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PART I1I1.—(Continued)

o —

FIRST MAIN DIVISION.—(Continued.)
THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST.—(Continued)

B.— Development of the Ecelesiastical Doctrine.
§114.

ON one hand, the ecclesiastical doctrine of the Reconciliation?!
of mankind with God through Christ has in all ages
remained immoveably the same, namely, in respect of
the consciousness of the Christian Church that the com-
munion between God and mankind, disturbed by sin,

has been restored through the mediatorial Person of

Christ, who, as the Representative of the personal unity
of God and man, accomplishes His work through His
substitutionary love without violating the divine justice,
nay, in harmony therewith. On the other hand, the
development of this dogma contains a variable element
through its dependence on the current development of
Christology, Ponerology, and in the last resort of the
Doctrine of God.

LiTeRATURE—Cotta’s Treatise in his edit. of J. Gerhard,

1 [Reconciliation and atonement represent the same word in the original,
Versohnung. Atonement is used wherever English idiom permits, At the
same time, the substantial equivalence of the two terms must eonah.nt.ly be
borne in mind in the following discussions. ]

DoRNER. —CHRIST. DocrT. 1v., A



2 THE DOCTRINE OF ATONEMENT,

Loct Th. t. iv. Ziegler, Hist. dogmatis de redemtione, ed.
Velthusen, 1791. Bihr, die Lehre vom Tode Jesu in den dres
ersten Jahrh., 1832. Baur, die Lehre von der Verschnung in
threr geschichtlichen Entwickelung, 1838. Cf. Tholuck’s Liter.
Anzeiger, 1839, No. 79. Nitzsch, Dogmengeschichte, p. 370 ff.
Ritschl, die chr. Lehre von der Rechtf. u. Versohnung,i. 1870.
Hasse, Anselm v. Canterd., 2 vols. 1849, 1852. Other discus-
sions of the Anselmic theory by Bornemann, Franck, Sib-
macher, Ziinen (Anselmi et Calvini placita de hominum per
Christum a peccato redemptione,1852). Aemil. Hohne, Anselmi
Cant. philosophia—efusdem de satisfactione doctrina dijudicatur,
1867. As to Luther’s doctrine of Atonement, cf the works of
J. Kostlin, 1863, and Th. Harnack, 1862, on Luther’s Theology,
also Held, De opere Jesu Christi salutari, 1860, and Chr. H.
‘Weisse, Martinus Lutherus quid de consilio mortis et resur-
rectionis Jesu Christi semserit, 1846. Socinus, Prelectiones
Theol.; Christ. religionis brevissima Institutio, Biblioth. Fr.
Polon. i., Cat. Racov. qu. 377. Hugo Grotius, Defensio Fidei
Cath. de satisfactione Christi, 1617. As to C. Vorstius, cf.
Baur's theol. Jahrbiicher, 1856, Against the Socinians, L.
Hiitter's Loct Comm. xxii. Fr. Turretin, De Satisfactione. J.
Q. Tollner, Ueber den thdtigen Gehorsam Christi, 1768. F. A.
Philippi, der thatige Gehorsam Christi, ein Beilrag zur Recht-
Jertiqungslehre, 1841. Thomasius, De Obedientia Christi activa,
'1846. Von Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, ed. 2, 1857-59, i.-577.
Against his doctrine arose: Philippi, Herr v. Hofmann,
gegentiber der huh, Versohnungs- und Rechifertigungslehre,
1856. Thomasius, das Bekenntniss der luth. Kirche von der
Versohnung und die Versohnungslehre Chr. v. Hofmanns, mit
einem Nachwort von Harnack, 1857 ; cf. also Thomasius, Lehre
von Christs Person und Werk, iii. 1, pp. 157-315, ed. 2, 1862.
Ebrard, die Lekre von der stellvertretenden Genugthuung in der
H. Schr. begrimdet—mvit besonderer Riicksicht auf v. Hofmann's
.Versohnungslehre, 1857. Weizsicker, Jahrbiicher f. deutsche
Theol. 1858, p. 154 ff. Gess, Jakrbiicher f. d. Theol. 1859,
p. 467 ff. Von Hofmann, Schutzschriften fir eine neue Weise,
‘alte Wahrheit zu lehren, 4 Stiicke, 1856-59. Sartorius, Lehre
von Christi Person und Werk, ed. 7, 1860. Schoberlein,
Grundlehren des Heils, etc.,1848. The same, Art, “ Versshnung”
in Herzog's theol. Real.-Encycl., and his work, Die Geheimnisse
des Glaubens. XKahnis, Luth. Dogm. iii. 371. A. Schweizer,
Centraldogm. ii.; Reform. Dogm. ii. 331, 377, 388, ii. 164 ff.
Schenkel, i. 650. Edw. Park, The Atonement; Discourses and
Treatises of Edwards, Smalley, Maxcy, Emmons, etc., 1860.
(Collection of the more important advocates of the older New
England theology.)



DEVELOPMENT OF THE ECCLESIASTICAL DOCTRINE. 3

1. The variable element in the dogma does mnot consist in
the Church ever having doubted whether we owe to Christ
alone the restoration of divine communion and redemption,
and whether His work is all-sufficient and complete. From
the first it was with His name that Christendom connected
the forgiveness of sins—that blessing which must appear and
does appear to every one, who knows aught of himself and
God, the first and most urgent requisite in order to the attain-
ment of divine communion; for the good man is conscious
that atonement for his sin, not a positively holy and virtuous
walk, is the fundamental and most sacred problem. This reli-
gious is again the first moral problem, without the solution of
which man’s entire existence would be destitute of foundation
and assured worth, because an existence without God. In
Christ, then, was beheld the God-given, personalized, universal
principle of Redemption. But it was only by degrees that
reflection advanced from the experienced fact of redemption
through Christ to the work of demonstrating the necessity of
this special form of redemption, or from the that to the why
and how. And to this question belonged again the dogmatic
knowledge of—1. The Person adapted to be the Mediator;
2. That which makes salvation necessary; 3. The Character
of God, in order that the Redemption or Reconciliation may
harmonize with His nature. Certainly many, abstaining from
closer dogmatic investigation, prefer to stop at the totality of
Christ’s Person. In it they behold the realized, personal
reconciliation between God and mankind, between heaven and
earth. In this mystical doctrine Christ’s essential Person
and His vitality or manifestation are not distinguished from
each other in thought; by His very existence the Person
sanctifies the race, rendering it acceptable to God. But if
atonement is viewed as accomplished in Christ’s mere exist-
ence or birth, then the ethical meaning and ethical form of
Christ’s work, as well as sin and what Christ did and suffered
for sin, remain obscure and in the background. Real possi-
bility is still not actnality. =~ To regard all humanity as
reconciled and sanctified as matter of course, because the
Incarnation took place in a certain spat of humanity, leads to
physical and false sacramental theories of redemption. The
Church was therefore compelled, not merely in ‘the interest of
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Gnosis, but also in order to secure its faith against falsifica-
tion, to advance from the general, from the totality of the
principle, to the special, because to stop at the principle
would be to falsify the principle itself. But to do this was
to initiate movement in reference to the dogma.

2. But despite all the variability exhibited by the history
of the dogma in the Church, it is not without an identical
and fixed element. This was the case not merely because
man’s need of redemption in presence of a holy God was
always acknowledged, and both the mission and work of
Christ—the Sinless One—among sinners were always re-
garded as a gift of God's paternal love, but also because the
way in which Christ carried out His mission to mankind,
under every aspect in which it is viewed, bears a twofold
character. It bears, on one side, the character of substitu-
tionary love, which makes our misery its own, in order that
we may make what belongs to it ours. And again, while
justice is very unequally treated as regards clearness and em-

phasis, the presupposition remains, that Christ accomplished

redemption, not in opposition to but in unison with the divine
justice, in unison not merely with legislative justice, but also
with the justice that denounces punishment against sin. He
represents neither Love without Justice, nor Justice without
Love.

3. As relates, then, to the dogmatic development of this
doctrine or the variable side of the dogma, it will be helpful
both to the understanding of its history and to its thetic con-
struction, if we consider preliminarily to what extent the
shaping of the doctrine of Atonement depends on these three
dogmas—Christology, Ponerology, Theology.

_ First. The more completely both sides in the Person of
Christ are defined—the divine and the human,—and the
more correctly their relations are apprehended, the greater
must be the importance attributed to the work of Christ.
For nothing but the divine side in this Person gives us that
sharp contrast between His suffering and His dignity which
suggests & mysterious depth in His love and a divine import
in His sufferings.  On the other side, nothing but His
humanity secures the reality of the historical revelation in
Him and the verity of His suffering and acts, while nothing
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but His uniqueness secures the possibility of His being a
substitute for us. Hence it is clear that the Christian
doctrine of Atonement depends on the rejection of Ebionism
and Docetism. But even after both sides were acknowledged
completely sn thest (as was done at Chalcedon), the unity of
the Person might be so conceived that the divine side pre-
ponderated in a one-sided way, The consequence of this was,
that the humanity became &‘ mere selfless organ of the
Divinity. But in this case the humanity contributes nothing
essential towards procuring the forgiveness of sins. Rather is
the atonement then only revealed through Christ in the sense
that it is exhibited in Him or by Him,—whether the meaning
be that God is essentially and eternally propitiated for sin, or
that we are told how we are to make atonement to God,—
this exhibition taking place through His teaching, or sym-
bolically through His sacrificial death. But the humanity of
Christ then retains a merely accidental import. In order to.
the enlightenment of men on this subject, or to the office of
teacher, no divine Incarnation was necessary. - But the
doctrine of Atonement is no less affected by a false pre-
ponderance of the kuman side in Christ’s Person, such as
prevailed after 1750 ; for then Christ is little more in what
He did and suffered than a martyr for truth and pattern
of morality. A principal part of the truth, it is said, for
which Christ died, is that God forgives sin in virtue of His
love, and is essentially and eternally propitiated for it, pro-
vided only it comes to an end in the future. Thus the two
extremes are again at one in the doctrine, that reconciliation
was not first procured through Christ’s historical Person, but
that God, instead of standing in essential opposition to evil in
virtue of His holy Justice, is eternally reconciled with the
world’s sinful reality on account of the possibility of good still
dwelling in it. The aim of the Reformation, as shown before,
is to secure both to the divine and human sides in Christ’s
Person their full rights, thus rendering possible a satisfactory
doctrine of Christ’s atoning work.

No less, secondly, must the idea of Atonement be different
according to the condition of Ponerology, .. according as that
from which deliverance is necessary is found mainly in some.
thing objective, in physical ¢ll, perhaps s & punishment (whether
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the ill be fdvaros, or the bondage of sin, or the mastery of
Satan); or according as this is discovered mainly in something
subjective, whether in the consciousness of discord, or in ungodly
volition, in evil acts or states; or, finally, according as the
objective and subjective are united, as was done at the Refor-
mation. The one-sided objective theory of Atonement places the
process altogether outside man; it is, eg., a process merely
between God or Christ and Satan. Just so, when death or
the guilt merely of another—Adam’s—is regarded as the
enemy, the process of its conquest or abolition may take place
in a purely objective way, without man being compelled to
take an essential part therein. Conversely, when that which
has to be vanquished is found simply in subjective moral
character, the process of reconciliation is placed solely in man,
a8 is done by the purely subjective theories, and nothing is
left for Christ to do and merit. The Reformation, on the
contrary, goes back from what is external, from physical il
and objective punishment to the culpe, which is no mere
debitum inherited from another's guilt, and finds the ground of
the objective punishment in guilt. The physical ill is punish-
ment through its connection with sin and through the divine
justice. Punishment and sin, the objective and subjective
sides, while different, are also connected by the intermediate
idea of guilt}! which is the main idea in relation to the
doctrine of Atonement, and that not a8 mere debitum ez
aliena culpa contractum. 4

Thirdly. Both the purely objective and the purely sub-
jective theories of Atonement may assume different forms
according to the concept formed of God, with whom the
reconciliation is necessary (although, as already said, every
Christian theory of Atonement at least includes justice in a
negative aspect and love in a positive). Still, the concept
formed of man and sin on one side and of Christology on
the other, depends in the last resort on the definition of the
doctrine of God. Now, as we know, God may be conceived
either in a merely physical way, or in an @sthetic way as the
Principle of Harmony, or in & logical way as supreme Truth
and supreme Knowledge and Wisdom, or in a juridical way as
Justice, or in & moral (e, in the sense that His sole concern

1 Form. Conc. 799. 818. Apologia, L
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is for amendment and obedience to His law), or in a religious,
as Love. These views determine at the same time the Pone-
rology and Christology, and therefore the doctrine of Atone-
ment ; and we are justified in hoping to be able under this
division to include a survey of all the more important theories
of Atonement possible. The theory of Atonement may: there-
fore take either a physical, or wsthetic, or logical, or juridical,
or moral, or one-sided religious form, according as it is deter-
mined, either really or in pretence, by & doctrine of God ; and
all this both on the one-sided objective and subjective mode of
- considering the question. At the same time, such a review
will suggest important dogmatic hints towards a suitable con-
struction of the doctrine. The idea of God, rightly conceived,
is adapted to guard against the one-sided objective and subjec-
tive theories of Atonement, requiring as it does the union of
the objective and subjective elements; for in God lies the
reason that He willed men to be not impersonal instruments,
nor deistically independent, but images of Himself, For this
very reason, by the divine will they are on the one hand
capable of personal culpability, and on the other destined to
blessedness in divine communion, but without violence to
justice or indifference to wrong. And thus the main question
is: How, despite sin and guilt, which in virtue of the divine
Justice expose men to punishment and separate them from
God,' a combined revelation of divine justice and love may
take place in the world, as they are eternally combined in
God, whereas through sin and guilt the two seem necessarily
at variance in the world. Since, further, all possible aberra-
tions in the doctrine of Atonement—the objective and the
subjective—correspond to a true element in the idea of God
and of man made in God's image, the true Christian theory
of Atonement must combine the elements of truth scattered
in those theories. It will include, therefore, the abolition of
physical ill, the restoration of harmony, the return to wisdom,
to true self-consciousness and moral amendment, but all in
due moral order. In the same way, it can neither obscure
justice by love, nor love by justice, but will reveal both in
their divine harmony.
1§8 87-89.
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1. History of the Doctrine up to the Period of the Reformation.
§ 115.

The ancient Church - teachers, in proceeding to lay down
the rudiments of a dogmatic theory, as well as the
Middle Ages, predominantly favour objective theories of
Atonement; whereas the period of the Reformation
began to blend the subjective with the objective side.

1. Although the fact of deliverance through Christ’s self-
sacrificing love was always certain to the Christian conscious-
ness, the common Christian faith did not include as matter
‘of course an immediate certainty of the mode in which He
brought about salvation, and therefore did not include an
immediate certainty of a definite theory of Atonement, or of
the necessity of the mode realized historically. Nevertheless,
one thing may be said: the idea of substitution is common to
all the Fathers. Thus Ireneeus says: “ Christ must needs
become what we are, that we may become what He is; what
He did and suffered held good, therefore, for us. ZLongam
hominum expositionem in s¢ ipso recapitulavit.”® Athanasius
teaches: “ Men were created for eternal life, but fell a prey
to death as a punishment for their sin. Thus the Logos, the
avrolw), became mortal, in order as a vicarious sacrifice to
vanquish death through suffering death.”? We may say that
the idea of the substitution of Christ forms the common germ-
point or ground-thought in all attempts at dogmatic theories,
however different, whether the chief idea is sacrifice, or Christ
is described as a means of exchange or a ransom-price to God
or to Satan, or whether, finally, the matter is presented more
after the Pauline manner, in an abstract way apart from
figure. But, as concerns the mode in which the work of
redemption is carried out, the Church in all ages is united on

1 Adv. Hereses, v. 28. 2, iii. 17, 1. 18, 7. Cf. too, Ep. ad Diognet. c. 9.

2 De Incarnatione, c. 6-10, ¢. Ar. ii. 68. Similarly Eusebius of Ctesarea,
Hilary, Ambrose, Augustine, Leo the Great, Cyril of Alexandria, ¢. Nest, iii. 2.
John of Damascus, de Fide orthod. iil. 27, Cf. Nitzsch, Dogmengesch. p.
870 fI.
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two points: that redemption must not be effected by sheer
might or in the way of violence, but in the way of suffering
and dying love; and, indeed, the necessity of mortal suffering is
always brought in some way, directly or indirectly, into con-
nection with the divine justice. Especially for the sake of the
latter point, or in order to prove that the relation of Atone-
ment to the divine justice, which is so often placed in the
background in modern days, formed an essential part of the
faith of Christendom in all ages, and was by no means foisted
into theology by Anselm (as may seem to be the case, when
the history of the doctrine is dated only from him and Abe-
lard), we will review the beginnings of the different theories
before Anselm, which certainly for the most part leave room
in their breadth for various dogmatic interpretations of a
higher and lower kind. Here come specially into view the
ideas of sacrifice, of ransoming from Satan and of ransom to
God, or satisfaction to His justice.

Almost all without distinction call Christ & Sacrifice.!
tainly this eommon word, however well-grounded its liturgical
position, expresses of itself no definite theory. Were Christ
compared with the peace-offering, were He simply well-pleas-
ing to God (éou® ebwdias) because of His love for God and
for sinners, the relation of His Person to the removal of
sin and procurement of forgiveness would become secondary,
The same would be the case were He only called a Sacrifice
on the ground that He presented Himself in His purity to
God, giving us a pattern of surrender to God and self-con-
secration, or, finally, on the ground that by the sacrifice of
His death He was the cause, so to speak, of the world’s
repentance, on account of which God then forgives sin. And,
in fact, all these conceptions are found in the Fathers? But
they by no means stop there, but at the same time consider
Christ's sufferings in relation to our sins, not merely in so far
as His spontaneous surrender to death is said to be a pattern

3 Cf. e.g. the passages in Hase, u¢ supra, p. 236 f.

? The first class, which leaves out of sight Christ’s mortal sufferings, occurs
most of all in that mystic theory, according to which in Christ a humanity well-
Pleasing in God’s sight is presented to God, who accepts this gift and beholds us
in Him. 8o Ireneus, Justin, who regards Christ as the Paschal Lamb, Dial. .

Tryph. c. iii. Cf. Semisch, Justin d. M. 1840, pp. 413—418 Origen, cont.
Cels. iii. 28, and others.
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of self-consecration to God,! etc., but also in such a way that
Christ is viewed as a sacrifice for the general good, or as an
expiatory sacrifice for sin. So by Origen, Athanasius, Hilary,
Augustine, and John of Damascus.’ It is true the question
still remains : Is He an expiatory sacrifice merely as a symbol
of forgiveness to us, given by God as a pledge of His love,
which love is no mere fictitious creation,?® or did Christ bring
about some real and objective result, which withont Him
had not existed ? But still, despite ambiguity of figurative
phraseology, it remains certain that wherever Christ is regarded
as an expiatory sacrifice, a relation between His suffering love
and divine justice is supposed.

The expiatory sacrifice forms a transition to the second
figure, that of Ransoming. For if Christ's death is an ex-
piatory sacrifice, this at once suggests that we are bought at
great cost, that He is the means by which we are purchased
for Christ’s kingdom, or the ransom by which we are delivered
from ruin. But to the figure of purchase or ransom a
series of various theories might attach themselves, always,
however, implying that a grave hindrance to the salvation
of mankind could only be removed at the price of Christ's
death or blood. The ruin from which deliverance is necessary
might then be found either in the power of Satan over man-
kind, or in death, or in the guilt inherited from Adam, or in
sin and personal guilt, or, finally, in God’s just displeasure.
All these various phases, again, are closely interconnected.
For it is only sin and guilt, personal or inherited, which justly
incurs God's displeasure. Further, it is only through God's
just displeasure that Satan possesses power over men, while
this power again is displayed in death, which is inflicted by
Satan, as well as in the dominion of sin. But this connection
was by no means clearly perceived at once. The conscious-
ness of penal desert gave the impulse first of all to seek and
find in Christ deliverance from a penal state. The predominant
view up to the Middle Ages of the evils from which redemption

1 And according to Clement of Rome, ad Cor.. i. 7.

? Origen, cont. Cels. i. 81, vii. 17, in Num. Hom,. xxiv. 1, ad Rom. t. iil.
7. 8 ; Athanasius, ed. Col. 1686, i. 78, 426, 866-69; Augustine, cont. Faust.
Man. xiv. 2. 8, de Trin. xiii. 14 ; John of Damascus, de Fide Orth. iii. 27.

3 Thus Gregory of Naz. Or. 42, says: **God acoepted the ransom by way of
olumopin”
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is necessary was merely objective, and the view taken of the
nature of redemption harmonized therewith. The hostile
power which threatened man’s welfare, and from which Christ
rescued us at the cost of suffering and death, was predomi-
nantly conceived as & power external to man; and since
mankind was viewed as subject to the dominion of Satan and
death through Satan in virtue of the guilt inherited from Adam,
it was natural that the power of Satan, who is the ruler of
death, should be regarded as the central-point of the ruin from
which deliverance is necessary, and that Christ should be pri-
marily regarded in His suffering and death as engaged in conflict
with Satan,—ideas favoured by passages in the New Testament.

2. The most elaborate theories adhered for a long time to this
line. The doctrine of the vanquishing of Satan by Christ was
advanced by Church-teachers with a variety of application,
only that the conviction always recurs therein, that redemp-
tion or atonement could not be effected by means of violence,
or in the way of mere caprice or power, but in that of
Justice! Men were subject to Satan’s dominion by God’s
righteous judgment,’ and ought not to be wrested from him
by violence, or in such a way as to give him cause to complain
of violence done to his rights. On the ground of these as-
sumptions, the victory over the devil was achieved, according
to some, by legal means. After the manner of justitia com-
mutativa, the person of Christ, on which Satan worked his
Ppleasure, is the ransom-price, for the sake of which the devil
had to release men. Christ’s soul was offered in the way of
exchange to the devil, and for its sake he was to set men free ;
for that soul was the noblest possession, by reason of its
perfection surpassing the whole of mankind in value. The
devil agreed to the exchange. But he was unable to retain
this pure soul, it was torture to his hand, and thus Christ
became the conqueror of the devil and death®? On Satan's

} According to Irenseus, man must not be redeemed from death and perfected gip
or by caprice. According to Augustine, Christ must overcome Satan lege justitiae,
not violenter. In the same way speaks Gregory of Nysss, Or. Cat. ¢. 15-27.

8 E.g. according to Augustine, Diabdolus jure equissimo omnem prolem primi
Aominis vindicabat. Iniquum enim eratl, wt ei quem ceperat non dominaretur.
Cf. de Trin. xiii. c. 12,

3 80 Origen, Comm. in Mutth. xvi. § 8, Erhort. ad Mart. 12. Similarly
Theodoret and Augustine,
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part, acoordingly, there was self-deception. As the deception
wag intended by God, this view led to the formal theory of a
deception of Satan by God! This application, although
starting from the idea of justice, makes the divine majesty and
power, not justice, finally decide the victory of Christ; and
the deceptive craft, although represented as military strategy,
fails to harmonize with the divine holiness. Although the
ransom to Satan is never, of course, represented as a sacrifice
to him, he is still, with a touch of Manichsism, viewed as a
sovereign Power, co-equal with God, a Power with which God
treats, or which He outwits and thus strips of its rights.
Better, therefore, are the theories which place the deliverance
from Satan’s power and right on such a basis, that Satan is
"put in the wrong, and a just conflict with him ensunes,
Gregory of Nazianzum and John of Damascus expressly reject
the notion of a ransom to Satan? They say: Christ was
slain by Satan, and Satan was deceived as to Christ's divinity
by His birth of a virgin and humble condition, so that he did
not know Him ; but Satan thus sinned against the Holy One;
for God had only conceded to him power over sinners. As a
punishment, he lost his right in mankind by sentence of God’s
just law. It is true that even thus a dualistic element re-
mained, the reason of which perhaps lies in the following
considerations. The Christian consciousness, in seeking to
regard Christ as a Substitute for guilty humanity, does not
venture directly to subject Christ to the divine justice and
punishment, and make Him without further ado the object of
the displeasure of the just God. For this reason Satan is
interposed, God’s punitive justice is placed in Satan, nay, in
mythological phraseology is hypostatized as it were in him,
of course on the basis of God’s cosmical government. On one

1 According to Gregory of Nyssa, the divine wisdom led the devil fo the
exchange mentioned. In his view, the divine Incarnation is an artifice of the
wisdom of divine love, since it seemed to render accessible to the devil the
essentially inaccessible, Or. Cat Lec. Gregory the Great describes Christ’s flesh
as the bait held before the Leviathan by the divine stratagem of the Incarnation,
in order that he might try to swallow the hook of Christ’s divinity, and thus
come to shame. Similarly, according to Origen, the cross is the net, according
to Peter Lombard, the muscipwla in which Satan was caught. In like manner
Augustine, Kp. 180, 184, 263. Ct. Philippi, iv. 2, p. 66.

2 Gregory of Naz. Or. 42; John of Damascus, iii. 27. Many Fathers who
include Satan, regard Christ aguin as an expiatory offering to God.



HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE TO THE REFORMATION. 13

side it seemed necessary to assume punitive justice as an
active factor in the redemptive process ; on the other side, were
Christ directly subjected to it, there was danger of a conflict
both with God's love and with the dignity of the Son of His
love. But when punitive justice was placed in Satan, outside
God, it was made to appear as if justice were not an objective
determination of the divine essence, as if God might be recon-
ciled with sinners without further ado, provided Satan’s right
and power were out of the way, whereas' this right can still
only flow every moment from God.

Moreover, the theories which, without attributing importance
to Satan, go back to the Adamic debitum as a debt contracted
by Adam and to be paid by his posterity, or to death as the
just punishment of God, from which redemption is necessary,
do so in such a way as to imply that it would be well with
the world and everything would be in harmony, provided
these hostile powers, standing outside the personality, were
out of the way. For this reason opposition to these theories
was never quite suppressed, and traces were not wanting of a
representation more in harmony with facts; eg., according to
Gregory of Nazianzus, the devil cannot be the recipient of a
ransom, but the Father received it. According to John of
Damascus, Christ presents Himself as a sacrifice and ransom
to the Father, whom we have offended—not to the usurper
was the blood of the lawful Lord offered! recourse being
thus had again to the idea of an expiatory sacrifice under the
figure of & ransom to God. Nay, long before Anselm there
‘was mention in & non-figurative, abstract way of a satisfaction
offered by Christ to God. So by Ambrose, Cyril of Alex-
-andria, Hilary, Augustine, John of Damascus.?

The exposition given above shows, indeed, how the Patristic
doctrine applied all the divine attributes in regular order to
Christ’s work of atonement—Love and Mercy, Power, Vera-

1 Cf. Nitzach, ¢ supra, p. 874 ff.

? According to Origen, Christ rendered the necessary propitiatio. Ambrose,
de Fuga, 7 : *Christ died, wt satigfieret judicato ;" Gregory of Nazianzus and
John of Damascus, ué supra ; Cyril of Alex. ¢. Nest. iii. 2: * Only the Logos,
because &reikios cir o'hn, could die for all, and thus take away the punishment
of our disobedience ;" according to Eusebius of Ceesarea also, Christ vicariously
assumed our penal mﬂ‘ermg—deaﬂl His death is eqninlent to the infliction of
the punishment on all. Cf. Nitzuch, p. 878 fL.
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city and Immutability (both in reference to the threatening
of sin with death and to the promise of salyation), further, the
Divine Wisdom, and finally, Justice. But still it is, above all,
the latter upon which, although so inadequately, the necessity
of the saving process through Christ's death is made to
depend; and, moreover, Justice is regarded not as the divine
consistency in manifesting His Love, but as that which acts
as a bar to the communication of His love until a way is
found in which the divine love is able to realize its thoughts
of salvation without violence to justice. The defectiveness of
the theories before Anselm consists, therefore, in the following
points. It is wrong to find that which renders redemption
necessary in something merely external to man. It is wrong
8o to distribute the several parts as to make Satan represent
the energy of justice, and God with Christ the pure forgiving
love, which only evinces its justice in refusing to infringe on
Satan’s right. It is wrong, finally, to make the process of
reconciliation only issue, as it were, from God. On the
contrary, we must have the courage to bring God’s justice and
Christ into mutual relation.

3. But the idea of justice first receives independent and
systematic notice in the juridical theories, of which that of
Anselm is by far the most profound! Anselm endeavours to
demonstrate the necessity both of atonement by Christ, and of
divine incarnation in order to atonement. He starts from the
honor Dei as an inviolable good. God’s honour is the preva-
lence of justitia in the world; by obedience to God’s will the
creature pays the hononr due to God. God's care for His
honour is not egoistic, justice being the universal law inviol-
able even to the divine volition. It would be inconceivable,
as well as unworthy of God, that He should will anything
opposed to justice. In this way God's power and plenary
authority are placed beneath, not above, His justice. In His
character of justice He must require righteousness or obedience
to His righteous will from rational beings. This is the solus
et tolus honor which they can offer to God. Hunc honorem
debitum qui Deo non reddst, aufert Deo quod suum est Deumque
exhonorat, e¢ hoc est peccare. Sin is a contumelta Deo illata.
To it God cannot and ought not to be indifferent. He must

1 Anselm Cantuar. Cur Deus homo ?
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demand satisfaction for it ; and this requires plus reddere quam
ablatum erat, in order to efface the wrong to His honour and
atone for the infuriz. Banmgarten-Crusius here strikingly
calls attention to the Old German expiation or penance, and
to that conception of sin as an outrage to homour which was
in keeping with the chivalrous spirit of the age. Notwith-
standing, the divine honour is not regarded as a mere private
good, so that God might, like a private person, in virtue of
His free plenary authority, renounce claim to satisfaction or
not. On the contrary, it would be against God’s honour
to forgive sin without satisfaction ; for otherwise evil would be
freer than good. In the absence of satisfaction, poena must
follow. Now, man cannot render satisfaction for the past; for
what he has and can do he owes as a rational creature to God.
Punishment, therefore, would be necessary ; and how grievous
this must be is evident from the consideration that the
violated good—the honour of God—is of greater value than
the whole world, and therefore the violation of this honour
is of infipite import. But, on the other hand, the infliction
of the punishment must entail destruction on the world.
This would be the destruction of the fair world-order, the
overthrow of the fair world-plan, which willed along with
the angels the perfection and happiness of the race of human
beings.! Thus, in order to render punishment unnecessary,
God must give to humanity the means of rendering the satis-
faction which it cannot render out of its own resources.
Humanity must render it. It cannot do so as mere humanity,
but it can as divine humanity (Qottmenschheit). Now, Christ
is the God-man. He can render it, because He is the eternal
Son as well a3 man, His person and His work thus possessing
infinite value. As man, indeed, His active obedience is due
to God ; and by it, therefore, He cannot acquire merit capable
of transference to us. But it is otherwise with His spontan-
eous suffering, which was not matter of obligation. Accord-
ing to Anselm, this suffering is not penal suffering in virtue
of the jus talionis; but Christ creates meritum by His love,
which yields not even to death. This is a good plus amabile
than sin is hateful. Not merely, therefore, does God regard

1 The race of human beings is not merely designed to supply the place of the
fallen angels. It has also to Anselm a worth of its own,
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this suffering as an action, & plus reddere quam ablatum erat,
and thus an adequate satisfaction;! but Christ’s suffering
begets an overplus of meritum, a reward being conferred on
Him. This reward He cannot receive on His own account,
for He is already in possession of divine majesty. But in
His love for us He counts it & reward to Himself to be
permitted to impart the reward due to Himself to those who
follow His word and example, and whom He calls His kins-
men. His satisfaction holds good objectively for all; His
reward secures the happiness of believers. The fact of Christ's
work not merely being a legal satisfaction, but being also
regarded by God as transferable merit, involves a convenientia,
although not a strict legal arrangement.

It deserves unceasing acknowledgment that Anselm employs
the idea of justics not merely in the disguised and impure
form peculiar to the theories which refer to Satan, nor simply
in the manner of mere civil law, which requires the payment
of the debt contracted by Adam after the fashion, as it were,
of a money debt. In the place of mere debitum appears in
Anselm the eulpa, possessing infinite significance ; and in place
of the payment of a debt and the defeat of Satan, the satis-
Jaction, which God must require in virtue of His nature, of the
justice which is not subject to His will. The satisfaction is
brought into direct relation to God and to His justice ; Christ,
who renders the satisfaction, stands directly face to face with
justice.  Although Anselm at the same time treats sin as
‘injury, which according to Old German law requires along
with an equivalent for the insult or damage a tribute of
honour, still he does not regard it as a mere private matter,
but as an absolutely culpable offence, directed against the
absolutely good order in heaven and on earth, and thus against
the honour of God. In law, injury forms a sort of inter-
mediate sphere between civil and criminal law. And since,
according to Anselm, God cannot in His plenary authority
dispose at pleasure of the gravity belonging to the injuria to
His honour, as a private man may decide what importance he
will attribute to an attack upon his honour, his theory leans
to a conception of sin allied with criminal justice. But, as

1 He regards the divine justice as God’s maintenance of Himself in His moral
glory, similar to the use in the O, T. of the idea of 11;3
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relates to satisfactio, in excluding therefrom Christ's active
obedience, Anselm has indeed properly nothing but a satds-
passio, while attributing to the spontaneous (according to him,
non-obligatory) suffering (in harmony with the mode of view
met with elsewhere in mediseval theology) the character of a
good work, meritorious, because non-obligatory. Instead of the
rendering of the obedience or good works due from men,
appears a spontaneous, non - obligatory, supererogatory suf-
fering on the part of Christ; instead of the ¢dem, He thereby
rendered a tantundem, the divine estimation assigning to the
sufferings the value of positive good acts. This confounding
of the worth of suffering with positive acts plainly implies
something of an arbitrary nature, and to a certain extent
reintroduces the notion of private right. Moreover, the idea,
appropriate to Roman Catholicism, that there are actions at
once good and non-obligatory, and that such actions acquire
merit ; and further, the opinion that sufferings, because involv-
ing renunciation, are in themselves pleasing to God, and to be
set on a par with good actions, are both faulty. Add to this,
that Anselm, because viewing Christ’s humanity as impersonal,
cannot properly say that humanity has satisfied God in the
way justice requires. Besides, scarcely any but physical suf-
ferings come into view in this theory. For, had he regarded
the spiritual sufferings, which are the consequence of Christ’s
high-priestly love for men, he could not have said of these that
they were not obligatory on Christ, 4.&. not included in His
office. Had Anselm seen that what is spontaneous and what
is done in virtue of office—the officially obligatory——are not
mutually exclusive, he might have conceded importance also
to Christ’s active obedience in relation to the work of redemp-
tion. Nay, the way in which He bore His sufferings must have
its ground in His positive moral power. Supposing, finally,
that sin demands an infinite satisfaction on account of the
infinite wrong to God, sin might indeed be covered by Christ’s
spontaneous suffering, so far as it possesses infinite value, and
therefore by the suffering merit of Christ, but without overplus
or reward for Christ capable of being transferred to us.!

1 An altogether similar theory of reconciliation was advanced by Nicholes of
Methone in the Greek Church about the same time. Cf. Ullmann, ‘“die
Dogmatik in der griech. Kirche, sc. xil.,” Stud, u. Krit, 1833,

DorNER.—CHRIsT. DocT. 1v, B
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Scholasticism, after Anselm, only partially preserved his
thoughts. The reference to Satan indeed, still maintained by
Peter Lombard, is more and more generally given up, and
Thomas Aquinas holds fast the satisfaction (safisfactio). The
spontaneous, non-obligatory humiliation and sufferings assumed
by Christ as Head, are said, by reason of the love for us which
they reveal, to be an acceptable sacrifice to God, & meritorious
ground, for the sake of which He forgives us, so that they may
be called a ransom paid to God. But the satisfaction of Christ
was on this theory as little necessary as the Incarnation. It
is true the satisfaction by Christ's sufferings was fitting (modus
conveniens) ; for as the suffering of the God-man corresponds
with the gravity of the guilt, so it corresponds also with the
divine mercy and justice. But this modus was not neces-
sary in itself. Although simple, immutable Being, considered
as knowing and willing, forms the basis of Thomas Aquinas’
concept of God; although, further, the world, to which
that knowledge and consciousness refer, is conceived as in
deterministic dependence on God,—still no special place is
left by Aquinas in God’s eternal essence for the justice of God
in particular. Justice, as a special determination of God's
essence, is not in keeping with his view of the abstract
identity of God with Himself. On the contrary, God’s
absolute plenitude of authority now gains most essential
-influence. But in this case God might just as well accept
(acceptare) & mere finite worth as satisfaction as that infinite
worth which dwells in Christ, and which transcends the
amount required by justice!’ But He chooses the modus
convenientior, that of satisfaction by suffering. Duns Scotus
differs still more widely from Anselm? The necessity of
atonement by Christ is to him altogether immaterial, because
to him God in His innermost essence is nothing but free
plenary authority. In addition, he not merely denies the
infinity of the wrong dome to God by sin on account of the
finitude of man, but also asserts the finitude of the merit

1Cf. the Art. ‘‘Thomas v. Aq.” by Landerer in Herzog’s Realencyc. vol. xvi.
5; Ritschl, * Studien iiber Genugthuung u. Verdienst,” Jakrd. f. deutsche
Theol. 1860, 4. In his view, Christ’s work becomes efficacions by awakening
lIove ; but love is awakened by Christ’s love for this very reason, that what it

does and suffers is a ransom to God.
* Respecting Duns Scotus, cf. the Art. by A. Dorner in Herzog, ed. 2.
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of Christ, which he derives wholly from Christ’s strongly
emphasized humanity. Thus the argument for the necessity
of a satisfaction by the God-man, deduced from the idea of
God as well as from the nature of evil, is entirely given up.
In place of this necessity he puts the meritum, the value of
which is determined by God's free plenary authority. That
authority permits an acceptatio of the merit of Christ to avail
for the circle of believers. Thus, as relates to the demon-
stration of the necessity of Christ’s work, Thomas Agquinas and
Duns Scotus fall behind Anselm, while not denying the fitness
(convenientia) of the divinely-appointed economy of salvation,
and endeavouring to give more scope than Anselm to the
manifestation of God’s spontaneous love. Thus is their theory,
although unelaborated, a transition to the one which recurs to
the wisdom of divine love and freedom.

Observation.—The theory of Abelard cannot be regarded as
worked out with precision, nor has it exercised any influence
worth mentioning on the subsequent development of the
dogma. On the one side, he seems to diverge from the usual
path of Church-teaching, and to look for reconciliation to
righteousness of life, to the love implanted in us by God
through Christ. The love of God, displayed in Christ's
Incarnation, suffering, and death, awakens responsive love in
us, by which we are justified and saved. On the other side,
in allusion. to Gal. iii. 13, he emphasizes the expiation of
the divine justice by Christ, who on the cross became a curse
for us (cf. Reuter, Geschichte der Aufklirung im Mittelalter,
i 320); an aspect which Ritschl, who has selected Abelard
as a lestis veritatis, ought not to have passed by in silence.
But Abelard cannot claim the high scientific importance in
relation to the present dogma which Ritschl attributes to
him. For how he combines both conceptions —the more
moral and the juridical—is not apparent, because he says
nothing expressly on the point. It is conceivable that he
held both without reconciling them, and without conscious-
ness of any contradiction. But it is also possible that
Abelard did not intend to advance the former theory, which
is the more modern in tone, and specially commended by
Ritschl, in opposition to the other one, which recurs to the

* expiation of the divine justice, but still presupposes the
latter. 1In favour of this is the fact that he would have our
imperfect righteousness supplemented by Christ’s intercession,
which accowmpanies the life of believers, and by Christ's
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righteousness, after the manner of the mystic theory, which
sees in Christ’s objective righteousness our expiatory sub-
stitute. But further, when he specially finds in Christ's
sufferings and death a manifestation of God's love powerful
enough to kindle responsive love in us, the question is
reagsonable, how far a manifestation of love ought to be found
in Christ's sufferings and death if no expiatory and sub-
stitutionary meaning belongs to them (a question doubly
warranted in relation to Ritschl's own theory, since he
neither favours the mystic view nor regards an expiation as
necessary). Thus Abelard’s moral theory only seems to gain
intrinsic strength and consistency on the supposition that he
has not framed it in opposition to the expiation offered to
justice, but presupposes the latter. In this way, certainly,
the form of Abelard’s theory becomes essentially different
from Ritschl’s account of it, since it is then similar to the
views held by many Church-teachers before him, who ascribe
to Christ’s sufferings and death, along with the expiation
of justice, the awakening of responsive love.

2. The Evangelical Doctrine of Atonement.
§ 116..

In this dogma also the Reformation proves itself to be the
conclusion of an old and the beginning of a new age.
Its advances in Ponerology and Christology contributed
to this result, but especially the Evangelical principle of
Jaith, which strove to realize to itself in Christ’s work
the objective foundation of the peace of conscience it had
gained. That from which deliverance is necessary is no
longer considered as something merely external to man and
objective, as the dominion of Satan and the power of death,
or as an alien inheritance, but as personal guilt which
subjects to desert of punishment.! On this account it
is not merely freedom from punishment or moral amend-
ment, but above all the abolition of guilt and the pacifying
of divine justice, which is recognised as the first requisite
to man’s redemption, in order that filial relationship to
God and righteousness of life may be added to the state

1 Cf. above, § 76.
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of peace with God. To this end the Evangelical
doctrine bases the work of salvation on both sides of
Christ’s Person in their unity,! while Christ Himself is
brought into direct relation with divine justice, which
He perfectly and vicariously satisfies by means of His
righteousness in active and passive obedience. Thus, in
the objective reconciliation of God by Christ the basis
is laid in respect of God for the application of His grace
to us, while in respect of man the possibility is opened
of elevation from consciousness of guilt and punishment
into peace of conscience and filial relationship to God,
or into consciousness of justification through faith.

LiteraTURE.—The Evang. Symbols: Conf. Aug. iii. iv. xv.;
Apol. 92 ; Form. Conc. 684, 696, 894 ; Heidelb. Cat. Qu. 38 ff.;
Conf. Helv. c. 11 ; Dordr. Syn. pp. 213-218, ed. Augusti; Collog.
Lips. 400; Form. Consens. Helv. 450 ; Gallic. xvil.;. Seot. ix.;
Cat. Genev. 526 ; Westmonast. (in Niemeyer's appendix to the
Reform. Symbols, 1840) c. 8, p. 12 ff.

Observation.—The notion that the Reformation doctrine is
simply a repetition of that of Anselm, is as erroneous as it is
common. It is true that the former holds by the necessity
of that mode of reconciliation which was realized historically,
as firmly as Anselm ; but in place of God’s injured honour,
which demands satisfaction,—a view still retaining somewhat
of the spirit of civil law,—the Evangelical doctrine, and
especially Calvin and Melanchthon, put punitive justice,
with which Christ is placed as Atoner in direct relation,
which Anselm had not done. For Anselm said: Either
punishment or the substitution of satisfaction for punish-
ment. But the Evangelical doctrine finds the satisfaction in
the pacifying of the justice which demands punishment from
man. According to the Evangelical Church, the satisfaction
consists not primarily in the offering of good works as a
tribute of honour, nor, as in the case of Anselm, in the
innocent sufferings endured by Christ, not at the hands of
God and His justice, but simply at the hands of men, those
sufferings being merely treated by God as good works, which
are of benefit to us; but according to Evangelical doctrine,
Christ enters into direct relation with the just punishment
due to us. Moreover, whereas Anselm leaves out of sight

1 Cf. § 04,
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Christ’s active obedience, because as man Jesus was bonnd
to render it, the Evangelical doctrine brings Christ’s active
obedience into direct relation with the work of atonement
and with divine justice. The active obedience is necessary,
like the passive, to the pacifying of divine justice. Instead
of the civil or political conception of justice, we have here
the absolute view and & correspondent theory of punishment
to place in contrast with the violation of an infinite good—
the divine will—by the doing of wrong and the omission of
obligatory good.—As concerns Luther in particular, in him
the old theories, as Weisse, v. Hofmann, and Held rightl
remark, revive and enter upon a new course. It is thus wit|
the reconciliation of heaven and earth through the Incarna-
tion, or through the meritorious life by which Christ presents
Himself in His proved righteousness as a perfect sacrifice
to God; and again with the theory of the vanquishing of
Satan and death. But this is not all, for he also takes God’s
justice into account, as Thomasius proves in detail! Again,

e treats Satan in a different way from that in which all the
old theories treat him, bringing him into close connection
with the law. Through Satan’s temptation, the law provokes
the sinner to rebellion and disbelief of God. Through sin,
the law became Satan’s handle to effect man's destruction.
Now Christ’s trinmph over Satan is complete, because He
raises above the sole authority of the law, above the legal
standpoint. But since, in Luther’s view, the law in its
commands and ordinances, its threats and penalties, is of
divine origin, and has its roots in the divine justice, his
teaching rightly takes the ground, that Christ led beyond
the legal stage by satisfying the law in every respect, and
therewith triumphed over Satan, death, the world, and sin.
But certainly it was Melanchthon who worked out the relation
of atonement to the divine justice, and in this Calvin is
essentially one with him.

1. The Evangelical principle—the experience of Justifica-
tion through faith in Christ—necessarily reacted on the
doctrine of Atonement; and here, indeed, the fruitfulness of
the advance made by the Reformation in Ponerology specially
shows itself For Justification is the disburdening of the
personality from guilt at the tribunal of God’s punitive justice,
and therefore from punishment; but this in such a way that

1 Cf. Kastlin, Luther's Theol. ii. 404 ff. ; Harnack, u¢ supra, i. 657f. ; cf.

¢‘The New Year's Sermon ” in Luther's Kirchenpestille ; Hauspostille, Erlang. ed.
1i. 137, 805 ; Thomasius, u¢ supra, 260 ; Philippi, iv. 2, p. 114 f.
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the believer has the consciousness that divine justice vself has
been satisfied by Christ; that no exception has been made at
the cost of justice; that his is not simply the experience of
divine long-suffering, including neither definitive forgiveness
nor satisfaction made to justice. On the contrary, the
believer knows that, despite his own unrighteousness, harmony
with the law and with justice has been restored by Christ.
In this knowledge is rooted his assured peace of conscience,
his elevation above those doubts as to the Christian economy
of salvation which conscience would always suggest, in case
forgiveness came to the sinner in the way, so to speak, of a
partial act of exception, through a breach with justice and
violation of the eternal law. But by this means, since it is
only faith ¢n Christ which knows itself justified, Christ’s acts
and sufferings enter into direct relation with the penal law
and with our guilt which has to be blotted out, Christ being
thus the Atoner, to whom the consciousness of justification
attaches itself. The Reformers and Evangelical Confessions
state the matter thus: Christ’s sufferings are penal sufferings,
to which He submitted,! not an opus supererogatorium, but
having relation to our liability to punishment. He bore the
maledictio, the jus legis contra mos. God’s law is absolutely
immautable, and therefore brooks no exception. Lex divina est
immota, ergo legt satisfiert debet ; obligat vel ad obedientiam,
vel ad penam. Peccato, malo infinito, debetur pena infinita,
abjectio, mors ceterna. Puniendo Deus justitice sue satisfacit,
non remitlit peccata ex levitate, vel futilitate. For this reason
has God provided a means of reconciliation, temperamentum,
copulatio justitie et misericordie. In pena que debet esse
placatio, oportet punienti tribut laudem justitie. As innocens,
Christ does this? Thus is the jus legis observed, and indeed
satisfied on our behalf; for Christ has satisfied the claim of
the law or satisfied justice, in order that the law may not
condemn us® As He has spontaneously, so He has innocently
suffered for men (or at least for the elect, see below), and
thereby averted punishment, because He has caused guilt not

1 Apologia, 92, 93.

2 Cf. Melanchthon, Corp. Ref. xxiii. 838, 549, xxi. 1042, 1077,

3 Conf. Awg. iii. iv. ; Apol. 92, 195 ; Form. Conc. 696, 57 ; Heidelb. Cat.
88f. Without this imputation even sins of omission could not be forgiven.
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to be imputed to us. Nay, in order that we may not merely
escape punishment and the imputation of guilt, but that God
may regard us as righteous and holy in Christ, and so His
whole paternal grace may become ours, Christ’s own righteous-
ness—as well that of His active as of His passive obediencé
—is imputed to us! Only a portion of the Evangelical
Theologians (among the Reformed Piscator, among the
Lutherans Karg, among moderns Zdliner) have declined to
include Christ's active obedience. Even the Reformed
Theology on the whole holds by this view, which is again
linked to the doctrine held in the ancient Church of the merit
of Christ’s life. Schweizer, Schneckenburger, Schenkel go so
far as to assert that the chief stress of the Reformed Theology
rests on Christ'’s active obedience.’ But in doing so, they
confound Christ’s active obedience with the communication
of new life, and forget how decisively Calvin, Wolleb,
Maresius, and others emphasize the expiation of just punish-
ment rendered by Christ.

2. The fruit or benefit of Christ's Atonement is, above all,
found in this, that God placatus est, homo expiatus. This
implies a change brought about in God’s relation to sinful
humanity through Christ's historic work. The change relates
to the remission in the heart of God, rendered possible and
actual by Christ. Above all, Christ procures the forgiveness
of sins, 7. the cancelling of guzlt. This is opposed to the
eudemonistic, servile view, which puts the chief stress on
freedom from physical ill, from punishment, not on the just
claims of the law being satisfied and the conscience relieved
from the burden of guilt. In opposition to this view the
Apology says: Remissio pence frustra queritur, nisi cor antea
quaesiverit remissionem peccatorwm. Moreover, the Evangelical
doctrine is opposed to the notion that sanctification, the
obliteration of sin, is first in importance, and that forgiveness
of sins takes place on its account, although of course for- .
giveness is, with Augustine, referred to grace (as justitia
infusa, or inkerens, habitualis). Still, the benefit of Christ’s

1 Form. Conc. 684, 696.

* Schweizer, Qlaubl. d. Ref. Kir. ii. 899 ., and die chr. Glaubensl. nach prot.
Grundasdizen, ii. 171 f, ; Schneckenburger, Vergleichende Darstellung d. luth. u.
ref. Lehre, i 124,
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merit is not exhausted in the negative blessing—the removal
of guilt, remission of punishment, and abolition of the con-
sciousness of guilt and punishment. On the contrary, Christ's
purpose is also to impart to those whom He represents the
divine favour, which brings us salvation and sheds peace
abroad in the heart of believers,—a result completing the
revelation of the reconciliation of God effected by Christ.
Thus Christ’s entire obedience secures for us, that for Christ’s
sake God does not merely not impute our sins to us, but also
regards us as righteous and holy in virtue of Christ's whole
righteousness—the obedientia activa also—being imputed to
us. Again, the extent to which the atonement by Christ
refers is of importance in deciding its value. Christ’s entire
obedience is viewed as of infinite value, sufficient to cancel
infinite guilt and punishment, and to present every believer
holy and righteous before God. According to both Evangelical
Confessions, therefore, this value is all-embracing, t.e. refers to
all sins,—original and actual,—sins not merely before but
also after baptism,! whereas the Catholic Church limits the
efficacy of the atonement to original sin and sins before
baptism. As relates to persons, the Lutheran Church ascribes
universal value to Christ’s atonement more definitely than the
Reformed. But even the Reformed theologians teach that
Christ’s merit, because infinite, would be sufficient for all in
itself, only the application of this universal power is rendered
particular by the twofold decrefum. Along with this idea the
doctrine occurs in the Form. Consensus Helv. (which was not
adopted as a Symbol), that it was neither the will of God nor
of Christ that Christ should ‘taste death for all, but only for
the elect. But, in order to atone even for these, a piaculum
of infinite value, sufficient in itself for all, was necessary on
account of the infinity of guilt. Both Confessions teach that
neither human penance nor good works can supplement the
merit of Christ and the value of that merit? Christ’s atone-
ment possesses this value through the character of His person.
He is Mediator between God and men, because of His standing
in the most intimate relation to both through the Unio in
VP, IL. Conf. Aug. iii. de Missa, p. 265, § 21 f.

2 Conf. Aug. xv. § 8, p. 18; Apol. 193, 51; A. 8. 805; Cat. Heideld. od.
Niemeyer, pp. 481, 443, qu. 60 I,
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Him. The Form. Cone. says: The divinity and humanity
must not here be separated, else the work loses its value. On
this account Stancarus was condemned, because he wished to
regard only the human side as mediatorial, and for this reason
to ascribe finite value to Christ’s obedience, enhancing it by
means of acceptilatio. On the other hand, Andr. Osiander was
condemned, because he treated redemption as secondary, and
regarded justification as effected only by the divine nature of
Christ dwelling in us, while severing it from the atonement,
which to him was something external and subordinate, “the
payment of our debts 1500 years ago.” The doctrine of the
Church seeks to secure the historic truth and reality of Christ’s
entire obedience by His humanity, and its infinite value by
His divinity; and in this way the Christological advance
made in the age of the Reformation in respect of a more
living conception of the unity of Christ's person, has. its
influence on the dogma now under consideration.

3. From what has been said, it is clear how definitely the
Evangelical Church advances beyond mere convenientia, or
adaptation in Christ’s work, to the necessity of this mode, and
how by the consciousness of God’s immutable justice it avoids
everything arbitrary or capricious, even where arbitrariness
shelters itself behind God's free plenary anthority. On the
other hand, it firmly lays down the ethical idea of God. And
it is worthy of note that here the Reformed theology does
not, as in the doctrine of the decretum Electionis and Reproba-
tionis, go back to God’s supreme authority, but to the divine
justice, which it reckons a part of God’s essence, and there-
fore does not subordinate to God’s supremum arbitrium. But
from this it also follows that Christ’s atoning action procured
a blessing of & moral nature most precious to God Himself, a
blessing which did not previously exist even for God, and
that consequently a change was made by Christ’s work, in
accordance with the decretum, not merely in the relation of
men to God, but in the relation of God to men. Thus has
the Evangelical Church, in asserting the necessity of Satis-
faction, afforded proof that, advancing beyond the mere legal
stage, and for this reason visited with the reproach of
Antinomianism, it pays greater honour to the inflexible honour
of God’s law than those theories which assign to that law the
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precarious position of a positivity which might be other than
it is, and which therefore do not regard atonement by Christ
as the essential mode .of salvation. When the Formula of
Concord says: Qratia Dei, Meritum Christi, Fides belong to
Justificatio, this triad shows how, according to Evangelical
teaching, the process of Atonement, starting from the depths
of the Divine Essence, proceeds onward to the historic
Mediator, until it reaches its goal in fides, with its joyous
assurance of the divine forgiveness. The decisive factor is
the terminus medius, Christus per quem Deus placatur; but
still the process is not concluded with the objective trans-
action through Christ outside us. It first comes to rest in
Jides, because by faith the peace, which exists through Christ
in God’s heart, is received into our heart. Mere objective
atonement, on the other hand, however important and funda-
mental, would avail us nothing.

4. The advance made in the Evangelical doctrine of Atone-
ment, and continued by the theology of the Church, cor-
responds to the advance made by the Reformation in
Ponerology, Christology, and Theology. But the defects also,
which, as formerly indicated,! were not- overcome in these
doctrines, exercised their influence, giving rise to a number
of points needing explanation or more satisfactory verification.
We shall consider these defects, as they appear in part in the
Symbols and old Evangelical theologians of both Confessions,
following as closely as possible the defects, previously discussed
and still remaining, in Ponerology, Christology, and the doctrine
of God.

First. We saw previously that the old Evangelical theology
made too little distinction in the doctrine of sin between
generic and personal sin, especially that of definitive unbelief,
which is inevitably followed by damnation. The consequence
of this on the present dogma is, that the statement: Christ
died for all the sins of the world, as to form gives the im-
pression that His atoning work avails even for the sin of
definitive rejection of Christ,’ which neither was nor could be
the meaning. On the other hand, it gives the impression

1875,6; §96. Cf. §8 94. 95.

# Certainly Quenstedt does not seem to shrink even from this, P. ii. p. 163,
cll, iii. 824,



28 THE DOCTRINE OF ATONEMENT.

that Christ, in order to make satisfaction for sin at all, must
endure the punishments of hell for us, those punishments
being due by divine justice to all sin, not merely to that of
definitive unbelief. This defect in dogmatic precision ‘acquires
greater importance from the fact that the idex of punishment
was not investigated with sufficient thoroughness. The usual
supposition was, that the satisfaction of divine justice con-
sisted in the same amount of suffering befalling Christ which
would have befallen those destined to obtain forgiveness, on
which view the amount of Christ’s sufferings would neces-
sarily have been greater if the number of sinners had been
greater, and smaller if smaller. 'When this quantitative
conception of sin and of Christ’s sufferings is carried farther,
those sufferings appear as a8 numerical amount, which Christ
was bound to discharge for all without distinction, in order to
create for them the possibility of deliverance, since those for
whom He did not pay the amount would be those excluded
a priort from election. A further consequence would be, that
if the numerical sum due had been paid on behalf of those
remaining in unbelief, punishment for their sins, which had
been expiated, could no longer be demanded of them, because
Christ had made satisfaction for them, and a double satisfac-
tion would be unjust. But even if the sin, to which Christ's
atoning work could not refer, were separated from that
capable of forgiveness, and it were said that Christ had only
to do with the latter, the old theology is still inclined to
maintain that it was necessary for Christ to endure the pains
of hell, because the infinite significance of sin demands infinite
punishment.! But in opposition to this view the question was
early asked, Whether the comparatively brief duration of Christ’s
sufferings could come into comparison with the punishments

! The Reformed theologians in part teach that on the cross Christ suffered the
pangs of hell. The Lutheran Confessions, while not excluding this view (Frank,
d. Theologie der Concordienformel, ii. 32, 1861), do not teach it, as is often
done by theologians on both sides. But the impotence of rebellion and despair
form a part of those pangs, and these cannot be thought of in Christ without
dissolving the Unio. It is true, the Lutheran Confessions speak of the eternal
death to which we should be exposed apart from Christ's suffering for us. But
it is not said that Christ endured this eternal death., For this reason, moderns
like Kahnis (iil. 897), Frank (Syst. d. chr. Wahrheit, ii. 181 ff.), and Gess,

reject this Theologoumenon of the old Protestant theologians. It is otherwise
with Philippi, iv. 2. 136.
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of hell, and as relates, for example, to those dying before
maturity, whether original sin alone could be an adequata
causa damnationis to the punishments of hell? The disposi-
tion to externalize the idea of punishment, in order to seek a
quantum of suffering in Christ answering to the amount of
sin, followed naturally from the assumption, that the satisfy-
ing of divine justice by Christ’s suffering for men’s sins rests
on the jus talionis of the compensation-theory, which was
confounded with the absolute theory of punishment formerly
discussed ;! and then the question was asked, What sufferings
of Christ in particular make expiation for definite, particular
kinds of sin? But therewith it is overlooked that suffering
as suffering is no good in God’s sight, and divine justice is
not revenge ; the only good is the revelation of justice. Such
a treatment of the matter is repugnant to the Evangelical view
of gin, that view being averse to such piecemeal division, and
rather drawing attention away from the endless diversity of
sin’s manifestations to its single source. Thus the revelation
of the divine justice demanded is not to be of & kind implying
punishments a8 various as the manifestations of sin. Nor can
it be shown that retributive punishments, various in kind and
corresponding to all human sins, were borne by Christ.
Generally speaking, this tendency to a guantitative equivalent
in Christ’s sufferings for human sins must lead to undue, one-
sided stress being laid on Christ’'s physical sufferings, whereas
the suffering of His soul alone exceeded the delight and joy
felt by any sinner in sin. On the supposition of the sum of
general guilt and punishment on the part of the world having
to be cancelled or paid by a mathematically equal quantum of
suffering on Christ’s part, we should have before us in the
cross a sum in arithmetic instead of a wondrous mystery of
love. From the guantitative we must advance to the in-
trinsic view of the matter, to ‘an intensive estimate of the
work of Christ. Further, were Christ’'s work considered in
the light of a calculation and counter-calculation, Christ being
made the payer of a money debt, this evil consequence would
follow, that Christians might demand remission of punishment
and justification from God as their strict »ight; and if the
satisfaction were of this nature, gracious forgiveness would be
1§24,6; 82, 4. Cf. §88.
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out of the question. But, on the contrary, Christians are
conscious that not merely Christ’'s mission, but also the
imputation of His righteousness, is not indeed an act of
arbitrary favour, but of grace, so that they would of necessity
look on it as impious to ask forgiveness as a legal due from
God, on the ground that God, after the debt has been paid by
Christ, cannot again require its payment from the debtors.
Instead of this, the Christian consciousness only requires that
forgiveness clash not with divine justice, Christ having
satisfied that justice. Evil with its culpability, like Christ’s
merit, must be conceived dynamically or intensively. Christ's
merit is not to be measured by weight and number, because
it is a potency intensively infinite, equal to the guilt incurred
by the violation and rejection of an infinite good. But Christ’s
sufferings owe their intensive import to the fact that they are
not merely physical, but spiritual sufferings, sufferings of His
divine-human person. By God’s just ordinance sin draws
upon itself His wrath and displeasure—that intensive power
(Grisse). As the divine displeasure is the source, so it is the
innermost core of punishment, the sting in every other punish-
ment. Wherever a sinner, though the subject of outward ill,
regards it not as a sign of the divine displeasure, he is still
superficially blind to his penal state. On the contrary, although
the ills, which were punishments, still continue, if that in-
tensive element in punishment—the divine displeasure—no
longer rules, but the enjoyment of the peace and favour of
God, then that which was punishment is no longer punish-
ment, but the remaining ills are, as it were, swallowed up by
the sense of infinite good, of the divine favour, which trans-
forms even ill into a proof of love. Thus under every aspect
we are directed from the mere quantitative, arithmetical view
of sin and guilt, of the divine grace and divine punishment,
as well as of Christ's merit, to a higher mode of view, from an
extensive to an intensive power (Grosse). But that which is
intrinsically infinite in worth or demerit refuses to be measured
by weight and number.

Observation.—Another common defect in the Church theo-
logians, is in making the satisfaction contained in Christ’s
sufferings the chief matter to such an extent, that they regard
the mere execution of punishment as identical with the
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restoration of divine grace. But that the mere objective
execution of punishment, even when tending to the benefit
of the sinner, could not suffice, is easily apparent. Even in
the State, when a criminal has expiated his punishment, he
is not on this account so restored to citizenship and confi-
dence that all is forgotten, and honour and cordial confidence
are completely regained by him; for he might submit to the
punishment reluctantly. Restitutio in integrum, the return
of full confidence, is only possible when the sufferer acknow-
ledges the justice of the punishment, thus doing honour to
justice. Then only is atonement made to justice. For these
reasons, in the case of Christ an objective execution of
punishment is by no means sufficient ; ¢.¢. it is not sufficient
for the ills and sufferings, even the death, ordained as a
punishment to men, to be inflicted on and endured by Christ
for men’s good. In order to the restoration of God's spon-
taneous communion with sinners, and to the fresh bestowal
of His favour, besides suffering, this is necessary, that Christ,
in the suffering coming to Him as Mediator through the
injustice of men, honour and acknowledge God’s justice in
His judicial displeasure at sin, and submit to the feeling of
that just displeasure; and this is & new and broader act, in-
cluding not merely willingness to endure outward sufferings,
but to descend for the sake of a sinful world to the feeling
of just subjection to punishment.

Second. As relates to Christology, a firm, intimate connec-
tion must certainly be maintained between Christ's physical
sufferings and those of His soul, the conscious sense of life
and suffering on its physical side having its roots in the yrvys}
of Jesus. But however important, according to the N. T,
those physical sufferings of Christ, by which He entered into
most real fellowship with sinners, the reasons just advanced
show that His spiritual sufferings should receive more con-
sideration than is commonly the case! Sin, as the infringe-
ment of an infinite good, and guilt, are only comprehensible
in relation to the soul; only the soul can have the sense of
God's just displeasure. But the reality of Christ's human
soul must also influence the doctrine of atonement, inasmuch
as the really human will is most important in relation to His

1 Matt. xxvi. 36 ff., xxvii. 46. Cf. Isa. liii. 7, 8, 11; John xii. 27; Mark
x. 89 ; Luke xii. 60. It is especially the Catholic theologians who are disposed
to dwell unduly on the physical sufferings and the sense of them. Cf. Cotta’s
Dissert. on Gerhard’s Loci Th, t. iv. 76. ’
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obedience, in order both that His suffering may be voluntary,
and that He may do honour to the divine justice, feel the
divine displeasure, and confess its justice. But we pointed
out as a leading defect in the old Zutheran Christology, that
it confounded the States of Humiliation and Exaltation by the
Communicatio tdiomatum, supposed to be absolute from the
beginning, and inconsistent with the admitted reality of the
humanity.! This has critical consequences for the present
dogma. For, according to this Christological theory, Christ
was necessarily after the Undo, even as man, in possession,
not to say exercise, of every divine prerogative, and in
undisturbed divine blessedness. But this would be inconsis-
tent with the reality of His suffering. And if Christ’s
humanity, as this theory must properly assume, even before
the Exaltation entered into fellowship with the Godhead, then
the Godhead is so preponderant in Him, especially if Christ’s
humanity is supposed to be impersonal, that only God the
Son, or the Logos, as it were, stands over against God the
Father, and therefore God over against God, or over against
Himself. But if in this work it is God who at once pays
" and receives, and therefore pays to Himself, atonement is in
danger of becoming a mere internal calculation of God, and
the history of atonement a mere epideictic or symbolic trans-
action, a sign of that which God possessed eternally in Him-
self even apart from Christ. Then would Christ by His
historical work procure nothing new, nothing which did not
really exist for God before. Lutheran theology, it is true, did
not intend this. On the contrary, even the old Kryptists
endeavour here most of all to treat Christ’s humiliation as
real, and regard Christ not as God merely, but as true man.?
But this proves that, where those Christological propositions
ought to have evinced their truth, they had to be given up as
unpractical and useless, and that, on the other hand, where a
practical application of the doctrine of Christ's Person was in
question, recourse was had to the propositions of another
Christology, lying in the line of the one sketched by us. But

1 See §§ 94, 95.

? According to Luther's postulate: Here must Christ be regarded as man
pure and simple (Walch, xiii. 547, xii. 1677-85. My Geschichte der Christol.
ii. 555), a view which certainly goes too far, because it would dissolve the Unio.
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the Reformed doctrine also was not free from the danger of
Docetism in the form of apprehending Christ’s historical work,
nor does it adequately secure the procurement of an infinite
blessing by Christ's historic work. For if the divine Predes-
tination and Election alone, and therefore God’s will, are viewed
as the ultimate, all-conditioning and decisive cause both of
Christ's work and of faith, while Christ's work and man’s
faith are not viewed, in accordance with the demand of the
divine essence, as conditioning the attainment of God's counsel
of salvation to historical realization, then again the history
and work of Christ are in danger of being viewed in a mere
docetic light, whereas the strict Reformed doctrine of God’s
justice and of Christ as the causa meriforia salutis repudiates
everything docetic.

There must be added, in the third place, the defect, for-
merly indicated in the Doctrine of God held by the old Church
theologians, namely, the false conception of God’s immutability
and elevation above the world. In order to exclude temporal
change from God's knowledge and volition, that doctrine
would make God’s relation to the world eternally the same,
and assign all change to the world. But the consequence of
this must be, that neither could evil produce an alteration
in God’s relation and disposition towards the world, nor
for this very reason would the atonement of Christ influence
the way in which He is disposed towards men. But if
Christ’s atonement does not remove real divine displeasure,
and again render possible a favourable disposition on God's
part, His atoning work cannot be understood in its entire
earnestness and depth. Then no place remains for objective
discord between God and the sinful world, nor for the removal
of such discord. The only question could be of a discord on the
part of men with God, and of a change in their attitude to God.

5. Again, the greatest importance belongs to the question
respecting the Z'ransferableness of our guilt to Christ, and of
Christ’s righteousness to us,—a point upon which the opposition
to the Evangelical doctrine of atonement, especially on the
part of the Socinians, first of all and early fastened. Against
the transferableness of our guilt to Christ is the consideration,
that it seems to rum out into caprice, and only to be possible
at the cost of the immutable law, because the guilty one is

DorNER.—CHRIST. DOOT. 1v. (V]
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exempted from punitive justice, while the innocent one is
punished. The earnest emphasizing of justice seems thus to
pass into crying injustice. Justice—that guardian of distine-
tions, and therefore of the rights of the personality—seems
necessarily regarded as mutable, whereas it is part of God’s
essence. Now, as regards, first of all, the transference of our
guilt and penalty to Christ, the Symbols certainly remind us,
as an argument in favour of its possibility, of Christ’s position
as the xepals), a position forming the ground of a substitution.
But the way in which this substitution is to be conceived
was not settled more precisely. Many theologians speak as
if it implied a sort of commutatio personarum, and as if in
consequence of this Christ were directly subject to God’s
wrath, an object of the divine displeasure and punishment,
whereas others opposed both notions. And as concerns the
transferableness of Christ’s righteousness to us, the commutatio

rum seemed to be avoided by the person of Christ
being distinguished from His work or merits, and an attempt
being made to show that there is objectively in Christ some-
thing over and above, which is available for transference to
us. This the Form. Conc. seeks to establish in the following
manner.! As Son of God, Christ was not personally subject
to the law, but Lord of the law, even as to His humanity, in
virtue of the communicatio tdiomatum. Since, nevertheless,
by an obedience well-pleasing to God He submitted to the
law, merit was the consequence, which He needed not for
Himself, and which was therefore available for others. This
theory, reminding us of Anselm, cannot be approved even in
its confirmatory aspect (in which aspect it is put forward), to
say nothing of its intrinsic merits? It has much in common
with the Romish doctrine of supererogatory good works avail-

1684, 15 ; 697, 58.

2 When Philippi, l.c. (asalso iv. 2, pp. 146 ff., 134), and also Harless (Zeitschr.
f. Prot. 1889, No. 7), defend these propositions of the Form. Conc., whereas
Frank gives them up (die Theol. der Concordienformel, ii. 88, 1861), and when
Harless reminds us that Christ's appearance in the world, as well as His servant-
form, was not His duty but voluntary, it is overlooked that what is voluntary
is not therefore arbitrary (iie. must not be handed over to caprice), but may
be official duty, and what is done officially and therefore as matter of duty
is not unfree or necessitated ; and it is overlooked that the law or the rreas

is the efflux of the divine essence, and not a matter of mere free plenary
authority, It is true that men have no right to demand the Incarnation or
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able for others. The law—that eflux of God's holy essence
—i8 here directly made no part of the essence of God (and
therefore of Christ's also, as the Son), but is treated as the
eflux merely of supreme authority, and therefore derived
from the physical category of power. But Christ is not exlez,
but évwouos. He is certainly free even as man, but free in
gladly and spontaneously realizing the will of the Father, the
ethically good and necessary. It would be contrary both to
His Deity and humanity, were He able to deal with the law
by arbitrary will. 'What He did in obedience to the law or
the évron of the Father is an official, and certainly unique,
fulfilment of the law of love binding on all men. In this
fulfilment, therefore, and not in anything material, not in any
work or merit divorced from His person, must the grounds of
the legitimacy and force of His substitution be sought. For
the rest, in order to secure the benefits of this substitution
and intercession of Christ to us, the Confessions rightly refer
to the correlate of Christ's love—faith in man. His merit
avails for fides, inasmuch as faith respicit <n personam Christt,
quatenus lle pro nobis legi sese subjecit, peccata nostra pertulit}
The transference of the merit of Christ to us is mediated on
His side by His intercession with the Father, on our side by
that believing surrender to Him which loses itself in Him.

sacrifice of Christ. But this does not abolish the official character of Christ’s
free action. Philippi supposes (u¢ supra, pp. 23-42), that were Christ under
obligation to holy action, and were only His holy death vicarious, this would be
equivalent to saying that by His active obedience He procured eternal life for
Himself and by His passive obedience for us. Here, withal, a false idea of
substitution betrays itself, as if the same love, which by action and suffering
manifests the vicarious spirit, could not at the same time be the means of
attesting and glorifying one’s own person. The converse of such a view would
be, that what has really vicarious force would exclude the personal ethical
conduct of him for whom the substitution avails, and therefore would be without
productive power. When he says further, that, were Christ under obligation,
He would not be One Person, since the Logos cannot be under obligation, but
is Lord of the law, apart from the error of supposing that there may be caprice
in God in relation to the law, the counter-question is necessary, whether the
humanity of Christ can be real, if He is as little ander obligation as man as He
is as Logos, whether Docetism or Monophysitism would not be the conse-
quence? It is certainly unbecoming to assert obligation of God, since He is
Himself the ethically necessary, But the ethical necessity, according to which
God acts, even as the Incarnate Son, coheres very well with the official action,
in which the ethically necessary expresses itself for men,
3 Form. Conc. 684, 18 ; 697, 58,
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The consequence is, that our $njustitia is not imputed to us, but.
His justitia. Thus, in laying hold of Christ we lay hold of our
righteousness! But this teaching rather indicates the factum
of the transference and the way thereto, than shows how the
transferableness harmonizes with personal responsibility.

6. That Christ’s merit did not consist, as Anselm supposed,
merely in passive, but also in active obedience, was distinctly
acknowledged by the Evangelical doctrine’ But the right
way of combining and applying the two was not_as readily
found, while the wrong one gave rise to early attacks on the
whole doctrine. The supposition, certainly, that personal
obedience is no longer due from us, because Christ’s vicarious
righteousness dispenses with it, was utterly rejected on Evan-
gelical soil, obviously as it seemed to be suggested when the idea
of substitution was not rightly laid down. But the demon-
stration of the obedientia activa was vacillating from the first.
Some said: We not merely need the cancelling of past guilt
in order to please God, but, if the law is to be satisfied, we
must also appear righteous and holy before God, so that even
our past may no longer disturb the world’s harmony, but
appear in God’s sight as normal and as positive obedience.
Christ’s suffering, then, cancels the guilt of disobedience; His
obedientia activa, on the other hand, presents us holy before
God. But this division of the One complete obedience is
insufficient. For if the obedientia Christi activa by itself has
the effect of presenting us holy and obedient before God even
in reference to our past, liability to punishment is thereby
excluded, and Christ’s vicarious suffering is needless as penal
suffering. Conversely, if His passive obedience has atoned
for all guilt, substitution through the obedientia activa seems
superfluous, for then even the guilt of omitted good is can-
celled, so that the non-existence of righteousness no longer
forms & punishable gap. Quenstedt refers the obedientia
passiva to the pena, the activa to the culpa® But when the
culpa is cancelled, the penalty is no longer penalty; and the

1 Form. Conc., 584, 5; 696, 55 f.; 685, 15.

* Form. Conc. 685. 686. 696. The obedientin acliva resulted from the fact
that Christ sine peccato peccati peenam subiit, Apol. 118,

3 Cf. Thomasius, De obed. Christi activa, on the historical development.
Quenstedt, Lc. sec. ii. qu. 8.
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abrogation of the penalty is impossible, unless the guilt is
first abrogated. Just as little is it admissible to refer the
obedientia passiva to our sinful past, the activa to our im-
perfect present and future, which are covered by it. For
Christ's obedientia passiva cannot be referred merely to the
sinful past before faith, the subsequent operation of pre-
Christian sin in the believer still needing Christ’s atoning
efficacy. Further, the obedientia Christi passiva would not
really be atoning in character unless it were also an act of
active obedience—both an act of love and an act done in
acknowledgment of the divine justice. It thus appears that
it is wrong to cut in two the one complete merit of Christ,
seeing that Christ's obedience under both aspects must
always co-operate. * The relation of the obedientia passiva and
activa to each other cannot be such as to allow the supposition
that either of the two without the other effected a special
part of the expiation or covered a special defect. But as
they did not exist apart in time, and doing and suffering
were always combined in Christ's Person, so, although rela-
tively opposed, they must be treated dogmatically on the
basis of their interdependence and mutual interpenetration.
Mere physical sufferings would have no atoning import; but,
as the sufferings are sufferings of the soul, they necessarily
imply action, because love. Thus, His obedientia passiva,
because a free volition to suffer in the interest of justice, is
also an action, and His action included the will to satisfy
God by suffering borne in virtue of office.

Observation—When Schleiermacher apprehends the obedsi-

entia activa, 8o far as it is vicarious in nature, as a communi-

. cation of life and the principle of sanctification, we are led

at once into an altogether different sphere (see above, p. 24).

For the whole old Evangelical theology places the obedientia

activa and passiva in relation with the justification of the

- sinner before God, but not with sanctification. It would be

more in keeping with the spirit of the Evangelical doctrine

to regard the obedientia Christi activa as the ground on which

. man obtains not merely remission of guilt and punishment,

but also a new bestowal of the divine favour, and thus, for

. the first time, full justification. So Philippi, who remarks,

however, that even this may be derived from Christ’s penal
suffering, so far as it is an act of obedience.
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3. Subjectivistic Theories of Atonement.
§117.

The transition to theories of atonement of a one-sided sub-
jective kind was made by Socinianism and Arminianism.
In these systems, justice and law, like punishment, have
no necessary importance in themselves, but only in rela-
tion to the consciousness of man, whose welfare is to
Arminianism the highest end. The eudemonism of the
popular philosophy denies punishment altogether, as
it denies the absolute worth of the moral And
the subjective theories of Kant, Fichte, Jacobi, while
teaching a self-redemption on the part of man in the
way of volition, knowledge, feeling, do not rise above the
self-forgiveness of sin and guilt—the pseudo-Protestant
counterpart of Romish Indulgence.

. 1. Hugo Grotius, with whom the Arminians are here
essentially in sympathy,' does not wish indeed quite to give
up the idea of divine Justxce and punishment; but, according
to him, both these have no inner necessity of an absolute kind
(as little as the divine law), but only a relative one, namely,
in reference to the wellbeing of men, which is the supreme
end. The world, as now constituted, can only be made happy
by obedience to God’s will and to the law given by Him.
That regard for the welfare of the creature, which is decisive
for God, is also the reason of the penal sanction with which
God's positive law was invested in relation to sin. But the
same regard also forbids the simple forgiveness of sin; for
such relaxation of the law would beget recklessness and corrupt
the world, although in the abstract God might bestow free
forgiveness, as, too, in the abstract no mecessity having its
ground in God compelled the giving of this particular law.
But since the original purpose of the law, to secure the welfare

1 Defensio Fidei Cath. de Satisfactione Christi adv. F. Socinum de J. Chr.

8erv. 1617, In opposition to him, J. Crell, Resp. ad libr. Mdcw
Bibl. Fr. Pol. iv. 1628,
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of mankind through fulfilment of the law, was frustrated by
ain, another economy recommended itself. In order still to
maintain this ultimate purpose, which would of necessity be
injured by the infliction of punishment on mankind, God’s
administrative wisdom hit upon a scheme, which does honour
to the law and its penal sanction without involving the
sinner's ruin! The expedient used is, to set forth Christ as a
penal example with a view to terrify, and as a sign of God's
abhorrence of sin, notwithstanding His forgiveness of it.
Christ is the Head ; like a king He answers for His people,
presenting to God in symbolic penal suffering the acknowledg-
ment that grace ought not to be extended to the presumptuous.
But after this act of Christ men may think of God as for-
giving upon condition of amendment ; what their virtue lacks,
grace supplies in the case of the upright. Here, therefore, we
have indeed a divine arrangement, but its sole purpose is to
beget in the subjective consciousness of men the idea that
Christ satisfied the divine justice—even penal justice —
for us; whereas, according to Grotius, the truth is that
justice threatened with punishment, not for its own sake,
but solely on account of man's welfare. Thus, justice takes
here but a precarious, subordinate position, the highest position
being due to the divine wisdom, into which justice resolves
itself. The latter is supposed to be directed solely to the
welfare of men, even amendment or obedience being simply &
means of happiness. This theory involves a strong euds-
monistic spirit, making God a means to the good of the
individual subject ; for both the divine justice and the law—
the divine action in general—have here no absolute signi-
ficance, no worth in themselves, but only outside themselves,
in relation to the wellbeing of men. Absolute plenary
authority is regarded as the innermost thing in God ; and this
authority settles by its beneplacitum—according to the teaching
of Duns Scotus and some of the defenders of absolute pre-
destinationism—what the law shall be and whether punish-
ment shall follow, while at the same time acting according to
the rule of wisdom, of harmony with the welfare of the world

1 Leibnitx also views justioe as a species of wisdom. Administrative wisdom
is also the basis of the ‘‘ Governmental theory " widely eurrent in the theology
of New England.

N



40 THE DOCTRINE OF ATONEMENT,

(convenientia). This no doubt implies a certain goodness,
which aims at the eudemonism of the creature, but not holy
love blended with justice; for otherwise the morally good
could not be kept in the position of a mere means in order to
wellbeing.

2. Even before Hugo Grotius, the Socintans had relaxed
the ideas of law and justice—in the same way as Duns Scotus
—by regarding them both, not as necessarily grounded in
God’s essence, but merely as necessary in relation to men,
whereas in the abstract God might have given another law.
For this reason, the conflict waged by Grotius with the So-
cinians of necessity remained without result. The Socinians,
however, attacked both the ecclesiastical doctrine and Armini-
anism with keen weapons! Forgiveness and satisfaction, they
said, are mutually exclusive ideas. Where the satisfaction is
complete no debt is left to pay, and there is nothing to forgive.
Conversely, wheére a real forgiveness obteins, no place is left
for demanding a satisfaction, for this would be to demand
what has been already settled by gift. No forgiveness is
possible on the theory of the ecclesiastical doctrine, but merely
a commutation between our punishment and the suffering or
acts of Christ. This objection rests upon an external con-
ception of the guilt to be cancelled, which very conception is
again described by Socinianism as inadequate, when it teaches
that money-penalties may be paid by another than the debtor;
but (and thereby it passes to a more weighty objection) the
essentially personal penalty of eternal death cannot be trans-
ferred from the guilty party to another, and least of all to an
innocent one. Moreover, it is said, the idea of Head avails
nothing, because Christ has only been Head since His resur-
rection. He therefore did not suffer as Head, but was Himself
bound to fulfil the law. Hence there is no real merit capable
of transference to others. Satisfaction on the part of Christ
by means of His obedientia activa is tmpossible, because a
virtuous life is the duty of every individual. This, it is
alleged, is indirectly acknowledged by the fact of the Church
doctrine requiring an tmputatio merits Christi to fides; for,
were the satisfaction by Christ complete in itself, its efficacy

" 1Of. Fock, Der Socinianiemus, 1847, ii. 610 ff. Cal. Racov. qu. 61 f.,
879 . :
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could no longer depend on the individual's faith. But even
Christ's suffering and death, it was said, were snsufficient for a
satisfaction ; for Christ did not taste eternal death and was but
an individual, whereas, according to the ecclesiastical doctrine,
eternal death bad to be endured by each individual. We see
that these objections fasten on defects and unsolved difficulties
in the working out of the ecclesiastical doctrine, the idea of
substitution especially being exposed to various misinterpreta-
tions. Against the doctrine of Christ as a penal example, the
Socinians object that Christ would then be unjustly made a
mere means! Adopted by Rationalism in the 18th century,
the Socinian objections were scarcely carried much farther.
The theory of the Socinians themselves is to the following eflect.
It would be a contradiction to the divine omnipotence or free-
dom for God to be unable to forgive freely, without demanding
penalty or expiation. In order to forgiveness, God merely
requires amendment and sanctification in man. No change in
God's relation to men is necessary, but merely a moral change
inman, Those in the way of self-amendment God can freely
forgive. But Christ contributes to that amendment by His
example and His obedience unto death, His death sealing His
doctrine, the doctrine of forgiveness among others. And the
objective sealing of His doctrine lies in the Resurrection and
Exaltation of Chbrist. Socinianism transforms religion into
morality, and fails to transcend the legal stage.

3. The Eudemonism of the pre-Kantian popular phxlosophy,
after lurking in the Arminian system, goes still farther in
dissolving the ideas of punishment and penal justice, and in
subordinating even the moral law to physical categories of
power, caprice, or pleasure. According to Steinbart, God is
merely to be conceived as absolute goodness, which overlooks
the mistakes of its children. The God of the Old Testament is
cruel, bloodthirsty, vengeful. God's justice is rather merely
wise, symmetrical goodness. At the same time, men are
certainly supposed to be permanently undeveloped, scarcely
responsible beings. Loffler and Eberhard deny the remissible-
ness of punishments, because, according to them, the only
possible punishments are benefits, salutary chastisements, not

- ¥ Notwithstanding, Tollner, Ddderlein, and Reinhard adopt this idea. Cf.
Philippi, iv. 2, p. 181, '
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real punishments. Thus remission of punishment is super-
fluous, nay, impossible. To this must be added the exaggerated
representations of the natural excellence of man. In this case
there can be no question of criminality as a violation of absolute
good ; all that is injured by evil is our own happiness, which
even now is inconsistent with evil. But the issue of this
presumption in the subject of making his happiness the end
of the world and the world-order, and God a means in order
thereto, is that man is robbed of all share in absolute worth,
and degraded into a mere finite being with ends of mere finite

.wellbeing. The Eudemonists may serve to teach us, that we

can only give up the idea of punishment by abolishing the
absolute worth of good in itself, and the absoluteness of our
destiny. Christ’'s death under its sacrificial aspect appears
to these Eudemonists an impoasible horror, or on Christ’s side
idealistic fanaticism. It is spoken of indeed in the New
Testament, but only by accommodation to notions of the
age—what notions forsooth it is hard to say, seeing that the
cross of Christ was to the Jews a stumbling-block, to the
Gentiles foolishness.

4. The Subjective Theories of Atonement from Kant onward
relate to Will, or Knowledge, or Feeling.

First, Theories of the Will. Kant successfully opposed
Eudemonism, and consigned it to the contempt it deserved.
Not happiness, but morality is the good of absolute worth
end the ultimate end. Hence the punitive justice which
guards the absolute right of the moral element is well-
founded ; a proportion between moral worth and wellbeing
is a demand of the practical reason. From these premisses
some Kantians (eg. Flatt the Elder') deduced the following
conclusions :—Forgiveness of sin is an impossibility, nor is it
necessary in order to amendment,—a view which Flatt strove
to vindicate by Scripture. Punishment must necessarily
follow ; the opposite supposition would be moral laxity, and
would involve morality in self-contradictions. Nevertheless,
moral effort must be honestly carried on in reliance upon
divine help, even without hope of remission of punishment.
But to require such effort is to require the impossible; for

1C. Christ. Flatt, Philosophisch-exegetische Untersuchungen @iber die Lehre
won der Versshnung des Menochen mit Gott, 1797, 98.
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how can confidence and love blend with ‘consciousness of
punishment and fear, especially when no mere external
punishment is in question, but also self-condemnation and the
sense of condemnation before God? Others, like Siskind,
insist that execution of the punishment may have injurious
moral effects, and in this case remission is possible; God may
communicate the reality of forgiveness by revelation. But
Tieftrunk assumes an a priori cognizable practical necessity
for the remission of punishment, at least of the heaviest,
sharpest punishment. According to him, no true amendment
is possible without inner joyousness and cheerfulness in moral
effort, in order to which the assurance of reception into the
divine favour is necessary ; for what is required is no mere
legal obedience, but love for the law, while love for an
absolutely implacable law is impossible! The inference from
this seems to be that remission of punishment, forgiveness,
must take place before real amendment, in order for the latter
to be possible. But the moral standpoint must not be untrue
to itself in working out its theory; the command and the
penalty proceed from one and the same moral law. Were
God without further ado to regard with complacency the man
who stands morally condemned before Him, He must of
necessity be indifferent to the distinction of good and evil
It thus becomes necessary to acknowledge that the commands
of the moral law which aim at realization and its penalties,
do not contradict, but agree with each other, and that there-
fore the infliction of punishment is reconcilable with such
realization. Kant? sought to escape this difficulty in the
following way. He knows nothing of divine displeasure, or
of discord in man with God, in the strict sense, but only of
discord in man with himself. As legislation is to him only
self-legislation, so chastisement is only self-chastisement, inner
unhappiness, External punishments would be tolerable, and
no injury to goodness; but self-condemnation and self-
contempt would of course disturb inner progress in goodness,

1 8fiskind in Flatt’s Magaz St. i. 1798. Tieftrunk, Censur des prot. Lehr-
begr. vols. ii. iii. Of Flatt, wt supra, i. 127 fI., 143 fI.

? Religion within the Limits of mere Reason, Pt. 3, 1793, vol. x. ed. by
Rosenkranz, Respecting the personified idea of the good principle, p. 69.
Respecting guilt and panishment, p. 83 fL.
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and paralyze cheerfulness and moral energy. There is
especially radical moral evil within us, which is a constant
source of such discord. This discord to him is no mere
subjective notion, but rests on an objective basis, The guilt
of sin exposes to punishment (and on account of radical evil
such guilt pertains to every one). Even the reformed man,
who after his change of heart contracts no fresh guilt, cannot
regard this change for the better as paying the old debt.
Any overplus in a life well-conducted subsequently is out of
the question. From this antinomy, according to which punish-
ment is morally necessary and yet morally injurious, Kant
seeks the following way of escape. Despite all this, he con-
tinues, man may carry within himself a better element,—
better will, good disposition,—which may still of course be far
removed from completeness of moral strength. It answers to
the idea of humanity well-pleasing in God's sight, called by
the Church “the Son of God.” Although now every one is
only in a course of endless approximation to the goal, we
may still conceive to ourselves that “One who knows the
heart by pure intellectual intuition judges our ceaseless
progress, on account of the supersensuous pure disposition
from which it springs, to be virtually a completed whole.”?
In his new disposition, man is morally a different man from
what he is empirically. He has received into himself the
disposition of true humanity, which may be called “the Son
of God.” Or, personifying this idea, we may say: As a
Substitute this Son of God bears the guilt of sin for him and
for all who virtually believe in Him, as Redeemer satisfies
supreme justice by suffering and death, and as Advocate
secures to them the hope of being able to appear just before
their Judge. The suffering, of necessity progressively assumed
in life by the new man in dying to the old man, is represented
by the Church as a death assumed by the Representative of
humanity once for all? In any case, whoever has adopted
the volition of the good as the supreme principle of his will,
is warranted in regarding himself as born again and just
before God. Thus we are reconciled through the <dea of
man, or of God-pleasing humanity, of “the Son of God,”
which renders us well-pleasing to God, so far as we are one
2 Ut supra, pp. 87, 88, *P. 86 1L
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with it in the good ground .of our disposition. There is here,
therefore, a representation of our actuality by our idea, a sort
of substitution, without which it is impossible for us rightly
to know ourselves reconciled and free from unhappiness. In
addition, the new man, to whom as such no punishment is
due, has still to suffer for the sins of the old man. He really
bears these sufferings, which may be called vicarious sufferings
on the part of the mew moral personality for the physical,
sinful personality, and which again help to free the conscious-
ness from guilt and the sense of penal desert.

This Kantian theory is exceedingly instructive. It con-
fesses that the unhappiness and condemnation of conscience,
80 injurious to moral progress, must be abolished, if it is ever
to be better with us; further, that in order thereto, our
actuality must be left out of sight, and replacel by a substitute
better than itself; and that God must look upon us through
our idea, instead of judging us according to our works. This
implies that the mere legal standpoint must give place and be
transcended in order that the law may be fulfilled. More-
over, Kant’'s principles imply that if this idea is mere law
and in no sense reality, it cannot be a substitute for our
empirical reality. But to what reality does he appeal? To
our good disposition. But therewith he suddenly assumes, as
much against expectation as without warrant, a realization of
the idea of the perfect man in ourselves, without our being
able to see how this is to be arrived at, if radical evil has
poisoned the inmost ground and highest principles, and if the
actuality, in which disposition constantly shows its impotence
and vacillates between good and evil, needs atonement, and no
immediate certainty of moral progress, such as is necessary in
order to hopefulness in a better moral walk, exists before the
end, and therefore no right to comfort oneself with the idea of
substitution through the ideal man. He therefore confounds
what is to be a substitute with what needs substitution, the
idea of man with its realization, the ideal righteousness which
man ought to have with its reality, and instead of solving the
problem, assumes its solution. Thus, precisely at the point
where he deviates from Christianity and wishes to evade
Christ’s substitution, he falls away from himself and evades.
his own principles. How can the resolve on a better life
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guarantee or represent the reality of goodness, seeing that it
is merely a desire after goodness, not goodness itself, as Kant
himself acknowledges in holding only the possibility of an
endless approximation to moral perfection ? Such approxi-
mation is a wretched comfort, seeing that, while it affirms a
constant growth, it affirms also a never-ending distance from
the goal. Before, therefore, it is satisfactorily proved that our
ideal really exists in some form for God, and is put to our
account in God’s esteem, according to Kant himself (and
therein he is right) there can be no claim to a consciousness
of Reconciliation.

Observation.—It deserves notice, that in his Criticism of the
Faculty of Judgment (p. 329 f, ed. by Rosenkranz), Kant
describes the moral community, not individuals per se, as the
aim of the world, and at still greater length in Religion
within, ete. (p. 114 ff). But whereas Kant teaches self-
redemption through the moral volition of the subject in the
moral community, many with more external proclivities
expect a harmonious existence, free from all trouble and
discord, as the result of the best State, or of the best con-
stituted society, or of the rule of man over nature. On this
view the religious and moral needs of the personality and
conscience come under consideration at best indirectly.

In the second place, others seek Reconciliation in the way
of Knowledge or Intelligence. Right knowledge brings every-
thing into order and harmony, because it has power to
determine the will; instruction, culture, brings the world
redemption from every il Or, according to the scheme of
absolute Idealism: The possessor of knowledge comprehends
his true Ego; the Ego is free and pure, and in comparison
with it everything empirical is mere semblance, even sin.
Evil is a mere nonentity, or at least the non-being of good,
lethargy, or defect. But, alas! the true Ego is no actuality,
but bare possibility. But in the moral sphere the very first
requisite is a better actuality, for in the actuality sin and
guilt do not remain bare possibilities.

Finally, some of the Romanticists seek Reconciliation in
Feeling, in part in connection with Kantian criticism.! The
Romanticists proper seek the reconciling harmony in the

1 80 Fries, H. Schmid, de Wette, together with F. H. Jacobi.
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sesthetic, in Art and artistic enjoyment, especially Music.
With more show of refinement, the literati of the Weltschmera
(World-Agony) find Reconciliation in a blending of pleasure
and pain, chiefly in a proud sorrow for the low, poor, pitiful
world, to which they feel themselves far superior. They seek
their pleasure in the self-complacent suffering of an utterly
empty self-consciousness, in which there is as little of divine
sorrow as of divine joy. For the pleasure is here nothing but
vapid superiority or irony over the joys and sorrows of men,
a negative, blighting pleasure without even the power to make
itself the object of irony. An offshoot of this school is the
modern Pessimism of a Schopenhauer and a von Hartmann,
who, at least in theory, treat the misery in the world with
seriousness, and to whom nonentity is the only object of hope.!
Far higher stands the school of Jacodt. According to it,
Reconciliation consists in elevating the subject into the ideal,
divine sphere, through the inner consciousness of God and of
the ideal, noble Ego. The Ego, it is true, is not free from the
dualism of idea and reality, and fails to rise above alternation
between the sense of happiness and unhappiness on account
of unabolished dissonances, not merely in the moral, but also
in the intellectual life. ~From the historic Christ and His
work the school of Jacobi and Fries is able to derive little
more than a symbolic meaning®

4. Reaction against Subjectivistic Theories of Atonement.
(From 1800 to the present time.)
§ 118,

‘After one-sided subjectivity had again inclined to acknow-
ledge the necessity of attaining unity, not merely with
self but also with God, the theories of Atonement current

! His latest writings in part approximate more to -the Hegelian theory of
reconciliation. Cf. A. Dorner, Stud. . Krit. 1881, 1.
" % According to de Wette, Christ’s death is the symbol of divine reconciliation,
and shows God’s earnestness in forgiving. S8tiudlin and Tieftrunk also speak
of a symbolic meaning in Christ's death, .
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in the ancient Church revived, only that now the
Reformation-principle of penitent faith so far asserted
itself, as, along with the objective provision gained in
Christ, to make the requisite room for the subjective
side of the atoning process. But so long as evil of a
physical or logical nature, or sin, is regarded as the only
thing which has to be overcome, and not guilt in relation
to the divine justice, so long is the development in the
Reformation - doctrine required by Christian faith and
Holy Scripture impossible (§§ 113-116).

1. Were the question at issue merely man’s reconciliation
with himself, or with his surroundings, instead of with God,
atonement would not be a religious question at all. Subjec-
tive Idealism in various ways denies the need of objective
communion with God, at most with the partial exception of
Jacobi, who after all rather recognises the need for man to
become conscious of God, than the need for enjoying those acts
of God which are the basis of communion. The reaction from
subjective Idealism to desire after real objectivity, which, on
the whole, characterized the beginning of the present century,
again caused God to be recognised as true Being and the
supreme Good, the consequence of which for the present
dogma was, that an atonement of a merely subjective nature
was seen to be inadequate, the chief stress being laid upon
the restoration of unity with God, on which everything else
must depend. Thus Schelling and Hegel form a turning-point
to a spiritual tendency more favourable to the present dogma.
But certainly this change was only a preliminary condition ;
the cause was not yet won.

The Pantheistic systems of modern days speak (it is true,
on the surface only) of a sort of reconciliation in the process
of the divine life. That life steps forth from its eternal
unity and self-identity into its antithesis, into other-being
(Anderssein), in order to the creation of the world, which is
Nature and Spirit; but the third stage is its return from the
antithesis into itself through the Spirit, which apprehends
itself in its other-being and again coalesces with itself. Since
these systems directly postulated God as the essence or the
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reality of man, they made this process permanent in the divine
life even as to its subjective side, and proceeded to investigata
bow the consciousness of reconciliation may be reached in us.!
It is then affirmed: In himself man is one with God, being
divine by his essence, only he knows it not at first; his con-
sciousness is at variance with his essence, and thus he is
estranged from himself. But when he reaches the knowledge
of his essential unity with God, the variance is done away,
reconciliation becomes his, he knows God as his Father, and
himself as God’s son. The position belonging to Christ is,
that He is the first self-conscious man, free and certain of His
divine essence. And this consciousness of God’s Fatherhood
and man’s sonship is the good news which He proclaims?
According to this view, Christ has kindled the consciousness
of reconciliation in mankind by teaching that God is eternally
reconciled. Thus, no procuring of reconciliation by Christ is
necessary. The unity of God and man is here thonght as
substantial, indestructible: all that is necessary to reconcilia-
tion is to know it. But seeing that the mere appeal to the
substantial unity with God ignores ethical and religious
requirements as well as the consciousness of sin, such a theory
can give no peace to the consciousness of sin and guilt, when
once awakened, but only stifie the need for the true atone-
ment. Simply to refer us from the evil actuality to the
essence, which in the best case is mere possibility, such as
can never satisfy God’s holy law, implies indifference to the
distinction of good and evil. Further, this theory depends for
reconcilistion on a mere change in the consciousness, not in
the being of the entire personality in a moral and religious
respect.?

1 Hegel, Relig. Philos. ii. 191, 218. God is a process; He (1) exists in His
eternity in and for Himself ; (2) He passes over into His other-being in order to
the creation of the world, which is Nature and Spirit. To the diremption (8)
the return into itself—the recomciliation—joins on. The Spirit distinguishes
itself from itself, and again coalesces with itself. This theory claims to be at
once a doctrine of the Trinity, a Cosmogony, a Ponerogony, and a Soteriology.
The process is part of the divine life. The philosopher knows and passes
through the process.

3 So, for example, Marheinecke, Grundlehren d. ckr. Dogma, 1827, p. 227 ff.;
Biedermann, u¢ supra, pp. 675-688 ; Baur, Gnosis, 1836, p. 700 ff.

3 Biedermann would make this process ethical and religious, not merely
intellectual (cf. § 866); but since he treats the human side not as receptive
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2. The majority of modern writers lay stress on the
necessity of sin being overcome, and seek to establish the
importance of Christ’s intervention therein. But they do this
in very different ways. Some' think of sin as an objective
power, hypostatized in the “flesh.” This power Christ was
obliged to assume with human nature, in order, by the
sacrifice of the sinful flesh, to give a new birth to human
nature, to render that nature sinless through His Person, and
present it pure and holy. According to Menken, human
nature is corrupted, physically and psychically, by the for-
bidden fruit of the poisonous tree. This poison is the
principle of sin, inhering in us without fault of ours. Christ
has again removed it from human nature by His death, which
became & second birth of the human flesh, after Christ had
resisted all Satan’s temptations to acquiesce in the propensity
to evihk 'Whoever receives Christ in faith, receives the
principle of cleansing and sanctification. Thus Christ's death
benefits us in virtue of His mystical community of life with
us (through faith). But on this theory Christ had first of all
to die in order to His own cleansing from sin and His own
sanctification,” while the fruit of His sanctification by His
death would be, that He also became to us the principle
of sanctification mediated by an act of death, and thus the
principle of atonement. But the idea of sin obtaining here
is a physical one, as if sin would die through physical death,
as if the flesh were essentially sin; and this view leads to a
physical theory of redemption, as if a holy corporeity, instead
of the Pneuma imparted to the conscious volitional person,
were able to cleanse and sanctify us. Guilt and penalty are
here ignored to such an extent that it is accepted as self-
evident, that to one who is sanctified in principle God is able
of divine communication, but a8 immediately divine, he is again led to a theory
of self-redemption. And in this process the intellectual element—the vanquish-
ing of the stage of presentation by the concept or the true consciousness—plays
again the chief part. See below. .

1 80 Menken, Rud. Stier, Ed. Irving, Stroh : God the Father, Son, and Holy
Ghost, pp. 48-51. In reference to the Pauline doctrine, Holsten reaches from
the exegetical side a similar result. )

3 Stroh, ut supra, p. 51: Christ's death on the cross is a destruction of sin
to its roots and in its seat, therefore not a suffering of the penalty of sin, not a

payment of the debt of sin, not the death of a sinner or of a suffering, dying
Just One, who stands by imputation in the sinner's place.
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and willing to give reconciliation and justification ; and that
real sanctification may exist before sin is forgiven. The case
would not be different if, as others wish, we were to go back
to those theories (§ 115) which discover the evil needing to
be removed by atonement in the power of Satan! The first
thing requisite cannot be the overthrow of Satan as an
external power, but the undoing of the bond by which men
are connected with Satan; and that is gudlt. Christ’s atoning
purpose must refer to this guilt directly, not merely indirectly,
or in the sense that Christ subjected Himself to the just
penalty of guilt incurred by the guilt of men, e to death,
over which Satan had acquired power in virtue of the divine
ordinance (Heb. ii. 14). Even were Satan annihilated, or his
right to inflict death on sinful humanity abolished, yet if sin
remains unexpiated there can be no atonement ; God could not
for Christ’s sake regard the humanity, which He patiently bore
with, as reconciled. ~For God’s relation to every man is
direct ; the relation of His justice to sin and guilt is direct,
and not merely through Satan. The divine work of atone-
ment is able so to undo the bond, knit by guilt between us
and God’s penal justice, that this very bond is transformed
into a bond of communion in love.

3. Schleiermacher struck out a new path in respect to
the present doctrine also. His fundamental conception has
become the most influential in modern times, although it
almost entirely ignores the divine justice in relation to the
work of atonement, and in consequence of his Doctrine of God
strictly excludes all influence upon God!® Since the con-
sciousness of God grew in Christ into God's perfect being,
not merely is there in Him personal holiness, and therefore
untroubled blessedness, but He has also the power and the
vocation to draw men into the communion of His holiness

1 To this view Frank (like v. Hofmann, see below, p. 54) approximates
(Syst. d. chr. Wahrheit, ii. 163, and Theol. der Concordienformel, ii. 45), when,
according to him, the chief stress in the work of atonement falls on Satan. being
stripped of his power. *‘ The only way,” Frank says in the latter passage, *in
which the penalty of the sin of the world could be laid on a sinless man is by
the tyranny of Satan being laid on him, that tymnny including all the woe
and all the suffering of the world.” Philippi justly censures this view,
iv. 2, 186 f. :

* Der Christl. Glaube, §§ 100-104, il pp, 94 f., 102 ff,, 128 148.



52 THE DOCTRINE OF ATONEMENT.

and blessedness, and by this means to redeem and reconcile
them. Nor is this done in a magical way by a purely
objective tramsaction. On the contrary, faith is necessary in
order to our partaking of His holiness and blessedness. And
just as little is it a satisfactory course to reduce Christ’s
redeeming work to the prophetic office, to His teaching and
example. This he calls the empirical heresy, corresponding
to the Ebionite conception of the person of Christ, because it
is forced to lay the chief stress on self-redemption. How
then does Schleiermacher, after excluding these errors, conceive
of Christ's atoning office itself? The way, first of all, in
which he presents Christ’s high-priestly communion with men,
is most excellent and suggestive. If Christ really desired to
participate in the life of men, the sufferings, ordained to
every member of a sinful race as afflictions, must necessarily
light upon Him! Nay, the deeper He saw into the nature of
sin, and the more earnestly He contended against it, the more
must the power of evil have pressed upon Him; and thus He
suffered through the sin of men not merely in His last days,
but during His whole life. But it was in His last days that
the depth of suffering disclosed itself to Him, when the two
representatives of the world’s sin—the heathen and Jewish—
turned, and, as it were, conspired against Him. But it was
not 8o much His personal suffering, due to the sin of the
world, which He felt so keenly. This suffering is only
understood aright when it is recognised as His act; and
here Schleiermacher gives a place to Christ's active obedi-
"ence. For His suffering proper consisted in this, that His
outer suffering, cansed by sinners, presented to Him as in
& mirror the depth and extent of sin, and stirred His
sympathy in the most powerful way. This sympathy, spring-
ing from the energy of His love, leads Him into unhappy
communion with us in order to transform it into & holy and
blessed communion. This sympathy constitutes Christ's
proper high-priestly action in distinction from His prophetic
and kingly office. It has the power of drawing us into the
communion of Christ’s holiness and blessedness, after He, by
His sympathy, had let Himself be drawn into communion with
us. The Teacher and Prophet remains outside the scholar as
1P, 1861,
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his example ; but Christ, as High Priest, draws us into His
communion by His sympathy with us,—that sympathy by
which He feels our sin and its wretchedness, while allowing
its power to burst on Himself. This high-priestly love of
His, endowed with such power of attraction, is matter of
delight to God ; and since God now beholds us in this union
with Christ, which is established by faith on our part, Christ’s
person renders us objects of the divine delight, and presents
us pure before God. God has determined to let all salvation
flow to us through Christ’s mediation, and looks upon us
in Christ, who is therefore our substitute. According to
Schleiermacher, the kingly office also is distinct from the
high-priestly one. From it proceed our personal sanctification
and the founding of the community.

But although, according to Schleiermacher, participation in
Christ’s blessedness is objectively conditioned by participation
in Christ’s holiness, still, according to him, we have not the
consciousness of atonement through knowing ourselves to be
already holy, even in a merely initial sense; for, should the
consciousness of our reconciliation merely result from the
consciousness of our holiness, which is always imperfect, the
former must always remain imperfect and vacillating. On
the contrary, the atonement and the consciousness of it have
their security in the fact of Christ standing in communion with
us, and our standing in communion with Him.' For Christ’s
sake, faith is warranted in treating present sin as non-existent
and future, completed sanctification as already present.
According to this view, Christ’s high-priestly sympathy, which
finds its most perfect expression in His suffering, is the climax
of His redeeming work, by which we are freed from punish-
ment and the sense of it; for that sympathy has the power of
drawing us into His fellowship. Only in the fellowship of His
sufferings can His blessedness be felt, because the consciousness
of how God was in Him, and therefore of His holiness and
blessedness, chiefly arises in us from absorption of the spirit
in His sufferings; and by this very means the communication
of holiness and blessedness to us may become fact.

Unquestionably, the view here given of Christ’s high-
priestly office is spiritual and forceful, compared not merely

1P. 183
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with the Rationalism, but with the Supernaturalism of those
days. By the Biblical doctrine of Christ's sympathy and
living communion with us, He seeks to impart movement to
that which had become rigid in the Christian dogma. Nifzsch
developed this still farther in representing Christ’s suffering
and death as the principle of repentance to the world, as
judgment upon sin, which is forced to reveal its innermost
essence by killing the Holy One, who, however, by the purity
of His person, stands security to God for this, that those
receiving forgiveness of sins through communion with Christ
shall also become partakers of His holiness. The defects of
Schleiermacher’s theory are in the closest connection with his
Doctrine of God. 'While Omnipotence preponderates over
justice in God, no adequate place remains either for guilt or
punitive justice. .

The reason given by Schleiermacher for prefixing Christ’s
redeeming to His atoning work, is, that otherwise the first
regard would be paid not to evil as such, but to evil so far as
it is a source of suffering, and that deliverance from suffering
would be svught first. But the desire for atonement is not
eudemonistic. It is desire for deliverance from guilt ; and
this is something eminently moral. Further, according to
Christl, @laube, ii. 107, those conceptions of the atoning
work, which make the communication of Christ’s blessedness
independent of reception into living communion with Him,
are magical in character. But magical it cannot be, if Christ
as Atoner enters into communion with us by anticipation,
without our returning the communion at once. On the
contrary, it would be magical if we enjoyed communion with
Christ before guilt was blotted out. For the sake of Christ’s
communion with us, God is able to look on us with com-
placency, just as Christ's high-priestly function has a value
for God in itself, and not merely through our faith.

Hofmann’s theory is partially akin to Schleiermacher’s! He
calls the ecclesiastical theory an artificial mystery. Christ is
an Atoner to him, because of His having proved Himself
righteous despite the uttermost that sin and Satan could do
against Him. By this self-attestation Christ vanquished Satan,
and established a relation no longer dominated by the sin of

3 Schriftbeweis, ..  Schutzschriften,
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Adam, but by the righteousness of the Son, z.c. a state of life
holy and well-pleasing to God. This holy righteousness,
which was also passive obedience, does not effect expiation as
penal suffering, but because He fulfilled the demand of the
divine law,—holiness,—thus rendering a service well-pleasing
to God, and making reparation for sin. So far as by faith in
Him we receive into ourselves the same principle of holiness
which He exhibited in His attestation of Himself as righteous,
we have the right to regard ourselves as well-pleasing to God
and reconciled. Therefore we have atonement by at least
initial sanctification. That Christ’s personal self-attestation
exhibits Him as righteous and holy is true, but this belongs
to His prophetic office; but thereby nothing is affirmed in
relation to the high-priestly office. Thus von Hofmann is
behind Schleiermacher. He does not once take into account
Christ’s high-priestly sympathy. The only point he has in
common with Schleiermacher is the mystical union with
Christ through faith, and that he makes Christ a substitute
in God’s view in relation to our holiness, But to him
Christ’s substitution is in no sense an act of Christ, or a
means impelling us to convert Christ for us into Christ
in us,

The controversy which arose against him! was of no
essential benefit to theology, because his opponents almost
entirely maintained the ecclesiastical doctrine without remov-
ing the difficulties which it left. They especially omit a
searching examination of the ideas: Justice, Punishment,
Expiation. Philippi and Thomasius place justice and love,
even in God Himself, in opposition instead of in distinction,
thus losing a supreme unity. Philippi frankly connects there-
with the other proposition, that the divine attributes are not
objectively distinguished, but merely in relation to our finite
thought? He would also have Christ’s sufferings regarded as
penal sufferings in the strictest semse, vicarious in nature it
is true, but in such a sense that we have a right to demand
forgiveness for their sake. He comes very near to placing
Christ's sufferings under the jus falionis (see below), and to

1 On the part of Philippi, Thomasius, Harnack, and others. See Literature
above.
* Philippi, iv. 2, p. 44. 8ee above, vol. i. p. 191,
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simply identifying Christ’s person with those to be punished.'
Others, like Schoberlein, start from love as the supreme unity,
but because in that unity they fail to distinguish between
self-affirmation and self-communication, they gain no secure
position for justice.

4. Two Jurists have given closer attention to these ideas,
Qoschel and Stahl® Goschel's leading thought is: Justice
and Love in no sense form an antithesis. Punishment is an
outflow of paternal love, certainly a necessary counterstroke
to law-opposing volition, in order to effect its conversion.
But even in the act of punishing, the judge cannot be with-
out love to the offender; he cannot but sympathetically feel
his guilt and sin. The more pure and unreserved such
sympathy is, the greater its power to subdue and amend the
heart of the sinner, and by this very means to render the
fullest satisfaction to justice. The fact of the judge bearing
the punishment in poignant sympathy constitutes a satisfac-
tion to the righteous government of the world. Christ had
this sympathy in the purest and profoundest degree ; we are
reconciled when, following in His steps, we feel His sorrow
by penitent faith. These are the sufferings left by Christ
(Col i. 24) to believers as a remnant, which they bear. His
feeling of our punishment must pass over to us. Forgiveness
is not the abolishing, but the perfecting of punishment; for
real penal suffering—such as satisfies Grod—carries forgive-
ness in itself, because it is the expiatory feeling of the justice
of the punishment, without which no forgiveness is possible.
.But here it is the consciousness of guilt which is conceived
to be the punishment of men, this consciousness being identical
with dying to sin, and therefore with initial sanctification.

11V. 2, pp. 38, 41. According to p. 28 fI., sin is the attempt absolutely to
annihilate God the Infinite One Himself —Deicidium. It is consequently an
infinite offence, which can only be absolutely expiated by the same infinite penal
suffering of absolute death with which the Infinite One is Himself threatened.
Thomasius, who accepts a vicarious, expiatory, penal suffering, is censured by
Philippi (p. 234) beeause he merely regards a passive obedience as necessary to
atonement, without including active obedience. Respecting Sartorius, Gess,
‘Weber, cf. Philippi, p. 288 ff.

3 Goschel, Zerstreute Blitter aus den Hand- und Hillfsacten eines Juristen,
1882, Th. i. pp. 468-494: Das Strafrecht und die christl. Lehre von der
Satigfaction. Stahl, Fundamente einer christl. Philosophie, 1846, Abschn. ii.
cap. 6: Die Gerechtigkeit und die Strgfe. Cap. 7: die Sithne,
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And Christ is here represented as Judge, which contradicts
the N. T.}! although the Judge is at the same time credited
with sympathy. But, according to Goschel, Christ’s suffering
is merely the principle of repentance.

Stahl’s view is different. 'While rightly refusing to separate
justice and love in God, he desires the two to be separately
revealed in the world in opposition to sin. The function of
justice, he says, is by guarding the divinely-established moral
government of the world, and by retribution to maintain the
validity of that government, and therewith God’s glory or
supremacy. Now the sinner is a rebel, virtually denying
God’s supremacy. In opposition to this, God must reveal
Himself as the Lord, and this is done by using His Omni-
potence, which reveals to the sinner such power as nullifies
his physical strength, and thus reveals his nothingness. This
retributive justice restores the glory of the moral government
of the world, but only by physical means, by force and ex-
ternally, not by transforming the law-opposing volition. But
the justice of the world’s moral government, he continues,
may also be satisfied by internal means, the glory of God may
be restored by expiation. The first form of satisfaction—
punishment—can certainly only be undertaken by the guilty
one. But expiation may be undertaken by an innocent
person, in order by this means to bring the sinner to repent-
ance and inner acknowledgment of the glory of God and His
moral government. Now Christ's suffering was not penal
suffering, but an expiation to the world’s government, an
expiation which can be offered best by an innocent person.
It was an expiatory suffering of love undertaken for our good.
This theory has much in common with that of Anselm, as
Philippi rightly perceives. On one hand, punishment for the
past is supposed to be necessary, and the blotting out of past
guilt to be demanded by the law, like repentance and acknow-
ledgment of the majesty of the law for the future. On the
other hand, expiation is not placed in relation to punitive
justice, but the atoning element is supposed to lie in the new
acknowledgment of the moral government of the world for

1 John iif. 17, xii. 47. The Redeemer has not come primarily for judgment.
The Judge would only here come into question, if merely the divine side in
Christ’s person came under consideration inreference to atonement.
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the future, and expiation is supposed to be substituted for
punishment.

Akin to Gdschel’s are the ideas advanced by Dr. W. Simon
of England.! Atonement is not to be conceived as self-
redemption, but exclusively as God’s work in us, for in 2 Cor.
v. 18 it is said: “ God reconciled the world to Himself.”
It is with this reconciliation as with command. When from
a feeling of inward helplessness we ask God for help, He
gives strength for the fulfilment of His command. Thus He
Himself gives that which He requiress Through us He
fulfils that which is our duty towards Him, thus taking our
place. But there is a command of God not merely to do, but
also to suffer, for it is normal and God’s will that we suffer
for sin (punishment). But we could not bear the sufferings,
which are just according to divine appointment. Now, as
God’s Spirit works vicariously in us in order to satisfy God’s
command, so is it also with suffering. God can suffer in us,
bear the punishment which we cannot bear. All help to a
sufferer, especially to one whose sufferings are moral, is only
possible through co-suffering. If we are acquainted with a
co-guffering and yet strong heart, able to show us how to
suffer, then the disposition and courage are awakened in us
to suffer in a way well-pleasing to- God. This we have in
God, and thus God is security for the right method of
suffering. While we can suffer for one another, we can only
bear outward sufferings for others, not the inner burden. On
the other hand, it is God’s prerogative to relieve us of spiritual
burdens also. Nevertheless it is a moral law, even for God,
that He can only help sinners at the price of atonement, that
He suffer with us, that He take on Him our burden, share
our anxiety and sorrow ; but since He is God, He is able also
to turn them to our good (Rom. viii. 25). He can bear our
punishment, regard and impute it as ours, nay, He effects
that we bear it in Him. He is bound by Himself, by the
ethical necessity in Him, to characterize spiritual pain as
righteous pain.  Forgiveness, which abolishes the;exacting
or condemning law, would be frivolous, nay, no forgiveness.
Dr. Simon would make not merely the man Jesus suffer, but
also the Logos. How this is possible without objectionable

! In the treatise, ‘‘ Atonement and Prayer,” Expositor, Nov. 1877,
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anthropopathism, he does not inquire more closely, while not
allowing any loss to the Godhead through the origination
of Christ’s Person, or any confounding of His Ego with man.!
Co-suffering, so far as it is a demonstration of the strength of
love, cannot be described as unworthy of God,—a view which
Frank rightly developes’ On the other hand, another objec-
tion lies near at hand. This theory gives us only a suffering
of God in us in order to expiation, but not the necessity of a
divine-human suffering. The historic Christ brings us here
merely the knowledge of God's co-suffering and yet strong
heart.

Bushnell, in saying: We can only forgive and forget
entirely when we have also done good to an enemy,
transgresses the limits of the admissible in reference to
divine suffering. It is said to be thus with God. Only
after He has suffered for us is there full forgiveness in His
heart, is His heart, so to speak, free.—To say that only the
divine beneficence perfectly reconciles God with us (not
merely shows Him to be perfectly reconciled), is an inner
contradiction ; for a love that does good to an enemy is more
than pardon, and must therefore certainly have been already
forgiving love. 'Without doubt, beneficence towards foes acts
like coals of fire on the head, and is more adapted than
anything else to change the disposition of a foe and incline
him to acknowledge his fault, and therefore (to apply the
matter to the present dogma) to reconcile man with God.
But this refers to the ethical sphere, belonging to the appli-
cation or use of prevenient love for our sanctification; and
therewith no explanation is given, how God can both forgive
and do good to sinners without prejudice to the divine penal
justice.  This is certain,—and therewith we return to the
theory of Gdschel and Simon,—that God regards sin with
abhorrence, and cannot forgive it offband ; nay, that He ought
not to allow His love to prevail, unless it acknowledge the
justice of the punishment, and therefore affirm sorrow for

1 This line of thought recalls the words of Sartorius (die heilige Liebe, i.
Abschn. iii. cap. 2) : * God can only forgive sin by forgiving nothing to Himself,
by Himself bearing what He forgives, and Himself performing what He com-
mands, as is done by Jesus in His servant-form, who by fulfilling the law

makes possible the forgiveness of its unfulfilment.”
? Syst. d. chr, Wahr, ii. § 85.
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gin to be just, and participate therein. But here, if any-
where, Christ'’s humanity is to be taken into account. For
if His entrance into our unhappy condition is left out of
sight, the chief matter in the process of atonement was a
transaction within the divine nature. But in this case the
whole would wear a Docetic look; for, since God even as
Logos is true God, it follows that God would then demand
homage to His justice alongside or in His love from Himself
alone, and would therefore receive satisfaction from Himself
simply. But this would render Christ's humanity useless or
needless in order to atonement. That humanity would then
at most help to exhibit the inner, super-historical process of
atonement in God Himself, while contributing nothing to the
realization of atonement. This would be opposed to the
mediatorship of the God-mau.

Ritschl also occupied himself at length, though in quite
a different way, with the idea of justice. ~To state and
examine his theory on this point is of as great importance
for understanding as for criticizing his doctrine of atonement.
In this criticism the thetic exposition given previously
(vol i § 24) must be brought to bear.

According to Ritschl, God is to be conceived absolutely
and exclusively as love, the one concern of which is to
realize the divine world-plan (s.e. the kingdom of God), which
consists in the freedom of men, #.e. in their dominion over
nature, and in the mutual improvement of the members
of that kingdom. The justice of God is simply the con-
sistency with which God’s love provides for the welfare of
members of the kingdom. Of retributive, especially punitive
justice, there ought to be no mention in the moral and
religious sphere. The sense in which theology usually
employs the word justice only has its place in public or
civil right,! and is alien and inapplicable to the moral and
religious sphere; a position which Ritschl tries to prove by
a series of reasons’ which can by no means be regarded as
relevant, and in great measure refute Ritschl himself. —With
the Socinians, he censures the ordinary doctrine, that justice
and the necessity of punishment are grounded in God’s
essence. If justice belonged to the essence of God, God's

1 CL. ut supra, iii. 2114 * jii. 211-225.
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will, he says, would be subject to this justice as to a physical
necessity. But, on the contrary, everything must be under
the divine will, even as character itself is only shown in
permanent volition and action.! Ritschl does not see that
for the same reason, if it held good, there ought to be no
mention of the divine love, in which he yet would discover
God’s essence; and he overlooks the fact, that a free will
not determined by the ethical essence of God would be
simple caprice, and therefore unethical in nature, a mere
physical force. In relation to God and God’s kingdom,—the
moral s<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>