does not mean that he originated it. The idea
of 'covenant! and 'covenant blood! are (0ld Testament ideas., A4s
for the first objection, the fact that it is awkward Greek does
not mean it is impossible Greek, and this applies to the second
objection too (5).

We have then a solid foundation for the expression 'covenant!
or ‘'covenant blood's Covenant blood is primarily sacrificial blood,
and sacrificial blood is recognized universally as having pro-

pitiatory power. Denney confirms this interpretation by referring

(1) Mk. 1h:2L RV, (2) Matt. 26:28 RV.
(3) Luke 22:20 RV, (4) DC, P. 35.

(5) DCy p. 3B
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to Robertson Smith's book, "The Religion of the Semites" (1).

It is clear then from a consideration of our Lord's
teaching at the Last Supper, that His death had a propitiatory
power, When Jesus said to the disciples in the Upper Loom:
"this is my blood of the covenant", He was "establishing at the
cost of His life, the new Coveﬁiﬁ;, the new religious relation
between God and man, which hagf?bfgiveness of sins as its funda-
mental blessing® (2).

A strong protest is registered on the part of some to

.associating forgiveness with the death of Christ. They say that
God forgives freely and there is no need to make forgiveness
depend on Christ's propitiatory death. But this is a very weak
argument. No one disputes the fact that God forgives freely,
but if that is the whole explanation of forgiveness, it is most
difficult to give any reasonable explanation of Christ's presence
in the world at all. Denney points this out in very definite
and clear terms. "“To say that it is inconsistent with God's
free love to make the forgiveness of sins dependent on the
death of Jesus is the same as to say with reference to the Christ-
ian revelation as a whole, that it is inconsistent with God's
free love that entrance into His kngdom and participation in
its blessings should be possible only through the presence of

Jesus in the world, His work in it, and the attitude which

(L) DC, p. 37.
(2) DC, p. 38,
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men assume towards Him .......If we give any place at all 1o
the idea of mediation, there is no reason why we should reject
the idea of propitiation" (1).

It is very easy to say that God's love is a tremendous
thing, that it is so great that it can freely fdrgive the worst
of sinners. Our point here is not to dispute the greatness of
God's love nor the freeness of His forgiveness but the import-
ant question here is: "Can we possibly know the true greatness
of God's love apart from the Atonement?" The fact is that we
cannot. The greatness of God's love can only be grasped as we
realize the tremendous cost of forgiveness to God. Forgiveness
is not something God hands out freely as they hand out free
samples at a fair. The comparison is too ridiculous even to
consider. Forgiveness may be free to us but God only grants it
at tremendous cost to Himself, and that cost is the life of His
only begotten Son. The cost to Christ is that of His own life,
of fered in atonement for our sins. "The love of God by which we
are redeemed from sin is a love which we do not know except as
1t comes in this way and at this cost. Consequently whatever
we owe as sinners to the love of God, wé owe to the death of
Jesus" (2),

ii. The Atonement in Early Christian Preaching

From our Lord's own teaching about His death, Denney turns

now to the various interpretations of His death'given in the New

Testament. We begin this study with the Atonement as it is

(l) BC, Pe 390

(2) DpC, p. LO.
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interpreted in early Christian preaching and then we shall
go on to consider in chapter 6, what Paul and John taught.

When our Lord said farewell to his disciples just before
He ascended to Heaven, He gave to them His last commission.
We have this commission in four forms. "All authority hath
been given unto me in heaven and on earth. Go ye therefore
and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them into
the name of the Father and of the Holy Ghost: teaching them
to observe all things whatsoever I commanded you: and lo, I
am with you alway, even unto the end of the world" (1). In
Mark we have: "Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel
to the whole creation. He that believeth and is baptized shall
be saved; but he that disbelieveth shall be condemmed" (2).
In Luke we have the words: "that repentance and remission
of sins should be preached in his name" (3). And the corres—
ponding words in John are: "whose soever sins ye forgive they
are forgiven" (L). In all its forms this last commission deals
with baptism or forgiveness of sins, and in the New Testament
baptism is always linked with forgiveness, and forgiveness is
always linked with the death of Christ. A4nd so we see the
Risen Saviour unmistakably puts the forgiveness of sins at
the heart of the Gospel which the disciples are to preach., By
doing this He puts at its very heart His sin-annulling death (5).

Slowly but inevitably the argument is becoming firmly established,

(1) ¥att., 28:18ff. RV. (2) Mark 16:15f, RV.
(3) Lu. 24:47 RV, (L) Jomn 20:23
(5) DC, p. Lé.
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that at the very heart of the New Testament is the atoning
death of Christ. It was central in our Lord's own teaching; it
was central in the commission He gave to His disciples. And now
we shall trace out the argument which shows it was central in
the preaching of the early Church.

From a survey of the contents of early Christian preaching
as illustrated in the Acts of the Apostles, we find that the
heart of this preaching was the death and resurrection of Christ (1).
Why was it that the early disciples did this? It has been said
by some that it was to get over the scandal of a crucified
Messiah, but this point of view has no support either in the
New Testament or Christian experience. To explain the death
of Christ merely as the answer to a conundrum fails to do justice
to the fact that the death of Christ became the centre of gravity
in the Christian world (2). After all, a world shaking force
like early Christianity cannot be explained by saying it has
as its foundation the answer to a riddle.

The only answer to the fact that the early disciples put
the death of Christ at the heart of their message is this,
that in so doing they believed themselves to be doing what
Christ commanded them to do. A close examination of this early
Christian preaching reveals the following facts. The early

disciples saw the death of Christ in the light of a Divine

(1) Acts 2:23ff; 2:32ff.; 5:30ff.

(2) DC, p. L9.
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necessity. It was no chance happening. It was something
planned by God. Peter tells us that Christ "was delivered
by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God" (1).

In another passage Peter and John speak of the Jews being
gathered together "to do whatsoever the hand and thy counsel
foreordained to come to pass" (2).

Then in another passage in Acts, as in our Lord's own
teaching, the Suffering liessiah is identified with Isaiah's
1Servant of the Lord!. "The God of our fathers hath glori-
fied his Servant Jesus® (3). In the story of the man of
Ethiopia, Christ is identified with the "Suffering Servant of
Isaiah". 4nd finally as in our Lord's own teaching, the great
blessing offered to men in the early Church is the forgiveness
of sins. At the heart of the Gospel as our Lord commanded His
disciples to proclaim it and as they did proclaim it, is this
offer of forgiveness of sins. "Repent ye, and be baptized in
the name of Jesus Christ unto the remission of your sins" (L).

An appeal to early Christian preaching in Acts confirms
once more Denney's thesis that in the New Testament, the for-
giveness of sins is central and is always linked with the death
of Jesus,

Denney turns next to a consideration of what Peter teaches
about the death of Christ in his first Epistle. And here for
the first time we meet a theory of the Atonement. When we use
the word theory let us not think of it as something remote

from the real facts but as an interpretation of the facts,

(1) Acts 2:23 (2) Acts L:28.

(3) acts 3:13 RV. (L) Acts 2:38 RV and cf. 3:19.
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something which brings out the true meaning of the facts (1).
Peter draws our attention to the moral qualities of
Christ's sufferings: "ye are partakers of Christ's sufferings'.

(2) But he goes further than this., There is another side to
his epistle. In chapter 1:1f., he writes: "Feter, an apostle
of Jesus Christ, .......unto obedience and sprinkling cof the
blood of Jesus Christ". God's goodwill has in view obedience
and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus. The reference here is to
Exodus 2L where after a vow of obedience, the people were
sprinkled with Covenant blood. We have already seen how, when
Christ spoke of Covenant blood in the Upper Room He was re~
ferring to sacrificial blood which is atoning blood. Obedience,
then, in the eyes of Peter follows atonement. Christ is only
our pattern as He is first our Saviour or the One who makes
atonement for us,

As we have pointed out, Peter speaks of the sufferings of
Christ as an example for us to follow but he knows the facts too
well ever to suggest we can seriously follow Christ until we
have first of all appropriated His atoning death. In the words
"who his own self bare our sins in his body upon the tree" (3)
we first meet the phrase which is Denney's favourite phrase to
interpret the death of Christ. The key to all Denney's thinking
about the death of Christ is found here, Again and again he
goes back to the words "He bore our sins". 4nd so we turn to

the words of I Peter "who his own self bare our sins'. The

(L) "“II Corinthians", p. 226. (2) I Peter, L:13.
(3) I peter, 2:2L RV,




- 69 -

question is: how are we to interpret these words. Denney
believes the meaning of the words is quite clear. "The
words of the Apostle must be interpreted as the common sense
of Christians always has interpreted them: that Christ bore
our sins in His body as He ascended the Cross or ascencded to
it" (1). He refers to the words in Numbers 1ll:3L "shall ye
bear your iniquities” and he saysthe meaning of these words
is quite clear. They clearly mean "bear the consequences of"
(2). At the Cross, Peter tells us, Christ took upon Him the
responsibilities of our sins (3).

In Denney's mind the words "He bore our sins'" means
substitution. He is aware of the dangers involved in the use
of this word; he knows it can be misunderstood but yet he uses
it. Denney believes in a substitutionary Atonement, although
T.H. Hughes (L) calls Denney's theory a penal theory, and this
is the word he uses to describe the Atonement. Denney is care~
ful never to say: "Christ was punished for our sins" which is
obviously an unscriptural statement. Ferhaps we are on thin
ice but in the present writer's mind there is a world of diff-
erence between saying, "Christ was punished for our sins" and,
"Christ died for our sins". 'We shall deal more fully with this
idea in chapter 8 when we deal'with Aﬁselm's interpretation of
the Atonement. Denney's insists on the use of the word substit-

utionary and in a closing statement on the "Death of Christ in

(1) DC, p. 58. (2) DC, p. 59
(3) DC, p. 0.

(L) Hughgg, Thomas H, "The Atonement - kodern Theories of the Doctrine"
pp. 66fif.
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Barly Christian Preaching® he writes: "If Christ died the
death in which sin had in&olved us, if in His death He took the
responsibility of our sins upon Himself, no word is equal to
this which falls short of what i1s meant by calling Him our sub-
stitute" (1). Denney's interpretation of the death of Christ
as substitutionary is not the crude almost abstract matter it
becomes in some minds, for he tells us that to say substitution
"is to say something which involves an immeasurable obligation
to Christ, and has therefore in it an incalculable motive
power" (2).

It is essential to see this clearly; substitution is no
abstract theory; it is not a problem in mathematics but it is
something closely connected with life. It means primarily that
we owe to Christ a tremendous debt, a debt we can never repay.
Here is the supreme motive power for Christian living. With this
thought in our minds, we turn to the writings of one who perhaps
nore than any other was conscious of the infinite debt he owed

to the Saviour who had made atonement for his sins.

(1) DC, p. 62.
(2) DC, p. 60.




Chapter 6

The Atonement in the New Testament - Part II

i. The Atonement in the Writings of Paul

Denney tells us attempts have been made to discredit the
teaching of Paul on the Atonement on several different grounds (1).
According to Denney some explain Paul's doctrine of the Atonement
as a purely individual interpretation. In other words, it is just
Faul's own ideas about the Atonement, rather than a true inter-
pretation of it., Denney tells us that others maintain that his
doctrine of the Atonement is speculative theology and not apost-
olic testimony. They claim that Paul took the simple Gospel of
the apostolic Church and turned it into an elaborate and specu-
lative theological system. Then others say that it is only a
stage in the development of Paul's thought. After outlining
these different approaches to Paul's teaching about the death
of Christ, Denney declares that "abstract discussion of such
statements apart from their application to given cases never
leads to any conclusive results" (2).,

To Denney these are merely abstract questions and they
are not raised in relation to any concrete situation. Denney
was never interested in questions which had no relation to

reality. He was primarily interested in what was and not in

what might have been.

(1) DC, p. 65.

(2) DC, p. 65.

-7 -




- 72 -

The first question, that is that Paul's doctrine of the
Atonement is a purely individual interpretatioﬁ, is answered
by the fact that Paul wrote I Corinthians in 4.D. 55 in the
midst of the Christian cormunity of that day. It is difficult
to believe, in the light of these facts, that he proclaimed a
message contrary to the accepted Gospel of the Christian com-
munity. In regard to the second question which says that Faul's
message is speculative theology and not apostolic testimony,
we must remember that Faul after speaking of Christ as one who
gave Himself for our sins (1) goes on to stress the fact that
there is only one Gospel., '"Though we, or an angel from heaven,
should preach unto you any gospel other than that which we
preached unto you, let him be anathema" (2), The facts are
that the doctrine of the death of Christ was not Paul's theo-
logy but his gospel (3).

The answer to the question, that his doctrine of the
Atonement is merely a stage in the development of Paul's think-
ing, is that one message on Christ's death permeates all his
epistles (L). It is true that in some epistles the Atonement
is more central than in others but this is because Paul wrote
with the specific needs of the community in his mind but in
all his epistles, except perhaps Philemon, there is some refer-

ence to the Atonement., The fact that it is central in his epistle to

(1) Gal. 1l:k. (2) Gal. 1:8 RV.

(3) DC, p. 66, (L) DC, p. 70.
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the Romans, his most systematic epistle, is most significant.
When Paul wrote a systematic outline of the Christian religion
he put the death of Christ at the centre of it.

Paul's sense of debt to Christ is central in all his
epistles. If we wanted a verse which is the key to all Paul's
thinking, we should probably choose the words: "the love of
Christ constraineth us" (1). Why has the love of Christ gripped
Paul? It has gripped him because Christ out of love for him
made atonement for his sins.

"Wé-obtained mercy", says Faul, and Denney says of these
words: "Thergﬁg?snothing so deep down in Faul's soul, nothing
sé constantly present to his thoughts as this great experience"
(2). In another passage which is central for any consideration
of his doctrine of the Atonement, Paul speaks of "the Son of God
who loved me and gave Himself for me" (3)e In this passage
Denney sees the key to the whole of the Christian life, which
is a response to the love exhibited in the death of the Son of
God for men (L), Paul knew by experience that all he was, or
could ever become as a Christian, was because of the Cross (5)
and because of this he wrote:; "Far be it from me to glory, save
in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ" (6).

The Atonement was a very real fact to Paul and because he
was a man with a very keen intellect he longed to understand more

fully the meaning of this tremendous fact.

() 1II Cor. 5:1h. (2) “II Corinthians" p. 1L5.
(3) Gal. 2:20. . (4) DC, p. 89.

(5) DC, p. 89. (6) Gal. 6:1lh RV,
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The Gospel of the atoning death of Christ, as Faul
preached it, "is an independent, eternal, divine truth, the
profoundest truth of Revelation, which for that reason contains
in it the answer to all religious questions, whether of ancient
or of modern times" (1). Paul believed the truth of the Atone-
ment was a truth the mind could understand. It is true that
the human mind can never grasp the full meaning of the Atone-
ment but that does not mean we cannot grasp its essential
meaning and enter ever more deeply into that meaning. If we
could not grasp its meaning, the death of Christ would be just
another irrelevant fact in our lives, But it was in no way an
irrelevant fact in the mind of Paul,

The writings of Paul are a unity in regard to their inter;
pretation of the death of Christ (2)., They are not a theoretical
discussion of an abstract problem, Paul was interested in real-
ities and not in abstract speculation. Paul's théony of the
Atonement (we use theory as a synonym for the word meaning (3) ),
discusses the question of how God dealt with human sin in order.
that man might be restored to fellowship witﬁ Himself. We first
of all think of Christ's death in relation to the love of God.

a. Christ's death in relation to the love of God
In any interpretation of Paul's doctrine of the Atonement

(or any interpretation of the Atonement for that matter) the

(1) DC, p. 70.
(2) DeC, p. 70.

(3) DG, p. 71.
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love of God must always be central. Any interpretation of

the Atonement which fails to make the love of God central is
not a truly Christian interpretation. John declares: "God

so loved the world, that He gave His only begotten Son, that
whosoever believeth pm him should not perish, but have eternal
life" (1). And in words with a similar meaning Paul declareé:
"God commendeth his own love toward us, in that, while we were
yet sinners, Christ died for us" (2). The Atonement is the
supreme demonstration of God's love. And we must always keep
this in mind when we approach the doctrine of the Atonement.
Denney is very emphatic about this and writes: "The Inter-
pretation of Christ's death through the love of God is funda-
mental in Paul. In whatever other relations he may define it,
we must assume unless the contrary can be proved, that they
are consistent with this" (3).

Forgiveness is the free gift of God's love to us. But
forgiveness for God is a costly thing. It cost God the death
of His only Son. It is difficult to discuss Christ's death in
relation to the love of God without anticipating what we have
to say in the next section under the heading "The Atonement in
the Writings of John". The fact is, as Denney points out, we
cannot know the real meaning of the love of God except in the
light of the Atonement. "Redemption, it may be said, springs
from love, yet love is a word of which we do not know the mean-

ing until it is interpreted for us by redemption" (L).

(1) John 3:16 RV. (2) Roms.. 5:8 RV.

(3) DC, p. 7)4-0 (L’-) DC} P. 1350
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This is of great importance and Denney goes to great
pains to stress this truth. The Atonement has its roots in
the love of God. Unless God were a loving God, there would be
no Atonement. Because God loved the world, He sent His Son to
be the Saviour of the world. Because God loved us He sent His
Son to be the propitiation for our sins. But true love is not
manifested by the giving of a gift we do not need. The death
of Christ as a bare fact is not a demonstration of love. It is
only a demonstration of love because of the fact it is a cer-
tain kind of death. It is a death for sin. It is a death which
makes atonement for sin. It is a death in which Christ bears
our sins.

Denney points out that there is something irraticnal in
saying the death of Christ is a proof of love unless there is
s rational connection between that death and the responsibil-
ities which sin involves, and from which that death delivers"
(1). He uses the illustration (2) of a man sitting on a pier
on a summer day. And anothef man jumps into water and gets
drowned to prove His love for the man on the pier. The whole
idea is absurd. There was no need for the man to jump into
the water and get drowned to show his love., The situation is
different where a child falls into the water and the mother
loses her life in an attempt to save the child., In the first
case the man sitting on the pier was not in danger. In the

second case the child was in danger. The mother died to save

(1) Dpc, p. 103.
(2) DC, p. 103.
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the child. In a much more profound way Christ died to save
us. He died to save us from our sins. It was sin that made
Christ's death necessary. Because of sin, man is in extreme
peril., Christ died to save Him., This leads us on to an exam-
ination of the relation of Christ's death to sin.
b, OChrist's death in relation to sin

We saw in chapter 3 that so far as Denney is concerned sin
is regarded seriously by God. Sin makes a different@c @ God.
Paul felt that sin had made a difference to God (1). This is
what makes the Atonement necessary. God cannot overlook sin.
It mst be dealt with. "The question of religion, for Paul, is:
How shall a man, a sinful men, be righteous with God?" (2).

This is a most important truth in view of the fact that
God cannot deal lightly with sin and still be God. There is
such a thing as the wrath of God. It is the divine reaction
against sin. God demands that sin be punished and punished
severely. Attempts have been made to explain sway the wrath
of God. The wrath of God is not a redl ity, we are told; it is
only a figure of speech. It is unreal, we are told, because it
1s inconsistent with the Christian conception of God as a loving
Father. But to speak of the Christian conception of God as a
loving Father in this sense seems to imply that the words "lov-
ing Father" give to us an exhaustive description of the nature
of God., This is obviously not the case, The love of God is

the greatest reality in the New Testament, as Denney stressed

(1) bpc, p. 99.

(2) bDC, p. 96.
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and continued to stress but this did not mean there was no
such thing as the wrath of God. Paul speaks of the wrath of
God. "The wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all
ungodliness and unrighteousness of men" (1). For Paul, the
wrath of God is something very real. Denney maintains that
"Nothing that treats it (the wrath of God) as unreal can have
any relevance as gospel to the situation of sinners® (2). We
mist treat the wrath of God as a reality otherwise there is no
need for the Atonement. If man is not separated from God and
under His wrath, there is no necessity for the Atonement. All
men are sinners lying under God's condemnation, therefore there
is need for atonement (3).

The wrath of God in Scripture is mainly if not exclusively
eschatological. Jesus is our Deliverer from the wrath to come (L).
There is a Divine reaction against sin in this present world
but there is a coming wrath which awaits the final impenitent
in the world to come. Denney speaks of "the second death, the
death involved in the wrath of God, the death which has no life
on its horizon" (5). Denney does not discuss the nature of this
second death, except to say "it has no life on its horizon".
Perhaps we have a key to its meaning in II Thessalonians 1:9
where we read of those "who shall suffer punishment, even

eternal destruction from the face of the Lord and from the

glory of his might" (RV). Denney helps us to understand

(1) Roms. 1:18 RV, (2) DR, p. 1L7.
(3) ST, p. 117. (L) DR, p. 227.

(5) DR, p. 229,
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this a little more clearly when in his latest book he says:
From what did He save us? From dying in our sins. But for
His death, "we should have passed into the blackness of dark-
ness with the condemnation of God abiding on us" (1).

Closely linked with the concept of "the wrath of God" is
the concept of "fhe righteousness of God", in its one sense of
God's consistency with Himself. This, of course, opens up a
discussion as to what Paul means by "the righteousness of God”.
We are, of course, only interested in Denney's interpretation
of Paul at this point,

| There are those who explain "the righteousness of God"
in the sense it is used in the Fsalms and the later chapters
of Isaiah. Here it is equivalent to "salvation". We read in
the Psalms: "The Lord hath made known his salvation: his right-
eousness hath he openly showed in the sight of the nations" (2).
We have passages in the Gospels where God shows Himself right-
eous by acting in accordance with His Covenant obligations, re-
ceiving his people graciously aﬁd leving them freely. But the
situation is diffepgnt in the Epistle to the Romans. Here it is
not God's people that are wronged but God Himself (3). This
interpretation dees nothing to explain the sense of "the right-
eousness of God" as it is used in the early chapters of the
Epistle teo the Romans. There it is closely linked with the

word "propitiation" and Denney goes so far as to say that "for

(1) DR, p. 283.
(2) PSJ 98:2 RV.

(3) DG, p. 100,
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Paul there is no such thing as a g'ﬁa_wvoi é\?é except
- O

through the propitiation" (1).

Another explanation of the words "the righteousness of
God" is that righteoushess means acting according to one's.proper
norm, doing what one ought to do (2). This means that in spite
of sin, God takes steps to restore fellowship between himself
and man. This interpretation fails to-deal seriously with the
fact of sin and thus is not a satisfying explanation.

In the Expositor's Greek Testament, Denney points out that
there are three possible interpretations of the phrase (3). The
phrase can mean "a righteousness walid before God" but Denney
doubts whether "the righteéusness.of God" is a natural express—
ion for it. Then there is the interpretation which says it is
"a righteogsness of wﬁich God is the author or source", and finally
it is interpreted as "the judicial action of God in which He.
justifies His people and accomplishes their salvation".

Denney sums up these interpretations and writes: "In sub-
stance all these three views are Biblical, Pauline, and true to
experience, whichever is to be vindicated on philological grounds.
But the same cannot be said of another, according to which right-
eousness is here an attribute, or even the character of God. ...
God's righteousness in this sense is the sinner's condemnation

and no one will succeed in making him find in it the ground of

(1) DC, p. 101.
(2) DC, p. 10L.

(3) ‘"Romans", p. 590.
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his hope" (1).

Paul speaks of "the righteousness of God through faith in
Jesus Christ unto all them that believe®" (2)., This gift is
something which makes a man acceptable in God's sight. It is
an act by which a righteous or holy God pronounces a man who
is a sinner righteous in His sight. How can God who is right-
eous pronounce a sinnef righteous and be true to Himself%

Here lies the crux of Paul's doctrine of the Atonement.
"It is not too much to say that for Paul there is no such thing
as a righteousness of God except through the propitiation" (3).
Righteousness in this sense of God's gift to sinful men of a
right standing in his sizht is what man needs most of all.
God's righteousness has a double sense: %it is a righteousness
ﬁhich comes from God and 1s the hope of the sinful and God's
own righteousness, or His character in its self-consistency and
inviolability. In virtue of the first, God is ‘& Wisgkealsv*
the Justifier; in virtue of the second, He is RinGyeos ', just.
eessesssooomething is doné which enables God to justify the ungod-
ly who believe in Jesus, and at the same time to appear signally
and conspicuously a righteous God" (4).

e now want to enquire into the meaning of this act whereby
God who is righteous is able to forgive the unrighteous and to
restore them to fellowship with Himself. This does not come

about merely by overlooking sin. This is the assumption and

(1) "Romans", p. 591. (2) Roms., 3:22 RV,

(3) DC, p. 101. (L) DC, p. 98.
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and argument of this whoie thesis, God cannot overlook sinjg
He has to deal with sin,

The way God deals with sin is summed up in the word “propit-
iétion". This is the very heart of Paul's Gospel; it is the very
heart of the Christian Gospel., Apart from propitiation, there is
no forgiveness, Denney was a stout defender of this truth, which
he believed to be the very heart of the Gospel. Denney, speakiﬁg
of the two aspects éf the righteousness of God, we have considered
above, says: “it'is.the very function of Jesus Christ set forth
by God a§‘p‘ropitiatio;1 in His blood to exhibit these two senses" (1).

What then is the basic meaning of this important word, Wpro-
pitiation"? The first thing we need to grasp about this word is
that they key to its meaning is not tolbe found simply by refer-
ence to the LXX or to words current in the writings of the day,
but only from the connection of Faul's thoughts in Romans 3 (2).

The word “propitiation" is explained by several synonymous
terms which Paul uses to interpret the Atonement, Basically, the
word "propitiation", the words "Himwho knew no sin he made. to be
sin® (3), and "having become a curse for us® (L), and the words
"Christ died for our sins" (5) refer to the same act, the act
by which sin is forgiven and man is restored to fellowship with
God, Denney tells us that the words "having become a curse for

us" mean exactly the same as to say "He died for us" (6). In

(1) DC, pe 97 (2) DR, pp. 155ff,
(3) II Cor. 5:21 RV, (L) Gal. 3233 RV,

(5) I Cor. 15:3, (6) DE. v. 92,
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another passage (1) he says the same thing of the words "made

to be sin". In The Expositor's Greek Testament, he says: WTo

say that God set forth Christ as a propitiation in His blood is
the samé"zksli‘ig say that God made Him to be sin for us, God's
righteousneéé, therefore, is demonstirated at the Cross, because
there, in Christ's death, it is made once for all apparent that

He does not palter with sin; the doom of sin falls by His appoiht-
ment on the Redeemert (2)

The word Mpropitiation" does not imply that we have to pro-
pitiate an angry God. The very fact upon which the Gospel pro-
ceeds is that we cannot do any such thing, "But it is not true
that no propitiation is needed. As truly as guilt is a real
thing, as truly as God's condemnation of sin is a real thing, a
propitiation is needed" (3).

Nor does the word ®"propitiation® imply that Christ by His
death wrihgs from God a forgiveness he is reluctant to bestow (L).
God never ceased to love man but He cannot act as if man had
nefer sinned., This would be to act comtrary to His essential
naturé. Sin must be dealt with; this is what propitiation means.
But we can go further than this,

Denney cannot agree with Sanday and Headlam when they éay:
"it is a word we must leave to Him (the Holy Spirit) to interpret.

We drop the plummet into the depths, but the line attached to it

(1) oc, p. 87. (2) "Romans®, p. 613.

(3) "II Corinthians", p. 221, (L) "DR, p. 23B.
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is too short and it does not touch the bottom®" (1), In a

sense this is profoundly true, No man will ever be able to grasp
the full meaning of the Atonement in all itstremendous depth.

But that .does not mean we should not come to a progressively
deeper understanding of the Atonement in relatioﬁ to sin. It
definitely does not mean that the word propitiation is incapable
of being understood., No one can accuse Paul of putting meaning-
less words at the very heart of the Gospel, The whole idea is
ridiculous. We admit that it is not an easy word to understam
fully, but that does not mean we cannot understand it at all.
Why should the very word which lies at the heart of the tremen-
dous fact of our redemption be easy to understand fully? We use
.the word "fully% advisedly. No one can fully understand the word,
but it is not reasonable to believe it was uninte]_l'igible to the
Christians in Roﬁe to whom Paul wrote.

What then does the word “propitiation" mean? Denney be-
lieves the key to the understanding of the word is to be sought
"not in any peculiarities of Jewish or of pagan history, but
in the humanlconscience which is common to both® (2). What it
means is that God is a sin=forgiving God, "In Christ as
&W&o‘p&justice is done not only to the grace of God but
to His wrath - to that solemn reaction of God against all ungod-
liness and unrighteousness of men from which the apostle sets

out in the exposition of his gospel" (3). Here is the crux of

(1) "Romans", p. 9L, quoted by Demney in DR, p. 153.
(2) DR, pp. 155f%.
(3) DR, p. 157.
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Paul's doctrine of the Atonement. In some way that we can
never fully fathom, justice is done both to God's love and

His wrath. Many cannot agree with him but Denney taught that
Christ was our substitute and sin-bearer. He dealt with sin
by bearing its penalty for us, This is the meaning of the
words "whom God set forth to be a propitiation®, Denney writes
however: Wit is simpler, and there is no valid objection, to
making it (hilasterion} masculiné, in agreement with ﬁéq': 'whom
God set forth in propitiatory power" (1). Christ's death has

a propitiatory power., It deals with sin in a way that is sat-
isfactory to God.

Denney points out that the message of the Gospel as pre-
sented by Paul can be summed up in the words:h{%h bore our sinst,
and then he adds: M™mysterious and awful as ti/> thought is, it
is the key to the whole of the New Testament" (2), In Denney's
mind this means substitution or nothing and he makes no hesit-
ation whatever in stating thise "I do not know any word which
conveys the truth of this if ‘vicariou8 or 'substitutidnary'
does not. Nor do I know any interpretation of Christ's death
which enables us to regard it as a demonstration of love to
sinners, if this vicarious or substitutionary character be
denied®, In these words, Denney makes his mind quite c¢lear to

us, But Denney warns us very definitely that though he believed

(1) "Romans®, p. 611.

(2) DpC, pe 88,
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in the substitutionary.death of Christ, he does not interpret
this substitutionary death in a mechanical or quantitative way.
Luther did this but Denney cannot agree with Luther at this point,
as we shall see more fully in chapter 8, for he writes: ™Quan-
titative catégories are meaningleés in thelmoral world. To say
that the sin of the world in all its tragic reality was borne
by Christ on His Cross, so that He is a propitiation for that
sin is one thing; to say that the penalties due to all men's
offences were summed up ard inflicted on Him is another and
entirely different thing® (1).

We have dealt briefly with the terrible fact of sin in
relation to the Atonement, It is a dark, dark picture, and the
" darkness of the picture in the sense of the tremendous cost to
God can only be understood in the light of the word “propitiat-
ion", but now we emerge into the light of day once more and the
one great reality before us is the love of God., When the simmer
stands before the Cross, “"what he sees there is the astounding
- truth that the last reality in the world is not, as he might have
feared, sin, condemnation, estrangement, death, but a love which
bears sin taking it in all its dreadful reality upon itself" (2).

Propitiation is the heart of the Gospel., It is the
heart of any Scriptural doctrine of the Atonement. This is bé-

.cause we do not know the love of God in all its magnitude till

(1) DR, pp. 159f,.

(2) IR, p. 163.
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we see it in the light of the word “Wpropitiation®, But a love
so tremendous never leaves us as we are. We cannot grasp the
real meaning of that love and ever be the same again., That
love grips us and éhanges us, This is what Paul means when he
says: Wthe love of_Christ constraiﬁeth us", The whole of the
Christian life is summed.up in these words, #The propitiatory
death of Christ, as an all-transcending demonstration of lovey
evokes in sinful souls a response which is the whole of Christ-
ianity" (1).

This leads to a brief consideration of the relation of
Christ's death to.the Christian life,
 c. Christ's death in relation to the Christian 1ife

What is the relation of Christ's death to the Christian
life in the mind of Paul® According to Denney, "the whole of
the Christian 1ife’iS'a résponse to the love exhibited in the
death of the Son of God for men" (2), This point of view is
confirmed by numerous passages in the writings of Paul., There
are two such passages which are especially significant in this
regard. They are: "I have been crucified with Christ; vet I
live; and yet no longer I, but Christ liveth in me: and that
life which I now live in the flesh I live in faith, the faith
which is in the Son of God, who loved me ami gave himself up
for me® (3) and "the love §f Christ constraineth us" (L),

The first essential for the living of a good 1life is a

good conscience, and "until sin is expiated the sinner has a

(1) bpc, p. 10L. ‘ (2) pc, p. 89,
(3) Gal. 2:20 RV, (4) II Cor. 5:ll.
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bad conscience, and as long as a man has a bad conscience

he cannot ] ]
begin to be a good man" (1). Before a man can begin to live a

life pleasing in God's sight, he must first of all be in a
right relationship with God. And a man can only become right
with God through faith in the atoning death of Christ.

When a man grasps the greatness of the love of God in the
atoning death of Christ, he is drawn to Christ and Christ's
love becomes the great motive power of his life. In view of what
Christ has done for him, he goes out to live for Christ. Grati-
tude for Christ's love becomes the great driving force of his
life, When a man sees the greatness of God!s love as manifested
in the atoning death of Christ, there is only one thing he can
do and that is "to trust himself to such love instantly, unre-
servedbi?%or ever' (2).

ii, The Atonement in the Writings of John

In our study of the Person of Christ, we saw that Denhey
assumes that the Fourth Gospel, the Apocalypse, and the Epistles
of John were all written by the Apostle John. If we cannot go
this far, at least we have to admit that all three come from the
same locality and period, the same circle of ideas and sympath-
ies (3). It is on this basis Denney proceeds to a study of the
Atonement in the writings of St. John,

When we pass from the writings of St. Paul to those of St.

John we pass into a very different religious atmosphere. Paul

is the practical thinker; John is the mystic. But we do not mean

(1) bpC, p. 109. (2) DR, p. 163.

(3) "The Death of Christ", p. 241, edition of 1909, published

by Hodder and Stoughton in London.
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by this that the spiritual point of view of Paul and John is
fundamentally different. Rather than this, quite the contrary
is true. John does not differ from Paul in his fundamental
ideas, much as he may differ on the surface.

We shall first consider the Gospel of John because it
répresents the heart of John's teaching.

It used to be common to contrast Paul and John and to
argue that Paul was concerned with the death of Christ and John
with His life (1). But this contrast is only relative. It is
certainly not absolute. It is true, that in Paul, redemption is
in the forefroﬁt and that through His redeeming work, Christ re-
veals the Father., In John, revelation is in the forefront, and
it is through a revelation of what God is that Christ exercises
His power to redeem (2).

As we consider this argument, we must emphasize the fact
that though Paul emphasizes redemption and John revelation it
is not correct to say that Paul only speaks of redemption and
John only of revelation. Both concepts have an important place
invboth writers. It is not in accord with the purpose of this
thesis to prove that revelation has an important place in the
writings of Paul though this could easily be done. It is in
accord with the purpose of this thesis to prove that the Atone-
ment has an important place in the writings of John. And as we

study the place the Atonement has in the writings of John, we

(L) DR, p. 17L.

(2) DR, p. 17L.
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shall see that he is at one with Paul in the fundamental
points,

It has been said that the important thing in the Christ-
ian religion is not redemption but revelation. This is an erron-
eous point of view which finds no support in Scripture. It is
an absolute contrast where we have no right to make an absolute
contrast. Denney goes to great pains to counteract this point
of view as we shall see in a later chapter (1). We have already
noticed that according to Denney, the New Testament knows no-

thing and says nothing of an Incarnation apart from atonement (2).

a, The centrality of the Passion Story

Throughout the Gospel of John, there are constant refer-
ences to Christ's atoning death. In the first chapter, there is
the significant statement of John the Baptist: "Behold, the‘
Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the world® (3). Some
have denied that'this is a reference to the atoning death of
Christ. But when sin is spoken of in the Bible as taken away
. by a Lamb 1t means it is taken away sacrificially. At least this
is Denneyts point of view and in referring to the words in this
verse, he says: "“that these words refer to the death of Jesus
does not seem to me open to question " (k).

Our next references are in chapter 3. 1In 3:5 we read:
"except a man be born of water and the Spirit, he camnot enter
into the kingdom of God", This is clearly a reference to Baptism

and Baptism is closely linked with forgiveness. But as we have

(1) Chapter 8. (2) DR, pp. 183f}.
(3) JOhn, 13290 ().J.) DC, Pe lho»
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already seen, the New Testament knows ﬁothing ot forgiveness
apart from the atoning death of Christ. Thus there is in this
passage a clear reference to the death of Christ.

In verse 1L of the same chapter, there is a reference to
the Son of man who must be lifted up. A comparison with the
words "when ye have lifted up the Son of man" in 8:28 and those
in 12:32 Yand I if I be lifted up" makes it clear that 3:1k4 is
a reference.to the atoning deatn of Christ.

That 6:51-53 is a reference to the sacrament of the Lord's
Supper is quite clear (1), This ﬁeans that here also we have a
clear reference to the atoning death of Christ.

A consideration of later chapters reveals-such'ﬁords ass
“the good shephifd layeth down His life for the sheep" (2), "he
prophesied that ;zgggould die" (3), “except a grain of wheat fall
into the ground and die" (L), and "greater love hath no man than
this that a2 man lay cown his life for his friends" (5). These
passages show us the central place the atoning death of Christ
had in the mind of John.

The detailed account of the story of the Passion and its
centrality in the Gospel are indisputable proofs of the facts
that for John as for Paul, the atoning death of Christ is of
supreme importance.

When we turn to the Apocalypse, there is no doubt as to

what John considers central in Christianity. The central figure

(1) DC, p. 1h2, (2) John 10:11 RV
(3) John 11:51. (L) John 12:24
(5) John 15:13, |
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of the whole book is the Lamb of God. It is true it is the
risen and glorified Lamb of God. But still it is the Lamb of
God. Among the very earliest verses of the book are the words:
"Unto Him that loveth us, and loosed us from our sins by his
blood" (1). Here again, in words that are unmistakably clear,
is the great central truth of the New Testament, that forgive-
neéss comes through the atoning death of Christ.

In chapter 5 we see the Lamb, once slain, now worshipped
by the whole of creation. He is the object of all praise. This
can only mean that "redeeming love is the last reality in the
universe, which all praise must exalt" (2).

In 7:1L there is the reference to those.who have washed
their robes and made them white in the blood of the Lamb. This
is a reference to the martyrs of the period who were inspired
by Christ's atoning death. The sanctifying power in their lives
had its source in that same death.

Turning to chapter 12 we read of those who overcame by the
Blood of thé Lamb., The great driving force in the lives of the
early martyrs was the love which led Christ to die for them.
Denney maintains that to say "they overcame by the Blood of the
Lamb" is the same as to say Mthe love of Christ constrained them® (3).
With the Cross before their eyes, they dared not betray the cause

of Him who had died for them.

(1) Rev. 1:5.87
(2) DC, p. 136.

(3) DC, p. 137.




- 93 -

We shall deal with the Johannine Epistles in the course
of our discussion under the next two headings.

We have seen very clearly that according to Denney the
atoning death of Christ is indeed central in the writings of John
as it is in the rest of the New Testament. We turn now to a fuller
discussion of the meaning of the death of Christ in the writings

of John.

b. The Relation of Christ's Leath to the Divine Love

Denney finds that a consideration of John's doctrine of the
Atonement reveals the fact that the thing which stands out above
everything else in John's mind is the love of God. We can never
forget the fact of sin when we consider the doctrine of the Atone-
ment. Neither in this world nor in the world to come can the
Lamb of God who died be anything but the centre of interest. The
Apocalypse makesit unmistakably clear that in the world to come
the Lamb who was slain holds the centre of attention. It is the
Lamb who died who is the object of all heaven's worship (1),

With this in mind we go on to develop the idea that according to
Uenney for John that which is of central importance is the love
of God (2).

Whenever we tﬁink of the Gospel of John we think of the
great words in chaptér 3 verse 16: "God so loved the world that
he gave his only begotten Zon that whosoever believeth in him
should not perish but have eternal life”, This is the very heart

of the Gospel of John. God showed the greatness of His love by

(1) DC, p. 136.
(2) bpC, p. 138,
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giving His Son for the salvatidn of the.world. In ﬁhe Atone-
ment and in the Atonement alone we see the greatness of the
Father's love. Eventually there will come a day when gjnm'will
be no more and God's love will be victorious over all. In the
Gospel of John, this point of view is present in John's mind.
Although it is not nearly so marked as in the Apocalypse. John
wrote his Cospel near the close of the century and although the
historical Christ is definitely in theback of his mind, his mind
is more on the glorified and ascended Lord than it is on the
earthly Jesus. It is not that John distinguishes between the
two as two different persons.  But John writing as an old man at
the close of the century is not now thinking of the suffering
Saviour who wés but of the ascended and glorified Saviour at God's
right hand.

Because of this John is thinking of the day when sin shall
be no more. He is thinking of the love of God as the ultimate
reality in the universe. But this does not mean that John has
forgotten about the reality of sin. "The love of God to the
world is never conceived in Scripture abstractly" (1). The love
of God in the writings of John is not something that exists in a
vacuum, It is something very practical, related in a very def-
inite way to the needs of mankind. This leads up to our next

section, the section where Denney deals with the death of Christ

(1) bC, p. 1L7.
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in relation to the needs of men.

c. The relation of Christ's death to a perishing world

John tells us that God gave His Son that the world might
not perish. The love of God in the Fourth Gospel has in view
the sin of the world, its exposure to the Divine wrath, and its
perishing if left to itself (1). Here is the supreme thing about
the love of God in John's mind; it deals with sin. According to
Denney the way in which the love of God deals with the sin of
man is through the propitiation (2). John is quite clear about
this, for he writes: "Herein is love, not that we loved God, but
that he loved us, and sent his Son to be the propitiation for our
sins" (3). This is an exceedingly important point in John's
doctrine of the Atonement. It tells us that we cannot know the
true meaning of the Divine love except through the propitiation.
God loved us and He showed the meaning of His love by sending
His Son as a propitiation.

Once again we have to ask the meaning of thié significant
term. Denney believes that it is impossible to interpret this
word differently here than we do in Paul or in the Epistle to
the llebrews. "The characteristic words of religion cannot be
applied in new ways at will" (4).

And so we conclude from the writings of John as we did

from the writings of Faul that sin is a fact that must be dealt

with and the way God deals with it is through propitiation. It

(1) DC, p. 1L7. (2) DC, p. 150.

(3) I John L:10 RV. (L) DC, p. 150.
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is through propitiation that sin is forgiven. Denney referr-
ing to the views of Paul and John regarding propitiation writes:
"Neither apostle thinks of arguing - God does not forgive with-
out propitiation and therefore He is not an absolutely loving
God. They rather concur in arguing - God in order to forgive
in consistency with Himself, provides a propitiation, and in so doing
gives the supreme proof of love" (1).

It is here that we see the love of God in all its fullness.
It is a love which bears the awful burden and penalty of the
world's sin. The greatest reality in the world 1s God's sin-
bearing love. In the propitiation and nowhere else do Paul and
John see the truth that God is love (2).

Fropitiation explains love in a way that no other word can.
Propitiation and love become words which explain each other (3).

It is always difficult to explain what we mean by the word
'love!, when used of God. It seems so abstract and yet love in
the New Testament sense can never be thought of as something ab-
stract. Always in the writings of John and in the rest of the
New Testament, love is %ery real and practical. We mean pract-
ical in the sense that it deals with human need. Forgiveness is
man's greatest need and it is through propitiation that forgive-
ness becomes possible. "It is sin, according to the uniform

teaching of the New Testament, which creates the necessity for it.. «..

(1) DR, p. 175 and cf. DC, p. 150.
(2) DR, p. 176.

(3) DC, p. 151.
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In other words sin is the problem with whichr%%‘dﬁals.
John agrees with all New Testament writers in regarding sin as
a problem. It cannot be simply ignored or suppressed. Some-
thing has to be done with it, and the effective something has
been done by Christ théﬁﬁggggﬁﬁi;jl).

We shall only learn the real depths of the Divine love
as we drop our pi;mmet~into the depths of theword 'propitiation?.
Denney declares that to eliminate the propitiatory death of
Christ from the love of God is to rob this love of its depth (2).
It is here we find the true meaning of love, in the propitiation
where God has dealt with our sin. "Herein is love, not that we
loved God, but that He loved us, and sent His Son to be the pro-
pitiation for our sins" (3). The ultimate reality in the uni-

verse is the love which bears our sins.

(1) DC, p. 150, (2) DC, p. 152.
(3) I John L:10 RYV.




Chapter 7
A Summary of the New Testament Doctrine of the

Atonement According to Denney

In this chapter we shall endeavour to gather together the
different threads of Denney's doctrine of the Atonement we have
discussed in the last two chapters and to bind them together into
what we might call his New Testament Doctrine of the Atonement.
Denney believed there was a unity about these various New Testa-
ment teachings in relation to the Atonement, just as we saw that
in his eyes they were a unity in relation to the Person of Christ,

There is one point of great importance in this regard. As
we have mentioned, the New Testament books are a unity. John
does not teach one thing and the early Church another., Paul
does not teach something different from John, and our Lord some-
thing different still. Fundamentally we get the same teaching
in all, We saw in chapter ly that this was true of the Person
of Christ; it is equally true of the New Testament teaching regard-
ing the Atonement. Denney sums up the scriptural teaching about
the Atonement in this way: M"Another conclusion to which we are
led is that the death of Christ is the céntral thing in the New
Testament and in the Christian religion as the New Testament
understands it" (1), Denney develops this thought in the same
book, a few pages later, where in speaking of the meaning of

the inspiration of the Scriptures, he says that the inspiration

(1) DC’ P 1560
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of the Scriptures is the fact of their unity, and this unity

consists in their testimony to "a love in God which we do not

earn, which we can never repay, but which comes to meet us with

mercy, dealing, hevertheless, in all earnestness ﬁith our sins® (1).
This is the very heart of the Bible, that God in the Atone-

ment deals lovingly yet earnestly with our sins. The death of

Christ in the New Testament is first and foremost an atoning

death, a death which deals ﬁith sin, This is the first thing

we must note in any New Testament doctrine of the Atonement.

In the death of Christ God deals with our sins.

is. God deals with our sins - the propitiation

All through this thesis we have seen how Denney stresses
the fact that sin must be dealt with by Gods The New Testament
uses a variety of words to explain the process by which God
dealt with our sins, The simplest way we can describe the Atone-~
ment is this "that God dealt with ouf sins in the death of
Christ" or to use Paul's words “Christ died for our sins", The
most profound word which the New‘Test.ament uses to explain the
Atonement is the word 'propitiation's. Then there are the great
New Testament words such as redemption, Reconciliation, and
forgiveness., They all throw fresh light on the Atonement but

they all refer to the same fundamental fact, that in His death

(1) »pC, pe 17k,
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Christ dealt with human sin.

The central problem in the Atonement is to deal with the
relation between God's wrath and God's love. Some dispute the
reality of God's wrath but we cannot do this and be true to the
New Testament. In the New Testament, God's love is a reality and
so is his wrath, To explain away His wrath is to deny the serious-
ness of sin and to remove the very heart of the Atonement. Denney
knows this and he never grows tired of emphasizing it. The world
is the object of God's love and it is also the object of His wrath.
"The very task of Christian thought is to do justice to both ideas.
The world is undoubtedly the object of God's love = the whole
world; but it is a love which inexorsbly judges and repels evilt (1).

As we consider the fact of God's wrath, there are several
difficulties with which we must deal. First of all, there is the
crude idea that when God dealt with sin, He punmished Christ for
us, It needs to be stressed and stressed again that this is not
a scriptural idea. It is pagan and no Christian ban have any-
thing to do with such an idea. Denney repudiates the idea in
very strong language: "That the innocent, moved by love, should
suffer with the guilty and for them, is in line with all we know
of the moral order under which we live; it is the triumph of
goodness in its highest form. But that the innocent should be

punished for the guilty is not moral at all" (2), This thought

(1) DR, p. 228,

(2) IR, p. 262.
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excludes the idea that the Son whom the Father loved was also
the object of His displeasure, But while we are thinking of
this idea of the utter seriousness of sin and the way in which
atonement was made it is important to note something in Denney's
thinking which is truly amazing, namely that in the Atonement
God takes part with us against Himself (1). This latter thought
will be more fully discussed in Hughes' criticism of Denney in
chapter 9.

In the face of all those who would stress the Incarnation
rather than the Atonement, Denney makes it ummistakably clear
where he stands., Christ became man to put away sin., We have
already seen that "Not Bethlehem but Calvary, is the focus of
revelation and any construction of Christianity which ignores
or denies this distorfs Christiani£y by putting it our of focus" (2),
Among all the religious problems in the world, the most impor-
tant, says Denney, is the problem of sin. In fact he goes so
far as to say: "There is in truth only one religious problem
in the world - the existence of sin., Similarly there is only
one religious solution of it -~ the Atonement, in which the love
of God bears the sin, taking it, in all its terrible reality for
us, upon itself, And nothing can be central or fundamenéal either

in Christian preaching or in Christian thinking which is not in

(1) DR, p. k2.

(2) DpC, p. 179,
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direct and immediate relation to this problem and its solu=~
tion® (1).

The supreme message of the Atonement is that God loves the
world. He loved it enough to give His only Son for its redempt-
ion, But finally He loved the world enough to give His Son.to
make atonement for its sins. Here is the supreme thing about
the Divine love; it gives Christ for the redemption of the world
and we can never know the depths of the Divine love till we see
it in the 1light of redemption (2).

Forgiveness is a costly gift and we can never consider it
as anything but costly as long as we live in the atmosphere of
the New Testament, ™"To preach the forgiveness of sins as the
free gift of God's love while the death of Christ has no special
significance assigned to it, if the Ne& Testament is the rule
and standard of Christianity, is not to preach the Gospel at
all" (3), To take forgiveness for granted is to ignore the

whole New Testament teaching about the Atonement,

ii, our response - love
There has been a.tendency in some circles to stress the
Atonement almost to the exclusion of Christian ethics., This is,
of course, a travesty of the New Testament. Christianity is "a
new moral 1life®™ or it is nothing, According to Denney;fho one

knew better than Paul that, though Christianity, must be capable

(1) DC, p. 180.
(2) DC, p. 135.
(3) DC, pe 157



. =103 -

of an intellectual construction, it is not an intellectual

system in essence, but a new moral life* (1), "Salvation does
not mean we are exgmpted from living Christ's life® (2). Christ-
ian morality is always the outcome of a true grasp of the mean-
ing of the Atonement. A forgiven man is always a man who desires
to live a better life. In fact forgiveness is needed to give

the sinner his initial start in the Christian life (3). More
than once in his writings Denney qﬁotes the magnificent words

of Thomas Chalmers: Wwhat could I do if God did not justify

the ungodly?* (L).

The offer of forgiveness as the free gift of God's love
1eads to repentance, not mere remorse, but the hopeful, healing,
sanctifying sorrow which leads on to a new life, Only as we
grasp what Christ has done for us in the Atonement are we given
the desire to live the new life, to live for Him and not for our-
selves, "The atonement, or God's justification of the ungodly,
which takes effect with the acceptance of the atonement, regen-
erates, and there is no regeneration besides" (5). Here is
the practical significance of the Atonement; when it is grasped
by faith, it changes men. In an honest heart, the Cross can .
never be an excuse for sinning, but only a motive to love, de-~
votion, and gratitude (6). We see this in such words as "The

love of Christ constraineth us; because we thus judge, that

(1) "II Corinthians", p. 3%, (2) DR, p. 328,
(3) DbC, p. 160, (L) DC, p. 160.
(5) DC, p. 168, (6) DR, p. 282,
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one died for all, therefore all died; and He died for all, that
they which live should no longer live unto themselves, but unto
Him who for their sakes died amd rose again" (1).. John expresses
the same truth when he says: 'We love, because He first loved
ust (2),

The forgiveness which is a result of faith in the Atone-
ment not only leads to newness of life., It leads also to assur-
ance, We not only are forgiven., We know we are forgiven., This
fact is of great importance in the Christian life.

Denney tells us there are those who reject this doctrine
of assurance on the ground that it is dangerous., They say it
leads  to presumption. This is the attitude of the Roman Catholic
Church (3). We are told that men knowing they are forgiven will
go out and live as they like. There is a danger here, we admit.
Paul was aware of it (L). But it is a danger only if we forget
the truth that our forgiveness is based on Christ's death. The
man who keeps in the centre of his mind the cost of our forgive-
ness to God can never use the assurance based on the Atonement
as an excuse for loose living.

The assurance that our sins are forgiven is the deepest
source of joy there is. There can be no progress in Christian
living, till we first have the assurance that the past has been
dealt with, that our past sins are forgiven and forgotten and

that God no longer holds them against us. Paul begins his great

(1) TII Cor. 5:1k, 15 RV, ~ (2) I John L:19 RV.

(3) DC, p. 160. (L) Roms. 6:1ff,
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chapter on the Spirit-led life with the words: "There is there-
fore now no condemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus" (1).
With the past cleared we are able to move forward. The assur-
ance that the past has been dealt with once and for all brings

a sense of joy and release, This joy becomes one of the great
motivating forces behind men's lives, It is the joy of "one who
has the assurance of a divine love which has gone deeper than,
all his sins" (2).

The New Testament assurance which springs fram the know-
ledge that our sins have been forgiven is not meant for our des-
pair but for our inspiration (3). If God did not deal with our
sins, we would be led to despair. But he has dealt with our sins,
This is our inspiration., This is the great motive for true Christ-
ian living. But Christian faith does not stop here. It carries
us on into the future and gives us a hope that nothing can des-
troye.

ijii. the ultimate reality - the Divine love

Christ's death gives us the assurance of forgiveness amd
pardon for all that is past, It deals with our past sins. It
gives to us the great motive power for dai}y Christian living.
It also gives us a hope for the future., In the midst of life's
perplexities, in the midst of suffering amd death, it assures
us that God is not indifferent to the tragedy of human life (L).

God does not watch the struggles and sufferings of men from afar;

(1) ROInS. 8:1 RV. (2) DC, po 1590

(3) DG, p. 160, B (L) bC, p. 182,
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He does not let man struggle on alone against the terrible
reality of sin. But He comes to man in his struggles and his
sufferings.' He comes to man and enters into his struggles and
sufferings and most of all He deals with man's sin. He assures
us that the ultimate reality in the universe is not sin, nor
law, nor juigement, nor even death but the Divine love which
bears the sin of the world (1). This is what man needs most of
all, What the soul, alienated from God by sin, needs most of
all, says Denney "is the manifestation of a love which can
assure it that neither the sin itself nor the soul's condemna-
tion of it, nor even the divine reaction against it, culmin-
ating in death, is the last reality of the universe; the last
reality is rather love itself, making oﬁr sinc its own in all
its reality, subm{%ting as one with us to all the divine reac-
tion against it, and loving us to the end through it and in
spite of ith (2).

| The doctrine of the Atonement in the New Testament
finally points us to a world beyond this where the work of
reconciliation begun at the Cross will have its consumation.
Christ, in His death, deals with our past sins; in that same
death He deals with the power of sin in our lives tofday; through
that same death, He will one day abolish sin forever. Denney

tells us that God's reaction against sin through the Redeemer

"holds out the prospect of a mode of beéing in which not only

(1) DR, p. 176,

(2) DR, p. 218.
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sin will have disappeared, but in which there will be no more
death neither sorrow nor crying, neither shall there be any
more paines In the world of reconciliation all things are made
new" (1).

No one has ever expressed what this glorious consumma-
tion means in a more profound way than St. Paul when he writes:
"I am persuaded, that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor
principalities, nor things present, nor things to-come, nor
powers, nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature shall be
able to separate us from the love of God, which is in Christ
Jesus our Lord" (2), The love manifested in Christ's death
reaches its climax and éonsummation here, With thé following
words used to describe this passage in the Epistle to the Romans
Denney closes the greatest book he ever wrote: ™®The Christian's
faith in reconciliation does not find its full expression till

it finds it here" (3).

(1) DR, Pe 2250
(2) Roms. 8:38ff, RV,
(3) DR, p. 332,



Chapter 8

The Interpretation of the Atonement in History

we.pass in this chapter from Denney's interpretation of
the Scriptural doctrine of the Atonement to his account of the
Atonement as interpreted by the great Christian thinkers of the
pasp. The first thing we notice about Denney when he passed in-
to this new field is the fact that from the point of view of
space he devotes very little attention to this subject in com~
parison with what he has to say about the doctrine in the New
Testament. In all his books he only has two chapters on the
Atonement in the Christian thought of the past. There is one
chapter in his "Studies in Theology" and one in "The Christian
- Doctrine of Reconciliation®, It is true that the latter is a
long chapter but still it is less than one third of the whole
book.

Then when Denney does deal with the subject of the Atone-
ment in History, we find his treatment is most disappointing.
His treatment is rather sketchy amd lacks depth, We feel that
Denney never wrestled with the problems with which they wrestled
except to the extent they all wrestled with the New Testament
Doctrine,

It was not that Denney was incapable of dealing witﬁ the
subjects The fact is he was not really interested in interpret-
ailt:i.ons of the Atonement offered by the great Christian minds of
the past, Denney admits this himself. Referring to two authors,

Gibbon and Cellini, he says: Mhey are more interesting than

- 108 -



- 109 -~

the Fathers.,, Reformation theologians, or modern divinest (l).’
We have already pointed out that Denney's heart was in the New
Testament and anything outside it could never be a matter of
primary concern to him,

We have seen also that Denney was not interested in spec-
ulative theories. This is especially true of his thinking on the
subject of the Atonement, He was supremely interested in what the
New Testament had to say about a doctrine, Outside the New Testa-
ment Denney had little real interest when it came to interpreting
the Atonement, This explains, in a large measure, his attitude
towards the subject of the Atonement in the Christian thought
of the past. |

For Denney, the Scriptural Doctrine of the Atonement was
always the norm (2). Interpretations of the Atonement which are
in aécord with the teaching of the New Testament, Demmey can
accept. Interoretations which are not in accord with the New
Testament, He cannot accepts For him the centre of interest was
the New Testament and he could not acéept any teaching which
contradicted or seemed to contradict the New Testament. We be-
gin this chapter with the assumption that for Denney tﬁe New

Testament is normative for any doctrine of the Atonement,

i, General Ideas Used to Interpret the Atonement
First of all, there is the idea of merit, There are those

who use quantitative terms to interpret the Atonement. They

(1) Letters II, p. 73.

(2) DR, pp. 26fia
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speak of the merits of Christ and our demerits., As far as
Denney was concerned, when we begin to talk about the trans-
ference of merits from one person to another, we are definitely
not using Scriptural terminology or Scriptural ideas. The rel-
ations between God and man, as we saw in chapter 3 are definitely
on a persona level, Some describe relations between God and man
in terms of the transfer of merits and demerits, "as if the recon-
ciliation of God and man, or the forgiveness of sins and the re-
generation of souls, could be explained without the use of higher
categories than are employed in book-keeping" (1). Denney rejects’
the whole idea and he says: WMerit and demerit cannot be mech-
anically transferred like sums in an account" (2), Denney is
quite definite about the fact that for him, book-keeping terms
are inadequate when it comes to interpreting the Atonement.

Sometimes the‘figure of paying a debt is used to inter-
pret the Atonement. Here again Denney rejects the idegg as
inadequate (3). |

Then there are those who prefer the term *representative!'
to the term 'substitute'. Denney believes that this word 'rep-
resentative' has just as many disadvantages as the word 'substit-.
ute's In fact he tells us that "a representative not produced
by us, but given to us - not chosen by us, but the elect of God -

is not a representative at all, but in that place a substitute® (L),

(1) MM, p. 130, (2) MM, p. 130,

(3) MM, j 1310 - ()-I-) MM, De 1350
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Each of these three terms, merit, debt, and representative is
to Denney's mind an inadequate term when it comes to interpreting
the Atonement.

ii., The Relation of the Incarnation to the Atonement

There are those who say that the Incarnation is the Atone-
ment (1), Christ's life was an atonement, they say, and there
is no need to think of an Atonement through His death.

In the first place, Denney points out this is the view-
point of the Eastern Fathers as opposed to the Western Fathers.
He tells us that "Western Christianity has been described as more
realistic, more bibiical, more practical, more ecclesiastical,
less speculative than Eastern" (2).. From this point of view, as
we have said, the Incarnation is the Atorement, and through the
Incarnation man.is delivered from death, Denney's objection to
this theory of the Atonement is that it mékes a metaphysical rather
than a moral problem our chief concern., W"Seripture has no interest
in metaphysics, except as metaphysical questions are approached
through and raised by moral ones" (3), For Denney the Atonement
was essentially a moral problem, or to be more accurate a relig-
ious problem, in that it deals with the fact of sin.

But for Athanasius who is a representative of this school
of thought, the great problem is not sin but death. According to

Denney, the important thing to Athanasius was not the sin of man,

(1) DR, p. 2Lo. (2) DR, p. bl

(3) DC, Pe 179.
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‘nor the estrangement between man and God, nor the need of
effecting a change in man, but that sin made man liable to
death, and the supreme achievement of the Saviour was to abol-
ish death. Corruption is thought of as something physical
rather than something moral (1).

As far as Denney was concerned, the taking of human
nature into union with the Divine has no recorciling power., He
tells us that “it is the self offered as a ransom to God which
has value” (2), Through the Atorement, death has lost its old
charactér. This is the heart of Christianity, according to
Denney (3). Denney goes on to say it is only the heart of
Christianity, if we realize that it is the fact of sin which
gives death its tefrifying aspecte In Denney's ejes, it is only
because Christ has dealt with sin in the Atonement that death has
been robbed of its sting., And according to Denney, Athanasius has
very little to say about the forgiveness of sins (L4). This leads
Denmey to ask the question: Why did not His very birth accomplish
the Atonement? (5).

Denney's criticism of this whole outlook is that it fails
to deal with reality, It turns the Doctrire of the Atorement
into a metaphysical problem, And it is definitely not this in
Denney's mind for he tells us that it "™is in the world of ethics
not of metaphysics that the real problems are raised" (6). There-

fore, on the following grourds, he rejects the theory that the

(1) DR, pp. 38f%. (2) DR, p. Ll.
(3) DR, p. L1, (4) DR, footnote p. L2.

(5) DR, p. LO. (6) DR, p. Lk.
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Incarmation is the Atonement. In the first place "it shifts
the centre of gravity in the New Testament® (1). Then Denney
tells us that "the New Testament knows nothing of an incarna-
~tion that can be defined apart from its relation to the Atone-
ment® (2),

In the second place Denney tells us that such an inter-
pretation makes the Atorement a metaphysical rather than a
moral problem., And since as we have already seen, in Denney's
eyes, WScripture has no interest in metaphysics except as meta-
physical questions are approached through and raised by moral
onest (3), Denney rejects the idea that the Incarnation is the
Atonement,

According to Denney, we must look elsewhere for the key

to the doctrine of the Atonement for it is not to be found here (l).

iii, The Atonememt in the Western Fathers and the Middle Ages
In the period of the early Fathers of the West, Denney
gives considerable thought to two names, Tertullian and August-
ine.
First of all, Demney turns to Tertullian., From the
great thinkers of the Eastern Church, we now turn to those of
the Western Church. As we turn to the West, we notice a dis-
tinctly different point of view. According to Denney, Eastern
Christian thought deals with the Atonement mainly in terms of

death and immortality, while Western Christian thought deals

(1) DC, p. 178fi. (2) DpC, p. 179.

(3) DC, p. 179. (L) DR, p. L.
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with it mainly in terms of sin and forgiveness (1).

Tertullian was a lawyer and quite naturally he thought
in legal terms, When it came to interpreting the Atorement he
used legal terminology. Denney tells us that it was due to
Tertullian, perhaps more than any other, that relations between
God and man came to be regarded as legal relations, and sin
came to be regarded as a legal liability (2). Satisfaction is
the word Tertullian used to describe the way Christ dealt with
sin, Christ made satisfaction for our sins, Denney tells us
that for Tertullian the word 'satisfaction! is identical with
the word ‘'punishment' (3). In Tertullian, Denney sees the
seeds of Anselm's doctrine of the Atonement, He writes:s WIf
we do not find in Tertullian the Anselmic formula that every
sin must be followed by either satisfaction or punishment, we

find ideas which remarkably approximate to it® (L).

Augustine
The problem of sin is the central problem for Augustine.
.But, according to Denney, he thinks in different terms than
Tertullian, Tertullian thought of sin in terms of legal lia-
bility. Denney tells us that "in Augustine it is not guilt

and pardon that are in the forepround but moral impotence and

(1) DR, p. 52. (2) DR, p. L5.
(3) DR, P héo . ()-l-) DR, Do !-180
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renewing érace“ (1). For Augustine, Denney tells us, grace
was not the attitude of God towards the sinner, but "a holy
divine power actually lodged in the heart of man and enabling
him to overcome his o0ld sins" (2),

Augustine's great word for interpreting Christ and His
saving work is, according to Denney, 'Mediator'. Then he goes
on to quote a passage from Augustine's 'Enchiridion de Fide, Spe,
et Caritate! (Section 10) where Augustine says: M Mediator
was necessary, that is a reconciler (reconciliator) who by the
offering of a unique sacrifice, of which all the sacrifices
of the law and the prophets were shadows, should appease this
wrath" (3). Through His atoning death, Christ has brought God
ard man together., They are reconciled through the death of
Christ., Denney gives us few details as to how in the thought
of Augustine, Christ through His atoning death brought man
and God together, though he does tells us that according to
Augustine, Christ is both priest and victim (L), Denney is
careful to point out here as he does elsewhere that Christ was
not punished (5). Whether this was Augustine's view or not,
Denney does not make clear.

For Denney, the great thing about Augustine, is his
emphasis on the love of Gods "It is the supreme distinction
of Augustine", says Denney, "among the representatives of the

ancient church. that he conceived Christ fundamentally as the

(1) DR’ Po 52 (2) DR, Pe 520
(3) Quoted in DR, pp. 5Lfif. (L) DR, pp. 55f7.
(5) DR, p. 58.
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mediator of the love of God to sinful men® (1). This love is
supremely manifested in the Atonement. Denney tells us that
Augustine was conscious of the difficulties involved in the
thought that the love which came from God Himself should make
a difference in God's attitude to men. Then he tells us that
Augustine in-an effort to explain the relationship between the
wrath of God and the love of God, says that in a wondrous way,
even when God hated us, He loved us (2).

The great merit of Augustine in the eyes of Denney is
that for him the.lo&e of God exhibited in Christ is all-import-
ant, "This", says Denney (3), "is what makes him the most
living of all the Fathers. For nothing but love wins and recon-
ciles,

According to Denney, the greatest tribute to the pro-
fundity of Augustine's thinking is the fact that the ideas on
which the Western Church lived for a thousand years may be found
latent or patent in him, "It is hardly an exaggeration®, says
Denney, “to say that in Augustine may be found latent or patent
all the ideas on which the Western Church lived for a thousani
years® (Ui),

In the period of the Middle Ages, Denney deals with two
men who wrote at considerable length on the Atonement. These
are Anselm and Abelard, |

Anselm

The basic assumption of Anselm's doctrine of the Atonement

(1) DR, pp. 59f%. (2) In DR, p. 60.

(3) DR, p’ 60‘ (h) DR, po 6’40
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is, according to Denney, a truth which is a presupposition
for any doctrine of the Atonement, namely that man is destined
for communion with his Maker (1). Man once lived in communion
with his Maker but through sin that communion has been broken.
If it is to be restored and if God's purpose is to be fulfilled, -
the problem of sin must be dealt with in a2 definite way.

Anselm wrote “WCur Deus Homo?" to answer the question of
how God deals with sin for man's salvation aml the fulfilment
of the Divine purpose. In Anselm's day, people were asking
such questions as: M"If God had to redeem men why could He not
redeem them sola voluntate, by the mere exercise of His will?
Why speak of redemption at all? Whose slaves are we from whom
God cannot deliver us merely by putting forth His almight
power?" (2), Denney tells us that, because Anselm writes with
these objections in his mind, he has made oneof the really
great contributions to the doctrine of the Atorement (3). Man
has forfeited the blessedness of communion with God, How then
is this communion to be restored? Denney tells us that Anselm
sees that God cannot ignore sin or treat it as less real or less
awful than it is (L). To forgive sin by the arbitrary exercise
of the will would be to ignore the moral order through which
God exprésses Himself in the world, God would cease to be God
if He overlooked sin. For Anselm, Denney tells us, sin is a

very real and serious thing., Anselm makes this clear, when he

(1) DR, p. 68, (2) IR, p. 66.

(3) IR, p. 66_. (L) DR, p. 68,
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this clear, when he writes: "Nondum considerasti quanti
ponderis sit peccatum" (1).

Denney tells us that there are two aspects of sin which
Anselm stresses, namely that it is “the violation of a universal
moral order (2) and “"an infringement of the honour due to a
very great person" (3). Sin must be dealt with. Denney tells
us that in Anselm’'s mind "sin makes a real difference to God,
and that even in forgiving it God treats that difference as
real and cannot do otherwise" (L). God deals with sin in the
death of Christ. Christ did no sin and because of this He did
not have to die, therefore when He did die, His death was an
immense gift entitled to a reward from God. But there is no-
thing Christ needé, therefore His death avails in God's sight
as a satisfaction for man's sin. Thus Denney gives us an out-
line of Anselm's Doctrine of the Atonement.

Having given us a survey of Anselm's doctrine of the Atone-
ment, Denney turns to a consideration of his merits and his de-
merits,

Denney is high in his praise of Anselm; he calls "Cur Deus
Homo?" the truest and greatest book on the Atonement that has
ever been written“ (5). There are reasons why Denney makes this
statement. He tells us that Anselm has a "profound sense of the

seriousness of sin" (5). 8in is not something that is to be taken

(1) "Cur Deus Homo?", I, xxi, quoted in DR, p. 66. (2) DR, p. 68.
(3) ‘DR, p. 68. (L) M, p. 116.

(5) MM, p. 116. (6) DR, p. 73.
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lightly. It is not only a violation of the moral order of
the universe but a personal insult to a holy God.

For Denney another great merit of Anselm's doctrine of
the Atonement is his insistence that God must make the satis—
faction for sin. Man cannot do it, therefore God must (1).

Then finally Denney tells us that Anselm stresses a fact
that is the very heart of the New Testament. It is that the
forgiveness of sins comes through Christ's death. According v
to Denney, the New Testament knows nothing of forgiveness
apart from the death of Christ. In this Denney felt that An-
selm was true to the New Testament (2). And for Denney this was
one of the great things aboﬁt Anselm's doctrine of the Atonement.

Denney is very much aware of the great merits of Anselm's
doctrine but he knows too that Anselm has his weak points. n
this regard, F;W. Dillistonet's remarks are important: "It is
significant, for example, that James Denney, one of the most
acute of all modern Reformed theologians, although first giving
muich weight to the Anselmic argument, came later in life to
see its weaknesses and wrote in his Cunningham Lectures one of
the most damaging criticisms of the Anselmic theory which have
appeared" (3).

Denney tells us that "Anselm gives no prominence to the
love of God as the source of the satisfaction for sin, or to

the appeal which that love makes to the heart of sinful men" (k).

(1) DR, p. 74 (2) DR, p. Th.
(3) "Theology To-day", Vol. X, No. 2, July, 1953,
(L'-) DR, Pe. 750
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Anselm gives 1little place to the Divine love in his doctrine
of the Atonement. This was always a major criticism of Aﬂ-
selm's doctrine, in Denney's eyes. In the New Testament, it
is in the love of God that the Atonement has its spring and
source. If it were not for the love of God, there would be no
Atonement. And Denney feels that Anselm's failure to stress
the love of God is a very serious omission.

In the second place, according to Denney, Anselm bas
another very serious omission in thét he tends to think of
the death of Christ "as a thing, a quantum of some kind" (1).
He tends to think of Christ's death as something apart from
His 1life., In the New Testament, Christ's death only has mean-
ing in connectioniwith His 1life. His death and His life are
inseparably linked together. Denney tells us that "Anselm, by
defining Christ's death as merely an alternative to the pun-
ishment of sin.....and by retusing to define Christ!s death in
relation to His life as something He owed to God.....has pract-
ically made it meaningless" (2).

Denney's final criticism of Anselm is that he gives no
account of the way in which the work of Christ comes to benefit
man (3). What is the purpose of Christ's death? Anselm tells
us that it is to make satisfaction for sin. But he stops there.

He does not tell us that Christ died for man's salvation.

‘(l) DR, p. 75.
(2) DR, pn 77.

(3) DR, p. 77.
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Denney sees strong points in Anselm's doctrine of the
Atonement; he élso sees weak points. He sums up his criticism
of Anselm in these words: "In not tracing fsatisfaction' orig-
inally to the love of God, in not exhibiting it as an integral
element in the life of the man Christ Jesus and as therefore
possessed of moral value, and in not relating it vitally to
the new redeemed life in man, Anselm left great blanks in his

doctrine of reconciliation" (1).

Abelard

Denney tells us that it was natural that there should be
a reaction to Anselm's doctrine of the Atonement. According
to him, Abelard counteracted Anselm's failure to relate the
work 6f Christ to the love of God (2). 4s we saw in our study
of the New Testament doctrine of the Atonement, Denney believes
that emphasis must be laid both on the wrath of God and on the
love of God. ‘henever one side is stressed to the exclusion of
the other, there is an inevitable reaction. According to Denney,
we see this reaction in Abelard. Anselm stressed the serious-
ness of sin but he failed to relate the Atonement to the love
of God. And Denney sees a swing towards stressing the love of
God in Abelard.

Denney sees Abelard as one who interprets the whole work
of Christ as a demonstration of love. "Christ's death reconciles

us to God because it is a demonstration of love which awakens

(1) DR, p. 77.
(2) DR, p. 78.
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in us an answer of love" (1). So, Denney interprets Abelard.
It is in the Cross that Abelard sees the supreme demonstration
of Cod's love. This demonstration of love awakens a love in
man which is man's response to God's love. -#ind this responsive
love on man's part is the reconciliation Christ effects by His
death (2).

This is a great truth and 1t is definitely a very real
part of the new Testament Doctrine as Denney understands 1it.
And Denney tells us that Abelard did a great service in empha-
sizing the love of Christ and in bringing the discussion back
from the metaphysical to the moral world_(3). Paul stiressed
the importance of the love of God in the Atonement as Denney
has pointed out to us in a previous chapter (L). He has also
shown us how John pointed out the importance of the Divine
love in the Atonement. But neither Paul nor John said the
Atonement could be interpreted solely in terms of love. In
fact, as Uenney pointed out when speaking of John's doctrine
it is true that John stressed the importance of love. "HKeaemp-
tion", says Denney, "...springs from love, yet love is a word
of which we do not know the meaning, until it is interpreted
for us by redemption" (5). Dennéy felt we could never lay
too great an emphasis on the love of God as manifested in
Christ!s death. In this he felt Abelard was right. But for
Demney, this was not the whole truth. Always for Denney, the

Atonement also manifested the righteousness of God, or the fact

(1) DR, p. 79. (2) DR, p. 79.
(3) DR, p. 82, (4) Chapt. 6.
(5) DC, p. 135,
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that propitiation must be made for sin.

Nevertheless, Denney feels, Abelard did a great service
in bringing back God's love into the centre of the doctrine of
Atonement and in bringing the discussion back from the meta-
physical to the moral world (1).

According to Denney, Abelard and Anselm represent the
collective mind of the mediaeval Church on redemption (2). And
so Denney passes on to the next major landmark in the History

of the Church, the Reformation.

iv., The Reformation

Denney finds that the princicle of the Reformation "waé
to expel things from religion and i exhibit all its realities
as persons and the relations of persons" (3). In other words,
according to Denney, the Reformation put back at the heart of -
the doctrine of the Atonement, personal categories. The Atone-
ment ceased to be a problem in mathematics or even in philo-
sophy and it became once more a problem in personal relations,
the relation between the individual and God ().

Denney tells us that in the mediaeval Church, grace had
become a thing, a quantum that could be infused into the soul.
But at the Reformation, he says, grace "became the attitude of
Cod to sinners" (5) and faith "became the attitude of the sinner
who gave himself up unconditionally to the God who was mani-

fested in Christ as a gracious, sin-bearing, sin-forgiving God" (6).

(1) DR, p. 82, (2) DR, p. 82 (3) DR, p. 91.

(L) DR, p. 91. (5) DR, p. 91. (6) DR, p. 91.
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According to Denney, Luther taught that forgiveness comes
not through our own merits but through the merits of Christ (1).
Forgiveness comes not through our own good works but through
personal trust in the Saviour.

Denney has shown us that at the Reformation, the personal
relationship between God and man came more and more into the
centre of focus., This got away from one difficulty; the relations
between God and man were no longer thought of in quantitative
terms. Attention was concentrated on the personal Saviour (2).
But according to Denney, it raised another difficulty. If the
relations between God and men were to be explained solely in
personal terms, then ideas such as satisfaction for sin and
other legal and quantitative terms would become intolerable.
ind Denney tells us that this is just what did happen (3). If
the Atonement was explained solely in personal terms, what place
had such terms as satisfaction in this doctrine?

Denney tells us that tikis is the question which has held
the centre of attention in any teaching about the Atonement from
that day to this (L). This raised another question which, accord-
ing to Denney, became the central question in any doctrine of the

Atonement. The question was: "Does Cod forgive freely or does

He not?"

(1) DR, p. 96. (2) DR, p. L.

(3) DR, p. 9k (L) DR, p. 97.
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v. The History of the Doctrine of the Atonement to
the Present Time

Socinianism

According to Denney, we may say God forgives freely
(gratuito) or we may say He forgives for Christ's sake (propter
Christum) but we cannot say both (1). |

Denney tells us that Socinianism says that God forgives
freely. God i1s kind, therefore He forgives. But Denney knows
that such a point of view bristles with difficulties. He tells
us that Socinus has no rationale of Christ at all in relation
to forgiveness (2). According to Denney Socinus repudiates the
whole ldea of satisfaction, but he still calls Jesus Saviour.
What Socinus does say of Jesus is that "He announced to us the
way of eternal life" (3).

Denney could see the reason why Socimus emphasized the
freeness of forgiveness. It was a definite reaction against
a purely objective interpretation of the Atonement, an inter-
pretation which divorced the Atonement from the life of Ciarist
and the life of the individual., It is true that an Atonement
which has no connection with our lives is valueless. Denney i
constantly stressing this. For Denney, justification is an
illusion unless the life of the reconciled is inevitably and

naturally a holy life (L).

(1) DR, p. 97. (2) DR, p. 98.
(3) F. Socinus, "De Jesu Christo Servatore", quoted in DR, p. 98.

(L) DR, p. 297.
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For Denney, to say tnat God forgives freely does not
penetrate to the depths of the problem of sin. In his mind
it fails to take account of the utter serioﬁsness of sin in
God's sight. Then he tells us that "if Socinianism were true,
no one could ever lave written, even in a mecod of morbid or
crazy exaltation: *I am crucified with Christ, and it is no
longer I who live but Christ wno lives in me" (1). Christ-
ians, from earliest times, have felt that this explanation is
not really satisfying. They have felt that there is a serious
element in sin which cannot be overlooked or taken lightly.
They have felt, Denney tells us, from the beginning that "in
Christ, God somehow takes part.with sinners against Himself" (2).

Various attempts have been made to answer the question
as to whether God forgives freely. Denney has shown us what
he thinks of the difterent answers.

Another attempt to deal with the problem is found in
the statement that God makes satisfaction to Himself. Accord-
ing to Denney, this idea was ridiculoﬁs to Socinus. But Denney
feels that it is not quite so ridiculous as it appears. It may
be difficult to explain, but at least it keeps before us the
fact that forgiveness is a costly thing. "It was a sound in-
stinct", says Denney (3), "which made the Church as a whole,

cling to the idea of a difficult, costly, and overpowering

(1) DR, p. 99.
(2) DR, p. 100.
(3) DR, p. 1e2f.
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forgiveness, and reject and even resent a criticism of the
idea of satisfaction - and of God as meking satisfaction -
by which the character of forgiveness was imperilled". If
forgiveness is something cheap, Denney tells us, it will fail
te inspire (1). 'We must ever keep before us the costliness
of the Atonement. "There is a satisfaction to God at the heart
of it (forgiveness) without which, it could not be bestowed" (2).

Denney tells us that there is a third attempt to resolve
this difficulty as to whether God forgives freely or whether
He does not. This view is that tnere is an internal contradiction
in God Himself., There is a conflict between God's love which
urges Him to forgive freely and His justice which demands that
satisfaction be made (3). Socinianism rejects this whole idea.
Denney agrees with the stand of Socinianism here but he still
stands firmly by his rejection of the basic tenets of Socinian-
ism. If God forgives freely, Denney insists, the presence of
Christ in the world, to say'notning of His passion, has no vital
connection with reconciliation (4).

In Denney's eyes, tnere is one vital truth which comes
out of this discussion of Reformation and Socinian views of the
Atonement. It is that we must never consider the Atonement
merely as an end in itself. "It is not His death as an intident

in the remote past", says Denney (5), "nowever significant it

(1) DR, p. 103. (2) DR, p. 103.
(3) DR, p. 10L. (4) DR, p. 10L.
(5) MM, pp. 152fq.
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may bey it is the Lord Himself appealing to us in the virtue of
His death, who assures us of pardon and restores our souls", It
is imperative that the Atonement be related to the new life., We
cannot think of it as an end itself, We need a doctrine of the
Atonement, Denney says, in which "the new life is not an addendum
or a casual consequencém%%fg%ybut the end which that work has in

view from the beginning" (1).

Grotius

To Demney's mind, in the century following the Reforma-
tion, there is only one outstanding attempt to interpret the
Atonement in terms -of satisfaction as opposed to the Socinian
view that God forgives freely (2). This is the interpretation
of Grotius, Grotius accepted the orthodox doctrine which inter-
preted thé Atonement in terms of penal satisfaction. But the
word 'penal' implies that the sinner receives what he deserves
according to the law (3). But there is a real difficulty in
saying that Christ's sufferings were penal. The word implies
£hat Christ deserved these sufferings. But in the liéht of the
New Testament, this is not true, |

Denney felt that Grotius saw the difficulties of inter-
preting the Atonement in legal terms. Grotius points out that
legal categories cannot be applied to God (). Denney tells us
that according to Grotius, God is not a judge on a bench admint

igtrating criminal law and to apply such terms to Him as pars

(1) DR, pp. 108ff, (2) DR, p. 110.

(3) DR, p. 111. (4) DR, p. 111,
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offensa, creditor, dominus, is remote from the spirit of the
New Testament (1).

In Denney's eyes, while Grotius rejects any descripfion
of God which mekes use of legal categories, he (Grotius) sees that
it is necessary to.insist on the seriousness of sin, Sin must be
punishmfﬁgpthe punishment of sin does not exist purely for the
sake of God Himself (2)e According to Denney's interpretation of
Grotius, he (Grotius) sees that the punishment of sin has in mind
the common interest and the common interest is that reverence for
God and His law should be maintained (3), |

Grotius, Denney tells us, explains away the difficulties
of the penal theory of the Atonement by saying that Christ does
not suffer the penalty of sin, but He suffers something which is
equivalent to that penalty. In this way, reverence for God and
His law are maintained and in consequence of this the interest
of the community is maintained ().

Accofding to Denney (5), Grotius does not tell us what
it is that Christ suffers or what gives these sufferings their
virtue. But in spite of all his shortcomings, Grotius exerted
a great influence., Denney tells us that Grotius! interpretation
of the Atoneﬁent "introduced a new conception of God, which,

whether or not it was adequate to the Christian truth, created

(1) DR, po 111. (2) DR’ po 1120
(3) DR, p. 112. (4) DR, p. 112.

(5) DR, Po 112,
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a powerful stimulus to thought".(l); Tt directed attention to
the effects of Christ's work on men as well as on God. And
finally it directed attention away from extreme individualism

to the idea of the common good (2).

McLeod Campbell

In his survey of the history of the Doctrine of the
HKonement, Denney turns next to McLeod Campbell. In Denney's eyes,
no one we have considered in this chapter gets as close to the
New Testament doctrine as McLeod Campbell, McLeod Campbell tells
us that "it was not only the divine mind that had to be responded
to, but also tﬁ%texpression of the divine mind which was contained
in God's making death the wages of sin! (3). Denney says that this
statement of McLeod Campbell's is very much in harmony with the
Apostolic Gospel (L). This is the first thing Denney stresses about
McLeod Campbell's doctrine of the Atonement; it gets very near to
the New Testament doctrine.

In the first place, Denney feels that McLeod Campbell sees
that sin is a very serious matter. Because Christ was sinless, He
was able to see sin as sinful men cannot see it, And because of
this, He felt what sin was to God in all its seriousness (5).

In the eyes of McLeod Campbell, Demnney tells us, Christ
saw what sin meant to man in terms of misery and suffering. He

entered sympathetically into the whole state and responsibility of

(1) DR, p. 113. (2) DR, p. 113,
(3) "The Nature of the Atonement", p. 261, quoted in DR, p. 268,

()—l-) DR’ Pe 268, (S) DR, D. 259.




- 131 -

His sinful brethren (1). He sees in McLeod Campbell, a great
effort to restore the love of God to its rightful place in the
doctrine of the Atonement, and to back this up he‘ind#gﬁpf&x&s
MgLeod Campbell#In a very agony of love He takes this res-
ponsibility of man to God upon Himself and makes in the place
of sinful men, that deeply felt acknowledgement of human sin
which is the repentance due from the race but beyond its power
to rendert (2).

It seemed strange to Denney to attribute the word "re-
pentance® to One who had never sinned but what McLeod Campbell
means, Denney feels, is that Christ saw what sin was to God (3).

The supreme merit of Mcleod Campbell, according to
Denney, is that he sees the power of suffering love and its
power to regenerate man (). Denney tells us that "of all the
books that have ever been written on th¢ Atonement as God's
way of reconciling man to Himself, McLeod Campbell's is probably
that which is most completely inspired by the spirit of the
truth with which it deals., There is a reconciling power of
Christ in it, to which no tormented conscience can be‘insens—
ible" (5),

In the final analysis it is the love of God which changes
men, But Denney saw clearly that we only know the deepest mean-

ing of love as we view it in the light of Christ's propitiatory

(1) DR, p. 259, |
(2) "DRopw258: of the roroomih e, 117231, guoted in TR, ppe 23888,
(3) DR, p. 259. (L) DR, p. 261.

(5) DR, p. 120,
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death, The purpose of the Atonement, in the final analysis, is
to change men and Denney tells us that if Christ is not really
changing us into His likeness, and enabling us to enter into

the experiences in which sin involved Him, He is not reconciling
us to God and our sins are not forgiven (1).

Some say that McLeod Campbell only views the Atonement
in relation to man, This, Denney feels, is unjust (2). Accord-
ing to Denney, McLeod Campbell would have said that orthodox
writers viewed it too exclusively in relation to God. He per=-
formed a great service, Denney says, in laying new emphasis on
the fact that the purpose of the Atonement is to regenerate mén
(3). |

Bushnell

Closely akin to McLeod Campbell, in Denney's eyes, is
Horace Bushnell, Denney thinks of Bushnell's "The Vicarious
Sacrifice" as one of the great books on the Atonement (L). Dénney,
felt very definitely that in the earlier theologians, the idea
of Christ as man's substitute or representative had lost, to a
large extent, its connection with love (5). He sees in Bush-
.nell and McLeod Campbell, a real effort to re-instate this con-
cept of love. As we saw in the earlier chapters of this thesis,
Denney feels we must do justice both to God's love and God's
righteousness in any doctrine of the Atonement., Denney sees

Bushnell as one who writes in reaction against those who stressed

(1) DR, p. 119. (2) DR, p. 260,
(3) DR, p. 240. (4) DR, p. 255.

(5) DR, p. 118,
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only God's righteousness,

According to Denney, the heart of the Atonement, for Bush-
nell, is the fact of Christ's sympathetic love, Christ bore tle
weight of our sins by entering sympathetically into all that sin
meant to us. He saw all that sin involved men in, in terms of
suffering and misery., And understanding this suffering and mis-
ery, He in love bore this burden on his heart (1).

This love is the thing that wins men and brings them
back to God. Denney would not have denied for a moment that it
is love that wins men. But Denney always saw a danger in this
point of view, It was a part of the doctrine of the Atonement,
but it was not the whole. Denney contrasts McLeod Campbell and
Bushnell and says: ®"With McLeod Campbell it.is otherwise. He
thinks not only of man but of God as interested in sin, and as
necessarily related to it. Apart from this thought of God, there
is a tendency to regard sin as a misfortune, rather than a fault;
sympathy with the sinner is apt to lapse into an extenuating or
condoning of sin; it becomes emotional or sentimental, and ceases
to be, what it always was in Jesus, ethical and austere" (2).

Here is the heart of the matter. Denney talks of "the
tendency to think of sin as a misfortune, rather than a fault®,
Denney realizes the greatness of Bushnell's book, but he sees
its limitations. In his stress on Christ's love, Bushnell tended

to forget the seriousness of sin in God's sight.

(1) DR, p. 256.

(2) DR, p. 257,
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This account of the Atonement in history is brief,

This has beén done intentionally. For Denney, the interpret-
ation of the various theories of the Atonement was never the
centre of interest, His chief interest léy in the New Testa-
ment and his main thought in reviewing these various inter-
pretations of the Atonement was to point out to what extent
they were, or were not in accord with the New Testament doc-
trine, In Denney's mind, the merits of any interpretation

of the Atorement consisted in the degree to which it was con-

sistent with both Scriptufe and experience (1).

(1) DR, pe 73
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Chapter 9

Critique -~ Adverse Criticism

of Denney

In this chapter we shall confine ourselves to the adverse
criticismsof Denney which have been made by different writers.
Tn the next chapter we shall deal with the other side of the
question, favourable criticisms of Denney. In the first place
it is difficult to give an adverse criticism of the views of a
writer with whom one is in close agreement. And so the writer
of this thesis finds it most cifficult to give a fair criticism
of Denney from an adverse point of view. He must therefore
turn to the criticisms of others if he is to deal with this sub-
ject in any adequate way. The major difficulty here is that
there are very few detailed criticisms of Denney. The writer
of this thesis only knows of three such criticisms.

Gustav Aulen in YChristus Victor" makes no reference to
Denney. F.W. Dillistone in "The Significance of the Cross" makes
only a few passing references to Denney which are all of a
favourable nature and thus of no use to us in this chapter.

L, Hodgson in "The ﬁoctrine of the Atonement" makes no reference
to Denney. R.C. Moberley's book on the Atonement was published
in 1901, too early for any criticism of Denney. Vincent Taylor
in "Jesus and His Sacrifice" has only two brief references to
Denney. In "Forgiveness znd Reconeciliation", Taylor makes a
number of brief references to Denney, but gives no extended crit-

icism,
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A quick glance through other books on the Atonement pub-
lished since Denney wrote his major works, has not revealed any
appreciable contribution to the adverse criticism of Denney, ex-
cept for those we shall deal with in the following pages.

Alexander licCrea writing in 1939 said: "Denney has devel-
oped the leéal and penal theory so clearly and effectively that
nearly all writers since his time have moved either towards the
moral influence theory or'%owérgs a synthesis of the objective
and subjective theories in a higﬁer and more ultimate view that
will do justice to both" (1).

For our thinking the above statement is intensely interest-
ing and very important. According to McCrea, Denney made writers
on the subject of the Atonement take their stand either for or
against him, They moved, as licCrea has said, either toward the
moral influence theory or towards a synthesis of the objective
and subjective theories. This latter is essentially Denney's
point of view,.

Among those who moved towards the moral influence theory
and therefore definitely against Denney was Dr. Hastings Rash-
dall. Dr. Rashdall's interpretation of the Atonement was not
new. In fact he quotes from Feter the Lombard the following
words: "The death of Christ therefore justifies us, inasmuch as

through it, charity is stirred up in our hearts" (2).

(1) McCrea, Alexander, "The Work of Jesus in Christian Thought", p. 251,
London, 1939.

(2) Rashdall, Hastings, "The Idea of Atonement in Christian Theology",
p. 438, London, 1920,
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Rashdall tells us that this is essentially the doctrine of
the Atonement to which he subscribes. This is the view of many
of the Eastern Fathers which has been surmed up in the phrase
"Atonement through Incarnation”., We have already seen that
Denney strenuously rejects the point of view of the Eastern
_Fathers. It is no wonder then that Rashdall takes issue with
Denney and his ideas of substitution and propitiation. Rashdall
states (1) that such ideas were not generally accepted in the
church up to the time of Irenaeus. _

And so Rashdall launches forth on his criticism of Denney.
First we shall deal with Rashdall's criticism of the story
Denney uses to illustrate a certain aspect of his interpretation
of the Atonement.

In brief the story is this: Supposing I am sitting on a
pier on a summer day. Someone comes along and says "I am going
to jump into the water and get drowned to show that I love you"
(2). As Denney points out you do not justjump into the water
and get drowned to show you love a person. If a person is drown-
ing and you jump into the water and lose your life in an attempt
to save that person, it is a different story. In the one case
your death cannot be said to be a demonstration of love by any
stretch of the imagination. In the second case it is quite
legitimate to say that death is a demonstration of love. One
person died in order te save the other and so Denney says that

because Christ died to save men from perishing, His death was

(1) Rashdall, op. cit., p. U37.

(2) DC, p. 103.
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a aemonstration of love. But unless men were perishing, Christ's
death was not necessarily a demonstration of love. Denney's point
is that Christ's death met a real need in man's life. As the
writer of this thesis sees it, according to Rashdall in some ab-
stract and indefinite way that we cannot understand, the death

of Christ was a demonstration of God's love.

Rashdall attacks Denney's illustration at several points.
Rashdall points out that Christ's death was not Christ's own act
but the act of the Jewish priests, the Roman magistrates and the
Roman soldiers, He goes on to tell us that Jesus did not of his
own free will mount upon the Cross and crucify Himself, Then
Rashdall gives us what he considers a more apt illustration of
Christ's death. According to him, Christ would say something like
this: "To show my love for you, I will allow myself to be thrown
into the sea by those who have threatened te do so unless I aban-
don my work of preaching® (1),

To our mind, Rashdall misconstrues the whole point of Denney's
illustration. Denney does not use his story to illustrate either
the voluntary or involuntary nature of Christ's death. All such
talk is beside the point. Denney uses the story solely to point
out that Christ died to meet a definite need in man's life, the
need to be right with God. And as we have seen all through this
thesis, this takes place through the atoning death of Christ which

is a propitiation. The real point of dispute between Rashdall

(1) Rashdall, op. cit., p. L2,
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and Denney is the question that was raised in chapter 8 of this
thesis, that is: Does God forgive freely or does He not?

Denney maintains that God only forgives on the basis of
Christ's atoning death. Rashdall maintains that God forgives
freely. After stating his argument to support this point of
view, he goes on to say: "There is nothing in the fact that the
necessity for the death did not arise from any objective demand
for expiation which can diminish the gratitude and the love which
such a death, taken in connection with such a life, was calcul-
ated to awaken towards the Sufferer" (1). Then he adds on the
next page: "It does nothing to diminish the love which the con-
templation of such a death is calculated to awaken in the mind of
him who believes that the whole life and death of Christwas one
of love for His fellows, and that in Him who so lived and died the
love of Cod was uniquely and supremely manifested" 2).

Denney would dispute the idea that to view the death of
Christ merely as a demonstration of love does not diminish the
love with it awakens. It is one of the points on which Denney
is most insistent: He says more than once that we cannot know

the depths of Christ's love except in the light of redemption (3).

(1) Rashdall, op. cit., p. LbL2.
(2) TIbid., p. L3,

(3) DC, p. 135,
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H.R. MacIntosh points out the importance of gratitude
in the practical application of the truth of the Atqnement in
human lives. "The impelling reason why people who are conscious
of owing everything to God, do one thing and leave another undone,
will in countless instances be found in a deep though perhaps
quite unobtrusive tpmmneas.“ (I]Io?w gratitude can have much
of a place in the life of a sinner if Christ's death is. merely
a demonstfation of love, we cannot see. Real gratitude springs
from the fact that Christ did something for us we could never
have done for ourselves, something without which we would have
perished. He made atonement for our sins. This is what puts
gratitude in our hearts. MacIntosh points out this truth when
he says: '"Psychologically we cannot keep up gratitude except -
to one who we feel has‘really benefited us" (2).

Gratitude for an Atonement which meets a deep need in
human hearts is the thing which really stirs our hearts to
action. Rashdall seems unconscious of this sense of deep need.
- He seems unaware of the deep seriousness of sin and the fact
thatt it separates men from God. This is the conclusion to which
we come as we consider his criticism of Denney. Denney penetrates
into the heart of a problem of which Rashdall knew little. Sydney
Cave feels this about Rashdall for he writes: "After stating

that neither the honest blundering of Dr. Dale nor the passionate

scholarship of Dr. Denney nor the superi“=subtlety of Dr. Forsyth,

(1) MacIntosh, H.R., "The Christian Experience of Forgiveness", p. 265,

London, Nisbet Co., 1927,

(2) Tbid., p. 265,
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nor the refined elusiveness of Dr., Moberley can any more put
reality" into the penal theory, Dr. Oman goes on to say: "Never-
theless one has a feeling that these writers are reaching out after
some spiritual need with which Dr. Rashdall is untroubled, not be-
cause he has solved the problem but because he has ignored it" ).
Rashdall goes on to develop the theory that the Incarnation
is the Atonement. "It was in becoming incarnate and in submitting
to a death which others brought about ... that His love to man-
kind was shown" (2). This, of course, is the theory that was so
central among the Eastern Fathers. It is not necessary to deal
in detail with a theory we have considered elsewhere (3). In
that chapter we dealt with the reasons why Denney rejects this
interpretation of the Atonement. He rejects it primarily because
the New Testament knows nothing of an Incarnation that can be.
defined apart from Atonement (lj). Rashdall, following in the
footsteps of the Eastern Fathers comes to the place where "he
makes of Christianity primarily a teaching and of Christ an ex-—
ample to be followed" (5). Denney does not forget that Christ's
death is an example to be followed, for he says: "No one knew
better than Paul that, though Christianity must be capable of an

intellectual construction, it is not an intellectual system in

(1) Cave, Sydney, "The Doctrine of the Work of Christ", p. 251,
London, Hodder and Stoughton, 1937.

(2) Rashdall, op. cit., p. LLl. (3) Chapter 8.

(4) DC, p. 179. (5) Cave, op. cit., p. 252.
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essence, but a new moral life” (1). Bﬁt he knows that this

is not the heart of the Christian Gospel. The heart of the
Gospel is that sin has been dealt with in the atoning death

of Christ and only the man who is right with God is able, in

any sense of the word, to follow Christ's example. But ﬁaiﬂl-l‘
dal e view made justification, not the initial but the final

stage of man's upward quest; and that is legalism (2).

J.G. Nozley's Criticism of Denney

We turn next to J.G. libzley's "Doctrine of the Atone-
ment", From this book we get the impression that the,aﬁthor
is very much in agreement with Denney, except on a few minor
points. This is quite clear from the following statement found
near the end of lMozley's book. "I do not ﬁherefore think that
we need shrink from sgying that Christ borebpenal suffering for
us and in our stead" (3).

'ghe views of a man who makes such a statement are cer-
tainly”ﬁifferent from those of Denney in any fundamental way.
Mozley thinks of Denney as a writer of great ability, though
occasionally guilty of narrowness and harshness towards the

supporters of other conceptions,

Next we shall note briefly lozley's favourableé criticisms

(1) "II Corinthians", p. 371. - (2) Cave, op. cit., p. 253.

(3) YXozley, J.G., "The Doctrine of the Atonement", p. 216fs.
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of Denney (1). He draws attention to Denney's exposure of
the false antithesis between 'historical! and 'dogmatic!
interpretations. There is also Denney's very satisfying
argument in defense of the word 'substitute'! as opposed to
the word 'representative'!'. Then Denney's reply to those who
would contrast ‘love! and ‘'propitiationt' is most satisfying.
These matters have already been dealt with previously and we
only stop to mention them at this point.

Mozley mentions the fact that Denney speaks of the
Atonement as something "originally outside us" (2). It is a
little confusing as to what Mozley means here. He seems to.
be referring to Christ's death as a finished work. It is im-
possible to believe that Lozley interpreted Denney as teaching
that the Atonement was complete apart from any moral influence
on man. If this is how he interprets Denney, Denney's own
statements flatly contradict lLiozley, for he says: "The modern
mind assumes what Dr. Chalmers painfully discovered. An Atone-
ment that does not regenerate, it truly holds, is not an Atone-
ment in which men can be asked to believe" (3).

Mozley criticizes Denney'!s "comparative depreciation of
the Incarnation, except as a necessarypresupposition for a true

expiatory atonement" (L). Hozley points out that it is wrong to

(1) biozley, op. cit., pp. 180ff. (2) TIbid., p. 180.

(3) MM, p. 63. (4) Xozley, op. cit., footnote,
p. 212,
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depreciate the Incarnation because of the fact that iu itself
the Incarnation does mean that God was concerned about us. He
came down into our midst to be with us and to sympathize with
us., We feel that lozley has a point here. But we feel it is
theoretical rather than real. The Inecarnation and the Atone-
ment are two facts; tl:, : ot 4 ate facts i acts
they are not separate facts but twe facts indissolubly and
eternally linked together in the person of Christ. The fact
is that He who was incarnate at Bethlehem made Atonement at
Calvary. Ve cannot have o without the other. This was the
whole argument of chapter L of this thesis namely that only a

Saviour who is God in human flesh can make Atonement.

T.H. Hughes! Criticism of Denney

T.H. BEughes in his book "The Atonement" with the sub-
title "liodern Theories of the Doctrine" has a fairly extended
criticism of Denney. Hughes' chief criticism of Denney is that
Denney thinks of Christ's death as substitutionary. He thinks
this is a misinterpretation of the New Testament evidence. He
tells us éhat "Denney ignores the fact that in the New Testament
almost all references to Christ's death use the preposition

'huper' meaning on behalf of rather thag 'anti' instead,

suggesting that it was vicarious rather than-'substitutionary'"(l).

Wle suppose that Hughes means by the word !'vicarious!' that Christ

(1) Hughes, T.H., "The Atonement", pp. 89f{., London, 19L9.
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died as our representative rather than as our substitute. The
Oxford Dictionary (1) says that vicarious means "deputed, act-
ing as substitute, done or suffered by one person on behalf of
another". This is not much help to us. We shall assume therefore
that by 'vicarious!' Iughes means ‘representative'. So we may say
the crux of the matter is whether the New Testament teaches that
Christ died as our representative or as our substitute. For
Denney the argument for 'substitute! is well supported. He is
not unaware of the difficulties involved in the use of the word
but in regard to the use of the word 'representative! as opposed
to !'substitute! he writes: "I venture to think that with some
advantages, the drawbacks of this word are quite as serious as
those which attach to substitute® (2). Then a few pages later

he adds: "A representative not produced by us, but given to

us ~ not chosen by us, but the elect of God - is not a represent-
ative at all, but in that place a substitute" (3).

Denney is quite clear about the fact that he believes the
death of Christ is a substitutionary death. Something very close
to Denpey 's heart was at stake in the use or failure to use this
word. He believed the wora 'substitute! best explained the New
Testament doctrine of the Atonement and he refused to abandon it.
"If Christ died the death in which sin had involved us, if in His

death He took the responsibility of our sins upon Himself, no word

(1) Pocket Edition, p. 936. (2) MM, p. 132.

(3) MM, p. 135,
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is equal to this which falls short of what is meant by calling
Him our substitute" (1).

Hughes tells us that, on the whole Denney leans to the
Calvinistic view that Jesus bore all the penalty (2). He sees
that at times Denney gets away from this view. Denney makes the
statement that "He suffered all the punishment except that of a
bad conscience" (3). Hughes feels that Denney leans to the view
that Christ bore all the punishment. But is Hughes really fair
here? Time and time again Denney repudiates any theory which
interprets the Atonement in quantitative terms. He tells us
that'categories of quantity, which are meaningless where person-
ality is concerned, are inapplicable to the work of Christ (L).
Denney goes on to enlarge upon this later in the same book, where
he says: "Quantitative categories are meaningless in the moral
world. To say that the sin of the world in all its tragic reality
was borne by Christ on His Cross, so that he is a propitiation for
that sin is one thing; to say that the penalties due to all men's
offences were summed up and inflicted on Him, is another and entirely
different thing" (5)

Hughes tells us that Liozley says that Denney puts the Atone-
ment "outside us". He feels this may be true of Denney's earlier

writings, but that it is definitely not true of his final views

(1) DC, p. 62 , (2) Hughes, op. cit., p. 90.
(3) DR, p. 272.according to Hughesl) DR, p. 119.
(5) DR, pp. 159f%.
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in his.last book "The Christian Doctrine of_Reconciliatioh" a).

In the above named bock, Denney makes the astounding state-
ment,.speaking of the righteousness of God, that "we can only con-
ceive.t 88 GO&aking part with us against Himself" (2). Hughes
wonders if, in view of this statement, Denney has really aban-
coned the dualism of the post-reformation divines. He feels that
here Denney comes very near to the theory of a cleavage in the
Divine nature, a theory which Denney himself claims to repudiate.
To the writer of this thesis, Hughes reads into Denney's state-
ment a meaning which Denney never intended to be there. Denney
is striving after words which will adequately express the meaning
of the Atonement. He is aware of the difficulties involved in
saying: "God takes part with us against Himself", .Yét he be-
lieves that this statement comes very closé to what he is trying
to say, namely that sin is a very serious thing te God, and at
the same time if it is to be atoned for, God must make the Atone-
ment.

A final criticism that Hughes makes is that Denney "makes
the place and the power of the Holy Spirit in the experience of
forgiveness unnecessary” (3). A consideration of Denney's dis-
cussion of the place of the Holy Spirit in the Christian faith
reveals that tnis statement is not exactly accurate. Denney

tells us that in the New Testament, the life of the reconciled

(1) Hughes, op. cit., p. 91. (2) DR, p. 1h2.

(3) Hughes, op. cit., p. 91.
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is also described as 1ife in the Spirit. He sees a danger

in stressing too much the place of the Holy Spirit. He speaks

of certain groups of Christians whose thinking about the Spirit,

to him seemed eccentric and unreal (1). Denney has no desire

to depreciate the place of the Holy Spirit in the Christian life.
But he sees dangers involved in laying too much emphasis on the

on the aoctrine of the Holy Spirit. "Unquestionably" he says,

"the wWew Testament justifies the amplest attention to the place

if the Spirit in the life of reconciliation, but it is not 80 easy
to do justice to the New Testament facts as some of those who speak
most of the Spirit seem to think" (2).

In spite of the Creed, Denney says, there is no such ex~-
pression in the New Testament as belief in the Spirit. He rea-
lizes he may be charged with ignoring the personality of the
Holy Spirit and reducing the third Person of the Trinity to an
emotional disturbance (3). His answer to this is that eveﬁ in
the Apostolic age, the doctrihe of the Spirit led to disturbing
phenomena within the Church. Perhaps he is thinking of the sit-
uation Paul was dealing with in I Corinthians 12, where we see
that emphasis on the Spirit led to strange forms of conduct.

To the writer of this thesis, when Denney says, "in itself
Spirit is a vague term" (L), he is getting at an impgrtant truth.

If the New Testament is to be our guide, it is quite obvious that

(1) DR, p. 307. (2) DR, pp. 307ff.

(3) DR, p. 310. (L) DR, p. 310.
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the Holy Spirit'was never intended to be an end in Himself.

Always His function is to point to Chris%ﬁneChrist said of

the Spirit: "He shall guide you into al¥ truth: for he shall
not speak from himself: ..... He shall glorify me: for He

shall take of mine and shail declare it unto you" (1). 1In .the
fourteenth chapter of John, Jesus has been talking about the
coming of the Holy Spirit and almost immediately he adds: "I
will not leave you desolate: I come to you" (2). There is
something inconsistent here 1f what Hughes says is true., Jesus
has been speaking of the coming of the Spirit, then he says; "I
come to you". 1In this connection there is a significant passage _
in Romans 8:9-11 to which Denney draws our attention (3) where
the terms !'Spirit of God!, 'Spirit of Christ!, and !'Christ! are
practically indistinguishable, If it is vitally important to
aistinguish between the work of Christ and the work of the Spirit
in reconciliation, why does not Paul do this? There is one answer
to this., The supreme work of the Holy Spirit is to make Christ
real to men.

If Denney neglects to emphasize the place of the Holy Spirib
it is because of this fact. For Denney, as we have seen again and
again, Christ is the One of central importance. In this Denney
is true to the New Testament. Accordingly, Hughes' statement
though outwardly true, fails to bring out the truth that the work
of the Spirit is to point to Christ. And this is the one thing

that Denney does in a supreme way. He points to Christ.

(1) John 16:13, 1L RV. (2) John 14:18 RV.

(3) DR, p. 311.




- 150 -

Another student of the Doctrine of the Atonement who
refers constantly to James Denney is A.B. Macaulay. In his
book "The Death of Jesus", Macaulay acknowledges the great
debt heowes to Denney. In the preface of his book, he writes:
"Readers will easily perceive who my masters have been: Dr.
J. McLeod Campbell and rrincipal James Denney. The history
of Scottish Theology contains no names more distinguished than
theirs® (1).

All together lMacaulay refers to Denney eighteen times.
Nearly all these references are brief ones of one or two sent-
ences., For the most part, they are used to support an argument
and are not critical. nacaulay finds himself in hearty agree-
ment with Denney's interpretation of the Atonement, as bearing
witness both to God'slOve and His severity (2).

There is only one bgssage where lMacaulay really takes
issue with Denney (3).. kacaulay nas been saying that the term
'substitute! emphasizes the fact that there is something from
which Jesus, in His death, saves sinners. He tells us that
Denney's answer is: "He saves us from dying in our sins" (L).
Macaulay feels that Denney's answer is unduly narrow and he
tells us that "it would be better to say that 'what we.are
spared or saved from, by the death of Jesus! is from living in

our sins and dying in our sins - from the doom of abiding

(L) A.B. lacaulay, "The Death of Jesus", p. vii.

(2) 1bid., pp. 171ff. (3) Ibid., p. 158.
- (L) DR, p. 283.
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forever in a wrong relation to God with all its consequences" (1).
Hacaulay enlarges on Denney's statement and says that

Jesus saves us from living in our sins and dying in our sins,

and from abiding in a wrong relationship with God. But the

writer of this thesis believes that Denney says each of these

three things. Certainly Christ saves men from dying in their

sins. The whole argument of chapter three of this thesis is

that the purpose of the Atonement is to put man in a right rel-

ationship with God. Perhaps the heart of Lacaulay's criticism

is that Denney does not sufficiently stress the ethical impli-

cations of the Atonement. This is only partly true. It is

true that Denney does not work out to any extent the ethical

implications of the Atonement. But ﬁenney did make such state-

ments as: "Christimnity ..... is not an intellectual system

in essence, but a new moral life!" (2), "This moral union remains

the problem and the task, as well as the reality and the truth,

of the Christian life" (3). In an honest heart the Cross can

never be an excuse for sinning, but only a motive to love, de-

votion, and gratitude (4). In the light of such statements,

it is hardly fair to say Denney ignored the ethical implica-

tions of the Atonement.

(1) Macaulay, op. cit., p. 158, (2) "II Corinthians", p. 371.




Chapter 10

Denney 's Lasting Value

One of the things that has particularly struck the author

of this thesis is that no writer of which he knows has ever
written a shattering criticism of Denney. Except for the few
pages in Rashdall's "The Idea of Atonement in Christian Theo-
logy", there is no strong criticism of Denney's main position.
Of course, there will always be those who because of their sym-
pathy with the views of abelard and his followers, that 1s the
subjective interpretation of the Atonement, will not agree with
Denney. But the writings of Lr. James Denney will always stand
out as one of the great contributions to thinking on the doct-
rine of the Atonement. "It gould well be claimed" says F.W.
Dillistone (1), "that no greater Scottish theologian has arisen
in this century than James Denney".

We have already referred to the statement of Alexander
HeCrea to the effect that Denney forced thinkers since his time
to move towards the moral influence theory or towards a syn-
thesis of the objective and subjective views, There is little
doubt in any minds that Denney has made one of the really great
contributions to thinking in the field of the Atonement. In
retrospect, let us draw attention to three truths which make

Denney an outstanding writer and thinker in this field.

(1) Dillistone, F.W., "The Significance of the Cross", p. 1l.
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i, Denney's Rejection of the Forensic Interpretation

One of the outstanding characteristics of Denney's doctrine
of the.Atonement is his definite rejection of the forensic or
legal interpretation of the Atonement. He is quite outspoken
about this matter and he writes: YFew things have astonished
me more than to be charged with teaching a 'forensic! or 'legal!
or 'judicial! doctrine of the Atonement, resting as such a doc-
trine must do, on a 'forensic!, or 'legal!', or ‘'judicial' con-
ception of man's relation to God" (1).

There is no need to go very deeply into this subject here.
We have already dealt with it quite thoroughly in chapter 8 of
this thesis, when we dealt with fnselm's doctrine of the Atone-
ment. Denney's attitude towards any interpretation of the
Atonement in forensic terms is made quite clear in his criticism
of Anselm. Because Denney is high in his praise of the merits
of Anselm's interpretation, he speaks with real authority when
it comes to his demerits.

One of the central truths of the whole Bible is that of
the Personality of God. Denney tells us that "religion is an
experience of the personality of God" (2). Because of this it
will always be inadequate to describe the relations between man
and God in anything but personal terms.

When we say that relations between God and man are foren-

sic, we mean they are regulated by statute (3). 4nd in doing

(1) I, p. 69.
(2) 1, p. 66.

(3) M, p. 69.
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this we put a legal system at the heart of the universe in-
stead of a personal God. It is always difficult to put spirit-
ual truths, especially profound spiritual truths, into words
that are easily understood. Of necessity we must always speak
of God in parabolic language. There are some parables or meta-
phors that are more adequate than others but every such parable
or metaphor has its limitations and difficulties arise when we
press these figures of speech too far. 4nd in no field is this
more true than that of legal terms. It 1s true that God 1s our
Judge and that we are responsible to Him but it is not true that
the relations between God and man are those of a magistrate on
a bench pronouncing sentence according to the act on the crimi-
nal at the bar (1).

This is one of the great things about Denney, he realized
the inadequacy of forensic terms in any interpretation of the
Atonement. He saw the necessity of interpreting the Atonement
in personal terms. The very essence of God's. nature 1is that
He is a Person and any attempt to explain man's relationship to

Him in anything but personal terms must be rejected.

ii. Denney Taught an Objective Theory of the Atonement
We hesitate to use the term 'objective! to describe a
theory of the Atonement for the reason that it only describes

the Atonement from one point of view, that is God's point of

view or rather from the point of view of its effect on God.

We must never forget, as Anselm and his followers in all ages

(1) mM, p. 70.
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have forgotten that the Atonement has no meaning apart from
its effect on man. There is no point to the Atonement unless
it leads man to a new life. We can never say it is complete
in itself apart from any eftect it has on man. Christ died to
atone for sin. This is the very heart of Denney's teaching.
But the primary reason why Christ died was to accomplish man's
salvation, and through this means of course to bring glory ‘o
God. This is seen in the words of John's gospel: "For God so
loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that who-
soever believeth on him should not perish but have eternal life® (1).
But having said this, let us be clear abbut the fact that
there can be no salvation apart from an objective Atonement.
Denney is quite definite here, He writes: "Christ and His
work have this absolute value for the Father, whatever this or
that individual may think of them; and as it is only on the
basis of Christ and His work that reconciliation becomes an
accomplished fact, it is strict truth to say that reconcilia-
tion - in the sense of man's return to Godvand acceptance with
Him - is based on an objective Atonement" (2). The important
point here is that reconciliation is based on an objective
Atonement., an cannot be saved or reconciled to Godgpart from
an objective Atonement. Ien are forgiven by a love which does

absolute homage to the whole being and self-revelation of God (3).

)

(1) John 3:16 RV,
(2) DR, p. 235,

(3) DR, p. 235.
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The religion which makes man the chief end in the universe and
says that the only real reason for God's existence is to care
for man is not the religion of the liew Testament. Any true in-
terpretation of the religion of the New Testament puts God at
the centre and man on the circumference. God and His glory are
the prime concern and Denney tells us that the love which seeks
man is a love which before everything pays. homage to that in
God which sin has defied (1). The word used to. describe this
love which pays homage to that in God which sin has defied is
'propitiation'!. Denney makes this quite clear when he says:
"#ie cannot dispense with the ideas of propitiation, 22£1574?{;;

Z//A r[7//9 oV ¢ we cannot dispense with a work of re~
conciliation which is as objective as Christ Himself and has its
independent objective value to God, let our estimate of it be
what it will" (2),

Denney cescribes this as a propitiatory or objective
theory of the Atonement. But Denney was not altogether happy |
about the use of the term 'objective! as applied to the Atone-
ment. e have already pointed out that in one of his letters
to W. Robertson Nicoll (3) in speaking of a remark by a certain
Dr. Mackennal that he did not care for the antithesis of objec-
tive and subjective as applied to theories of the Atonement,

Denney says: "No more do I, and in fact what I have written is

meant to show that the words in question are not only misleading

(1) DR, p. 236.
(2) DR, p.-236.

(3) Letters I, p. 59.
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but meaningless in any aiscourse about Christ". It was not

that Denney objected so much to the use of the two words 'sub-
jective! and 'objective! ih themselves but the idea that either
word in itself was a complete picture of the Atonement. For
Denney the Atonement was both objective and subjective no® one
or the other., Denney was quite clear about the fact that he be-~
lieved in an objective atonement for he says: "Reduced to its
simplest expression, what an objective atonement means is that
,bu£ for Christ and His passion, God would not be to us what He
is, This seems to the writer the unquestionable Christian truth" (1).

There was one word: thqﬁ Denney clung to with fierce deter-
mination. He clung to it because to him it expressed the heért
of the New Testament doctrine of the Atonement. It was the word
'substitute! or t‘substitutionary'. He would not abandon it be-
cause he felt it expressed a truth which a man could not reject
and still be true to the New Testament.

For Denney, no New Testament words better expressed the
heart of the Atonement than the words: "He bore ouf sins',
Christ's death was a martyr's death but it was more than this.

To say His death was a martyr's death does not explain the New
Testament truth involved in the statement that "He bore our
sins" (2), For Denney, to say that "He bore our sins" was to
say Christ died as our substitute. "Whoever says 'He bore our

sins! says substitution; and to say substitution is to say

(l) DR, p’ 2390

(2) DR, p’ 2770
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something which involves an immeasurable obligation to Christ,
and has therefore in it an incalculable motive power® (1).
Then a few pages later he makes himself quite clear again.
"If Christ died the death in which sin had involved us, if in
His death He %obk the responsibility of our sins upon Himself,
no word is equal to this which falls short éf what ié,mean£ by
calling Him our substitute® (2).

We have already aealt with the queséion as to whether the
term 'representative! is as adequate as the word {sgbstitute' 3).
Denney definitely feels that the word 'representativé is not ade-
quate (4).

- Denney clings to the word 'substiiﬁté' and we naturally
ask why he did this, Was it because he ﬁas a fanatic about words?
Sﬁch a position is not supported by an appéal to Denney's writ-
ings as a whole. There must be a deeper reason for his action.
He used the word because; to him, it expressed one of the deep;
est, if not the deepest, truths in the whole of the New Testament.
It expressed as no other word could the sinner's sense of debt
to Christ which Denney describes as "the most intimate, intense,
and uniform characteristic of the New Testament™ (:).

This sense of debt to Christ pervades the wholiz of the New

Testament (6). This sense of debt is inexplicable except on the

(1) DC, p. 60. (2) DC, p. 62,
(3) In chapter 9. (4) M, p. 135.

(5) DC, p. 6l. (6) DR, p. 283.
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basis that the one thing needful for sinners was once for all
done and endured at the Cross (1). Here lies the very heart

of the New Testament, the very heart of the Atonement. Christ
did something for man at the Cross which man can never repay.
The only thing that man can do is, not to try to imitate it,
but to trust in it, to abandon oneself to this sin~bearing love
“unreservedly, unconditionally, and for ever" (2).

We may criticize Denney and say he failed to give love an
adequate place iIn his doctrine of the Atonement, that he was un-
fair in his criticism of men 1like Abelard and McLeod Campbell,
But this will never be anything but a superficial criticism of
Denney. Denney saw as few others have seen that the Atonement
teaches us that "God'!'s condemnation of sin" is "a terrifically
real and serious thing" (3). 4nd to him the wonder of the
Divine love in all its fullness could never be understood ex-
cept in the light of Christ's death as a propitiation for sin.
Sin was terrifically real to Dénney. But to him tne uitimate-real-
ity - in tie world is a Divine love wnich bears our sins. "It
is nothing superficial or imperfectly real about God which is
revealed in the work of reconciliation achieved by Christ; on
the contrary, it is the ultimate truth of the divine nature;
the deepest thing we can ever know about God is that there is a

love in Him which bears in all its reality the sin of the world" (L).

(1) DR, p. 28L. (2) IR, p. 290.

(3) Letters I, p. 1. (4) DR, pp.290R:.
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In the end Denney leads us to the place where love is the supreme
reality and he brings his whole argument to a close with the mag-
nificent words of St. Paul, "I am persuaded, that neither death,
nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor things present,

nor things to come, nor powers, nor height, nor depth, nor any
other creature, shall be able to separate us from the love of

God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord" (1).

iii. The fractical Implications of the Atonement

Morality or ethical conduct is very important, but it
can never be the heart of the Christian religion. This is because
what man needs most of all is not to be shown what he ought to
do but to be given the strength to live such a life. Theprimary
task of religion is to deal first of all with moral failure and
then to impart the power to live a new life (2). This is the
very essence of what Christ coes in His atoning death. Through
that aeath He mekes forgiveness possible., Arising from this
forgivehess, comes a sense of gratitude which becomes the motive
power of the new iife.

There is only one thing which brings a man into union with
Christ where the new life becomes possible and it is the love of
Christ in which He bears our sins in His own body on the tree.
New 1life is only possible through the atoning death of Christ.

It is the acceptance of the Atonement which changes men ana gives

(1) PRomans 8:38, 39 RV.

(2) LR, p. 29.
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them new.life. There is no other source of the new life.
Denney is quite clear about this, tor he writes: "The Atone-
ment, or God's justification of the ungodly, which takes effect
with the acceptance of the Atonement, regenerates and there is
no regeneration besides" (1). If men are to be changed, it will
be through the Atonement alone. It is not sufficient to tell
men to be like Christ. They will only want to be like Him as
they realize what He has done for them in His death. St. Paul
looked at the Cross and said: "The love of Christ constraineth
us; because we thus juage, that one died for all, therefore all
died; and He died for all, that they which live should no longer
live unto themselves, but unto Him who ror tneir sakes died and
rose agéin" (2). St. John looked at the Cross and saw there the
deepest love in all the world, "Herein is love, not that we
loved God, but that He loved us, and sent His Son to be the pro-
pitiation for our sins" (3). "From this He discovered the secret
of all Christ-like living, a secret which is round in the words:
"We love, because He first loved us" ().

Denney stresses the practical implications of the Atonement
in a magnificent statement which seems to sum up his whole think-
ing. He says: - 1n an honest heart, the Cross can never be an ex-

.cusz for sinning, but only a motive to love, devotion and grati-

tude: (5).
(1) DG, p. 168. (2) II Cor. 5:lk, 15RV
(3) I John L:10 RV, (L) I John L:19 RV.

(5) DR, p. 282,
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