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WHAT DID CHRIST ACCOMPLISH ON THE CROSS?

ATONEMENT IN CAMPBELL, STONE AND SCOTT

John Mark Hicks

Harding University Graduate School of Religion


Atonement theology is a significant illustration of the theological flux that characterized the American nineteenth century.  It was a time when the three major theories of atonement were hotly debated.  The classic Protestant position (e.g., Calvin) is penal substitution where Christ vicariously suffered the full satisfaction of God's wrath toward sin in his own person.  The competing traditional theory, which dates from the time of Abelard (d. 1142), is the moral influence theory where the cross is the symbol of God's persuasive love for humanity through which God ignites the flame of love in our hearts.  The third major theory emerged out of the Dutch Calvinist-Arminian struggle in the early seventeenth century.  It is called the governmental theory since Christ is the one through whom the moral Governor, God the Father, reorders a morally disordered universe in accordance with the fundamental moral laws of the universe.  It appeared as a mediating hypothesis between penal and moral theories in the writings of the Dutch Remonstrants, especially Hugo Grotius (d. 1645).


David Wells has recently drawn attention to the appearance of these three major theories of atonement in nineteenth century American Reformed theology.
  Charles Hodge (1797-1878) of Princeton Seminary represented the conservative Reformed tradition, the Old School, as an advocate of penal substitution.  Nathaniel William Taylor (1768-1858) of Yale College represented a moderate Reformed tradition, the New School, as an advocate of the governmental theory of atonement.  Horace Bushnell (1802-76) of Hartford, Connecticut represented an emerging liberal Reformed tradition as an advocate of the moral influence theory of atonement.  These three Reformed theologians, representing larger atonement traditions, waged a battle over the nature of the atonement in the early and mid-nineteenth century.


The Reformed tradition was not unique in this theological development.  The doctrine of atonement was a center piece of discussion among American Methodists as well.  Robert Chiles has detailed the transition of American Methodism from penal substitution in Richard Watson (1737-1816), to a governmental theory of atonement in Richard Miley (1813-1895), and finally to a version of the moral influence theory in Robert Knudsen (1873-1953).
  


The Restoration Movement was not immune to this nineteenth-century theological quarrel over the atonement.  Neither was it immune to the pluralistic understandings of the atonement present in American evangelical theology.  Paralleling the divergence of the Reformed and Wesleyan traditions, the American Restoration Movement had from its inception the presence of varied understandings of the atonement.  While Thomas and Alexander Campbell represented a traditional penal substitution theory, Barton W. Stone represented a broad moral influence tradition and Walter Scott represented the governmental tradition.  The purpose of this essay is to understand and detail the emergence of these varied views.

CHRISTOLOGICAL DIFFERENCES


Anyone familiar with the writings and controversies of the early Restoration Movement will not be surprised by the amount and depth of diversity within it.  Barton W. Stone and Alexander Campbell, for example, differed on such important topics as the relationship between immersion and communion, whether the Reformers should wear the name "Disciples" or "Christians," the millennium, apocalyptic versus progressive worldviews, on the value and nature of Revivalism, and on whether the Reformation should unite with the Christian Connection among other things.
  However, Christology was a primary theological dividing point between Stone and Campbell, and it is in this context that their differences on the subject of atonement are stated.


Because of Stone's Christology, Campbell appears generally suspicious of the older Reformer.  In 1827, Campbell expressed his concern about the growing sectarian character of the people who had assumed the name "Christian."  He feared that "certain opinions, called Arian or Unitarian, or something else, are becoming [their] sectarian badge" and "that some peculiar views of atonement or reconciliation are likely to become characteristic of a people who have claimed the high character and dignified relation of the Church of Christ."
  Indeed, at the beginning of his letter, Campbell accepted Stone as a brother because Stone had once told him that he "conscientiously and devoutly pray[ed] to the Lord Jesus Christ as though there was no other God in the universe than he."
  Stone replied that he never said any such thing, and that if this was Campbell's acid test, then he would have to be excluded from the number Campbell calls "brethren."
  Consequently, Campbell was never entirely comfortable with Stone.
  For Campbell, the Christological test, whether applied to Stonites or to Calvinists, would be whether they "supremely venerate, and unequivocally worship the King my Lord and Master, and are willing to obey him in all things."
  


After the union in 1832, Campbell believed that the "Christians" had left their sectarianism and opinions behind and had come to affirm the substance of his Christological test.
  Stone himself indicated that uniting with the Reformers meant that he would lay aside all the speculations of his former days and speak only in the "words of inspiration."
  Indeed, in 1844, Campbell believed that his movement had swallowed up the Stonite speculations so that the time of their "Newlightism" was a former day.
  He had hoped that the Christians and the Reformers had come to share some Christological common ground.  For Stone's part, while he had earlier flirted with Arianism, by his death he had rejected all such speculative language and come to rest only, he claimed, in the words of Scripture.
  Stone acknowledged his debt to Campbell for rejecting speculation and "expressing the faith of the gospel in the words of revelation."
  In his last decade, his Christological statements are replete with biblical phrases without extended speculation as to their ultimate ontology.
  Campbell, however, was always sensitive to defend his association with the Stonites while distancing himself from the Unitarian Christian Connection precisely on Christological grounds.
  In the light of this concern, Campbell now engaged such issues as Trinity and Atonement when in 1830 he had counseled preachers that such topics were too well-known to discuss.
  What he had assumed in 1830 now, in 1833, had to be defended and proclaimed in the light of the union between the Christians and Reformers as well as Campbell's growing sense of urgency about how some Christological issues were understood.  The union between the Christians and the Reformers prompted some, especially Dr. James Fishback, who was sympathetic with the Reformers, to attack Stone's Christology.
  In this context Campbell went on the defensive to clarify his own Christology.


This Christological tension between Stone and Campbell, however, extended to the nature of the atonement.  Campbell was aware from the beginning of Stone's views on the atonement, but believed that he had shelved them at the time of the union.  It was a common rumor that Stone had "publickly relinquished [his] former views of the atonement" which Stone emphatically denied.
  As a result of his encounter with the Reformers Stone had determined to speak about the atonement "only in the language of Scripture, and not to introduce any previous opinion, or speculation [he] may have entertained on the subject."
   Nevertheless, Stone continued to press his views in the Christian Messenger because he felt many among the Reformers were "partially ignorant of the doctrine of atonement."
  Indeed, alongside of such perennial topics as baptism, the Holy Spirit, unity and the church, the atonement is the most discussed item in the pages of the Christian Messenger.


In 1833, not long after the union of the Christians and the Reformers, Thomas Campbell was asked to review an 1829 book by Noah Worcester entitled The Atoning Sacrifice:  A Display of Love--not of Wrath.
  The work advocated a moral influence theory of atonement.  Stone recommended Worcester's book along with his own 1821 Address to the Churches for those who wish to understand his own view of the atonement.
  In 1829, immediately after the publication of Worcester's work, Stone had provided some extended extracts from it with an endorsement of its views.
  While Thomas Campbell found much in the book to approve, he thought it contained some "radical mistakes."
  What was originally intended by Thomas Campbell as a private communication became, in the hands of Alexander Campbell, a bone of contention between the Stonites and the Reformers as Thomas Campbell and Stone exchanged letters.
  There is little doubt that Alexander Campbell published his father's strictures on Worcester as an assessment of Stone's understanding of the atonement.  He prefaced his father's review with the hope that "it might be of use to some of our readers" even though it was intended only for William Z. Thompson of Kentucky.
  Campbell would later tell Stone that "our brethren desire argument and evidence on this subject."
  In 1840-41 Alexander Campbell and Stone would discuss the subject at length in a formal exchange of letters,
 and it would remain a topic of discussion till Stone's death in 1844.
  


Shortly after the 1833 exchange between Thomas Campbell and Barton W. Stone, Walter Scott entered the fray.  In 1834 Scott published the first of six articles on the death of Christ.
  He was criticized for inaugurating the series because it was believed that it would exacerbate the tensions within the union.  In his third article Scott explained that he could not ignore this cardinal doctrine and believed no one could be an "intelligent proclaimer of the gospel" if they were "ignorant of the death of Christ, in its various relations and uses."
  Apparently, the criticism grew because in his fourth article he speaks of the "prejudice against even the investigation of this subject" which had developed among the Reformers because it had "proved a bone of constant and virulent contention among all parties."
  However, Scott's intent was to speak to the broader meaning of the death of Christ and not simply about its atoning efficacy.  He felt that the topic had become too narrowed.  In the next year (1836), he published his Gospel Restored where he repeated many of his concerns.


Scott advocated a governmental theory of atonement in opposition to a penal theory of substitution.
   Stone, however, did not let this view of atonement, which contained an attack on the moral influence theory, go by without comment.  He published a review entitled "A few friendly remarks on brother Walter Scott's views of atonement, contained in his last book, "The ancient Gospel restored."
   In brackets, Stone added his purpose to the title, "I have made these remarks in order to turn the attention of the brethren from speculation to the scriptures of truth."
   
It is clear, then, that in the mid-1830s, after the union of the Christians and the Reformers, the discussion of atonement was a vital one.  It went to the heart of how to understand the work of God in the gospel.  Campbell, Stone and Scott all believed it to be central to the Christian faith, and all proclaimed it as foundational.  But they understood the nature of this divine work quite differently.  I now turn to the task of understanding their differences as expressed in their exchanges in the mid-1830s.

THE DISCUSSION OF 1833-1836

Campbell on Worcester


The thesis of Worcester's book was to demonstrate that the sacrifice of Christ was a display of love rather than wrath.  The sacrifice of Christ consisted wholly in the moral influence of God's love to bring about the repentance of the sinner whom God could then forgive.
  Campbell responded from the framework of a traditional understanding of penal substitution and he placed two major concerns before the reader.  First, the moral influence theory misunderstands the ground of justification or forgiveness.  The righteousness of God, or the righteousness of faith is not, as Worcester represents it, the righteousness which God requires for the remission of sins, but the act of God in Jesus Christ through the sacrificial sin-offering.  The righteousness by which we stand before God derives from the sacrifice of Christ and not out of the reformed life of the sinner.  If saving righteousness is the righteousness of our repentance to which God leads us through the death of Christ, then there is no real need for the sacrifice of Christ because "good men before the coming of Christ, as well as since, possessed this righteousness."
  They attained righteousness independent of the work of Christ on the cross.  Campbell believed that something objective took place at the cross which grants the righteousness of God through faith.  The righteousness of God is God's act rather than our compliance.  Faith in Christ's blood constitutes our "justifying righteousness" rather than works of repentance.


Second, the moral influence theory does not give sufficient weight to God's justice or holiness.  Any attempt to explain the cross of Christ as a "mere example, or a display of love, without regard to justice" subverts the "basis of the divine government" and robs "the gospel of all that glorifies the wisdom and power, the justice and mercy of God in putting away sin and in saving the sinner."
  The justice of God is magnified through the Son's endurance of the "penal effects of sin"
 or the law's "penalty in behalf of his people."
  God must be both just and justifier, and this is accomplished through penal substitution where Christ suffers the punishment due humanity.  In Christ, God justly put away sin so that the sinner might be saved.  Justice, therefore, must be seen as an operative principle in our salvation.  The work of Christ is not only a display of love, but is also a manifestation of God's justice.

Stone on Campbell

Stone was disappointed that Campbell, who had pled for the "reformation on Bible facts alone," now attached "so much importance to his opinion of the sacrifice of Christ."
  His major disappointment with Campbell was on his insistence that the sacrifice of Christ was a display of wrath as well as love.  Stone sees "nothing more than the greatest possible display of [God's] love to the world" in the death of Christ.
  The cross manifested all of the divine perfections, and "all his perfections harmonized in the plan and work of saving" humanity.
  This included justice.
  The bottom line, however, is that love of God is the root and full manifestation of God's perfections.  Stone's starting point is the theological axiom "God is love," and the function of the cross is to reveal God's glorious love for sinners.  As D. Newell Williams summarizes Stone's theology, "God's justice serves God's grace."
  Consequently, the cross does not function as a punishment of sin or a sign of wrath, but is God's way of leading sinners to repentance through his loving actions.  "The sufferings and death of Jesus, are the highest display of God's infinite love, grace, and goodness to the lost world."


Stone believed that the cross of Christ was a significant "moral influence upon the sinner," but had no moral effect or influence upon God.
  The purpose of the cross was to lead humanity to repentance; it was not to effect a mighty change in God from wrath to grace.
  God has acted in Christ to effect a change in us; to lead us to "faith, repentance and obedience."  What has God done?  "He has given us in his Son an exhibition of himself, his will, his amazing love, grace, mercy and goodness, by which believed the sinner is led to repentance, to mourn and be sorry for his sins, and to turn from them to God with a true heart determined to obey the Lord in all things."
  When we believe the facts about Jesus, and understand the love of God exhibited in them, then this intellectual belief "produces a moral influence or effect on the mind, to reconcile us to God--to lead us to repentance and consequently to remission of sin."


Stone accepted George Campbell's understanding of Romans 1:16-17 as definitive.  The righteousness of God, according to Stone, refers to the "righteousness which God requires."
  It refers to "God's plan of justification," where the righteousness of God is understood as that righteousness which he requires in "obedience to the law of faith, or the Gospel, which is to believe, to repent, confess the Savior before men, and to be baptized in his name."  It is to this "obedience to the faith, [that] justification or pardon is granted."
  Just as Stone rejects the imputation of guilt to Christ as sin-bearer, so he rejects the imputation of Christ's righteousness to the believer because it is rooted in the "unscriptural notion of Christ's substitution".
  Instead, we are "justified by works" when "faith leads us to obedience, to reformation, to baptism and to all the requirements of the gospel."  Reconciliation, or atonement, is the effect of the whole gospel plan which leads us to repentance and "becomes effectual through faith and obedience."
  The work of God in Christ is to influence us to repentance, to lead us to faith.  The gospel plan is effectual through our transformation, our faith and obedience, on account of which God pardons us.


Since Christ's sacrifice has no effect on God, but only affects humanity; and since there is no barrier to the forgiveness of sins except the impenitence of the unbeliever, the gospel "plan is that the sinner must repent in order to be forgiven."
  This has been God's plan in every dispensation since "the beginning of the pardoning of sin."  Just as the sacrifices of the Old Testament were intended to lead to repentance, so the sacrifice of Christ has the same purpose.  The preaching of the cross of Christ leads sinners to repentance, and therefore it is the "foundation of repentance."
  God, then, has "one plan under the gospel, and this plan includes all those things already named, as faith, repentance, confession, prayer, baptism, and obedience....All are necessary to salvation, or remission of sins, according to the plan of our God ordained in the gospel."


Stone unequivocally rejects any idea that Christ suffered the spiritual punishment due sinners, or bore their guilt on the tree.  There is no imputation of guilt except to the guilty and there is, consequently, no imputation of righteousness except to the righteous.  "According to God's government," Stone argues, "the sinner alone shall suffer the punishment due his iniquity--his wickedness shall be on him alone, and not imputed or transferred to the righteous, for the righteousness of the righteous shall be on him alone, and not on the wicked."
  The point, then, is that sinners are declared just "because they are so indeed."
  When the sinner "becomes holy, he ceases to be the object of condemnation and wrath."
  As a result, according to Williams' interpretation of Stone, "no person, who is not just, can be justified before God,"
 or "that believers are declared just because they are just."
  When the sinner repents, the sinner has removed the barrier to forgiveness, and has become righteous by compliance with the gospel plan.  Since he is righteous, God counts him as righteous.  He has been transformed by the love God into a lover of God through faith in Jesus Christ.
  Stone quickly adds, however, that "the whole work of regeneration and salvation from sin, is the work of" God through the Spirit who "begins, carries on, perfects the whole work.  It is a work infinitely beyond the power of man, who can not make one hair white or black--who is unable to change his nature as the Ethiopian his skin, or the Leopard his spots."
  It is the transformative work of God in the hearts of people.  God saves us through the work of sanctification whereby we are made righteous by the Spirit of God as we seek his will.


Stone's theology of atonement is moral rather than penal.  He objects to forensic understandings of salvation at every turn.
  Instead he frames the atonement in relational or personal terms.  The curse of the law is interpreted as the "misery arising from the want of love to God and man" rather than as forensic punishment.
  This curse is removed when the heart is moved to love God.  God moves us through the expression of his love in the incarnation, ministry, life and resurrection of Jesus.  Stone's theology of atonement is more incarnational than atoning; it is paticipatory rather than substitutionary.  Christ suffered for us in that he suffered with us.  "He suffered pain, distress, persecution and death--not because, or on account of his sin (for he had none), but for, or because of ours....Hence, as the children were partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same--the same flesh and blood, subject to the same afflictions, pain and death.  He thus bore the burden of our sin, that he might bear away our sin and sanctify us, and so make an atonement or reconciliation between God and us."  In bearing the burden of our iniquity, Christ "not only suffered in body, but also in soul."
  Jesus Christ bore our griefs and sorrows, according to Isaiah 53, in that "he experienced in himself the griefs and sorrows of our fallen nature...tempted in all points like as we are--and in all our afflictions he was afflicted."
  The love of God is manifested in the cross, then, not as some kind of answer to justice, but out of a loving desire to reunite God and humanity expressed through an incarnational identification with us.


Ultimately, Stone's theology of atonement was forged in the context of revivalism.  As he attempted to call sinners to faith in his early years, he was "embarrassed" by the Calvinistic doctrine of penal substitution.
  Out of this embarrassment three convictions were clarified:  (1) God loves the world and is willing to save everyone to which he has given evidence in Jesus Christ; (2) everyone has the natural and moral ability to respond to the preaching of the gospel for salvation and (3) he wanted to avoid universalism and maintain the urgency of evangelism.
  Genuine revivalistic preaching meant that God wanted to save everyone who heard and everyone who heard had the ability to respond, and those who did not were lost.  Thus, the free and full offer of God's grace to everyone and the necessity of their response was the fundamental premise of Stone's revivalism and the fundamental theological principle of his doctrine of atonement.  Stone writes, "I assume the free and full offer of the gospel to all men, to be one of those cardinal points by which I gauge all my other views of truth.  I hold no doctrines--and by the grace of God never can hold any--which will be in my view inconsistent with the free and full offer of the gospel to all men; or which will bind my hands, or palsy my tongue, or freeze my heart, when I stand before sinners to tell them of a dying Savior."

Campbell on Stone

Campbell focused his response by addressing the question of how Christ's blood effects the remission of sins.  Both he and Stone would confess the fact, but disagree on the theory.
  Stone objects to the notion that the blood of Christ removed any "legal obstructions" or effected a "forgiving disposition in God."  God is willing to forgive every penitent sinner, but his justice would prevent him from forgiving an impenitent sinner.  God can clear the guilty but not the "impenitent."
  Campbell understands that this places the "legal obstruction" in the "disposition of the sinner" rather than in the justice of God.  God's act in Christ, then, has nothing to do with sin, but only with the sinner.  It does not treat sin through justice.  On the contrary, if "nothing on the part of God stands in the way of forgiveness of the penitent sinner, what is the use of the gospel dispensation" or the work of Christ on the cross?  "What need [is there] of the gospel--that is, of Christ, and him crucified?"
  According to Stone, God dealt with sinners, not with sin, but Paul's gospel is that Christ died "for our sins."


God's justice must deal with sin as a category rather than merely with the heart of the sinner.  Campbell argues that God's "moral excellencies" and his immutable holiness necessitate some act of God which vindicates his justice in relation to sin.  He rejects any "milder evangelic law" which denies the "real divinity, and legal substitution of Jesus Christ."
  God in Christ "glorified his justice as well as his mercy in the salvation of sinners by the blood of his son."  His obedience evidenced "to the whole creation the infinite evil of sin, and also his infinite justice in suffering no instance of disobedience to pass without the infliction of a just recompense of reward."
  The "milder evangelic law" looks to the sinner to save himself by his own penitence and change of disposition.  In such a case, the sinner is "justified by law" rather than "grace."
  Moral influence is sufficient for a justification by law or works, but it is not sufficient for a justification by grace.  It ultimately renders the work of Christ unnecessary since the righteousness which moral influence produces is a fruit present four thousand years before Christ.  The moral influence theory reduces the "mediation of Jesus Christ" to the prophetic ministry of John the Baptist.


The problem, as Stone delineated it and Campbell understood it, is how the innocent can suffer for the guilty, or how the punishment due to the sinner can be transferred to the righteous Son of God.  Stone wrote that if he believed such a thing, he would become a universalist since the full ransom of every person would have been paid, but his sense of justice could not permit such a substitutionary understanding of the death of Christ.
  The innocent cannot die for the guilty.  Campbell responded that we should not permit universalistic implications or humanistic understandings of justice to alter the plain meaning of the scriptures on this central subject.  The scripture must be believed even if there are "objections" which "we cannot answer."
  For Campbell, the confession of Scripture is that Christ is our propitiation and we are justly acquitted from all guilt "because the just desert or wages of  [our] sin, viz. sorrows, sufferings, and death, to the full amount of its demerit, has been inflicted upon, and endured by, [our] surety, the Redeemer."
  For God to acquit the guilty justly, there must be a surety or a substitute who bears the just and "infinite demerit and evil of sin."


But it is precisely this substitutionary exchange grounded in the demands of God's infinite justice to which Stone objects.  If Christ suffered the punishment due to sin, why did he not suffer its full intensity and eternity?
  Campbell's answer is that the payment for sin is not a matter of quantity, but quality.  The "personal dignity of the Son of God" and his status as a "person of infinite worth" in whom the fullness of divinity dwells functions as an "equivalent for all the penal consequences of sin."
  The infinite demerits of sin demanded an infinite ransom in the person of the infinite God himself, Jesus Christ.  To undermine the depth of sin will correspondingly undermine the divinity of Jesus.  As the demand of sin's demerit is lowered, so is the estimate of Jesus who purchased the price of that demand.  Campbell believes that a low view of atonement corresponds with a low Christology.  As a result, the problem is broader than a theory of atonement, but returns to the more fundamental question of who Jesus Christ is.

Scott's Governmental Theory

When Scott began his series on the "Death of Christ" in 1834, he did not directly assault any individual and his intention was broader than the atoning efficacy of the death of Christ.  However, as the series progressed, and in the wake of his 1836 Gospel Restored, it is clear that Scott positioned himself between Campbell and Stone.  It may have been his intention to mediate between them within the context of the union of Christians and Reformers and, at the same time, provide a wider base of agreement on the meaning of Christ's death.  His contribution is two-fold.  First, he advocates a governmental theory of God's justice in the atoning death of Christ.  Second, and more importantly for his purpose, he provides a holistic perspective on the life, ministry, death and resurrection of Jesus.  Scott argues that Christ's resurrection is as central an event as his death, and that this has been left out of the discussion of Christ's atoning work.


Scott believed that justice must play a role in a proper understanding of what Christ's death accomplished.  Focusing on Romans 3:25-26, Scott maintains that the atonement was at least partially a function of justice.  In view of the "propitiatory sacrifice" of Jesus, God has demonstrated his justice.  Scott, however, rejects both a penal substitution and a moral influence understanding of this justice.  On the one hand, the death of Christ was not an "equivalent" or "precise amount of vengeance" rendered to God for sin.
  This would be a commercial or mercantile sense of justice.  If God fully paid the price of sin, then there is no room for mercy because the debt would have been discharged.  On the other hand, the moral influence view has no role for justice at all.


Scott believed the demonstration of God's justice is political or governmental in character.  Commercial justice pays an equivalent, but political justice seeks the "common good" for the purpose of the punishment of the criminal, public safety, and respect for law.
  In Jesus Christ, God "purposed to clothe his law with a sanctity that should make it reverenced, make it obeyed."
  Sin had dishonored the law of God, and God's justice was undermined.  How can God permit sin to reign?  God's answer was to "set forth" Jesus Christ "as a propitiatory" example in order "to do honor to the majesty of law and the character of God as the Ruler of the World."
  God enforced the law in Jesus Christ in order to demonstrate his hatred of sin, and at the same time offer mercy consistent with his public justice.  For Scott, God substituted the life of one, Jesus Christ, for the life of the many--God in Christ suffered public justice for sinners.
  Thus, God as moral governor, "instead of exposing his character for injustice" by ignoring the punishment due to sin, "establishes his character" as a "public functionary":  he demonstrates his justice and offers his mercy.  Therefore, in the light of what God did in Jesus Christ, God has demonstrated his justice even while he fails to punish the sinner through his mercy.  God has thereby maintained the order of moral justice while at the same time restoring the order of creation which had been destroyed through human sin.  Through Jesus Christ, God restored moral order to the universe and offered mercy to those who had previously subjected it to moral choas.


But Scott's intention was not to give a full account of the atoning efficacy of the death of Christ.  In fact, he believed that the subject had often been abused and meaning of his death distorted.
  Rather, he sought to see the death of Christ in a holistic fashion--to see it in its incarnational context, and especially in the light of the resurrection.  Stone was not limited by his governmental theory to a singular theme.  Indeed, Stone's holistic vision of the death of Christ anticipates the moral power of Bushnell's vicarious suffering and the themes of Christus Victor.
  The death of Christ was the means by which the moral quality of the Messiah was perfected, and the mortality of the human race was overcome.  Through incarnation, ministry and death, God in Christ was perfected through and touched with the "feeling of our infirmities."  He overcame the Satanic powers which rule the world.
  Through the resurrection, God in Christ reversed the mortal effects of the fall.
  He conquered the powers of death.  The atonement was a divine act by which Satan was conquered and human freed from their bondage.


According to Scott, the death of Christ is the means by which God provides for the grounding of humanity's faith and hope.  The event of the resurrection is the fact which we believe that inspires hope.  The death of Christ is the means by which the wisdom of God chose to assure us of his love and ground our faith in the future through the resurrection of Jesus.
  Consequently, Scott sees the incarnation (and death of Christ as part of the incarnational identification) and resurrection as the core redemptive events even though the death of Christ was the exemplary demonstration of God's justice.  The propitiatory work of Christ is but one "use" of the "fact" of God's incarnational and life-giving act of God in Christ.
  The death of Christ must be seen, according to Scott, in its broader relations and not abused in terms of a specific aspect of its intent.


In 1852, Scott published his Death of Christ, Written for the Recovery of the Church from Sects.
  After delineating the positions of many sects, and arguing against the Calvinistic system, he summarized the biblical position in two statements:  (1) "God has attributed the sin of one to all," i.e., the sin of Adam to all his posterity; and (2) "And the sins of all to one," i.e., the sin of all to Christ.  "The facts in this basis are," according to Scott, "that man has forfeited his life and blood, and that his redemption is not by truth, law, logic, or moral suasion, but by BLOOD--the BLOOD of the Cross--the BLOOD of the Son of God."  This calls for humility on the part of all theologians, and a simple affirmation of the "facts."
  We are called to preach the facts, to evangelize the world and draw comfort from the gospel.  "Theories and hypotheses about Adam's sin and Christ's death...may be game for theologists," but they do not promote unity and evangelism, or ultimately reach "the soul longing for heaven."
  According to Scott, theology does not serve evangelism; it hinders it.

Stone on Scott

Stone complained that Scott used a "good deal of philosophy in his definition of justice."  He introduced scholastic distinctions which obscure the simple faith of Scripture.  "Shall we establish a philosophic theory of justice, by which to judge of God and his ways?"  Justice, according to Stone, is simply "to do right" for both God and humanity.  God cannot "do right" and ask the innocent to suffer for the guilty, and humanity cannot be right with God without doing right.
  Stone understands that the death of Christ had something to do with the justice of God as Romans 3:25 states, but he is unwilling to speculate on what it is.  "God has not revealed" what it is.  "Why indulge in such speculation?  Is it not sufficient to believe that God, through the mediation of his son, has declared that he can be just, and the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus?"


Scott's discussion, however, prompted Stone to explain his understanding of the function of the resurrection in the reconciliation of God and humanity.  "It is conceded that Adam and his seed would have been under the power of death, natural death, forever, had not the resurrection interposed."  God threatened natural death, and it was executed upon Adam and his posterity.  However, the resurrection of Jesus restores natural life to all of humanity.
  Just as in Adam all died, so in Christ all are raised.  Just as we were treated as sinners in Adam and subjected to death, so we are treated righteous in Christ and given life.  But "after all are raised from death, then must all stand before the judgment seat of Christ, to answer for their own deeds, and not the deeds of Adam."
  The work of Christ in the resurrection gives humanity the opportunity to stand before God to account for their own works.  In other words, "by [Christ's] death and resurrection, the whole world, the just and unjust, are justified and saved from the natural death, brought upon the world by the first Adam."  This is Christ's true substitutionary work.  But salvation from eternal death is predicated upon the faith and obedience of individual, that is, God justifies those who are moved to be righteous by the love of God displayed in the death of Christ.
  It is in this context that Stone rejects any division in the "life, death and resurrection of Jesus in our justification."
  But Stone's soteriology seems to simply restore us to a pre-fall Adamic state where we are justified by our Spirit-prompted holiness rather than by the work of Christ.

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES

The discussion of the atonement in the mid-1830s between Restoration leaders mirrors the discussion of the atonement in other segments of American Christianity.  The issues are fundamentally the same whether in Reformed, Wesleyan or Restoration circles.
  At the heart of atonement theology is our view of God, sin and the relationship between the two, as well as who Jesus Christ is.


The relationship between the justice or holiness of God and the love of God was hotly contested in the nineteenth century.  Do we see God's justice serving his love, or must God's love submit to or act in accordance with his justice?  Campbell held God's love and justice to be equally ultimate so that neither is undermined.  God's justice is inviolable, but his love moved him to self-propitiation in Jesus Christ.  His theory of atonement, consequently, emphasized the penal.  Stone, on the other hand, saw God's justice as serving his love.  Love is the fundamental controlling element.  Stone's theory of atonement, then, was primarily relational or moral.  Like Campbell, Scott saw the justice of God as inherent in a theology of atonement, but unlike Campbell did not think of it in commercial or retributive terms.  Nevertheless, justice was a necessary component for atonement.


Paralleling their views of justice, the three Reformers saw God's responsibility to sin differently.  Campbell believed that God, due to his holy nature, was determined to punish sin because sin deserved punishment.  God's justice was retributive.  Stone, however, did not think God was under any kind of internal compulsion to punish sin.  Rather, God "punished" sin for its transformative effect, and not for its retributive or deterrent character.
  Justice is not an inflexible principle, but is relaxed when the transformation of the sinner has taken place.  God in Christ suffered for our sins in order to transform us rather than to punish us or punish Christ in our place.  Nevertheless, Stone believed that God's justice could not forgive the impenitent sinner.  There was something within God that acted as a barrier to God's loving forgiveness for the rebellious sinner.  Scott, like Campbell, believed that sin must be punished, but the motive was not retribution but demonstration.  It demonstrated God's hatred of sin, and his willingness to punish sinners.  God acted out of concern for the moral order of the universe rather than for the punishment of sin as such.  It was not as merchant, but as moral governor that God in Christ suffered on the tree.


Growing out of their views of God and his relationship to sin and sinners, the three had different understandings of what the sacrifice of Christ accomplished.  Campbell believed that God accomplished the payment of sin's debt and the imputation of Christ's righteousness through the substitutionary work of Christ.  God objectively removed the barrier of justice and opened a way for mercy to be applied in Christ.  The work of Christ had an objective effect on God's relationship to the sinful world.  Stone, however, denied that the work of God had any effect on God.  Rather, Christ's work through the incarnation was a display of love whose object was to turn sinners to repentance.  The work of Christ's death is the effective turning of sinners to God by the persuasive power of God's love in Christ.  The work of atonement is subjective and essentially pneumatological in character.  Scott, however, did not buy into either extreme.  The work of Christ is not purely subjective.  Rather, it was a public, objective demonstration of God's justice which salvaged God's position as moral Governor.  His view, like Campbell's, sees the work of Christ as tearing down or removing the barrier of God's justice, though the nature of the barrier is considerably different.  More than either Campbell or Stone, Scott saw the work of Christ as fundamentally incarnational in character.  It was God's emphathetic identification with us which culminated in Christ's death.  It was the dynamic power of God's work in triumphing over death in the resurrection that was the essence of what Christ accomplished.  Scott represents some of the themes of Christus Victor and thus his view of atonement has a dynamic character.

May 4, 1995

Dr. Philip Dare, Editor

Lexington Theological Quarterly

631 South Limestone St.

Lexington, KY  40508

Dear Dr. Dare,

Last November I delievered the enclosed paper to the Restoration Theological Fellowship at the Society of Biblical Literature meeting in Chicago and recently at the Pepperdine Lectures.  I have been encouraged to submit it for publication.  Consequently, I submit my paper to LTQ for potential publication.

The present article is actually half of what I presented.  The second half deals with the development of atonement theology in the second half of the 19th century among Restorationists.  It notes the work of Milligan, Lard's Quarterly, McGarvey, Munnell, Garrison and how this topic was debated in the Gospel Advocate, Christian-Evangelist, and Christian Standard.  If you are interested, I could submit that second half as well and present them in two parts.  However, I do not wish to take up too much space or be presumptuous.  If you think it best, I will submit the second half to another journal.  But I will wait to hear from you before I do so.

I have published in Restoration Quarterly (I have two articles which will appear there this year), Evangelical Journal, and in other more popular and semi-popular journals.

Thank you for your time and consideration.  I look forward to hearing from you.

In His Care,

John Mark Hicks, Ph.D.

Associate Professor of Christian Doctrine
July 6, 1995

Dr. Philip Dare, Editor

Lexington Theological Quarterly

631 South Limestone St.

Lexington, KY  40508

Dear Dr. Dare,


Thank you for your letter of June 21st.  I am pleased that the editorial committee deemed my article publishable.  I appreciate your promptness in considering my submission.


I have made the suggested changes with one exception.  Since I did not have the copy which one of the committee members corrected, I was not able to determine which parts of the manuscript were noted by your reader as grammatical errors.  I would gladly correct them if pointed out.  I trust your editorial staff will improve the grammar of my paper as needed.


I hope my amendations meet with the committee's approval.  


Thank you for your time and consideration.

In His Care,

John Mark Hicks, Ph.D.

Associate Professor of Christian Doctrine
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