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1 Theological Essays, pp. 179-80: italics in the original



75

we would have to show first of all is that neither of them means what
is known nowadays as death: biological death, the cessation of bio-
logical, physical life. TYet neither of them does. Ve have seen al-

ready that Maurice describes eternal death as the loss or absence of

the fellowship of God, the loss or absence of eternal life which is

a timeless thing. Eternal death is, as we also saw, a timeless thing.

Inasmuch as it has nothing whatsoever to do with time it carnnot have
to do with biological death which is a material thing rooted in time,
Can we find the same distinction in Barth? Surely, it is no less
clear though spoken of less, perhaps. When Barth speaks of real death
he is no more speaking of biological death than Maurice, Biological
death may be part of the dark side of creation but this is not what
Barth calls real death., It cannot be or he would not warn us not to
describe real death as "rest in God" which he does when warning us of
the dangers of the misconception of nothingness.1 Biological death,
being part of that darker side of creation which God nonetheless sees
as good, would (and does) come under God's care and protection and
could, perhaps, be described as "rest in God". But this is not what
Barth is talking about. Rather by real death he means that which he
has mentioned in connection with nothingness: real sin, real evil, and

real death. And this real death is the same as the eternal death of

which Maurice speaks.

Nor is it a mere matter of dying as the natural termination of
life, but of death itself as the intolerable, life-desiroying
thing to which all suffering hastens as its goal, as the ul-
timate irruption and triumph of that alien power which anni-
hilates creaturely existence and thus discredits and disclaims
the Creator. (2)

Real death is one of the consequences of nothingness in Barth's method-

ology. With Maurice it is harder to know what takes precedence over
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what, whether the lie is contained within eternal death or vice

versa. But of this we can be sure: that real death and eternal

death are both the devastating signs and results of that turn avay
from God which is evil and sin.

This, which is swmed up under the headings of eternal death,

nothingness, evil, sin, the lie, is the frontier on the brink of
which Maurice and Barth see man to be. True man is not of this
but is ever confronted by it. Yet while under this dolorous bane
we can turn and look in the other direction. Therefore we shall
consicer next and last that notion that perhaps all men are (or

will be) saved.
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CHAPTER V
APOKATASTASIS

Introduction:

ke come now to a field of thought far more joyous than that which
we contemplated in the last chapter: it is now our task to consider,
as we said at the outset, the extent to which each of our two theo-
logians dares proclaim a doctrine of apokatastasis, of universal re-
demption. We shall look at this because much of what both Barth and
Maurice have to say implies that such a doctrine is valid. They tend
to say what they say in the same way too. They both seem to feel that
the love of God is invincible, must eventually triumph, that all shall
be (or have been) saved, that the state described as the true one of
true man is the state all shall enjoy. It is far from them to des-
cribe the happiness and joy of serving God in terms which imply that
only some can share it. Rather, with that generosity of spirit which
was mentioned in the introduction, they seem quite cheerfully to talk
as if they were speaking of all mankind.

And so indeed they are. Ve can find, we have seen already, innum-
erable statements which not only indicate this but virtually assert
it directly. This is the direction and bias of both men, Barth, in
his letter to the 1949 meeting of the Convention of Reformed Ministers,
wrote that it is much more advisable "to preach a quickening gospel®
at the "risk" (of the error relative to apokatastasis) "than to preach
a law which kills without this risk.".1 Both Weber and Hartwell raise
the question whether Barth's position, particularly in Volume IT/2 of
the gggggg Dogmatics, does not lead to a doctrine of apokatastasis.2

Barth himself asks whether his position does not lead to a doctrine
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Karl Barth's Church Dogmatics: An Introductory Report by
Otto Weber, translated by A.C. Cochrane, Westminster Press,
Philadelphia, 1953, p. 102

Tbid., p. 101 and The Theology of Karl Barth, p. 110ff,



78

of universalism and warns us not to attempt to limit the loving-
kindness of God.1 And the same emphasis is no less apparent in
Maurice. We have only to cast our minds back to some of the pas-
sages we have already quoted from him to see it. When he says that
every man is in Chrisf or that Christ came to conquer sin rather
than exempt any frém punishment his direction is already becoming
clear. And as we progress we shall see more statements of this kind.2

At this point, however, there is a quarrel which might be raised
which we must avoid. It could be chearly said that.since true man is
the redeemed man, the saved man, that by definition it follows that
all men (i.e., the only true ones) are saved. From the discussion on
Richardson in the chapter on the Kingdom this notion might be thought
to follow. If so, we must look again: Barth and Maurice are not say-
ing tautologically that the true men are the true men and that the
others can go hang. There are no others. Not from the first. Kot
in the intention of the Creator of all. Barth and Maurice are simply
talking about the basic, original, primal, first nature of man as
created. That nature is the one of which they speak. That nature is
the one intended from the first. They simply will not allow, as Ram~
sey points out about Maurice, sin and the fall to be the basis of
theology.3 They are going back beyond that when they look for the
nature of true man. They are moving to the true starting point which
is in Christ.

Having reasserted that both our men support a doctrine of apokata-
stasis we must now contradict and say that ultimately it is not so.
We shall find that in the final analysis neither goes so far as to say

flatly that the love of God must conquer every single person. Their
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The Humanity of God, pp. 61-62

Charles Kingsley clearly espoused a notion of the universal
redemption of mankind though he was less subtle than Maurice
and did not realize so clearly the need to qualify even this:
see Alton Locke, p. 439 and passim.

F.D. Maurice and the Conflicts of Modern Theology, p. 22: see
also The Prayer Book by Frederick Denison Maurice, third ed-
ition, James Clarke & Co., London, 1966, p. 85.
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(cautious and resonable) position might be expressed in this way:
that God wills to save and does save all men but that some nen may
choose to damn themselves.

So to look for the universalist statements will be our first task
and then to disabuse ourselves of the idea that each man dares assert
universalism completely will be our second, and final, task. With
that last sobering note of recognition our labour of comparison will

be ended.
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The Redemption of All:

The various statements which Barth and Maurice make which show so
strongly their bias in the direction of universalism can be made to
fall (more or less) into several groups or classes. The first, and
most obvious, class of statement which we can consider is that which

speaks of men or mankind as if one integral unit was involved. (And

if we have read Chapters II and III aright so it is.) By way of ex-
ample we can look at the following:
« « o God has redeemed mankind . . .. (1)

o o o the Church must . . . fulfill its witness of a redemption
for mankind . . .. (2)

« « o Christ [is] the Redeemer of Mankind . . .. (3)

He [Christ/ is all of these as the Reconciler and Redeemer of
the whole world. (&)

Examples are nearly endless. It might, however, be argued that men

or mankind in these instances simply mean most men or those who live

according to the Word of God or some such. Therefore we shall move

on to consider other thoughts and sentences in which this particular
form of use is not predomiBant. In leaving this kind of example, let
us keep two things in mind: that by sheer weight of numbers these
statements surely indicate the direction of thought involved and also
that these statements are really meant despite the paradoxical existence
of das Nichtige.

Avoiding the possible weakness of the statements we have just seen
above are those in which it is made explicitly clear that all men or
mankind mean precisely all men. Barth makes the matter a little clearer
when he says that

On the basis of the eternzl will of God we have to think of
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Life II, p. 16: italics in the original

Ibid., p. 357

Ibid., p. 244

The Humanity of God, p. 64
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every human being . . . as one to whom Jesus Christ is Brother
and God is Father . . .. (1)

Maurice speaks to this with equal clarity:

Our baptism is the simplest and fullest witness of a redemption
which covers and comprehends those who are not baptised. (2)

The sense of statements such as these matches precisely the anthropo-
logical development which we have seen in earlier chapters, The dis-
cussion of the nature of man starts not with nan, nor with sin, but
with the Creator and his plan and intention for mankind, for all uen
everywhere and of every condition. This is a natural and necessary
correlation to Barth's six points concerning the nature of man. In

The Humanity of God, written nearly a decade after the six points,

Barth goes so far as to say that the human spirit is naturally Chris-
tian.3 This is what the human spirit was created for, therefore this
is what it is. What we have already seen of Maurice shows that he
would concur here. And this suggestion, that the spirit of man is
naturally Christian, leads us to the final and most emphatic class of
statement supporting universalisnm.

We have met before that passage in Maurice in which he tells us
that the condemnation of every man is that he will not own the 't::t‘u‘oh.LP
What truth? That every man is in Christ. (Maurice almest makes it
seem as if it were some heavenly gnosis that differentiates the Chris-
tian from the non-Christian or the "saved" from the "unsaved" but we
can skirt this problem of "salvation by epistemology" as not central
to our purpose.5) Let us compare with this Maurician conceit a passage
from Barth and marvel at the similarity of expression and concept:

Thus the so-called "outsiders" are really only "insiders" who
have not yet understood and apprehended themselves as such. (6)
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The Humanity of God, p. 53: italics in the original

Witness to the Light, p. 105: taken by Vidler from an article
by Maurice in Macmillan's Magazine, April, 1860, p. 424: the
article is titled "The Revision of the Prayer Book and the iAct
of Uniformity",

The Humanity of God, p. 60

Life I, p. 155

In connection with this problem and the apparent unreality of
sin see F,D., Maurice and the Conflicts of Modern Theologx, p. 70.

The Humanity of God, p. 59
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This is the most overt and clear kind of universalist claim that Barth
and Maurice will make. But they are not shy of making it. Yet from
this point on, and indeed, even within this point, there is a necessary
note of caution. We must, despite all the truth of the claims made
this far, include that paradoxical negative of nothingness which we
met in the last chapter. Therefore, having passed our apogee, we must

slant earthwards once again.
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Apokatastasis and das Nichtige:

There is no need for us to peruse in depth the Bartnian doctrines
of the elect and of the rejected found in Volume II/2 of the Church
Dogmatics. That would be a study in itself and in any event there
are no tidy Haurician parallels to be found there. Rather we shall
stay with our two men where we left them, that is, with the idea that
it is God's intention that the totality of men should be saved.! Alas,
while this is true yet we cannoi say with certainty that the totality
will be saved.2 Let us re-examine those same two citations from
Bﬁrth and Maurice with which we closed the last section.

In those marvellously congruent passages is also contained the
warning which tells us that we have passed the peak of the affirmation
that all will be saved. Barth continues his passage (which we have
just seen above) by saying

On the other hand, even the most persuaded Christian, in the
final analysis, must and will recognize himself ever and again
as an "outsider." (3)
There is a sense in which all men are damaged, or, put more properly,
are in the constant danger of being damaged by the ravages of nothing-
ness. This is why Maurice, in the parallel passage to the one we have
taken from Barth, covers and protects himself by using the word every:
the condemnation of every man is that he will not own the truth. Con-
tained within the joyous and bold affirmative of Barth and Maurice is
also this negative. While all that has been outlined in previous chap-
ters about the nature of man is true yet there is a sense in which
", . . man no longer knows what it means to be truly human.".4 Man
is always in contact with that frontier with which nothingness con-

fronts hin.
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CD, II/2, pp. i421-42z

Ibid., p. 422

The Humanity of God, p. 59

Ibid., p. 80




The matter is even more dangerous and grave than it is already
made by the confrontation at every instant with nothingness which
is the condition of all men. For despite the intention of God to
redeen or save all there may be some who will resist that intention,
embracing nothingness instead., Maurice knows this: despite his gen-
eral optimism he refuses to assert categorically that no-one can or
will resist God.

I ask no one to pronounce, for I dare not pronounce myself,
what are the possibilities of resistance in a human will to
the loving will of God. There are times when they seem to
me . . . almost infinite. (1)
He soberly admits that he does not know2 and there the matter rests
with him,

This admission, however, that Maurice cannot ultimately embrace
universalism, does not invalidate all that has gone before.3 The
whole structure which we have built up in this paper still stands and
Maurice himself can give us an excellent summary of it.

But what is it to walk after the flesh? It is to walk as if
we were separate from Christ, when we are not separate from
Him, when we are united to Him. It is to set up a self apart
from Him, apart from our fellows, when He has claimed us as
one with Him, as one with our fellows. Here is, no doubt, the
great contradiction. Only let us remember that it is a contra-
diction, the contradiction of a fact. Evil is not our state;
good is our state; that for which God has created and redeemed
us; evil is the denial of that state. (&)

For great contradiction we can substitute the word lie of which we

have seen so much before. There may be, Maurice reluctantly admits,
some who pursue this lie, this nothingness, to their eternal death.
He hopes not and fervently prays not. But he camnot easily say that
211 shall inherit eternal life. And with this we have answered an.
other of those questions which we asked in the Introduction; answered

it in regard to Maurice, at least. But what of Barth?
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Theological Essays, p. 476: Maurice dislikes the conclusions

he is forced to and goes on to say, "But I know there is some-
thing which must be infinite., I am obliged to believe in an
abyss of love which is deeper than the abyss of death: I dare
not lose faith in that love. I sink into death, eternal death
if T do. I must feel that this love is compassing the universe,
More about it I cannot know. But God knows. I leave myself
and all to Him.". Here Maurice is speaking more from his great
and passionate faith than from a theological premiss. For a
cooler approach on his part see the following note.

We have already cited one of Maurice's little rules for himself:
here is that one, and two more which make the point plain. "Not
to say who has the Son of God, because I do not know. Not to
say how long any one may remain in eternal death, because I do
not know. Not to say that all will necessarily be raised out
of eternal death, because I do not know.": see Life II, p. 20.

For a discussion and denial of Maurice's universalism see F.D,
Maurice and the Conflicts of Modern Theology, p. 49.

Life II, p. 560: italics in the original
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We shall find exactly the same answer in the case of Barth., Of
course, we know that in the final analyéis Barth cannot support a
doctrine of universalism. We know this not only because Weber tells
us so,1 because Hartwell tells us so,2 but also because Barth himself

3

tells us so.” But what is important here is not that Barth holds
this position but the way in which he arrives at it; thé way in which
he structures all his theological thought on the premiss that God
wills to save all, the way he speaks as though this were indeed what
must happen, and the way in which he is reluctantly obliged to con-
fess that this is not necessarily what will happen. In all this he
is very like Maurice as we have seen.
Let.us consider yet one more passage from Barth. In speaking of

theology he says that |

Its presupposition and occasion consist in the fact that the

commerce between God and man indeed concerns all men, in that

in Him, namely, in Jesus Christ, the most personal affairs of

them all are treated and the life and death of them all are

decided. (&)
The language of Maurice is echoed in this passage. We have indeed
discovered that the commerce certainly involves all men; Maurice
(and Barth) have been hamﬁering this lesson at us for the last eighty-
odd pages. But can we say that of necessity all men are saved? The
hint and answer are found in the word death above: we cannot presume
that Barth is here speaking of merely biological death. Rather does
death mean the real death, the eternal death, which we have already
defined. Here, while pointing out the centrality of Christ and his
insistence on extending his work to all men, Barth makes that quiet

(yet necessary) mention of that destruction which we may bring upon

ourselves. Yet the mention of the possibility of that destruction
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Karl Barth's Church Dogmatics: An Introductory Report, p. 101:
Weber says that it would be against Barth's express oprosition
to impute to him a doctrine of apokatastasis.

The Theology of Karl Barth: an Introduction, p. 111: ". . . be-
lieving in a higher divine logic which surpasses the logic of
finite human mind, Barth maintains in view of the freedom of
the divine grace and on scriptural grounds that the question
of whether or not ultimately all men will be saved must remain
an open one." The notion of a higher divine logic is a very
Maurician one!

cD, I1/2, p. 422

The Humanity of God, p. 57: italics in the original
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is always quiet in Barth and Maurice, guiet in the sense that it al-
ways comes second, always comes after the mention and recognition of
the initiative and priority of God in Christ.

That quietness, that reluctance, to noise abroad the damnation of
this man or that man or some men or most men, is a characteristic of
both our theologians, a characteristic both of the men and of their
respective theologies. We have seen Faurice's extreme resistance to
a viewpoint which willingly denies the blessings of redemption to any
and we have mentioned Barth's preference for a quickening gospel at
the risk of universalism: our last word will be to permit Barth, in
his own name and in Maurice's, to provide an expansion of that quiet
reluctance. Let us now look more closely at Barth's comments about

universalism in The Humanity of God.

Barth asks if his position implies universalism and says that he
will make ". ., , three short observations in which one is to detect
no position for or against that which passes among us under this
term".1 (The three observations are here presented in a shortened
paraphrase. )

1 That we should not be panicked by the word at least until we
have a clear idea of its sense or nonsense;

2 That we should at least be stimulated by Colossians 1:19 [;hd
presumably 1:2Q7 (and parallel passages) which says that God in
Christ will reconcile all things to himself;

3 That we should beware as much or more than the danger of uni-
versalism the danger of the opposite "morosely gloomy" and legalistic

2
position of those who deny it.
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1 The Humanity of Gcd, p. 61

2 Ibid., the three observations are found on pp. 61 & 62,
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Then follows a passage which we have cited before but not quoted: it
is utterly true to the spirit of Maurice and makes us a fitting end

10 our researches.

This much is certain, that we have no theological right to set
any sort of limits to the loving-kindness of God which has ap-
peared in Jesus Christ. Our theological duty is to see and
understand it as being still greater than we had seen vefore. (1)
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1 The Humanity of God, p. 62
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BIELIOGRAPHIES

Karl Barth:

The work which has been of greatest importance to us is the
Church Dogmatics, particularly three of the many Volumes which
began appearing (in English) in 1936 published by T. & T. Clark,
Edinburgh., Those three Volumes are:

Volume JI: The Doctrine of God, Part 2, first published in Eng-
1lish in 1957;

Volume ITT: The Doctrine of Creation, Parts 2 and 3 published in
English in 1936 and 1961 respectively.

~ Other works by Karl Barth are listed on the following page,

F.,D. Maurice:

One of our major sources has been the Life. Its Victorian

title-page tells us the following: The Life of Frederick Denison

Maurice Chiefly Told in his own Letters Edited by his Son Frederick

Maurice with Portraits and in Two Volumes, Charles Scribner's Sons,
New York, 188, The other work which has been of such use is Ihe

Kingdom of Christ or Hints on the Principles, Ordinances, & Consti-

tution of the Catholic Church in Letters to a Member of the Society

of Friends, Everyman Library, J.K. Dent & Co., London, no date,
first published in this revised edition in 1842. Other works by

Maurice are listed on page 90,
P
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Works by Barth cited in the text other than the Dogmatics:

Anselm, Fides Quaerens Intellectum, John Knox Pres, Richmond,
Virginia, 1960

Dogmatics in Outline, Harper Torchbooks, Harper & Row, New
York, 1959

The Humanity of God, John Knox Press, Richmond, Virginia, 1960

Prayer and Preaching, SCM Press, London, 1964

The Teaching of the Church regarding Baptism, SCM Press, London,
1948 _
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torks by Maurice cited in the text other than the Kingdom and Life:

The Doctrine of Sacrifice Deduced from the Scriptures, laemillan
& Co., Cambridge, 185

The Kingdom of Christ (edited by A.R. Vidler), SCM Press, London,
1958, in two volumes

The Prayer Book, dJames Clarke & Co., London, 1966 (third ed.)

The Religions of the World and their Relations to Christianity con-
sidered in Eight Lectures, Fourth Edition, Ilacmillan and Co.,
London, 1861

Sermons Preached in Country Churches, Second Edition, Macmillan
and Co., London, 1880

Theological Essays, Third Edition, Macmillan & Co., London & New
York, 1871
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Kingsley, Charles

Masterman, N.C.

Ramsey, A.M.

Richardson, Alan
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An Introduction to F.D. Maurice's Theology,
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The Theology of Karl Barth: an Introduction,
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Type Press, London & Glasgow, no date, first
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F.D. Maurice and the Confiicts of Modern Theo-
logy, Cambridge, at the University Press,
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The Bible in the Age of Science, SCM Press,
London, 1961

Witness to the Light, Charles Scribner's Sons,
New York, 1948

Karl Barth's Church Dogmatics: An Introductory
Report, translated by A.C. Cochrane, West-
minster Press, Philadelphia, 1953

Scottish Journal of Theology, Vol. II, No. 1
(March, 1949), pp. 57-74: "An Examination of
Karl Barth!'s Doctrine: The Nature of Man'



