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EDITORS' PREFACE

HEOLOGY has made great and rapid advances

in recent years. New lines of investigation have
been opened up, fresh light has been cast upon
many subjects of the deepest interest, and the historical
method has been applied with important results. This
has prepared the way for a Library of Theological
Science, and has created the demand for it. It has also
made it at once opportune and practicable now to se-
cure the services of specialists in the different depart-
ments of Theology, and to associate them in an enter-
prise which will furnish a record of Theological
inquiry up to date.

This Library is designed to cover the whole field of
Christian Theology. Each volume is to be complete
in itself, while, at the same time, it will form part of a
carefully planned whole. One of the Editors is to pre-
pare a volume of Theological Encyclopadia which will
give the history and literature of each department, as
well as of Theology as a whole.
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The Library is intended to form a series of Text-
Books for Students of I'heology.

The Authors, therefore, aim at conciseness and com-
pactness of statement. At the same time, they have in
view that large and increasing class of students, in other
departments of inquiry, who desire to have a systematic
and thorough exposition of Theological Science. Tech-
nical matters will therefore be thrown into the form of
notes, and the text will be made as readable and attract-
ive as possible.

The Library is international and interconfessional. It
will be conducted in a catholic spirit, and in the
interests of Theology as a science.

Its aim will be to give full and impartial statements
both of the results of Theological Science and of the
questions which are still at issue in the different
departments.

The Authors will be scholars of recognized reputation
in the several branches of study assigned to them. They
will be associated with each other and with the Editors
in the effort to provide a series of volumes which may
adequately represent the present condition of investi-
gation, and indicate the way for further progress.

CHARLES A. BRIGGS
STEWART D. F. SALMOND
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PREFACE

THE aim of the present work is to present a biblical,
historical, and constructive discussion of the Christian
doctrine of salvation. The theme has been regarded and
treated primarily as a subject of investigation. I have
accordingly approached it from the historical side, and
have aimed to state the problems to be considered and
to define my positions respecting them in an historical
and inductive method. I have tried to judge the various
opinions reviewed and to test my own by means of the
fundamental Christian concepts of God and of man.

The treatment has been made as objective as possible.
It has been my aim to describe and estimate conflicting
theories with fairness. My own judgments, with the
reasons for them, have been frankly given. It is not to
be expected, of course, that they will commend them-
selves to the acceptance of all readers, but I trust that
those who may dissent from them may still find some-
thing in the book by which they may be interested or
instructed.

The present discussion presupposes a general knowl-
edge of Biblical Theology and of the History of Christian
Doctrine, such as is furnished by the relevant sections of
my Theology of the New Testament and Professor Fisher’s
History of Christian Doctrine, earlier volumes of the

International Theological Library.
i



viil PREFACE

I cannot more appropriately indicate my own attitude
toward the results which I have reached than by citing
the words with which Anselm closes his discussion of the
same subject: “Si quid diximus quod corrigendum sit,
non renuo correctionem, si rationabiliter fit.”

GEORGE BARKER STEVENS.

YALE UNIVERSITY,
July 13, 1905.
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THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE
OF SALVATION

PART I

THE BIBLICAL BASIS OF THE DOCTRINE

CHAPTER 1
THE SACRIFICIAL SYSTEM

THE historical study of Christian doctrine should begin
in the Old Testament. There we must seek the germs of
which that teaching is the full development. Accordingly,
in undertaking an investigation of the Christian doctrine
of salvation, it is necessary, first of all, to glance back at
the Jewish religion and seek for the points of contact
between it and its fulfilment in the gospel. The New
Testament constantly assumes a genetic connection be-
tween Judaism and Christianity. Its writers unfold
their teachings in terms more or less distinctly Jewish
and with frequent reference to the Old Testament
thought-world.

For our present purpose, two inquiries respecting the
Old Testament are especially pertinent. The first con-
cerns the religious import of the priestly, or sacrificial
system ; the second relates to the prophetic conception of
the nature and conditions of salvation. Legalism and
prophetism are the two most prominent features of the
Jewish religion. They existed side by side and acted and
reacted upon each other. In important respects they were

1



2 THE BIBLICAL BASIS OF THE DOCTRINE

rival forces. Both have had their effect in the genesis
and development of Christian doctrine. To a considera-
tion of the religious import of these two forces the present
chapter and the following one will be devoted.

It should, however, be made distinctly clear in advance,
that the historic connection between the Old and the New
Testaments to which I have referred, does not warrant the
conclusion that Old Testament ideas, as such, are directly
normative for Christian belief. The New Testament does
not sustain any such supposition. Christianity is the ful-
filment, not the republication, of Judaism. The more
systematic writers of the New Testament, such as the
apostle Paul and the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews,
insist upon the rudimentary character of the Old Cove-
nant, in consequence of which its teaching and practices
fall below the Christian plane of moral and spiritual truth.
To Christian thought Judaism represents an earlier stage
of revelation. It is preparatory and provisional, and there-
fore imperfect. It furnished, indeed, the historical basis
of Christianity, but the two are not identical, nor is the
former an adequate test and measure of the latter. In
important particulars they are even radically different.
For the apostle Paul the law and the gospel are sharply
contrasted terms, and our Lord diverges widely from
certain Old Testament maxims and practices in applying
his principle of fulfilment.

What, then, is the Christian theologian to seek in the
Old Testament ? I answer that he is to seek the histori-
cal presuppositions of Christian doctrine. Old Testament
conceptions will always be suggestive and historically
instructive for the study of Christian teaching, but a
direct source of such teaching they cannot be.! Christi-
anity rises high above that national and ritualistic religion
on whose soil it took its rise. In a study like the present,

1 ¢ The real use of the record of the earliest stages of revelation is not
to add something to the things revealed in Christ, but to give us that clear
and all-sided insight into the meaning and practical worth of the perfect
scheme of divine grace which can only be attained by tracing its growth.”
— W. RoserTsoN SmitH, The Prophets of Israel, p. 6.
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then, our inquiry is this: What presumptions concerning
the Christian doctrine of salvation are created by the ideas
prevailing in the Hebrew religion ? Or, to take a specific
topic: To what conceptions of atonement through Christ’s
death would Jewish ideas of sacrifice naturally lend them-
selves? But any result which we may attain in this field
will be of indirect, rather than of direct, value to us.
Suppose, for example, that it could be shown that the Jews
had a perfectly definite theory of the import of sacrifice.
It would not follow that the Christian doctrine of atone-
ment could be deduced from it. We should still have to
ask : Does the New Testament directly adopt and sanction
this Jewish conception ? Does it in no essential respect
transcend it, and, if so, does it not in transcending it
annul some of its elements? And we should also be war-
ranted in asking the still more fundamental question:
To what extent are these Jewish ideas accordant or recon-
cilable with the essential principles of the Christian religion
which we may derive from the life and teaching of Jesus ?
I am well aware that all such considerations make our
task vastly more difficult than it is popularly supposed
to be, but nothing can be gained by evading difficulties
which belong, in the nature of the case, to the historical
investigation of the subject.

There are two classes of inquiries concerning the sacri-
fices which, for our purpose, should be broadly distin-
guished. One relates to the origin and original import of
Semitic sacrifice in general; the other to the religious
meaning and value of the sacrifices for the Jews, who
practised them under the developed Levitical system.
Within recent years great industry and learning have
been devoted to the first class of questions. While these
investigations are not without their importance, it cannot
be said that they have reached any very clear or definite
results. Such problems are involved in the obscurity
which always besets inquiries into the origin and motives
of rites and customs which are not only ancient, but which
probably arose from naive conceptions and undefined
feelings of which we possess no clear expression. But
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even if the problems concerning the origin of Semitic
sacrifice could be solved, we should not be greatly aided
in determining what the sacrifices meant for the Jews in
the Levitical period. Such practices as that of sacrifice
undergo great modifications of meaning in the course of
time and in the developing moral and institutional life of
nations.

The old dispute as to whether sacrifice was instituted
by divine command or arose naturally out of the religious
nature and wants of man, is an interesting one from the
point of view of historical revelation, but our purpose
could not be greatly furthered by any theory concerning
it. The practical import of a religious ritual could not be
determined by the mode in which it originated, even if
known. It is scarcely needful to say that the latter of the
two conceptions mentioned is so strongly favored by the
history of religion, and by the critical investigation of
the Old Testament books as to have become practically
universal among modern scholars.

In regard to the question, What was the primary motive
which prompted the offering of sacrifices ? a considerable
variety of opinion prevails. The theory that sacrifices
were originally gifts to the divinity has been espoused, for
example, by Herbert Spencer and E. B. Tylor among
anthropologists and by Hermann Schultz and George F.
Moore among theologians. We are reminded that in
primitive times men thought of their gods in an anthro-
pomorphic way and conceived of them as enjoying gifts
of food and drink, after the manner of an earthly chieftain
or king. In illustration of this view, reference is made to
the offering in the Jewish system of the fruits of the soil,
to the thank offerings and covenant sacrifices made in
connection with festive or solemn meals, and to the fact
that the burning flesh of the sacrificial animal is regarded
as a sweet-smelling savor unto Yahweh. Even the
expiatory sacrifices are held to have been primarily
presents, whereby it was believed that the anger of the
Deity was appeased and his favor recovered.!

1Cf. Schultz, 0. T. Theol. 1. 388.
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Others have found in the native tendency of man to
worship the motive of sacrifice. In this view, the offerings
are acts of homage to the Deity, indicative of man’s con-
sciousness of dependence and desire for obedience. The
sacrifices are virtually prayers and, as such, may express a
variety of sentiments and aspirations, such as adoration,
repentance, and supplication. This theory has been ad-
vocated by Karl Bihr, F. D. Maurice, and R. Smend, who
traces sacrifice in Israel through these stages : service or
worship (2 Sam. xv. 8), eating together, communion,
and reparation or atonement for sin. Somewhat akin to
this view is the opinion that sacrifices were primarily com-
mon meals, of which the divinity partook with his worship-
pers. This conception is sometimes so carried out as to
denote a mystic sacramental communion between the
Deity and men. The theory is thought to be confirmed
by the frequent association of sacrifices with sacred feasts,
by the widespread idea of the sacredness of animals,
and by the phenomena of totemism. It numbers among
its advocates some of the most eminent specialists in this
field of inquiry, among them Wellhausen, W. Robertson
Smith, Tiele, J. G. Frazer, and F. B. Jevons. Albrecht
Ritschl advanced a view differing from all the foregoing,
to the effect that the sacrifice was conceived of as ¢ cover-
ing ” or protecting the offerer not from the holy displeas-
ure, but from the glory of Yahweh. In this view there
underlay the sacrifices the idea that the presence of
Yahweh was so terrible that man must perish unless
hidden or covered before it (¢f. Gen. xxxii. 30 ; Judg. vi.
22, 28; xiii. 22). Ritschl, accordingly, denied that the
sacrifices have special reference to man’s sins; they
relate rather to his weakness and creaturehood. Thus
they are conceived as referring rather to the natural
attributes of both man and God — the creaturely condition
of man and the majesty of God —than to their moral
nature and relations.?

Finally, there remains the substitutionary or penal sat-
isfaction theory of sacrifice, according to which the animal

1 See Rechtfertigung und Versohnung, IL. 201-203.
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is conceived of as taking the place of the sinner and suffer-
ing death in his stead. This theory is commonly, though
not necessarily, associated with the belief that the sacrifi-
cial system was of direct divine appointment. This has
long been the popular view in Protestant theology and
has been regarded as one of the chief supports of the penal
interpretation of the death of Christ. The argument is:
As the sacrificial animal suffered a vicarious death for the
sinner whom he represented, so Christ endured the penalty
due to the sins of those whose place he assumed before the
divine law, and, as God was pleased to accept the animal’s
death in substitution for the death of the sinner, so he looks
upon the death of Christ as the equivalent of the sin-
ner’s punishment whereby the possibility of forgiveness
is opened to him. It will be noticed that the argument
proceeds on two assumptions, which we shall have to
consider later, namely : (1) that the notion of a poena
vicarta is the fundamental idea of the sacrificial system,
and (2) that this idea and its associations, supposed to
underlie the Jewish system of animal sacrifice, are directly
available as categories with which to explain the occasion
and import of the sufferings and death of Christ. The
theory in question may be called the common, or tradi-
tional, view of the subject, and is expounded in such
earlier treatises on the subject as Fairbairn’s Typology and
Kurtz's Der alttestamentliche Opfercultus. Some recent
writers who cannot be regarded as theologically predis-
posed in its favor, have also given it their sanction.! Paul

1 Principal A. M. Fairbairn expresses the opinion that the Jewish sacri-
fices were propitiatory, but that it does not follow that the sacrifice of Christ
had that character: ‘ In the Levitical, as in other religious systems, the
sacrifice was offered to please God, to win his favor, to propitiate him by
the surrender of some object precious to man. But in the Christian system
this standpoint is transcended ; the initiative lies with God. Whatever the
death of Christ may signify, it does not mean an expedient for quenching
the wrath of God, or for buying off man from his vengeance. This was a
great gain for religion.”” — The Philosophy of the Christian Religion,
p. 500. Whether this view of Jewish sacrifice, which seems to place it on
a level with the propitiatory offerings of heathen religions, is warranted,
will be considered as we proceed. If correct, it is certainly a welcome
assurance that jt has been discarded by Christianity.
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Volz defends it in the Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft for 1901, and H. J. Holtzmann, though hold-
ing that the idea of substitution was originally foreign to
the ritual, declares that in the popular thought, especially
in the late Jewish period, ¢ everything pressed toward the
assumption that the offering of a life, substituted for
sinners according to God’s appointment, cancelled the
death penalty which they had incurred, and that conse-
quently the offered blood of the sacrificial victims expiated
sin as a surrogate for the life of the guilty.”?

Many plausible considerations are urged in favor of
each of these theories, and yet no one of them seems
entirely adequate. The probability is that the origin and
motives of sacrifice are not so simple as any one theory in
regard to them would imply. Religion is a complex
affair, and various motives are operative in the develop-
ment of its beliefs and practices. Moreover, these motives,
though distinguishable, are more or less closely akin to
each other. Let us assume for the moment the correct-
ness of the simplest theory of sacrifice, the gift theory.
But the idea of a present to the Deity is itself an act of
homage or worship. The gift of what has value for the
giver is made in recognition of the superior rights or
claims of the divinity. And this idea of homage, in turn,
would naturally deepen into the feeling of fellowship or
communion. If the offered gift is regarded as sacred ; if,
for example, the idea obtains that there is some mysterious
connection between the life of the divinity and the life or
blood of the animal, then the conviction will naturally
arise that in offering the animal in sacrifice the worshipper
enters into communion with the Power whom he would
honor. Then, again, when the sense of sin is deepened in
men ; when the conception of the divine holiness arises
and man appreciates the moral separation between himself
and the Deity, it will then be natural that sacrifice should
assume a more distinct reference to sin. It will become
the means whereby sin is confessed and reconciliation with
the offended divinity sought. Thus it would naturally

1 Neutest. Theol. 1. 68.
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happen that gifts which in a more naive religious condi-
tion were merely presents, should come to be regarded as
the means of a mystic communion or even as a cover or
protection from the displeasure felt by the Deity toward
the sins of his worshippers.

The phenomena of the developed sacrificial system in
Judaism seem to sustain some such general view as this.
Different offerings are seen to reflect differing moods and
motives in the worshipper. In more primitive times we
find the peace offering associated with the sacrificial feast,
expressive of gladness and rejoicing, while the burnt offer-
ing is associated with occasions of solemnity, awe, and fear.
In the developed Levitical system we have, for example,!
the sacrifices of worship, such as the burnt offering expres-
sive of the people’s reverence for Yahweh; the thank offer-
ings presented on special festive occasions as expressions
of gratitude to God, and the sin and guilt offerings whose
special object is to express the sense of sin and to obtain
reconciliation with God.

Now, even if it were possible by psychological analysis
or historic research to trace these various forms of sacri-
fice back to a common original motive, the result would
not greatly aid us in our present purpose. The actual
working system of sacrifice in Judaism was complex. It
was many-sided, like the religious life out of which it
sprang. It expressed, in its various parts, gratitude,
rejoicing, fellowship, penitence. So far as it influenced
primitive Christian thought and supplied the categories
for its expression, it would naturally emphasize no one
single element of religious experience, but rather that
whole range of emotions and convictions of which it
was the ceremonial expression. We shall see that this
general view of the case is warranted by the testimony
of the New Testament in which we find those various
illustrative uses made of sacrificial ideas which the many-
sided system of offerings would lead us to anticipate.

One question requires a more particular consideration :
Was the sacrificial victim’s life regarded as taking the place

11 follow here the classification of Schultz, 0. T. Theol. 1. 376 sq.
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of the offerer’s life? Was the animal conceived of as a
penal substitute for the sinner? As has been already
indicated, this view has been widely held among scholars
and is, of course, the popular assumption regarding the
meaning of sacrifice. Let us review the arguments which
are advanced in its support. The main reliance for the
theory is placed upon the description in Lev. xvi. of
the ceremony of sending away the scapegoat into the
wilderness on the Day of Atonement. There we read:
“ And Aaron shall lay both his hands upon the head of
the live goat, and confess over him all the iniquities of
the children of Israel, and all their transgressions, even
all their sins; and he shall put them upon the head of the
goat, and shall send him away by the hand of a man that
is in readiness into the wilderness; and the goat shall bear
upon him all their iniquities unto a solitary land; and he
shall let go the goat in the wilderness” (wo. 21, 22). It
is further stated that he who thus dismisses the goat in
the wilderness incurs defilement and must wash his clothes
and bathe his flesh before he returns to the camp (». 26).
Now, it is argued, we have here the most distinct state-
ment that the sins of the people are put by the priest upon
the head of this victim for Azazel and by him borne away
into the desert. In the same connection (v. 28) we are
told that a similar defilement was contracted by him who
burned the flesh of the sin offerings. The inference is that
this contamination was due to the fact that these vietims
were regarded as laden with the people’s guilt, and their
death conceived as a substitute for the people’s penalty.
An argument closely related to the foregoing is derived
from the supposed import of the laying on of hands upon
sacrificial victims. It is repeatedly enjoined in the Le-
vitical ritual that in the making of private offerings the
offerer shall place his hands upon the head of his obla-
tion (Lev. iii. 2, 8, 13; iv. 4), and in case of certain
sin offerings on behalf of the whole congregation, that
“the elders of the congregation shall lay their hands
upon the head of the bullock before the Lord” (Lev.
iv. 156). In other instances this ceremony is performed,
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as in the case of the scapegoat, by the priests (Lev.
viii. 14). The theory in question regards it as self-
evident or, at any rate, as well established, that the
laying on of hands implies, in such cases, the substitu-
tion of the victim for the sinner and directly denotes
the imposition of the offerer’s sins and the transfer of
his guilt. Thus the animal’s death would replace the
sinner’s punishment. His sin is punished vicariously
and its penalty is therefore remitted.

Further, it is contended that the natural import of the
whole ritual is substitutionary. The slaughter of a pure
victim on whose head the owner places his hands; the
sprinkling of the blood on the altar by the priest; the con-
sumption of the victim’s flesh by fire — what can this
so naturally mean — what, indeed, can it mean at all,
except the substitution of the animal’s death for the
offerer’s punishment, whereby he is, cither symbolically
or really, freed from the penalty of his sins?

In this interpretation of the import of sacrifice we find
the elements of the penal substitution theory of the death
of Christ. One has but to transfer this explanation,
mutatts mutandis, to the problem of the saving value of
Christ’s sufferings and death and carry out its logical
implications, in order to construct the theory in detail.
From this Old Testament source that theory always de-
rived plausible support, especially in the popular mind.
The categories of the theory in question naturally lend
themselves to the development of a theory of salvation by
substitute through a system of equivalences and imputa-
tions. The explanation is clear, striking, and realistic.
There is nothing vague, nothing mysterious about it. As
the sacrificial animal died in place of the sinner, so Christ’s
death was the penal equivalent and substitute of the
eternal death which our sins deserved, and having been
thus endured by him vicariously, need not be again en-
dured by us; whence arises the possibility of our for-
giveness. I am only concerned here to point out three
things : So far as this argument derives confirmation from
the sacrificial ritual, it assumes (1) the indisputable cor-
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rectness of the substitutionary interpretation ; (2) the
appropriation by Christ himself and the apostolic Church
of this conception and its corollaries in their application to
his death ; and (3) the entire legitimacy of transferring
over the ideas underlying a system of animal sacrifice to
the interpretation of Christ’s saving work. These points
we must carefully keep in mind as we proceed.

With regard to the first point it must be noted that a
decided and increasing majority of specialists in the study
of the subject would greatly modify or entirely deny the
theory of the substitutionary import of Jewish sacrifice.
Some of the difficulties which it encounters are as follows:
(1) The ceremonies connected with the sending of the
scapegoat into the wilderness prove nothing concerning
the import of sacrifice. The flesh of this goat was not
burned ; atonement was not made by its blood ; it was not
a sacrifice at all. The origin and meaning of the goat
“for Azazel” are indeed obscure. Azazel, who is not
mentioned elsewhere in the Old Testament,! appears to
have been conceived as a demon-prince who inhabited the
desert, and the ceremony of delivering over to him the
goat, laden with the sins of the people, was probably a
realistic way of representing their sins as now borne away
to the evil spirit to whom they belonged. The Levitical
ritual thus preserves, probably, an earlier, popular be-
lief to which there are many analogies among primitive
peoples. ¢ The carrying away of the people’s guilt to an
isolated and desert region has its nearest analogies, not in
ordinary atoning sacrifices, but in those physical methods
of getting rid of an infectious taboo which characterize
the lowest forms of superstition. The same form of dis-
infection recurs in the Levitical legislation, where a live
bird is made to fly away with the contagion of leprosy
(Lev. xiv. 7, 53).”2

We turn, next, to the rite of the laying on of hands.
Outside the sacrificial ritual we meet with several uses of

1 He appears in The Book of Enoch, ch. X., as the leader of the evil
angels who formed unions with the daughters of men (cf. Gen. vi. 2-4).
2 W. R. Smith, Religion of the Semites, p. 422.
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this ceremony. It is a symbol of blessing when Jacob
places his hands upon the heads of his sons (Gen. xlviii.
14). The witnesses laid their hands upon those whom
they had heard to blaspheme, apparently in solemn attes-
tation of their testimony (l.ev. xxiv. 14). The Levites
were set apart to priestly functions by the imposition of
hands (Num. viii. 10), and by the same rite Moses set
apart Joshua as his successor (Num. xxvii. 18, 23; Deut.
xxxiv. 9). Now the general idea underlying this cere-
mony can hardly be doubtful; it is that of benediction or
dedication. What the precise idea is in case of the wit-
nesses is not quite clear. The act may denote the devo-
tion of the accused to the death penalty, or serve to
identify the witnesses as those who are responsible for the
accusation. But what is of principal importance to be
noted is that, so far as the act symbolizes impartation, it
is the impartation of good; no instances are found in
which any evil, such as guilt or a curse, is conceived to be
transferred to any person by the laying on of hands. The
presumption, therefore, is that such is not the case in the
sacrificial ritual. But there is no intimation in connec-
tion with any sacrifice that the offerer’s guilt is regarded
as transferred to the animal. Were that the case it would
seem that the victim’s flesh would be unclean; on the con-
trary, it i1s “most holy” (l.ev. x. 17) and is eaten by the
priest. The probability, therefore, is that the laying on
of hands does not denote, in the case of the sacrifices, the
transfer of guilt, but some other idea, such as the devotion
of the victim to God or the worshipper’s acknowledgment
of it as his own.!

The substitutionary theory encounters a further difficulty
in the fact that offerings were not accepted in atonement

1¢In ordinary burnt-offerings and sin-offerings the imposition of
hands is not officially interpreted by the Law as a transference of sin to
the victim, but rather has the same sense as in acts of blessing or conse-
cration (Gen. xlviii. 14 ; Num. viii. 10; Deut. xxxiv. 9), where the idea,
no doubt, is that the physical contact between the parties serves to
identify them, but not specially to transfer guilt from the one to the
other.” W. R. Smith, op. cit., p. 423. Similarly, Schultz says that ¢ by
the laying on of the hand sin is not transferred to the victim,’’ but by



THE SACRIFICIAL SYSTEM 13

for sins meriting death (Num. xv. 30), whereas this
would be most natural if the system contemplated the
substitution of the victim’s death for that of the offerer.
In this case also it would seem necessary that the animal
should be slain by the priest or God’s representative and
not, as he was, by the owner. Moreover, we find that
all the offerings atone — the gift of fine flour (the offering
of the poor), as well as the animal sacrifice (Lev. v. 11-13).
How could such be the case if the notion of a death
substituted were the underlying idea of the sin offering ?
It may be pointed out, further, that the penal interpreta-
tion of the laying on of hands finds no parallel in the case
of Christ since no hands were laid on him.

Why, then, we are led to ask, has the theory of penal
substitution been so widely accepted? Why has it been
so generally regarded as embodying the natural and obvi-
ous meaning of the sin offerings? We must answer that
this conception furnishes a groove into which religious
reflection may easily slip and thereafter run smoothly with
no sense of the vagueness and perplexity which attach to
more subjective and mystical interpretations. The later
Judaism furnishes us the classical example of the applica-
tion to sacrifice of those physical and mechanical catego-
ries with which was built up the Pharisaic system of
satisfactions, imputations, and merit-treasuries. It is an
illustration of the externalizing of religious conceptions
and of their translation into terms of mathematical equiv-
alence and pecuniary debit and credit. To this process
of externalizing the whole Jewish system of sacrifice was
subjected by talmudic reflection. To assign precise dates
to the beginning or completion of this process of thought

this act ¢‘the sacrificer dedicates each victim, as his own property, to
some higher object.”” — 0. T. Theol. 1. 391. Dillmann writes: ‘¢ Die Hand-
auflegung kommt bei allen Opfern vor und will nicht die Siinden iiber-
tragen auf das Tier (wie Lev. xvi. 21 beim Asaselbock), sondern nur
die Intention des Opfernden, hier das Siihneverlangen, mitgeben.”
Alttest. Theol., p. 468. ¢ The theory that the victim’s life is put in the
place of the owner’s is nowhere hinted at.’” G. F. Moore, Art. Sacri-
fice in Encycl. Bibl. Cf. J. C. Matthes, Zeitschr. fiur d. alttest. Wis-
sensch., 1903.
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is, of course, impossible. Some think that it had attained
a considerable development while the temple was still stand-
ing and that traces of it are even visible in the Priestly
Code,! while others hold that, so far as the Old Testament
is concerned, the idea of a poena vicaria is a pure importa-
tion2 But, whenever the penal substitution theory arose,
it is quite certain that it was foreign to the original mean-
ing of the sacrifices. It is a late theory of their signifi-
cance, the product of Pharisaic scholasticism, and is without
attestation in the Old Testament itself. The utmost that
can be granted to the theory in question would be to ad-
mit the opinion of Holtzmann that, while the penal in-
terpretation of sacrifice is historically unwarranted, it was,
nevertheless, popularly entertained within the Old Testa-
ment period,® or the judgment of Dillmann that the ritual
did contemplate a substitution, not indeed a substitution
tn kind, but the gracious substitution for the penalty of
something (the Kopher, Adrpov, blood of the offering)
which was not itself penal or sin-bearing.* We must con-
clude, therefore, that whatever may have been the popular
interpretation of Jewish sacrifice, neither its original nor
its intended and prevailing meaning was penal or substi-
tutionary.

What, then, did it mean? What was the object of the
sin offerings if not penal satisfaction? It must be ad-
mitted that no answer has ever been given which is so

1 So Holtzmann, Neutest. Theol. 1. 66.

280 G. F. Moore, Art, Sacrifice in Encycl. Bill.; c¢f. Smend,
Alttest. Religionsgeschichte, p. 128: ¢ Es ist zweifelhaft ob die Israeliten
stellvertretende Hinrichtung kannten.”” Professor A. B. Davidson writes :
““The traditional explanation (that the life given atones for sin) has
been that the death of the victim was a poena wicaria for the sin of
the offerer. And it is probable that this idea did become attached to
sacrifice. It is questionable, however, when other things are considered,
if it be found in the law.” After summarizing the reasons to the con-
trary, which are, briefly : (1) that sacrifices were gifts, (2) that they were
offered for sins of inadvertency, and (3) that they were offered mainly
for a people already in covenant fellowship with God, Dr. Davidson con-
cludes: *‘ It does not appear probable that the death of the victim was
regarded by the law as a penalty, death being the highest possible pen-
alty.”” Theol. of O. T, p. 353.

8 Op. cit. 1. 68. ¢ Op. cit., pp. 468, 469.
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simple and clear as that of the popular, late Jewish theory.
But the simplicity of an explanation does not necessarily
commend it. That quality may be due to the superficial-
ity or coarseness of the theory. The difficulty of propos-
ing a perfectly definite answer to the question arises from
the uncertainty as to what was the primary and dominant
motive of sacrifice, and from the evident complexity of the
ideas associated with it. We can here hardly do more
than indicate certain conclusions which modern research
seems to warrant : (1) The original and prevailing idea
of sacrifice was probably that of a gift —a gift for the
divinity to eat or drink or smell, or a gift to be eaten by
him and his worshippers in common. With the develop-
ment of the religious consciousness this gift-idea would
naturally expand into the expression of such sentiments as
gratitude, homage, and fellowship.1 (2) A series of mys-
tical ideas attached themselves to the blood. This element
was conceived to be the seat of life and, as such, was sacred
and possessed of a mystical power. From this idea would
easily arise the conviction that God has given to man this
sacred gift as the means whereby he should approach him
in worship and penitence, and which God should accept as
a covering for his sins.2  (38) It is probable that the idea
of the solidarity of the tribe or race, which was so strong
in Semitic antiquity, had its part in the development of
the sacrificial system. The sins of parents were regarded
as entailed upon children. Yahwel’s suffering Servant
might make reparation for the sins of his fellows. On
the analogy of these ideas the sacred animal might be con-
ceived as representing the life of the community, which is
given up to God in consecration or (as in the later and
popular conception) in penal suffering. (4) In the Levit-
ical Code the sacrificial system has a special connection
with the confession and forgiveness of sin. There can be

1« Frende war der Grundzug des althebriischen Cultus,” Smend,
op. cit., p. 125,

2 For an elaborate description of the mystic meanings and uses of
blood in Semitic antiquity, see Dr. H. C. Trumbull’s books, The Blood
Covenant and The Threshold Covenand,
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no doubt that certain offerings were particularly designed
to emphasize the reality and guilt of sin and to keep alive
in the people the sense of God’s displeasure toward it.
If these offerings did not appease God by affording penal
satisfaction, they did express contrition and were regarded
as the divinely appointed means whereby sin’s heinousness
should be confessed and attested. (5) It is clear, however,
that the Levitical Code assumes that God is not hostile to
man or indisposed to forgive, but that, of his own accord,
he approaches the sinner in mercy, and himself provides
the ways and means of reconciliation. Here is the radical
difference between the heathen and the biblical conceptions
of sacrifice. ~Whatever the sacrifices may have been
conceived to accomplish,and in whatever way they may have
been regarded as operating, it is evident that they assume
the antecedent graciousness of God, who, though prescrib-
ing conditions, offers a free forgiveness. (6) The substitu-
tion which was involved in the sacrifices was of the nature
of a scenic or symbolic representation rather than of a
strict literal or penal character. It is the gracious substi-
tution of one way of accepting the sinner for another. In
place of his actual obedience (that is, despite his sin) God
accepts him in his offering which expresses his intention
of obedience and his yearning for salvation. It thus
appears that the Priestly Code, though having many out-
ward features in common with heathen sacrificial systems
and differing in its emphasis widely from the prophetic
teaching, is not wanting in ethical elements. Its outward
ritual, though exposed to great misconception and misuse,
is the pictorial expression of truths concerning God and
man and sin, which are fundamental to the Christian doc-
trine of salvation. How this ritual stood related to the
doctrine of the prophets and how far it supplied materials
for early Christian teaching we have next to consider.!

1 For detailed information concerning the sacrifices I would refer
the reader to the very thorough article Sacrifice by Professor W. P.
Paterson in Hastings’s Dictionary of the Bible, to which I acknowledge
my indebtedness. The development of the sacrificial system in Israel is

traced in a clear and masterly manner by Professor Smend in his Alttest.
Religionsgeschichte, § 9.



CHAPTER 1I
THE PROPHETIC DOCTRINE OF SALVATION

IN passing from the Levitical ritual to the teaching of
the prophets we enter a new world. The former gives the
impression that the cultus is the chief vehicle of God’s
grace to man, especially that forgiveness is mediated
solely through sacrifice. The writer of Hebrews did
not overstate the case in saying that “under the law
almost everything was purified with blood ; and unless
blood was shed, no forgiveness was to be obtained.”!
The prophets recognize no such necessity. They never
imply, or even admit, that the divine favor or forgive-
ness is inseparably linked with sacrifice or any other
ceremony. ‘ Ritual has no place in the prophetic teach-
ing ; that which is moral alone has any meaning.” 2

Indeed, we meet in the prophets with sharp criticism of
the sacrifices as practised at the time. Speaking on be-
half of Yahweh, Hosea exclaims, “I desire mercy, and
not sacrifice; and the knowledge of God more than
burnt offerings” (Hos. vi. 6). Amos is more vehe-
ment: “I hate, I despise your feasts, and I will take
no delight in your solemn assemblies. Yea, though
ye offer me your burnt offerings and meal offerings, I
will not accept them; neither will I regard the peace
offerings of your fat beasts” (Amos v. 21, 22). The
word of Yahweh by Isaiah is to the same effect: ¢ To
what purpose is the multitude of your sacrifices unto
me? I delight not in the blood of bullocks, and of
lambs, and of he-goats” (Is. i. 11); and echoes of these
thoughts are found in other prophets and in poets who

1 Heb. ix. 22. Twentieth Century New Testament.
3 A, B. Davidson, Art. Prophecy in Hastings’s D. B.
17
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share the prophetic spirit.! What, then, was the pro-
phetic estimate of sacrifice? It would be an exaggera-
tion to say that the prophets condemned the institution
of sacrifice in general. In many expressions they
assumed its legitimacy. The question is commonly
answered by saying that they regarded sacrifice, if un-
accompanied by a righteous life, as an abomination to
Yahweh. Dr. Davidson calls in question the correct-
ness of this answer and defines their position thus: that
sacrifice as a substitute for a righteous life is an abomina-
tion.2 This may be the more accurate statement, but it
is difficult to see how the practice of sacrifice apart from
righteousness could fail to result in the substitution of
sacrifice for righteousness. When the ritual is formal
and unreal, it inevitably usurps the place of reality in
worship. But in any case two points cannot be doubt-
ful: (1) that the prophets inveighed against the exag-
gerated importance of ritual, declaring that sacrifice,
for example, was of small value in comparison with
sincerity, uprightness, and obedience, and from this
position it must follow, (2) that they could not have
regarded the sacrifices as essential accompaniments of
repentance or necessary media of forgiveness. They
place no emphasis upon them. To the question, What
does Yahweh require of man? they answer in the spirit
of Micah’s reply, “To do justly, to love mercy, and to
walk humbly with God” (Mi. vi. 8). In the view of
many, the prophets did not regard sacrifice as one of the
primitive, divinely established institutions of Israel.
There are passages (Jer. vii. 22; Amos v. 25) which
seem to declare that “in the wilderness God prescribed
no ritual to Israel.””3 But if these passages do not in-
tend to make so sweeping an assertion, they cannot mean
less than to affirm the relative unimportance of sacrificial
rites.

We shall best approach the prophetic doctrine by rais-

1 E.g.1 Sam. xv. 22 ; Jer. vii. 22, 23 ; Mi. vi. 6-8; Ps. xl. 6; li, 16.

2D. B. IV. 119.
8 G. A. Smith, The Book of the Twelve Prophets, 1. 171.
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ing the question as to the nature of salvation. Salvation
from what? We must remember that in the Old Testa-
ment the idea of salvation was the subject of a long
development, and is therefore many-sided. The typical
case of salvation in early Israel was the deliverance of the
nation from bondage in Egypt. Echoes of this idea of
salvation are heard throughout their whole history. Sal-
vation is deliverance from perils, victory over enemies, the
achievement of security and prosperity.! This conception
of salvation has two characteristic notes; the deliverance
is primarily (1) external and (2) national. Let us now
observe the influence of the prophetic spirit upon this idea.

The material and national aspects of salvation are still
prominent in the prophets. When the figure of Messiah
emerges into view, he wears the appearance of a national
Deliverer. He is a kind of second David, a King who
shall reign and prosper and execute justice in the earth,
in whose days Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall
dwell safely (Jer. xxiii. 5, 6). Another prophet had de-
scribed the glorious coming age as a time of deliverance
from enemies, a period of happiness and prosperity under
a wise and just government (Amos ix. 11-15). Especially
did the experiences of the exile sharpen this conception
and quicken the hope of national salvation. This hope
finds classic expression in Jeremiah, ¢ Fear not thou, O
Jacob my servant, neither be dismayed, O Israel: forlo!
I will save thee from afar, and thy seed from the land of
their captivity; and Jacob shall return and be quiet and
at ease, and none shall make him afraid” (Jer. xlvi. 27).
In like manner Ezekiel depicts the salvation of the scattered
flock of Israel when Yahweh shall set up one shepherd
over them who shall feed them, even his servant David
(Ezek. xxxiv. 22, 23), and Zechariah’s message takes a
similar form, ¢ Thus saith the Lord of hosts: Behold, I
will save my people from the east country and the west
country: and I will bring them, and they shall dwell in
the midst of Jerusalem; and they shall be my people, and
1 will be their God, in truth and in righteousness ” (Zech.

1 ¢f. Deut. xx.2-4; 1 Sam. iv.3; x. 19; Ps. cvi. 4, 6.
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viii. 7, 8). The blessedness of this happy time when
Yahweh shall accomplish the salvation of the nation was
one of the favorite themes of poets. Viewed in anticipa-
tion it inspired the prayer: ¢ Save us, O Lord our God,
and gather us from among the nations™ (Ps. cvi. 47) ;
viewed from the standpoint of its accomplishment, it
prompted the song, ¢ Behold, God is my salvation; I
will trust and not be afraid : for the Lord Jehovah is
my strength and song ; and he is become my salvation”
(Is. xii. 2).

But it will be readily seen that this national salvation
is not a mere political deliverance. Not in freedom and
prosperity alone shall the people dwell, but in truth and
righteousness. Ethical and spiritual conditions are prom-
inent characteristics of the Messianic era. The coming
King shall be a just judge, as well as a tender shepherd
(Is. xi. 4). He shall right the wrongs of earth not only
by binding up the brokenhearted and proclaiming liberty
to the captives, but by announcing the day of vengeance
of our God (Is. Ixi. 1, 2). But perhaps the most striking
expression of the moral character of the promised salva-
tion is found in Jeremiah’s oracle of the New Covenant
where we are told that the law of that happy era is to be
the inner law of free obedience: “I will put my law in
their inward parts, and in their heart will I write it ; and
I will be their God, and they shall be my people” (Jer.
xxxi. 83). It is clear that notwithstanding the promi-
nence given to external features, such as outward pros-
perity and peace, the salvation of the nation and real moral
righteousness go hand in hand.!

What, now, was the nature of that righteousness which
accompanied salvation and gave to it its deeper meaning ?
Formally considered, righteousness in the Old Testament
is a forensic conception. To be righteous is to be “in the
right,” as in a controversy or a suit at law.2 But this

1 See Professor William Adams Brown’s article Salvation in Hast-
ings’s D. B. To this admirable article I am much indebted.

2 See W. R. Smith, The Prophets of Israel, pp. 71, 72, and J. Skinner,
Art. Righteousness in O. T. in Hastings’s D. B.
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definition does not greatly aid us in determining the
actual content of the term. To say that righteousness in
men is accord with the will of God who is always “ in the
right,” does not help us to any real explanation. We
need to know something of the contents of Yahweh’s
sovereign will, and something of its relation to his moral
character before righteousness will mean anything tangi-
ble. With what moral ideas, we ask, did the prophets
clothe this conception of Yahweh’s rightness, and what
do these ideas involve for human conduct and character ?
We must answer, first of all, that they conceived the will
of God as stable and consistent, incapable of being moved
from the strict line of rectitude by fickle passions on his
own part or by appeals or entreaties on the part of his
worshippers. In other words, they based the purposes of
God in his ethical nature, and conceived of his righteous-
ness as the perfect harmony of his will with that nature.
In this way the term “righteousness” as applied to God
acquired a distinctly moral character. Righteousness in
men is conformity to the will of God, or, what is the same
thing, likeness to him in character.

But the thoughts of the prophets are never presented in
abstract form. What concrete acts and qualities consti-
tuted for them true righteousness? We shall see that
they were such as could not be determined by legal rules or
traditional customs. The prophets appealed to the moral
sense, and measured matters of right and wrong by tests
which were purely ethical. God’s righteousness is seen,
for example, in his absolutely equitable dealings with men,
and the righteousness of the nation consists, in part, in
a correspondingly correct administration of justice. A
righteous government will “relieve the oppressed, judge
the fatherless, plead for the widow” (Is. i. 17). Simi-
larly, God’s righteousness is seen not only in executing
judgment upon sin, but in saving his people and in blessing
the penitent. He is “a just God and a Saviour” (Is.
xlv. 21). In like manner righteousness in men will
require not only that they shall “do justice,” but that
they shall “love mercy” (Mi. vi. 8). ¢« The Old Testa-
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ment writers know nothing of the sharp contrast often
drawn by theologians between the righteousness and the
mercy of God.”! To the same effect Dr. Davidson writes:
“ God is righteous in forgiving the penitent : ¢ Deliver me
from bloodguiltiness, O God, thou God of my salvation ;
and my tongue shall sing aloud of thy righteousness’ (Ps.
li. 14). There is no antithesis between righteousness and
grace. The exercise of grace, goodness, forgiveness, may
be called righteousness in God. Thus : ¢ Answer me in thy
faithfulness and in thy righteousness, and enter not into
judgment with thy servant; for in thy sight shall no
man living be found righteous’ (Ps. exliii. 1). Here right-
eousness is opposed to entering into judgment, ¢.e. to the
very thing which technically and dogmatically is called
righteousness.” 2 Without pursuing the subject further it
is evident that the prophetic conception of that righteous-
ness in which and to which the nation is to be saved has
a strongly ethical cast. It stands in contrast to all such
sins as partiality, cruelty, and oppression. It is a broad
conception. It is, at once, uprightness and equitable-
ness ; hostility to the wrongs and defence of the rights of
man ; it is, in a word, a due regard for all the interests
of mankind, a moral kinship to him who exercises and
delights in lovingkindness, judgment, and righteousness
in the earth (Jer. ix. 24). While, therefore, we must
recognize the external and political features of the con-
ception of salvation even in the prophets, we must also
recognize the deepening and ethicizing which the concep-
tion experienced at their hands.

In the classic period of prophecy the conception of
Israel’s salvation was dominated by the Messianic idea in
its various forms. The conception varied in breadth and
spirituality according as the coming One was conceived as
an ideal King, or a moral Hero, or was foreshadowed as a
suffering Servant of God. But in their highest flights of
inspiration the great prophets catch glimpses not only
of a universal peace, but of a world-wide worship and ser-

1 Skinner, D. B. IV, 280.
2 The Theology of the Old Testament, p. 134,
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vice of Yahweh. ¢« The wilderness and the solitary place
shall be glad, and the desert shall rejoice and blossom as
the rose” (Is. xxxv. 1). The voice of weeping shall no
more be heard, and darkness and gloom shall be banished
from the world (Is. Ixv. 19; 1x. 19, 20). The knowl-
edge of Yahweh shall no more be confined to Israel, but
shall fill the earth (Jer. xxxi. 84; Hab. ii. 14). Egypt and
Assyria shall be worshippers with Israel of the one true
God (Is. xix. 24, 25). God shall make the faithful
remnant not only a means of restoring the nation but also
a light to the Gentiles, the medium of his salvation to
the ends of the earth (Is. xlix. 6).

Here the prophetic idea of the purpose of Isracl’s elec-
tion comes clearly into view. Why, of all the families of
the earth, had Yahweh known only Israel? (Amos iii. 2.)
Hosea answers that the choice was an act of love (Hos. xi.
1). Lovetowhom? Was it love toIsrael alone? Isthe
love of Yahweh narrow and partial ? Is he a respecter of
persons ?  The prophets’ answer to this question is founded
on their conception of Yahweh’s universal sway. The God
of the whole earth cannot love Israel alone, and cannot
have chosen him for his own sake alone. If Israel is
chosen to privilege, he is chosen, much more, to service.
If he is chosen to be the favorite of heaven, he is made
such only that he may be the dispenser of blessing to
mankind.  Iis election does not mean a monopoly
of the divine favor; it means rather appointment to a
world-historical mission. God has set his love upon
the nation in order that he might make it the vehicle of
conveying the knowledge of his saving grace to mankind.
“ Israel is elect for the sake of the non-elect.” !

This enlargement and deepening of the conception of
salvation, on the one hand, and the nation’s experience of
misfortune, disappointment, and suffering on the other,
doubtless account for the tendency to remand the realiza-
tion of the Messianic blessedness to a new world-age with
changed conditions. The conception of a new heaven
and a new earth (Is. lxv. 17; Ixvi. 22), a renovated

1 ¢f. Bruce, Apologetics, Bk. II. ch. iii,



24 THE BIBLICAL BASIS OF THE DOCTRINE

nature in the era of redemption, can hardly have been
purely figurative for the prophet’s mind. It reappears
in a highly realistic form in Paul’s picture of the Messi-
anic time (Rom. viii. 21, 22). As this distinction between
the present and the coming age was sharpened, it became
the basis of the wide separation which was made in the
apocalyptic books and in the popular thought of later Ju-
daism, between the present period of suffering and expect-
ancy and the glorious coming era of victory and peace
which the Messiah shall inaugurate. In early Christian
thought, in turn, this same sharp contrast was applied to
the distinction between ¢ this present evil age ” (Gal. i. 4)
and the happy time which shall follow Christ’s parousia.
Echoes of this late prophetic conception of the Messianic
cra as radically different from the present, are heard in the
eschatological passages of the New Testament, such as the
Pauline apocalypse (2 Thess. ii. 1-12), and in the popu-
lar language of religion which still refers salvation to a
future world.

Let us turn now from these more general considerations
to those elements of prophetic teaching which are more
closely akin to Christian doctrine. One of these is the
conception of individual salvation. The frustration of the
national hopes consequent upon the exile tended to draw
attention away from the people as a whole and to awaken
interest in the individual. This growing individualism
was accompanied by a stronger sense of personal responsi-
bility. Under its influence men shall not say: «The
fathers have eaten sour grapes, and the children’s teeth
are set on edge. But every man shall die for his own in-
iquity ; every man that eateth the sour grapes, his teeth
shall be set on edge” (Jer. xxxi. 29, 30). This same
proverb is cited and refuted by Ezekiel (xviii. 2) to whom
Yahweh’s word came saying, ¢ Behold, all souls are mine;
as the soul of the father, so also the soul of the son is
mine; the soul that sinneth, it shall die” (Kzek. xviii. 4).
This whole chapter is devoted to disproving the idea of
hereditary sin and to enforcing the truth of individual re-
sponsibility to God.  “The son shall not bear the iniquity



THE PROPHETIC DOCTRINE OF SALVATION 25

of the father, neither shall the father bear the iniquity
of the son; the righteousness of the righteous shall be
upon him, and the wickedness of the wicked shall be
upon him” (Ezek. xviii. 20).

One of the most important religious consequences of
this increased sense of the responsibility and worth of the
individual was the strengthening of the idea of personal
immortality. The Old Testament, taken as a whole, illus-
trates a surprising indifference to the question of a life
beyond the grave. Kxcept by somewhat precarious in-
ferences from the stories of Enoch and Elijah, we obtain
no intimation of personal immortality in the historical
books. All interest centres on the prosperity and per-
petuity of the tribe or the nation. The same silence per-
vades the writings of the prophets. We meet with the
most fervid descriptions of God’s faithfulness to his people
and with the most glowing pictures of the nation’s future ;
but of personal immortality beyond death there is not one
clear word.! In the Psalms and Wisdom books the out-
look into the future, for the individual, is little, if any,
clearer. Now and again the poets of Israel strike a strain
of hope and sing of God’s power over death and Sheol,2 but
the triumphant strain is soon lost in uncertainty and sad-
ness.® The faith expressed in passages like Ps. xvi. 10 and
xvii. 156 is not sustained. The glimpse which Job has of
his vindication in another life (Job xix. 25-2T) is mo-
mentary, and he quickly turns back to seek a solution of

1 The resurrection and bestowment of life described in Hosea (vi. 1-3;
xiii. 14) and Ezekiel (ch. xxxvii) quite obviously refer to the recovery of
the nation from disaster. Two passages in Isaiah appear to refer to a
future life: ¢ He hath swallowed up death forever’ (xxv. 8), and * Thy
dead shall live ; my dead bodies (i.e. the departed members of the nation)
shall arise’ (xxvi. 19). But the critical difficulties surrounding these
passages are great. The whole section, chs. xxiv-xxvii, iy very late.
Duhm regards the first passage cited as a ‘‘ Randbemerkung eines Les-
ers” (Comm. in loco). But, in any case, it is questionable whether
it carries us beyond the idea of exemption from death in the Messianic
age ; while the second passage is still dominated by the idea of national
salvation, The prediction (or wish) seems to mean that the members of
the nation who shall have died before the consummation shall be recov-

ered from Sheol to participate in the promised blessedness.
2 E.g. Ps. xlix. 16 ; Ixxiii. 23-26. 3 See Ps. vi. b ; cxv. 17.
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his problem here in this world. It is only in the late
Book of Daniel that we meet the culmination of the devel-
oping individualism which we have been tracing. Here,
at last, we find the explicit assertion of that conviction
which the truths of God’s boundless sway and infinite love
seem to us so obviously to require — the conviction of a
resurrection to a life of rewards and punishments in the
coming age (Dan. xii. 2, 3).

How is this eclipse of the belief in personal immortality
to be explained ? And what is the secret of its final
emergence ? While neither question can be adequately
answered in a single word, I cannot doubt that the over-
shadowing importance which was attached to the national
life and the national salvation tended powerfully to retard
the development of this belief. And when, at length,
largely through the work of the prophets, the religious
value of the individual came to be better appreciated, the
way was opened to the logical conclusion of Israel’s faith;
namely, the conviction of a personal life beyond death.
Whatever, then, be the precise history of the idea of
immortality in Israel, whatever be the exact force of the
rather obscure references to the subject, one point is clear ;
namely, that the belief in a future life was a logical out-
come of the Jewish religion; it was a natural and war-
ranted, even if slowly developed, conclusion from Israel’s
faith in God and estimate of man. In this development
we note two significant approximations to Christian con-
ceptions : (1) salvation is not national or corporate only,
but individual; and (2) salvation has reference not only
to this life, but to that which is to come.

We must now consider two questions which have been
already suggested : How far was salvation regarded as
salvation from sin? and, llow was recovery from sin to
be accomplished ? The changes which we have sketched
— the weakening of the national idea, the disappointment
and suffering of the people in exile, and the increased
importance which was attached to the relation of the
individual to God — would all tend to deepen the sense of
personal sinfulness and to correlate the idea of salvation
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with that sinfulness. Naturally enough, it is in the
Jewish Hymn-book where this conception of salvation
comes to its most intense expression.! But it is prominent
also in the prophets, especially in the ¢ prophets of indi-
vidualism” (W. A. Brown), Jeremiah and Ezekiel. A
prominent feature of the New Covenant will be that each
man will directly and personally know Yahweh, and he
will forgive their iniquity and remember their sin no
more (Jer. xxxi. 3¢). The promise of individual forgive-
ness is coupled with the promise of national restoration,
“I will cleanse them from all their iniquity, whereby they
have sinned against me; and I will pardon all their
iniquities, whereby they have sinned against me, and
whereby they have transgressed against me” (Jer. xxxiii.
8). The thought of personal salvation from sin is promi-
nent in Ezekiel. Salvation is cleansing, the bestowal of a
new heart, the gift of a new spirit (Ezek. xxxvi. 25-27;
xxxvil. 23). Scarcely less pervading is the thought of
salvation from sin in Deutero-Isaiah. Yahweh is the
Saviour of his people; he delights in forgiveness, «I,
even I, am he that blotteth out thy transgressions for
mine own sake; and I will not remember thy sins” (Is.
xliii. 25.  Cf. xliv. 22; Zech. xiii. 1). Here we have a
distinct approximation to the Christian doctrine which
always conceives of salvation as being, primarily, salvation
from sin and its consequences.

Much more difficult, however, is our second inquiry :
How is salvation accomplished? On what grounds and
conditions is it realized ? In an effort to answer we shall
have to consider the place in the prophetic conceptions of
four elements: (1) the divine grace; (2) repentance;
(3) inward renewal; and (4) vicarious suffering.

The grace of God is the ground of salvation. It is
according to God’s nature to show mercy to mankind.
The prophets express this idea by saying that God saves
men *for his own sake” (Is. xliii. 25), or “for his
name’s sake” (Jer. xiv. T; Ps. cvi. 8), that is, by reason
of what he is, because it is his nature so to do.

1 See, e.g. Ps. xxxix, 8; li. 10-12 ; lxxix. 9; cxxx. 7, 8,
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The “name” in the Hebrew mode of thought is the
symbol of the meaning or essence of that for which it
stands. Accordingly we read that it was for his name’s
sake that he delivered Israel from Egypt (Ezek. xx. 9).

The description of the religion of Israel as a legal sys-
tem is apt to imply some exaggeration of this element in
its character. As the spirit of prophecy died out in the
centuries immediately preceding the advent of Christ,
legalism and ritualism more and more prevailed and
became the dominant characteristics of religion. These
tendencies came to their full fruitage in Pharisaism. The
current popular theories of this later time which con-
ceived religion to consist in tithings, fastings, and the like
are frequently reflected in the pages of the New Testa-
ment. This was the legalism which Jesus denounced and
against which Paul inveighed.

But it would be quite erroneous to impute the character
of this legalism, without qualification, to the Old Tes-
tament religion as such. Even the law, including the
sacrificial system, was based on the principle of grace.
The contention of the apostle Paul that, as between grace
and law, the former was primary and fundamental (Gal.
iii. 17, 18), is amply justified by the Old Testament in all
its parts. It is out of his mercy that God gives the law
and prescribes and accepts the sacrifices. The whole
system assumes that God is inherently merciful. That
he was propitiated by the sacrifices or by any other means,
in the sense of being rendered merciful or of being thereby
made willing to forgive, is a conception which is not only
unwarranted by any Old Testament statement, but fun-
damentally opposed to all the presuppositions of Israel’s
religion. The absence of any such conception of propitia-
tion is one of the marks which distinguishes Judaism from
heathenism.

Nor was this mercifulness or undeserved favor of God
conceived by the prophets as a rival or antithetic principle
to his rectitude or severity toward sin. On the contrary,
they are often associated in such a way as to suggest that
they are regarded as two aspects of the same character.



THE PROPHETIC DOCTRINE OF SALVATION 29

Amos deduces the penal severity of God from his love,
“You (Israel) only have 1 known of all the families of the
earth: therefore I will visit upon you all your iniquities”
(Amos iii. 2). For Hosea the motives of God’s choice of
Israel are righteousness, judgment, lovingkindness, and
mercy (Hos. ii. 19), as if they belonged inseparably
together. To Joel the God whose anger flames out
against sin is, at the same time, “gracious and full of
compassion, slow to anger, and plenteous in mercy ” (Joel
ii. 13). In wrath he remembers mercy (Hab. iii. 2). The
conception that retributive justice is the fundamental,
essential quality of God, and that mercy is a secondary
and optional attribute whose operation has to be secured
or provided for by means of some “plan” or “scheme,”
is not only without warrant in the Old Testament, but is
entirely irreconcilable with the Hebrew idea of God in the
classic period of Israel’s religion. It is more accordant
with the conceptions of late Jewish theology as illus-
trated in popular Pharisaism.

The only conditions of salvation which the prophets
prescribe are such as are expressed in the words “ repent-
ance,” ‘“faith,” and “obedience.” While assuming the
legitimacy of sacrifice, they do not, as we have seen, recog-
nize its necessity for salvation. Their attitude is reflected
in the Psalmist’s words :

“ Sacrifice and offering thou hast no delight in;
Burnt offering and sin offering hast thou not required.”
(Ps.x1. 6; ¢f.1i. 16.)

To them, also, “the sacrifices of God are a broken
spirit, a broken and a contrite heart” (Ps. li. 17).
The Deuteronomic legislation evinces the prophetic spirit
in teaching that so soon as Israel turns to the Lord and
obeys his voice, he will pour out upon the people the
fulness of his favor (Deut. xxx. 1-10). Isaiah calls
upon the people not to offer sacrifices, but to forsake
their sins, which, though they be as scarlet, shall be made
white as snow (Is. i. 11-18). Ezekiel is equally emphatic
in teaching that repentance and renunciation of sin are
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the indispensable conditions of securing the divine blessing
(Ezek. ch. xxxvi). Not that there is any merit in re-
pentance; not that it establishes any claim upon God.
His favor is free and undeserved (Is. xliii. 25). For-
giveness is according to his nature, and repentance for
the sin which bars its exercise is simply its necessary
correlative.

We have only another aspect of the same doctrine in
the teaching which emphasizes faith or trust, since faith
is only the positive side of repentance. As repentance is
remorse and sorrow for sin, so faith is the assurance of
forgiveness and acceptance with God. It was from an
Old Testament prophet that Paul derived his motto
text, *“The just shall live by his faith” (Hab. ii. 4),
that is, by his constancy, his fidelity, his trust in Yahweh.
In the prophets, as in the Psalms, this idea is expressed in
no technical form, but in a considerable variety of phrases,
such as trusting Yahweh, trusting in his name, waiting
upon him, and the like (Nah. i. T; Zeph. iii. 12; Is. viii.
17). While we have not here the formal doctrine of
justification by faith, we have its essential elements in
the teaching that God’s chief requirement is that men
should put their trust in him and cleave to him in hope
and confidence.

Another element of the same teaching is that which
insists upon the necessity of obedience. Here the pro-
phetic spirit is well expressed in the saying, ¢« To obey is
better than sacrifice, and to hearken than the fat of rams”
(1 Sam. xv. 22). No single word better summarizes
what God requires of man than the word *obedience.”
Jeremiah depicts Yahweh as perpetually calling to his
people every morning, saying, ¢ Obey my voice ” (Jer. xi.
7). The most grievous sins will be forgiven to those
who amend their ways and obey the voice of the Lord
(Jer. xxvi. 18). Obedience is readily seen to be the
counterpart of repentance and the consequence of faith.
One who turns from sin must turn to holiness, that is, to
the life of obedience to God. So trust in God necessarily
passes over into obedience, the making of the divine will
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at once the law and the delight of the soul. What obedi-
ence is conceived to include will depend upon the religious
conceptions which are dominant at any given time. We
have already seen that for the prophets it consisted, pri-
marily, not in outward rites, but in a good life. True
obedience, as conceived by them, cannot be better de-
scribed than by the words: ¢« To do justly, to love mercy,
and to walk humbly with God ” (Mi. vi. 8).

We turn next to the inquiry: What place do the
prophets assign to the idea of an inward renewal by a
divine operation? We find that the righteous life is
not regarded merely as a matter of human striving and
achievement. Man must, indeed, freely turn to God, but
he turns in response to influences and incentives which
always anticipate his choice and action. “Turn thou me,
and I will turn” (Jer. xxxi. 18) is the prayer of the peni-
tent. Yahweh writes his law in the heart (Jer. xxxi.
33) ; he bestows a new heart, and puts his spirit within
men, causing them to walk in his statutes and keep his
judgments (Ezek. xxxvi. 26, 27). He imparts the breath
of a new life to the dry bones which the prophet saw in
vision (Ezek. xxxvii. 1-14), and they live again. This
conviction that God must renew the heart by the work of
his Spirit comes to its most striking expression in the
Psalmist’s prayer :

“Create in me a clean heart, O God ;
And renew a right spirit within me.
Cast me not away from thy presence;
And take not thy holy spirit from me.
Restore unto me the joy of thy salvation;

And uphold me with a willing spirit.”
(Ps. 1i. 10-12.)

This whole Psalm illustrates a close approximation, in
Old Testament piety, to the Christian doctrine of regenera-
tion. The sense of sin is here so deepened that the sup-
pliant feels keenly his own impotence. God must cleanse
him if he is to be cleansed. Hence the prayers: *Blot
out my transgressions ; wash me from mine iniquity and
cleanse me from my sin” (w. 1, 2).
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It is doubtless true that a considerable part of this
language has a collective, rather than a personal, reference.!
Such is clearly the case, for example, in Ezekiel’s descrip-
tion of the revival of the dry bones. The exilic prophets
never lost sight of the national prospects and the national
ideal. Still, the deepening and ethicizing of the idea of
salvation could not but give that idea a bearing for the
life of the individual. It is impossible to conceive of men
repenting, obeying, and trusting Yahweh merely en masse.
The very inwardness of the righteous life, as the prophets
conceived it, gave it a personal character. A nation may
be ceremonially righteous, but it cannot be morally so
except by the purification in heart and life of the indi-
viduals which compose it.

One other prophetic idea claims our attention : salvation
by vicarious suffering. The classical illustration of this
idea is found in the picture of the suffering Servant of
Yahweh in Deutero-Isaiah. Adumbrations of the idea are
found in Jeremiah. The faithful and true were suffer-
ing the consequences of others’ sins. ¢ Our fathers have
sinned, and are not ; and we have borne their iniquities”
(Lam. v. 7). But it is only in the exilic Isaiah that the
conception is elaborated. In his earlier chapters he intro-
duces Yahweh's Servant Israel, as fulfilling a divinely ap-
pointed mission of revelation and salvation to the world.?
As the description proceeds, darker colors play into the
picture. The Servant sees the trials which must attend
his work. His very fidelity will involve him in contempt
and suffering. The description culminates in that ideal-
ization of Israel as the oppressed and suffering, but victori-
ous and saving Servant of God which we find in chapters
lii. 13-liii. 12.

This description has its historical motive in the experi-
ence of Israel in exile. The disobedient did not suffer;
they did not lament the national disaster or interpret it
as a divine chastisement. It was the faithful who felt the
exile as a calamity and a punishment upon the nation ; it

1 See J. V. Bartlet, Art. Regeneration in Hastings’s D. B,
2 E.g. xlii. 6 ; xlix. 6.
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was they who smarted keenly under the severity of their
heathen masters. Thus the good portion of the nation
suffered what the faithless really deserved. But Yahweh
must have a purpose to serve in this experience of his
faithful ones. By this fiery trial he must intend to purify
and save the nation as a whole and, specifically, to recover
the careless and faithless. Thus the faithful remnant —
those who represent the ideal Israel — become the sav-
iours of the rest. They thus accomplish the divine will in
the redemption of the nation, and so in the accomplishment
of the nation’s mission to the world. This company of
God’s true servants, collectively and ideally viewed, are
here personified as an individual. He shall deal wisely
and achieve victory (lii. 13-15). Men shall see that
though despised and rejected, he had borne not his own
but their sins and sorrows in order to bring to them peace
and salvation (liii. 1-6). For no fault of his own did he
suffer, but only for others’ good. It was the divine will
that he should thus pass through the depths of humiliation
and chastisement in order to win the triumph of suffering
love in the salvation of many (liii. 7-12).1

We have here a new element in Jewish Messianism:
the idea of the rightcous suffering with and for the guilty
in order to secure their salvation. It is to be noted that
the office of the Servant is prophetic, not priestly. It is
the suffering of actual experience which falls upon him.
The vicariousness is ethical. The blood of this offering
is the blood of real life. If we are to use the word ¢ sub-
stitution ” we should say that the substitution here involved

11t is not intended to suggest that the Servant designates merely the
pious kernel within Israel. I understand the term to designate the
nation as a whole, not, indeed, in its concrete character, but in its ideal
intention and destination as God’s messenger to the nations. But this
conception of the nation as a whole appears to have been developed from
the experience of the few in their endurance of suffering on account of,
and on behalf of, the many. See the thorough investigation of F. Giese-
brecht, Der Knecht Jahves des Deuterojesaia (Konigsberg, 1902), whose
view (like that of Kautsch, D. B., Vol. V., p. 707 sq.) is that Is. liil. 1 sq.
is to be understood as spoken by the Gentiles, and that Israel’s sufferings
in exile are thought to be designed for their benefit, rather than for the
benefit of Israel itself.
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is that which takes place when one puts himself under
another’s burden, and from love and sympathy makes that
other’s suffering lot his own. This idealization of God’s
holy Servant is not created out of materials drawn from the
Levitical ritual, but was produced out of Israel’s experi-
ence of trial and suffering, illumined by an invincible
faith in God’s purpose of grace.l

Let us now summarize the elements of prophetic teach-
ing which approximate most closely to the Christian doc-
trine of salvation. They are chiefly these : (1) Salvation
is not primarily a national or collective, but an individual,
affair.  (2) It is, above all, an ethical process —the re-
covery of the life from sin to harmony with God through
moral likeness to him. (8) The conditions on which this
salvation must be realized are, accordingly, moral. Man
cannot be set right before God by any ceremony or trans-
action performed on his behalf. He must personally re-
pent of his sin and forsake it. (4) But in so doing man
can never anticipate the grace of God, nor does he achieve
his salvation without the divine aid. (5) The experience
of the righteous bearing the sins of the unrighteous in
Israel is adapted to suggest the thought of a divire vica-
rious suffering in which a greater than human love should
take the woes and burdens of sinful men upon itself.

1 One reference only to the ritual is found. His soul is made a guilt
offering (liii. 10) (not * offering for sin,”” as in our versions). This offer-
ing was an act of reparation. The reference to it here contemplates
the sin as an affront to God’s honor which, however, is sustained, as if
in reparation, by the life of the righteous Servant. The textual diffi-
culties of the verse as a whole are very great. Duhm says, ‘“Es ist
zweifelhaft, ob wir jemals den urspriinglichen Wortlaut und Sinn
herausbringen.”” Comm. in loco. The apparent reference to the cultus
in lii. 16 (Eng. vss., ‘‘So shall he sprinkle many nations’’) disappears
in the translation adopted by almost all exegetes, ‘“so shall he cause
to rise up in admiration, that is, startle (R. V. marg.) many nations.”



CHAPTER III

THE TEACHING OF JESUS ACCORDING TO THE SYNOPTIC
GOSPELS

WE now approach the question : What does salvation
mean in the teaching of Jesus? He declared that he
came to seek and to save the lost. Just what was it
which he came to do, and by what means did he propose
to accomplish it ? He frequently expressed the purpose
of his mission in another set of terms of which we should
here take account. He came to found the Kingdom of
God and to induce men to enter it.! To be saved and to
enter the Kingdom of God must mean substantially the
same. He also spoke of men becoming sons of God and
of being like God. In view of such expressions there is
hardly room for doubt as to what the idea of salvation
was as it lay in the mind of Jesus. It is the life of obedi-
ence to God, or, more fundamentally stated, it is the life
of sonship or moral likeness to God. Jesus came into the
world to save men in the sense that he came to win them,
to help them to the living of the life of fellowship with
God and of likeness to him.

Now this general and rather formal statement requires
for its elucidation a study of several questions : What is
man to be saved from and why does he need to be saved ?
What is he saved to 2 If to obedience or likeness to God,
what does that involve? On what terms and conditions
may this deliverance take place? What must a man do
to be saved? And finally: How does Jesus effect this
salvation? By what means does he promote or procure

171 have reviewed in detail the passages bearing on our present sub-
ject in The Theology of the New Testament, Pt. I, chs. ix. and x., to which
1 refer the reader. I shall take for granted a general familiarity with the
texts,

385
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that harmony with God which constitutes man’s true
blessedness, here and hereafter ? We shall try to answer
these questions in the light of the teaching of Jesus as
reported in the Synoptic Gospels, reserving for later con.
sideration the Johannine version.

The reason why men need to be saved is that they are
morally lost. They need to be saved from sin. Jesus,
indeed, spoke of men being saved from sickness and from
suffering, but prevailingly he described salvation as a
moral recovery from an evil life. He did not speak of sin
and sinners in that technical sense common in his time,
according to which ¢“sinners” denoted a class almost as
definite as *“ publicans.” For Jesus the term “sinner ” did
not classify a man in public estimation or social standing ;
it described his moral state in the sight of God. Sin is a
corrupt state of the heart, a perversion of the will and the
affections, a radical disharmony with God. More con-
cretely, it is lovelessness, that is selfishness, with the evils
which it engenders. Jesus did not give definitions or
theoretic descriptions of sin, but his treatment of individ-
ual cases leaves us in no doubt as to what sin is. It is
seen in the unfilial life of that lost son who repudiates all
his natural obligations to his father and friends, abandons
all restraints, and gives himself over to a life of selfish
gratification. It is seen in the Pharisee with his counter-
feit piety, trying for social advantage to seem what he
inwardly knows he is not. It is seen in the hardness,
the cruelty, the intolerance of the rich and ruling classes
of the age; in the pitilessness of a priest and a Levite
who put social distinctions above humanity, and in a
people who carefully observe their inherited traditions
and tithe mint and anise and cummin to the neglect of
judgment, mercy, and the love of God. These are
examples of sin as Jesus views it. They are the ¢lost”
who are forfeiting their lives in selfishness in its various
forms, — pride, hypocrisy, sensuality, cruelty, hatred. All
these sins are but various phases of that self-gratification
or self-will in which man loses his real, true self.

From this kind of life men need to be saved. This can
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be done in but one way,— by a change in their motives
and purposes. The sinful life can only be abandoned by
being replaced. Love must supplant selfishness; kind-
ness, humility, and sympathy must replace hardness,
arrogance, and indifference. Men are to be saved to the
life of service and helpfulness; they must learn that to
give their lives is to save them.

Jesus’ idea of salvation centres in his idea of God. His
most characteristic description of God is as the bountiful
Giver. Withliberal hand he pours out his blessings upon
all mankind. His love is large and generous. He is
ready and eager to bestow his gifts. This impulse to give
and to bless springs from God’s boundless, universal love.
Jesus’ favorite expression for this aspect of God’s character
is the term “ Father.” As the Father he loves and blesses
all men — even his disobedient and sinful children. He
yearns for the lost son and waits and watches for his
return ; he continues to love those who are indifferent, or
even hostile, to his will, and sends his Son to seek and to
save them.

Now salvation means a life corresponding to this char-
acter of God. Jesus expressed it by the phrase ¢ becom-
ing sons of the Father” (Mt. v. 45). Sonship in the
Hebraistic mode of thought denotes moral kinship and
likeness. Jesus shows how by niggardliness, pride, and
hatred men prove themselves to be no true sons of God.
When they love only those who serve them, hate their
enemies, and revenge every injury, they show themselves
no better than the despised publicans and heathen. Such
is not the Godlike life. He is the righteous, the truly
saved man who has become like the Father in love and
self-giving. Jesus illustrates in detail the elements which
constitute this true righteousness or salvation. They are
such as humility, meekness, aspiration after goodness,
mercifulness, purity, peacemaking. These qualities con-
stitute that real righteousness which is the passport into
the Kingdom of heaven (Mt. v. 3-9, 20).

Other descriptions tally with this. In the judgment
parable the accepted are those who have loved and served
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others ; the rejected are those who have neglected and
despised their fellow-men (Mt. xxv. 35 8¢.). The man
who fulfilled Jesus’ law of neighbor love was he, social
outcast though he was, who ministered to the poor sufferer
at the roadside (Lk. x. 36, 87). The first and great
commandment, which summarizes the whole import of the
law and the prophets, is the law of love. In comparison
with the requirements of this law all sacrifices and other
religious ceremonies are of slight consequence. Love is
the law, not, primarily, because God enjoins it, but because
it is the principle of his own moral perfection. His
requirements are grounded in his nature. The life of
love is the Godlike life; it is the life of sonship ; it con-
stitutes men members of the Kingdom of heaven; it is
salvation.

This teaching of Jesus which I have thus sought to sum-
marize is no mere sentimental doctrine. Itisnot wanting in
strictness and severity. It does not minimize the require-
ments of holiness. If the statement of it appears to do so,
this is due to the fact that Jesus does not separate right-
eousness and love, as later thought has done. To him
these are never contrasted and rival terms. He knows
nothing of a love which is not holy and morally exacting ;
nothing of a righteousness which is mere retributive jus-
tice. For him purity is as truly a part of love as mer-
cifulness. Love exacts confession and repentance for
wilful injustice as truly as it demands readiness to for-
give (Lk. xvii. 4). Love is no mere easy good nature.
It rebukes and punishes evil, while it yearns to forgive
and cure it. There is no lack of strenuousness in our
Lord’s doctrine of salvation. The divine love repudiates
and condemns sin, and there is no salvation which is not
salvation from sin to holiness.

What, then, must a man do in order to be saved? He
must repent of his sins and forsake them. The first word
in Jesus’ proclamation of the Kingdom was, “ Repent ye ”
(Mk. i. 15). But not only must men repent ; they must
turn (Mt. xviii. 3) — turn away from the old life, and in
humility and self-surrender take up the life of obedience
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to God. Both these aspects of the matter are expressed
in the term ¢faith” — faith in God or belief on Christ
himself. Faith is the positive counterpart of repentance.
In the parable of the Lost Son penitence is illustrated in
the prodigal’s remorse and misery ; faith is the resolution
and act of returning to his home and his father. Our
Lord’s descriptions of the conditions of salvation are not
abstract and formal, but concrete and realistic. Men must
become as little children in humility and trustfulness, must
take his yoke of instruction and discipline upon them, must
bear his cross of sacrifice and service, must do the will of
the Father, must take up the duties of membership in his
Kingdom and cultivate the virtues required by its law, must
become like the Father himself whose perfection is love.
Such are some of the principal ways in which Jesus
spoke of salvation. Men must become and live as God’s
true sons, obedient to his will, trustful in his care, morally
like him in motive and purpose. Jesus had no favorite
formula by which he expressed the nature and conditions
of salvation, such, for example, as justification by faith.
It may be due, in part, to this fact that so far as our popu-
lar and theological terminology for the discussion of the
subject is scriptural, it is derived much more largely from
the language of others than from that of Jesus himself.
But neither did Jesus analyze the process of attaining sal-
vation nor define its various steps and stages. He made no
attempt to describe the cooperation of the divine and hu-
man factors in the saved life. He pictured the Father’s
house as standing open, and the Father’s heart as ready and
waiting to receive the wandering, lost son. It lay within
the power of the erring son to forsake his evil life and
escape his wretchedness by returning to his Father with
a penitent and obedient heart. =~ When one recalls the
subtleties connected with the theological discussions of the
ordo salutis, the teaching of Jesus on the subject does
seem, in comparison, very simple. One cannot re'f\.d the-
ological books without meeting frequent intimations of
its inadequacy. We are told, for example, that Jesus
could not unfold his full doctrine of salvation until his
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own saving mission to mankind was completed, or, even,
that the final doctrine of salvation could not be unfolded
by our Lord at all, but only by those who came after and
could look back upon what he had done to save men. To
expect an adequate doctrine of salvation in the teaching of
Jesus (it is said) is to look for an unnatural anticipation ;
it is to require an anachronism. Is this contention in-
tended as an indirect confession that the current theologi-
cal theories have only a slight or uncertain connection
with the teaching of Jesus?

We shall keep these questions in mind as we proceed.
Meantime, they suggest our next inquiry: In what way
did Jesus present himself as the Saviour of men? By
what means did he seek to bring men into the life of son-
ship to God? To this question, as to the preceding, we
can give no one definite, explicit answer. The saving
work of Jesus is expressed in a great variety of forms.
He came to call sinners to repentance. He bade men
learn of him that they might find rest unto their souls.
In his mountain sermon he depicted the nature and re-
quirements of true righteousness, the conditions of en-
trance into the Kingdom of God, and the characteristics of
its members. These cannot be easily summarized in any
formula; but we may say, in general, that the discourse
demands moral purity, humility, charitableness, and kin-
dred virtues, and does not scruple to require *good
works” in one who would glorify the Father in heaven
(Mt. v. 16). In one place he declares that only he who
does the will of God can enter his Kingdom, and elsewhere
he prescribes the law of service as the law of that King-
dom. When we further observe that he conceives his
own mission as a mission of service to humanity, we see
that one of his saving works was to induce men by ex-
ample and influence to live the Godlike life of self-giving,
in which man’s true greatness and glory are found. He
appeared among men as their servant ; he came to min-
ister and to give his life for others. He must have re-
garded it as a part of his saving work to induce others
thus to save their lives by giving them.
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Jesus evidently contemplated his teaching and example
as saving in their effect upon men. He sought by these
means to quicken in men desires and efforts for a better
life — the life of sonship to God, which is salvation. He
presented a conception of God which was attractive and
adapted to move the heart to penitence for sin and to
gratitude and obedience. He illustrated the Godlike life
among men in his benevolent works, in his sympathy with
suffering, and in the encouragement which he gave to every
good aspiration and endeavor. He set the highest value
upon small deeds, if done from love or pity, and declared
that he who even received into his favor a righteous man
because he was a righteous man, should receive a right-
eous man’s reward. The life of Jesus, with its various
expressions of itself in word and act, was a power-
ful saving agency in his time, and still remains such.
The teaching of Jesus gives us no warrant to speak so
slightingly as is commonly done of his mere ezample.
Theology is generally so eager to hurry on into its own
special sphere that it can barely take time to mention
in passing the saving power of the personal influence
of Jesus, making haste to assure us in the midst of the
allusion that this is not all. We shall reach the favorite
province of theology in due course; only let us not mini-
mize by silence or by qualifying words what Jesus placed
in the very forefront of his message to mankind, — the
declaration that the door of God’s Kingdom stood open
before them that they might enter then and there if they
would, and that he had come to show them the way. 1
am the world’s light; by me men know the Father, God’s
Kingdom is in your midst — by such words as these Jesus
announced a present salvation, available at the moment,
and himself as the guide to its realization.

Now, at length, we come to the question with which
theology has been chiefly occupied: What significance for
his saving work did Jesus attribute to his sufferings and
death? Let us first review the passages in which he
speaks of his death, and then inquire into their signifi-
cance. It was quite late in his public career, according
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to our sources, when he began to teach his disciples that
he must suffer death (Mk. wviii. 81; Mt. xvi. 21). His
Galilean ministry was nearing its close, and he was soon to
set his face toward Jerusalem. While he was on a journey
through the north country, occurred the memorable con-
fession of his messiahship by Peter at Ceesarea Philippi.
It was at this turning-point in his own career, and at this
crisis in his disciples’ faith, that he took occasion to tell
them plainly that he was destined to suffer and to die.
After this time the same announcement is repeatedly
made.l All the Synoptics also report in the narrative
of the early Galilean ministry a figurative saying which
appears to contain a reference to his approaching fate:
“ But the days will come when the bridegroom shall be
taken away from them, and then will they fast in that
day ” (Mk. ii. 20 = Mt. ix. 15 = Lk. v. 35). If the refer-
ence in this passage as it stands is to his own death,
as seems probable, it is difficult to reconcile it with the
long silence of Jesus which follows, with the disciples’
resistance to the idea, and with the statement that it
was at Ceesarea Philippi that Jesus “began to teach”
his disciples about his death. It is probable, then, that
this verse either belongs in some later connection, or is
an allegorizing application of the parabolic saying to
which it is appended, the product of subsequent reflec-
tion on the part of the disciples.? Other passages,? some-
times appealed to in support of the idea that Jesus early
foretold his death, are seen, on examination, to be quite
irrelevant. The evidence, however, is sufficient to show
that from Peter’s confession onward, Jesus explicitly fore-
told his death,* and it is extremely probable that his con-
viction in regard to his fate was not new when, for the
first time, he announced it at Casarea Philippi. The
passages thus far referred to, however, say nothing about

1 Lk. ix. 831; Mk. ix. 31 and par.; x. 33 and par.; xii. 8 and par.;
xiv. 8.

2 Cf. Hollmann, Die Bedeutung des Todes Jesu, p. 16 sq.

8 E.g. Mt. v. 10-12; LK. vi. 22 sq.

4 The genuineness of the passages which constitute this evidence is well
discussed by W, L. Walker in The Cross and the Kingdom, pp. 37-03.
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the saving import of his death. But there are two others
which explicitly connect his death with his saving work —
the saying in which he declares that he came to give his
life “a ransom for many ” (Mk. x. 45 = Mt. xx. 28), and
his reference to the purpose of his death at the institution
of the memorial Supper (Mk. xiv. 24; Mt. xxvi. 28;
Lk. xxii. 19, 20).

Now the questions which one would like to answer
regarding this subject are these: Can we derive from
the general teaching of Jesus, or from the course of
his life, any plausible view of the significance which he
would naturally attribute to his death? What is the
meaning of the phrase, “a ransom for many” (Adrpov
avri moAA@v)? In what sense was his body broken (or
“given”) and his blood shed “for” (vmép) the dis-
ciples (Lk. “for you”) or ¢“for many” (Mk. and
Mt.)? In what connection, if any, do these expressions
stand with Old Testament conceptions? How far do
we have here, or in other relevant passages in the
Synoptics, materials for a theory respecting the saving
power of the cross?

Let us start from a point on which all will be agreed.
Jesus often represented the true life of sonship to God as
a life of humility and of service, and referred to his own
career as the typical illustration of it. The giving of life
is not to him the mere experience of dying. It is rather
that self-giving for others, which ends in larger life.
There can be no doubt that Jesus connected his death
with the idea of his service, his self-giving, to mankind.
He came to minister and to give his life. He is to die in
the service of men.

If, now, we ask in what way Jesus would naturally have
been led to the conviction that he must die a violent
death at Jerusalem, the most reasonable answer is that he
would reach this conclusion from the increased hostility
which he met with in his work. He saw the jealousy and
hatred of the rulers and influential classes deepening
around him day by day. What more natural than for
him to conclude that his career must end in a violent
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death ? This supposition agrees with the actual course of
events, and our sources suggest no other explanation. If
it was in this way that the prospect of being put to death
opened before him, it would be altogether natural that he
should see that experience as a part, or culmination, of his
service of self-denying love to mankind. And this, as we
have seen, is the light in which he contemplates his death.

We should expect, however, that one who, like Jesus,
regarded his life-work and experience as providentially
appointed, would look upon even this violent death which
he saw impending over him, in the light of a divinely
ordered event, and such we find to be the case. The
necessity that he should suffer many things and be killed
is, to his consciousness, something more than a certainty
arising from the circumstances in which he finds himself
placed ; it is included in the divine purpose which is the
source and warrant of his mission. The effort to deter-
mine the ground of that necessity and to show what was
accomplished by our Lord’s submission to it, is the great
motive of the various theories regarding the saving import
of his death. So far as these theories have made use of
materials derived from the Synoptics, they have been con-
structed almost exclusively upon inferences drawn from
the ransom passage, the words of Jesus at the Supper,
and the exclamation on the cross, “ My God, my God,
why hast thou forsaken me?” Before we turn our atten-
tion to these sayings, however, I would suggest the inquiry
whether we may not best approach these particular texts
and our general problem from a consideration of Jesus’
conception of his life-work as a whole. Leaving aside for
the moment our immediate subject, I will illustrate the
method which I have in mind. Every student of the
Gospels knows the difficulty of reaching any clear and con-
sistent view of Jesus’ teaching concerning his parousia
from a study of the relevant texts taken by themselves.
The only hope of a solution for the difficulties is found in
a study of Jesus’ conception of the nature and coming of
his Kingdom. Inthis way we obtain a test or measure by
means of which the various individual apocalyptic sayings
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may be estimated and interpreted. In like manner, is it
not more probable that we shall find the right clew to
Jesus’ own thought of the import of his death by keeping
close to his own predominant conception, than it is that
we shall find it by inferences derived from word studies of
Adrpov and Siabrkn ?  But let us turn to the much-debated
words and phrases.?

Jesus and a company of his disciples were making their
way toward Jerusalem, He knew that the end was near.
There, under the very shadow of the cross, James and
John proffered their ambitious request. In reply he told
them that to exercise power was the prerogative of world
rulers, but that the law of his Kingdom was service, and
then added, “ For verily the Son of man came not to be
ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a
ransom for many” (Mk. x. 45 = Mt. xx. 28). What
does the phrase *“ransom for, or instead of, many " (Adrpor
avri moAA@v) mean ? It would seem from the occasion
which gave rise to the saying of which it is a part, as well
as from the connection, amounting almost to parallelism, in
which it stands, that it must be intended to express some
phase or aspect of that ministry or service in which Jesus
sums up the purpose of his mission. But, in fact, exegetes
and theologians have generally isolated the phrase and
have made it the subject of painstaking special study.

For its explanation, recourse has commonly been had to
the Old Testament through the Septuagint. There the
word Adrpor is most frequently the translation of one
or the other of two Hebrew words, one of which denotes
the redemption price paid to secure the freedom of a
slave, the other the ‘“covering” or sacrificial gift
(kopher) which was made to atone for sin. Now, the
theories of the meaning of our phrase have usually been

1 The topics which, in the remainder of this chapter, are briefly dis-
cussed, are treated at length from different points of view by Hollmann,
op. cit.; R. A. Hoffmann, Der Tod Christi in seiner Bedeutung fiir die
Erlosung ; Feine, Jesus Christus und Paulus ; R. J. Drummond, 4pos-
tolic Teaching and Christ's Teaching ; Babut, La Pensée de Jésus sur

sa Mort d'aprés les Evangiles Synoptiques, and Holtzmann, Neutest.
Theol., in which the literature of the subject is extensively cited.
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drawn from one or the other of these supposed Old Tes-
tament references. But when it had been decided which
of these two possible meanings to adopt, nothing was
really settled. If the former, it still remained to ask: Is
Arpov to be taken literally or figuratively, and is avri to be
joined with Adrpov only or with the whole phrase? If with
the latter, the question remained whether Avrpor denotes
a covering by expiation or by protection? But one’s con-
fidence in this whole method of explanation is somewhat
shaken when he observes that Airpov is used by the Sev-
enty to translate four different Hebrew words. Moreover,
when we recall that Jesus spoke Aramaic, and not Greek,
it is clear that the question which is of real importance here
is not which Septuagint meaning of Adrpor is most feasi-
ble, but of what Aramaic word AvTpov is the probable
translation or equivalent. Hollmann has, I think, given
cogent reasons for believing that it was not the Aramaic
cognate of kopher.! If this view be taken, then the ex-
planation would need to be derived either from the other
Septuagint terms most frequently translated AdTpov (some
form of the roots 178, o ransom, or o8}, to deliver or save),
or (if the explanation of the word be no longer sought
in the Septuagint) from the Aramaic equivalent for the
actual Syriac renderings of Av7pov (akin to the Hebrew root
pe, to set free).?2 In either of these cases the mean-
ing of the term would be a purchase price, a payment to
obtain freedom, or, dropping the figure, a means of freeing
or saving. If Adrpor meant a sacrifice, then arr{ might
naturally mean “instead of ” ; if, however, it denotes a
purchase price, the force of avri would probably be,
«for ”’ in the sense of *“in exchange, or compensation, for,”
as in Heb. xii. 2: “who for (avr() the joy that was set
before him,” that is, in order to obtain the joy, ¢ endured
the cross,” etc. The passage in question would then
mean : He gave himself as a ransom price for (the sake
of purchasing or obtaining) the freedom of many ; through
giving his life he procured the deliverance of many. On
general grounds this seems to me to be the more reason-

1 Op. cit., p. 106 sq. 2 So Hollmann, op. cit., pp. 108, 109,
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able view. It is much more natural that, in the connec-
tion in which he is speaking, Jesus should introduce a
figurative expression like that of giving his life to procure
men’s freedom, than that he should define his work in
terms drawn from the Levitical ritual. The occasion and
context of the phrase in question should not be lost out
of mind. He is contrasting worldly greatness with true
greatness. Worldly rulers find their greatness in * lording
it” over others, that is, in subjecting them ; he, on the
contrary, achieves his greatness through ministering and
setting men free. They enslave ; hLe liberates.

But if we conclude that the natural meaning of the
phrase is: I came to give my life as a means of procur-
ing the liberty of many, it still remains to ask : #rom what
does Jesus liberate men by means of his death, and how
does his death accomplish or aid that liberation? Our
sources afford no direct answer, and we are left to infer-
ence and conjecture. The most various replies have been
given : From the wrath of God ; from the guilt of sin;
from sin itself ; from the fear of suffering and death ; from
bondage to such worldly and selfish thoughts as James and
John had just been expressing. If, now, we lay aside the
figurative form of the expression, the idea with which we
have to deal is this : the death of Jesus is a means of de-
livering men. We have seen that he regarded his death
as part and parcel of his saving mission, the culmination
of his life of service and self-giving. It is obvious, then,
that we cannot ascribe to his death some meaning which
isolates it from his life and work in general. Jesus not
only never made any such separation between his life
and his death, but he distinctly connected and correlated
them. The saving import of his death is generically the
same as that of his life.

Now the purpose of his life was to save men from sin,
or, in other words, to make them members of the Kingdom
of God. How did Jesus conceive that his death would
serve this end? Did he mean that after his death, and
largely in consequence of it, many who had thus far re-
jected him would repent of their sin and so fulfil the
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condition of entrance into the Kingdom of God ? Did he
foresee that, though his death seemed at the moment to be
the disproof of his messiahship, it would soon be seen to
be the chief evidence of it? Was his thought that his
death incurred in absolute fidelity to his divinely ap-
pointed life-work, was the consummate proof of the divine
love and so the highest expression of love’s constraining
power ? Did he conceive of his experience of death as a
victory over death, alike for himself and for those who
would choose and live the kind of life which he had illus-
trated ? As I have said, we are here in the field of infer-
ence. What is clear to me is that the saving power of
his death is to be understood in the light of the aim and
import of his life of which it is the consummation. In
this view we shall seek for the meaning of such language
as we are considering neither in the popular Jewish notions
associated with the sacrificial ritual, nor in the dogmatic
reflections of later times, but in Jesus’ own explanations
of his coming and his work. He came to found the King-
dom of God in the world. He died in the achievement of
that result, and his death was a potent means to its achieve-
ment. He came to die, if his death was necessary to that
result, as it proved to be. But the direct aim of his com-
ing is uniformly represented as the recovery of men to
sonship to God. How his death, in point of fact, has
served this end, and still serves it, is a pertinent inquiry
which we shall keep in mind. The result to which we
are brought is, negatively stated, that the whole circle of
later dogmatic ideas— atonement, penalty, substitution,
satisfaction — has no place in the teaching of Jesus, so
far as we have followed its development. But shall we,
perhaps, find these conceptions in his language at the Sup-
per or in his exclamation on the cross ?

The earliest account of the words of Jesus spoken at
the Last Supper is that given by Paul (1 Cor. xi.
23-26). Assuming that the bread and wine are re-
garded as symbolic or representative, the sayings which
he reports would contain these two points of importance
for our inquiry: (1) the bread is to remind the disciples
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of his death for (Ymép) them, on their behalf, or for their
benefit; and (2) in the shedding of his blood the New
Covenant 1is established and sealed. Luke’s version is
almost identical with Paul’s (xxii. 19, 20). Mark (xiv. 23,
24) has formal variations, but no really different features.
In these three! earliest forms of narration the sense
in which he is to die “for them” or “for many”
is as undefined as is that of the statement that by his
death he would procure the release of many. In Mat-
thew, however, the meaning of Umép is rendered more
precise by the addition of the phrase, “unto (els) the
remission of sins” (xxvi. 28), that is, in order to secure
the forgiveness of sins. Various considerations have led
many critics to the opinion that this phrase is really an
explanatory addition of the author’s own.2 The fact
that it has no counterpart in any of the three earlier
narratives, either in the form or the substance of their
reports; the absence from the account of the covenant
sacrifice referred to in the context, of any idea that
by its means forgiveness is procured? together with its
apparent kinship to later reflection and its isolation in
the teaching of Jesus in general —these facts, I say,
do warrant serious doubts as to its authenticity. But
if it be treated as genuine, it still requires to be inter-
preted. It is not at all evident on the face of the state-
ment in what sense, or in what way, the death of Jesus
secures the forgiveness of sins. Before raising that ques-
tion, or even before deciding whether our narratives con-
‘tain anything which requires us to raise it, let us ask two
others: (1) What is the relation of the Supper to the
Passover meal? and (2) What is its relation to the cove-
nant sacrifice which appears to be alluded to in all the
narratives?

The Synoptics place the Supper in evident temporal con-

1 Or two, if Luke’s narrative be regarded as a replica of Paul’s.

2 ¢« The words * for the remission of sins’ have been added ; they are
probably of the nature of a comment, expanding what is implied in the
earlier form.”” Rev. H. L. Wild, in Contentio Veritatis, p. 140.

8 Cf. Ex. xxiv. 8.
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nection with the Jewish Passover meal. Paul regards the
Supper as a Christian Passover (1 Cor. v. 7), and accord-
ing to Luke, it is so designated in advance by Jesus him-
self (Lk. xxii. 15). But it is a question which has been
much debated, whether the Passover was a sacrifice or not.
Assuming, as the more probable view, that it was such, it
seems to have lost that character in actual usage in our
Lord’s time, and to have become only a joyful feast in
celebration of the nation’s deliverance from bondage.
But, apart from that question, it is noticeable that the
words of Jesus at the Supper do not seem to allude in
any way to the meaning of the Passover festival. The
symbolism employed is not derived from the Passover
lamb, as it naturally would have been if Jesus had had
in mind a parallel to the Passover feast. Many scholars
therefore doubt or deny any inner connection between the
Supper and the meaning of the Passover.! But if we may
not be warranted in going so far as this, we may say, with
Holtzmann, that the language of Jesus on the occasion in
question does not seem to establish any connection with
the Passover beyond ¢ the general thought of salvation.” 2

It is rather to the sacrifice offered in connection with
the ratification of the covenant at Sinai (Ex. xxiv) that
the words of institution clearly relate. It is generally
agreed that this was a sacrifice betokening fellowship with
Yahweh. As the blood of that offering was conceived as
the symbolic bond of connection between Yahweh and his
people, so Jesus pictures his death as the act whereby
the New Covenant is inaugurated and his blood as that
whereby it was sealed. 'The Supper is, then, the symbolic
ratification of the New Covenant, analogous to the solemn
rite by which the ancient covenant was confirmed by an
offering denoting the establishment of communion with
God and participation in the blessings of his grace. If
regard be had solely to the language of our Lord at the
institution of the Supper, it must be admitted, I think,
that it is adapted to carry our thoughts not in the direc-

1 B.g. Jilicher, Grafe, Spitta, Haupt, and Hoffmann.
3 Neutest. Theol. 1. 299,
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tion of the current Jewish ideas of propitiation by sacri-
fice, but rather toward the conception of a new relation of
fellowship with God and obedience to him constituted by
Jesus’ death. Apart from the phrase reported by Matthew
alone (“for the forgiveness of sins ), we might say, with
Titius, that the words of Jesus at the Supper are not to be
explained by thoughts which relate to the forgiveness of
sins, but by those which relate to the impartation of life.l

This rapid review of the points of exegesis and criticism
which are in controversy is sufficient to show what con-
siderations are to be kept in mind as we proceed. It must
be apparent how limited is the material in our Synoptic
Gospels to which we can appeal in our effort to answer
the question: What was the saving significance of Jesus’
death? Asbetween the older interpretations which found
there the idea that his death was regarded by himself as a
substitutionary sacrifice which satisfied the divine anger
at sin and so procured its forgiveness, and such conclu-
sions of modern scholars as have just been cited, the
decision must turn mainly on the meaning of the word
“ransom,”’ the question of the originality of Matthew’s
added phrase, and the inference drawn from the cry on
the cross. It is well known that the traditional theology
has understood that cry as expressing Christ’s sense of
desertion by God in his experience of bearing the world’s
sin.2 To me it seems more accordant with the import of
this Old Testament exclamation (for such it is ; Ps. xxii.
1), as well as more congruous with Jesus’ view of the
reciprocal relation between the Father and himself, to sup-
pose that abandonment to suffering, rather than abandon-
ment to God’s displeasure or to desertion, is meant. It is
a word from a Psalm in which the sufferings of the right-

1 Neutest. Lehre v. der Seligkeit, Th. I. p. 150. Hoffmann reaches a
similar conclusion as the result of his investigation. He regards the ele-
ments as symbolizing fellowship of life with Christ.

2 S0, e.g. Dale, Atonement, p. 61 sq.: ** Exile from the joys of God’s
presence,’’ etc. A more cautious statement is made by Professor Denney,
who finds *something unrealizable and even impious” in Calvin’s view
that ¢ Jesus endured in his soul the dreadful torments of a condemned
and lost man,”” The Death of Christ, pp. 63, 64.
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eous for the wicked are depicted.! The feeling of the
righteous man that God is ¢ far from helping . him” (. 1),
which finds strong expression in the exclamation in ques-
tion, scarcely warrants the conclusion that God had
actually « deserted,” that is, turned away his face from
him. Such a supposition would be entirely out of har-
mony with subsequent expressions of confidence in God’s
presence and help (wv. 4,9, 19). That any one, on the
basis of Jesus’ teaching alone, should have been led to
associate with those words the idea that Christ was
conscious of God's displeasure or believed that God
had withdrawn his presence from him, is to me quite
inconceivable.

Supposing, now, that we allow the originality of Mat-
thew’s phrase, it needs, as I have intimated, to be
interpreted. How Christ’s death promoted or secured
the forgiveness of sins is not stated. It may be held
that the only natural meaning is that he procured it by
making a satisfaction for sin, by dying as the sinner’s
substitute. Something would here depend, however,
on how far we should read the phrase in the light of
subsequent reflection. On every other theory, however,
which attaches saving value to Christ’s death, it would
hold good that his death was eis dpeswv apapriv. The
case, then, stands thus : There are three phrases in ques-
tion. The supposed sacrificial reference in the first phrase
(MbTpov avti morA@v) depends upon a very doubtful view
of its connection with Septuagint usage, and the supposed
substitutionary idea upon a strict construction of a term
which is, in all probability, a figure of speech. The second
phrase (“for remission of sins”’) is of questionable original-
ity, having no counterpart in Paul, Mark, or Luke, and is
not, in any case, explicit in its bearing on our question.
There remains the exclamation noticed, whose relation to
our inquiry must be admitted to be remote and uncertain.

I have no inclination to minimize the material in our
sources which is available for our study; I could wish that
it were much more abundant and more explicit. But I

1¢f. Is. lii.
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desire to estimate it critically for just what it is, neither
more nor less. I must say that I return from every
review which I make of it with a new impression of the
degree in which later theological theories have read their
presuppositions and conclusions into the words of Jesus.
I cannot help doubting whether the current ideas of
dogmatic tradition — that of his death to procure the for-
giveness of sins by placating divine justice, for example,
could ever have been derived from the words of Jesus
which the Synoptists report, if, indeed, they could ever
have been suggested by them. Of course these ideas
may be true, nevertheless. It is even conceivable that
Jesus shared this thought-world in common with the
Judaism of the period; but, if so, the evidence of the fact
has not been preserved to us. To me it seems more likely
that his thoughts about his death attached themselves to
the picture of the Servant of Yahweh, whose function, as
we have seen, was prophetic rather than priestly. One
conclusion, at least, seems open to no doubt. In treating
of our subject, theology has built too exclusively upon
a few doubtful phrases and has too much neglected the
general drift and content of Jesus’ teaching regarding
the nature and method of salvation.



CHAPTER IV
THE PAULINE DOCTRINE

PavuL’s general conception of the nature and conditions
of salvation is the same as that of Jesus, although it is de-
veloped much more largely with reference to a future day
of assize. Salvation is deliverance from sin and is realized
in a life of holiness. Its initial conditions are repentance,
renunciation of sin, and trust in the grace of God which
has been manifested in Christ. But this general concep-
tion is developed by the apostle with a fulness and variety
of statement which are quite unparalleled in the New Tes-
tament. Not only is Paul’s teaching the most elaborate
which has been preserved to us from the primitive Church;
it is also the earliest type of doctrine, if regard be had to
the date of the writings in which it is embodied. When,
therefore, we raise the question: What were the views of
the first Christians regarding the salvation wrought by
Christ, and especially respecting the saving value of
his death? it is evident that Paul must be one of the
sources of our answer. We may gain some impressions
touching the thoughts of the first disciples on this subject
from the closing chapters of the Synoptics. More impor-
tant still for our purpose are the reports of the apostolic
discourses in the early chapters of Acts. But Paul’s
written statements antedate these sources, and his relation
to the primitive apostles was more direct than that of the
authors of these narratives. The date and authorship
of the Epistle of James are too uncertain and its aim too
purely practical to warrant any effort to bring it to bear
upon our problem. With respect to 1 Peter it must be
admitted that criticism has made so strong a case for the
theory that it was produced under Pauline influences, that

54
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one hesitates to appeal to it as illustrating primitive
Christian ideas.?

Our sources of information for determining what were
the primitive Christian views regarding our subject —
especially the death of Jesus — are by no means so ade-
quate as we could desire. But we shall be likely to
learn as much, at least indirectly, from Paul as from any
other source. On one capital point he is explicit: The
primitive community had established a connection between
the death of the Messiah and the salvation of men from
sin. Nothing less than this can be meant by the state-
ment, “Kor I delivered unto you first of all that which
also I received, how that Christ died for our sins accord-
ing to the Scriptures” (1 Cor. xv. 8). He here asserts
that the representation of Messiah’s death as a means to
the forgiveness or removal of sins held a primary place in
that trustworthy tradition which he had received —a tra-
dition which reached back to Jesus himself. The emphasis
which the apostle places upon the cross in his doctrine of
salvation is regarded by him as accordant with the belief
and teaching of the primitive Christian community.

As has been intimated, we have only limited resources
for illustrating the views which were taken of their
Master's death by the first disciples. The Gospels make
it clear that as the prediction of the event had struck
them with dismay, so its occurrence had overwhelmed them
in despair. It was the resurrection which enabled them
to recover from their disappointment and to regain heart
and hope. After that the disciples began to see that the
death was only the shadow side of an experience through
which the Christ must pass to his exaltation. He must
pass through death in order to conquer death and achieve
his victory and his crown. They began to see the neces-

1In my Theology of the New Testament (Pt. IIL ch. ii; Pt. IV. ch. vii)
I have reviewed the passages which bear upon our present theme more
particularly than I here have space to do. To the appropriate chapters
of this book 1 would, once for all, refer the reader for a survey of the
texts which relate to each New Testament topic. Similarly I would refer

to Holtzmann’s Neutestamentliche Theologie for the fullest exhibit of the
views of recent (especially German) writers on each subject.



56 THE BIBLICAL BASIS OF THE DOCTRINE

sity that he should suffer, of which he had spoken, in a
new light. ¢ Behoved it not the Christ to suffer these
things and to enter into his glory ?” (Lk. xxiv. 26). And
now that they have caught sight of the idea that even the
catastrophe which they dreaded and deplored had a place
in the purpose of Providence, that which lies next to hand
is to search the Scriptures and see if death has a place in
the prophetic picture of the Messiah. Jesus is said him-
self to have set them upon this course of explanation (Lk.
xxiv. 27, 44-46); but the early chapters of Acts contain
the one particular account which we possess of the way in
which they developed this scriptural argument.

In the earlier discourses the death of Jesus is represented
as a great crime on the part of the Jews. God, however,
thwarted their purpose to destroy him by raising him from
the dead. But even the sins of men may be made to ac-
complish the divine designs. Messiah’s death, though a
crime when viewed from the side of the human motives
which prompted it, was, from the divine point of view,
according to * the determinate counsel and foreknowledge
of God” (Acts ii. 23). Next emerge in this preaching
traces of the application to Jesus of the picture of the
suffering Servant (Acts iv. 27; viii. 32-35). This descrip-
tion was not applied to the Messiah by the Jews of our
Lord’s time,! and our Gospels amply attest a fact which we
know from other sources, that the idea of a suffering Mes-
siah was abhorrent to the Jewish mind. But the *logic of
events” had opened the way for the Christians to a new
view of the nature and method of Messiah’s work.
Christ’s own words about the fate which should befall him
had suggested the necessity of this new explanation, and
the resurrection had made it possible for the disciples to
receive and develop it. And now when they opened the
Scriptures and found there the portrait of a Sufferer who
gives his life for others, all that had happened emerged
into a new light. With the popular Jewish conception
of the availability for others of the benefits arising from
the sufferings of righteous men, the first disciples were

1 See Schiirer, Jewish People, Div. II. vol. ii. pp. 184-187.
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familiar. If, then, the great men of Israel have suffered
vicariously, why not the Messiah ? In this way the very
event — Messiah’s death — which to the Jewish mind re-
futed Jesus’ claim, came to be, for the believing commu-
nity, the bulwark of their faith, and so the cross became
the symbol and the glory of the Christian cause.

The early chapters of Acts, then, show us that the first
disciples had attained the clear conviction that Messiah’s
death was a necessary part of his divinely appointed ex-
perience. They had not only adjusted their minds to the
fact of his death, but had found how to justify its ne-
cessity from Scripture. The sayings of Jesus about his
life given as a ransom for many and his blood shed for
many, the picture of the Servant suffering for others, and
the current conceptions of the vicarious sufferings of the
righteous, all conspired to the conclusion that he died to
save men from their sins. But when we ask : In what
way ? How did they conceive of his death as availing for
this end ? — it is not easy to find an answer. Certain it is
that these discourses do not represent Messiah’s death as a
satisfaction for sin, or as, in any sense, a substitute for sin’s
penalty. The phrases in the description of the suffering
Servant which would most naturally lend themselves to the
expression of such ideas are not quoted, such as: “The
Lord has laid on him the iniquity of us all ;” ¢« His soul
is made a guilt offering for sin.” The most definite state-
ments which we have are these: God sent his holy Servant
to bless men in turning them away from their iniquities
(Acts iii. 26) ; God has exalted Jesus to his right hand
to give repentance and remission of sins (v. 31) ; every
one who believes on him shall receive remission of sins
(x. 43). In another place Christ’s suffering is appealed
to as a reason why men should repent that their sins may
be blotted out (iii. 18,19). In no case, in these discourses,
is the death of Christ represented as the ground of forgive-
ness. The one condition of salvation which is specified is
repentance. The death is described as a motive to re-
pentance and a means of turning men away from sin, but
its saving value is not more closely defined. The exalta-
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tion is emphasized as strongly as the death in these pas-
sages, and repentance is quite as much the consequence of
both as is remission. Christ is exalted to give repentance
and remission ; he suffered that men might be led to
repent in order to obtain remission (v. 81; iii. 18, 19).

When, therefore, turning back to Paul’s statement in
1 Cor. xv. 3, we ask: In what sense did the primi-
tive disciples believe that ¢ Christ died for our sins”?
we find no materials which furnish a clear answer.
Paul could hardly have meant that his own philosophy of
the subject had been defined and held from the beginning.
The data in our possession would give no warrant for such
a claim, if, indeed, they could be reconciled with it. It is
only by a large use of conjecture that we can reconstruct
the primitive Christian views of the saving significance of
Messial’s death. The argument which would show that
in Christ’s teaching, and in the apprehension of the first
believers, the death was viewed as satisfying the divine
wrath against sin and so laying a basis for forgiveness,
must rest, primarily, upon a strict construction of the
word Adrpov. It may appeal to the phrase reported by
Matthew, ¢ for the forgiveness of sins,” but (assuming
its genuineness) the early discourses in Acts furnish no
warrant for the judicial interpretation. Certain as it is
that the first Christians clothed the death of Christ with
saving significance, it seems to me equally certain that
they did not associate with it ideas of substitution or
of penalty. This meaning is found in the few relevant
words and phrases in the Synopties and the Acts only by
improbable interpretations, and by reading back into them
the concepts afterward wrought out by Paul and by later
ecclesiastical theology. This is a conclusion to which the
known facts which bear upon it seem to me to lead. Itis
evident, however, that this conclusion cannot determine
our estimate of later developments.

In Paul we first find the elements of a philosophy of
the death of Christ and of its relation to the salvation of
men based upon an analysis of the divine attributes.
This interpretation is reared upon Jesus’ words about his
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death being necessary on men’s behalf, upon the primitive
apostolic idea that it was included in the divine purpose,
and upon the conception of vicarious suffering and merit
which was found in Isa. liii, and which had been devel-
oped in later Jewish thought.! Paul’s answer to the
question, Why does the death of Jesus possess saving
value ? is, in its substance, that by it he has satisfied the
divine wrath against sin so that it need not now be asserted
in the punishment of sinners. In Paul the death of Christ
is the primary saving deed. It was for the direct purpose
of dying in order to atone for the sins of mankind that he
came into the world.

What is, the apostle’s justification of this view? Be-
tween God and sinful man there is a mutual hostility.
Sinners are the objects of God's enmity (Rom. v. 10; xi.
28) 2 and they, in turn, are hostile to God (Rom. viii. 7;
Col. i. 21). Hence any reconciliation, karaAiarys, which
is accomplished between them must be two-sided. Not
only must man renounce his hostility to God, but God
must change his attitude toward man —must relinquish

1 On the idea of the vicarious sufferings of the righteous as elaborated
in late Judaism, see Bousset, Die Religion des Judentums, p. 181 sq.;
Dalman, Jesaja 53 das Prophetenwort vom Sihnleiden des Heilsmittlers,
especially ch. ii ; Weber, Jiidische Theologie, chs. xix and xx. I pub-
lished a translation and condensation of these chapters of Weber’'s work
in The Old and New Testament Student (now The Biblical World) for
July and August, 1889. Weber’s sources are, for the most part, later
than the New Testament period, but they illustrate the development of
an idea which must have had a long history. Illustrations may be found
in 2 Mac. vii. 38 : ¢‘1 pray that, for me and my brethren, the wrath of
the Almighty may cease, which has justly gone forth upon our whole race’’;
4 Mac. vi. 28: ¢ Be gracious to thy people; let the punishment which
we endure on their account suffice thee. ILet my blood serve for them
as a purification; take my life as a reparation for their life.”” Cf.i. 11;
xvii, 20-22; xviii. 4; 4 Ezra viii. 26 sq. According to Josephus, An-
tiquities, 1. xiii. 3, Abraham expects that the undeserved suffering of
Isaac, when he shall have been offered as a sacrifice, will redound to his
advantage.

2 In both these cases éxfpol (enemies) is passive, as the context shows.
In the first it is explanatory of the state of being objects of God’s wrath
referred to in the previous verse ; in the second it is the contrast of beloved
(of God), dyamwnrol; the correlation is: objects of wrath (enemies) —
objects of gracious favor (beloved).
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his wrath and resentment. Now God himself undertakes
to accomplish, in and through Christ, this twofold recon-
ciliation (2 Cor. v. 18,19; Col. i. 20, 21; Eph. ii. 16).
He originates and man receives the offer and the gift of
reconciliation. Through the death of Christ, God opens
the way for man to enter into a new relation to himself.
Instead of the former relation of mutual hostility, a new
relation has become possible — that of favor, instead of
wrath, on God’s part, and that of obedience, instead of
rebellion, on man’s part. In view of what Christ has done,
God ceases to reckon the sins of men to their account
(2 Cor. v.19). Since by his death the divine righteousness,
which is the principle of penalty, has been adequately
expressed and the divine displeasure against sin amply
vindicated, God may now restrain the operation of his
wrath against sinners and open the way to their accept-
ance and forgiveness. Christ was “made sin” on man’s
account (2 Cor. v. 21), that is, he so came under the
action of the divine wrath against sin, so experienced
the consequences of sin, that God’s justice is thereby
vindicated and satisfied.

The view maintained by Ritschl?! and some other theo-
logians, that the righteousness of God which Christ ex-
presses by ‘'his death (Rom. iii. 25), means, in Paul’s
view, God’s gracious purpose of salvation, seems to me
to be exegetically untenable. Paul’s idea of the right-
eousness of God, in this passage, appears to me to be
that of self-affirming, governmental justice. Its action
as depicted in passages like Rom. ii. 5-10, 16; 2 Cor.
v. 10; 2 Thess. ii. 6-8, illustrates the same general con-
ception. The connection of thought in which “the ex-
hibition of his righteousness” is set is decisive against
the interpretation in question. This manifestation of
righteousness in Christ’s death is set over against a seem-
ing laxity in God’s treatment of sin in past times. Now,
however, by the shedding of Christ’s blood, his hostility
to sin is so expressed and vindicated that it need not be
further satisfied in punishment. These thoughts proceed

1 Rechtfert. w. Versohn. I1. § 16.
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upon the supposition that God can only forgive on the con-
dition that the judicial reaction of his nature against sin
has been asserted as fully as it would have been in the
punishment of sin. It is true that Paul never writes:
Christ has reconciled God to us, but that is not because
he does not conceive of the death of Christ as founding
a new relation of God toward men. It may well have
been because Paul is always eager to bring out the fact
that it is God who originates the reconciliation. The
statement in question would not have emphasized that
idea, and might even have seemed inconsistent with it.
Nevertheless it does represent an element of the Pauline
thought. It might be expressed by saying, God has,
by the death of Christ, provided a way for reconciling
himself to the sinful world.!

Let us note more particularly the significance which is
attached to the shedding of Christ’s blood. In his vio-
lent death, says the apostle, he was set forth before the
world as an ilaoTijpiov, which most naturally means either
a propitiatery offering (se. @dua), or, more generally, a
means of expiation. The view of Ritschl, Cremer, and
others, that i agTijpiov is here used as in Heb. ix. 5 and
the Septuagint, to denote the kapporeth, or mercy-seat
of the ark of the covenant, is, to my mind, quite improb-
able.2 If that meaning had been intended, the word would

1 Commenting on Paul’'s use of the word {Aacripior in Rom. iii. 25,
Professor Sanday writes: ‘“ When we ask, who is propitiated ? the
answer can only be ¢ God.” Nor is it possible to separate this propitia-
-tion from the death of the Son.”” Comm. on Romans, p. 91. Whether
this idea, which (if genuinely Pauline) meets us in no other biblical writer,
is congruous with the teaching of Jesus, or available for Christian theol-
ogy, is a question which, for the present, remains open.

2 Deigsmann in his Bibelstudien, p. 121 sq. (Eng. trans., p. 124 sq.), has
reénforced the argument against this explanation of the word. He shows
that it is not accurate to represent the word ihasrHpiov as the equivalent
of kapporeth in the Septuagint. The strict equivalent of kapporeth is
INaorhprov érifepa. Now it is true that the noun often falls away and the
adjective is used substantively to represent kapporeth ; but in such cases
a theological word is simply used as a periphrasis or gloss upon the mean-
ing of the cover of the ark. It signifies, quite generically, a propitiatory
article. From the equation of words (Wortgleichung) it is entirely un-
warranted to conclude to an equation of ideas (Begriffsgleichung).
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have required the article, and perhaps jud».! Moreover,
the meaning which Ritschl deduces: the manifestation-
place of the divine mercy, does not suit the connection
of ideas. Christ is set forth as an (Aacmijpior in the
shedding of his blood in order to exhibit the divine
righteousness, which demonstration was necessary to
show that God was not lax in his treatment of sin, as
might seem to be the case from his passing over sins
committed in earlier times. The etymological meaning
of the word is: a means of rendering favorable (iAdoxeo-
Oar) expiatorium, Siiknemittel, and that is the only mean-
ing which suits the context here. Other passages confirm
this view. Men are justified and saved from wrath by the
shedding of Christ’s blood (Rom. v. 9); his giving of his
life is regarded as the payment of the price by which
men’s release from sin is purchased (1 Cor. vi. 20 ; vii. 23;
Gal. iii. 18; iv. §). Whatever “ransom” and *“covenant
offering ” may have meant originally, there is no doubt
that we have here the idea of satisfaction by substitution.
Paul has not, however, expounded this conception in terms
of the sacrificial system to any such an extent as might
have been expected. It has been possible for some
interpreters to maintain, with considerable plausibility,
that he did not regard the death of Christ as a sacrifice.?
Ritschl, on the contrary, reads the whole Pauline doctrine
in terms of the sacrificial system, but so explains these terms
as to give quite a new interpretation of Paul’s teaching.
His exclusion from the sacrifices of any reference to sin
and its forgiveness yields a view of Paul’s doctrine which
makes it mean that in Christ God is persistently pursuing
his eternal purpose of grace. But whatever the sacri-
fices may have meant, this was not what Paul thought to
be the sole or immediate import of Christ’s death. It
appears to me that in his language we may note so many
traces of Jewish sacrificial ideas that we must suppose that
this system supplied to his mind suggestive illustrations

1 Cf. 1Cor. v.7: 7d mdoxa Hudv érifn Xpiorés.
2 So Pfleiderer, Paulinismus, p. 144 ; W. H. Ward, Bib. Sac. 1894,

p. 328 sq.
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of certain aspects of Christ’s work. We hear such echoes
of sacrificial language as the following : “He gave himself
up for us, an offering and a sacrifice to God for an odour
of a sweet smell” (Eph. v. 2) ;5 “Our passover also hath
been sacrificed, even Christ” (1 Cor. v. 7). In other pas-
sages he is spoken of as delivered up to death, —language
which suggests the offering up of a sacrifice (Rom. viii.
82; Gal. ii. 20). If it were certain that fua is to be
supplied with ¢ acrjpior in Rom. iii. 25, and 6Ouvoiav
with mept dpaprias in Rom. viii. 3, then these pas-
sages would be additional illustrations; but these are
doubtful interpolations. We can only say that while
Paul has made a less frequent and explicit use of sacri-
ficial ideas than we should have expected, it is clear that
the system supplied one of the forms of thought by which
he interpreted Christ’s death, and, further, that, so far as
Christ was thought of as a sacrifice, he was conceived as
substituted for the sinner in death. If he has not espe-
cially brought out this idea in connection with his allu-
sions to sacrifice, he has done so in other ways, and the
inference that this was his conception of Christ’s death,
viewed as a sacrifice, is quite inevitable. I cannot doubt
that for the mind of Paul the shedding of Christ’s blood
relates his death directly to the sacrificial circle of
ideas.
In Gal. iii. 13 we have a reference to the death of
Shrist in which special emphasis is placed upon the in-
strument of death, namely, the cross, « Christ redeemed
us from the curse of the law, having become a curse for
us ; for it is written, Cursed is every one that hangeth on
a tree.”” Here the allusion is to Deut. xxi. 23, where it is
said that the body of a criminal who has been executed on
a gibbet shall not be left exposed overnight lest the land
be defiled, because a body so put to death is accursed of
God and therefore a source of pollution. Now Paul uses
this idea of the curse connected with the cross as a means
of relating the death of Christ to the divine law. The
law declares a crucified one accursed ; therefore in dying
on a cross Christ endured a curse, or, as Paul realistically
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expresses it, ‘“became a curse on our behalf,” and by
enduring the curse which the law pronounces upon trans-
gressors (iii. 10), has delivered us from liability to the
same. The closest analogue to this passage is 2 Cor.
v. 21, where Christ is said to have been “ made to be sin
on our behalf in order that we might become the right-
eousness of God in him.” The meaning is that he was
put in the place of sinners; that in his death he so
endured the penalty of sin, or the equivalent of that
penalty, that its infliction may be withheld from those who
will accept the benefits of this substitutionary experience.
The wages of sin is death ; Christ on man’s behalf has
vicariously endured death, —and in that ignominious form
of it which in the law involves a curse, — and now that
the penalty has been paid, the demands of the law are
satistied and the way to forgiveness opened.

We have here essentially the same mode of thought as
in the passages in which the death of Christ is correlated
with the justice or wrath of God. The law is contemplated
as the codification of those demands which arise out of the
holy nature of God. The verdict of the law has been pro-
claimed against sin. If this sin is to escape punishment,
it must do so because some other way is found of mani-
festing the divine displeasure and of satisfying the law’s
demand for its punishment. This way God himself pro-
vides in the vicarious endurance of death by Christ. The
premisses of this argument are unmistakable, and the con-
clusion is as inevitable as it is clear. To Paul’s mind there
is, in the nature of God, an obstacle to forgiveness which can
never be overcome until sin has been virtually punished.
The law’s curse impends over man until it is inflicted and
endured. But Paul stops short of a conclusion to which
this course of argument seems to be carrying him. He
does not say that Christ was personally accursed or that
he endured exactly what sinners would have endured in
punishment. This conclusion would have been a reductio
ad absurdum, for Christ was sinless and could not be
punished. Paul evidently regarded his death as the
cquivalent of punishment in that it expressed the divine
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righteousness and satisfied the law as fully as punishment
would have done. Hence Christ was “ made sin,” not a
“sginner’; he was regarded or treated as a sinner in so
far as he was taking the sinner’s place in suffering. Paul
says that he became * a curse,” not that he endured ¢ the
curse of the law”; that is, he had the experience of one
accursed, but did not suffer the personal displeasure of
God. Paul’s argument undoubtedly carries him to the
very verge of the view that Christ suffered the precise
penalty of sin — a conclusion which later dogmatic thought
felt compelled to draw from his premisses; but he care-
fully avoids it, since it would be fatal to his doctrine of
Christ’s person. Were Christ’s sufferings, then, in Paul’s
view, penal ? The answer depends upon the definition of
“penal.” In the strict sense of the word, they were not.
Penal means, having the character of punishment. Now
punishment implies guilt, and Christ was guiltless. But
Paul did regard Christ’s sufferings as serving the ends of
punishment and as a substitute for the punishment of the
world’s sin. In his sufferings God manifested and vindi-
cated his holy displeasure against sin as adequately as he
would have done by its punishment. It would not mis-
represent Paul’s thought to say that he regarded Christ’s
sufferings as representatively penal or as involving penal
consequences. e took the sinner’s place and endured
his lot, namely, death. This vicarious experience meets
the moral ends of punishment ; but it is evident that, since
he was sinless, his sufferings could not have the moral
qualities of punishment for him, nor could God entertain
revengeful feeling toward him personally. Paul’s theol-
ogy was juridical. God must secure the satisfaction of his
law before he can forgive. The operation of grace is con-
ditioned upon the assertion of justice. And yet these
contrasts are really transcended in Paul’s own thought,
since it is God himself who, in his love, finds a way to be
both just and gracious. It is he, and not another, who
provides the satisfaction. In the last analysis, God re-
moves his own obstacles and appeases his own wrath.
The very death by which his righteousness is exhibited is
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provided for by his love.! Christ’'s death could never
have been a propitiation for men’s sins except by the prior
determination of God’s love. “(God commendeth his love
to us in that Christ died for us.”

But this legalist scheme which Paul wrought out of the
materials of current Jewish thought is not the whole of
his doctrine of salvation through Christ. In the fertile
mind of the apostle his judicial and substitutionary theory
has broken over its natural boundaries and has developed
and expanded in various directions. To his thought the
vicarious sufferer was not isolated from those on whose
behalf lLe suffered ; he was in closest connection with
them as their representative and head. Paul applies this
conception of solidarity to Christ in representing him as
the second Adam (Rom. v. 16-19; 1 Cor. xv. 45; 2 Cor.
v. 14,15). He summed up, as it were, in himself all man-
kind considered as the subject of redemption. Hence, in
his death, all died (2 Cor. v. 14). The substitutionary
idea underlies the expression; Christ vicariously died the
death of all; but, nevertheless, a new element enters with
the identification of mankind with him in his death. It
is the germ of the thought, which is a favorite one with
Paul, that there is something in the experience of Christ
which others may share — something which they may re-
peat in their experience. If to Paul’s mind he died to
vindicate justice and satisfy law, it is also true for him
that he died for men that they should no longer live unto
themselves (2 Cor.v. 15). We have here a suggestion of
those more mystical and ethical interpretations which we
shall have to consider directly.

We find that Paul also attaches saving significance to
the resurrection: ¢For their sakes he died and rose
again”?; he rose on their behalf, that is, for their salvation.

1 « Paul interpreted the death of Christ from above, not from beneath.
An offering is not brought to God which shall convert him from wrath to
grace — 8o it had formerly been conceived ; but God is the Actor, the
Offerer, the Reconciler, and the ground of his action is pure love, noth-
ing else.”” Wernle, Die Anfiinge unserer Religion, p. 146.

29 Cor. v. 15. Here tmép atr&v belongs to both participles (dwo-
Bavbyre kai éyepbévry).
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“ He was raised for our justification” (Rom. iv. 25).
Elsewhere the resurrection is assigned a prominent place
among the contents of Christian faith (Rom. iv. 25; x. 9;
1 Cor. xv. 14,15). What was the saving value of the res-
urrection ? Probably they are right who hold that it was
viewed primarily as the counterpart of the death, as the
supreme evidence that the redemption wrought by the
death was complete. It is presented rather as a motive to
faith than as a basis of salvation. And yet its signifi-
cance seems to have outrun the limits set by this concep-
tion. In Rom. viii. 34 it is placed in connection with
the intercession ; but, of course, it may be held that the
intercession is conceived as based on an appeal to the
vicarious death on men’s behalf. In any case the resur-
rection not only supplies to Paul one of his strongest
analogical arguments (1 Cor. xv), but furnishes the mould
in which he likes best to cast his thought of the moral
renewal of man. Here again we find a link of con-
nection between the saving deeds and the ethical aspects
of salvation.

Had the sinless holiness of Jesus, his perfect life of obe-
dience to God’s law, in which Paul strongly believed (2
Cor. v. 21), no saving value or effect ? It is undoubtedly
assumed that his sinlessness is essential to his vicarious
suffering. If he had been tainted with guilt, he would
have been personally deserving of death, and so could not
have died solely for the sins of others. But no direct use
is made of his personal holiness in describing his redemp-
tive work. His one great act of righteousness, which
Paul magnifies, is his death (Rom. v. 18). His obedience
is noticed, but it is his obedience unto death (Phil. ii. 8).
His “active obedience” is quite subordinate in Paul’s
thought to his “passive obedience.” 1le appeared in the
likeness of sinful flesh that he might condemn sin in the
flesh by suffering for it (Rom. viii. 8) ; his obedience to
the law is conceived as having for its end ¢ that he might
redeem them which were under the law” (Gal. iv. 4).
In general, Paul did not greatly concern himself about
the earthly life of Christ; for his mind the atoning sig-
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nificance of his death eclipsed all other interests. His
life was but a prelude to his death.!

But was the work of salvation, then, for Paul wholly a
matter of judicial substitution and imputation? Is it a
mere payment of debt and cancellation of guilt by means
of which men are freed from the curse pronounced against
sin and delivered from the divine wrath? We must
answer that such is not the case. Paul has another line
of thought concerning the work of Christ in salvation
which holds quite as large a place, and is quite as central
in his teaching as the doctrine of expiation. The relation
of men to Christ and his salvation is not purely passive.?
They must enter into close life-union with him so that
they live in him and he in them. They must die with
Christ to sin on his cross, and rise with him in newness of
life. They must complete the full measure of his suffer-
ings. Believers constitute his mystical body and have
thus a corporate identity with him, so that his life is, as it
were, their life. Salvation is not alone from the guilt
but also from the power of sin. Not only does it deliver
from the condemnation of the law ; it neutralizes the
effect of the law in calling forth sin into increased activity
and in weakening the will. The aim of Christ’s death is
not solely to atone for past sin ; it is also to the end that
men should renounce the selfish life and strive to realize
the life of love (2 Cor. v.15). Here the love of God, which
is evinced in the death of Christ, is exhibited as a motive
prompting to love in return. In this whole passage the
doctrine of reconciliation by Christ’s death is developed in

1 The Pauline doctrine of expiation is expounded with substantially
the same result by scholars of the most various theological tendencies.
In illustration, I would refer to the following expositions: Cone, Paul,
the Man, etc., ch. xi; Denney, The Death of Christ, ch. iii; Pfleiderer,
Paulinismus, ch. iii; Ménégoz, Le Péché et la Redemption d'aprés St.
Paul, Pt. T1. ch. iii; Holtzmann, Neutest. Theol. II. pp. 97-121, and
Cremer, Die paulinische Rechtfertigungsiehre, pp. 426-448. All these
writers sustain an interpretation with which I substantially agree, though
I should wish, in some cases, to distinguish very sharply between their
interpretation and their estimates and inferences. To the elaborate and
masterly discussion of Holtzmann I acknowledge special indebtedness.

2 Cf. McGiffert, Apostolic Age, p. 129,
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connection with the ethical import and effect of his saving
work. In his death all died to sin that they might live
the new life of love.

In the Epistle to the Romans the juridical view of
Christ’s death is developed in chapters iii~v. At the
beginning of chapter vi an imaginary objection to the
argument is presented : If, as you seem to say, the more
sin, the more grace, then would it not follow that we
should continue in sin that grace may abound? This
question directs the apostle’s mind to the consideration of
the ethical aspects and consequences of redemption, and in
the next three chapters he shows how salvation involves
union with Christ and consequent freedom from sin and
victory over it. Christians, in virtue of their relation to
Christ, must be « bond-slaves of righteousness” (Rom. vi.
18), and must live and serve in ‘“newness of the spirit”
(Rom. vii. 6). Here certainly the salvation wrought by
Christ is regarded as something more than a mere past
fact, a payment of old scores ; the death becomes a conquest
of sin, and the resurrection a triumphant entrance into a
new ethical life which the believer repeats in his own
experience (Rom. vi. 4,5 ; Gal. ii. 19, 20 ; Col. ii. 20 ;
ui. 35 Phil. iii. 9, 10). Recipients of the benefits of his
death are not only freed from guilt and condemnation, but
from the actual power and effects of sin, and are enabled
to live a positive life of obedience, service, and holiness.
Thus ¢“that which from the standpoint of the law and its
authority appeared as an atonement for the breach of
bounden duty, appears from the standpoint of the apostle’s
anthropological premisses as the conquest of the flesh in its
hostility to God through the divine power of the Spirit.” !

What, now, is the relation of these two representations
to each other? Is the subjective-mystical view of sal-
vation an addition, a supplement, or a transformation of
the objective-juridical? Professor Bruce thinks that the
doctrine of an objective righteousness, wrought out by the
death of Christ, was first elaborated by the apostle ; that
this ¢ met the spiritual need of the conversion-crisis,” and

1 Holtzmann, Neutest. Theol. 1. 117,
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that «“the doctrine of subjective righteousness came in due
season to solve problems arising out of Christian expe-
rience.” Accordingly, this author speaks of them as * two
doctrines,” “two revelations which served different pur-
poses.” They are not regarded as incompatible or as
cancelling each other, but as answering two distinct ques-
tions.! It is common to regard one of these aspects of the
work of Christ as subordinate to the other. Probably a
majority of recent scholars hold that the conception of
freedom from sin through a new moral life is primary in
the thought of the apostle ;2 others reverse this relation.?
In this latter view expiation by Christ’s death is the
major premiss of all Paul’s subsequent argument. Dr.
Denney holds that all the apostle’s ethico-mystical conclu-
sions are deduced directly from Christ’s substitutionary
death. The sole object of his death was to atone for sin ;
now faith and love and all other Christian graces are the
consequences of that death in the sense that they are
evoked as man's response in gratitude for it. The whole
experience of salvation is implicit in the believing accept-
ance of that death as endured for us and as cancelling our
guilt. Paul’s thought on the subject has but one focus
and that is Christ’s * finished work,” his ¢ atonement out-
side of us.”* Others describe the two lines of thought as
parallel or interpenetrating. ¢ With this doctrine” (of
expiation), says Lipsius, ¢ which is wrought out in the
categories of Jewish thought, is imperceptibly mingled
the ethico-mystical view of the destruction of sin’s domin-
ion through the putting to death of the flesh.””® Holtz-
mann says that the principal distinction between them is
that the ethical view is based upon Hellenistic ideas, espe-
cially the contrast of flesh and spirit, while the expiatory
doctrine is built up by the use of popular Jewish concep-
tions and sacrificial categories.®

1 St. Paul’'s Conception of Christianity, pp. 214, 215.

2 So, e.g. Beyschlag, N. T. Theol. 11. 198-201 ; Weizsdcker, Das apos-
tolische Zeitalter, p. 139.

3 So Pfleiderer, Urchristenthum, p. 229 ; Ménégoz, op. cit., p. 251 sq. ;

Denney, Death of Christ, pp. 179-192.
¢ Op. cit., p. 185, 5 Dogmatik, p. 510. 6 Neutest. Theol. 11. 1117,
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The fact that such differences of opinion exist among
the most competent interpreters, is sufficient proof of the
difficulty of defining the relations of these two lines of
thought. The apostle has not united them in such a way
as to show in what consisted their unity or connection for
his own mind. Whether they are really one, or really
two, and, if the latter, what their bond of connection is,
are questions which admit of only conjectural answers.
To me, however, it seems quite unlikely that the two
classes of representations in question could have expressed,
for Paul’s own mind, two separate doctrines. The fact
that they are developed independently in the Epistle to
the Romans is doubtless due to the nature and purpose of
the argument ; elsewhere they are asserted and unfolded
together.! And yet I must admit that the impression
received by most interpreters of a certain duality of view
—a judicial and an ethical method of approach to the
subject of Christ’s death —is not wholly without justifi-
cation. It is possible, of course, to contend that the two
classes of propositions: Christ died to manifest the divine
righteousness, to satisfy the divine displeasure against sin,
and: Christ died that men might not live unto themselves,
that men might die with him to sin on his cross and rise
with him to newness of life — it is possible, I say, to con-
tend that these two classes of statements mean the same,
and so to interpret them as to make them practically
identical in idea. The fact remains, however, that on
most minds they make a very different impression.
Holtzmann offers the very interesting suggestion that the
objective-juridical theory is (as we have observed) the pre-
cipitate of the current Jewish ideas of substitution and
expiation applied to Christ’s death, while the ethico-mys-
tical view is the more direct product of Paul’s own expe-
rience. We are reminded that his own salvation is chiefly
described in terms of the latter2— an experience which
he generalizes in his favorite teaching that all Christians
died with Christ and rose with him.3 But it is question-

1 Cf. my Theology of the New Testament, p. 429.
2 See, e.g. Gal. ii. 19-21. 8 Neutest. Theol. II. 117, 118.
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able if we can separate between his experience and that
Jewish thought-world which had supplied the very atmos-
phere of his mental and religious life. With his concep-
tion of God’s nature and God’s law, Christ’s satisfaction
for sin must have been a primary fact in his experience.
Still, the suggestion is a valuable one. It is unquestion-
ably true that the juridical elements of Paul’s theology,
as seen in his doctrines of expiation and justification, are
survivals of his Pharisaic training. They determined, in
fact, the form of his religious experience as really as they
did the course of his thought. But the question is a fair
one, how far they were essential to his religious life and
thinking. It is certainly a suggestive fact that Paul’s
juridical arguments are brought forward most prominently
—one may say, almost exclusively—in his polemic
against Judaizing errors and objections to the gospel.
His constructive development of the doctrine of salvation
is chiefly in such terms as death to sin and union with
Christ. His own salvation is described as an ethical
process.

Traditional dogmatic has taken over the juridical
aspects of Paul’s teaching and has elaborated, and even
exaggerated, them into a system of substitutions, imputa-
tions, and equivalences which to most modern minds seems
so artificial and repellent that many are inclined to repudi-
ate all views which pass under the name of atonement.
But whether one approve or disapprove, it is a fact that
the traditional doctrine of salvation has been constructed
primarily out of the survivals of Pharisaism in Paul’s
thought. This has been done with a certain onesided-
ness, with a strong, if unconscious, preference for Juda-
istic terms and ideas, but with a logical cogency which
was more than a match for methods and efforts which
sought by mere exegesis to disprove the legitimate deri-
vation from Paul of this result. How plain it is that the
question, what we shall derive from Paul, is the question,
what estimate we shall put upon the various elements of
his thought. The ancient theologies made their dis-
criminations and estimates as really as modern thought
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ever does. They took what they wanted from the great
quarry and left the rest.

Let us note an example germane to our present subject.
The theory that there were in God two sets of contrasted
moral attributes, summarized under the names justice and
love, the former of which was primary, was not without a
certain apparent justification in Pauline ideas. One may
plausibly argue that the Epistle to the Romans opens with
the picture of these two contrasted qualities in God stand-
ing over against each other, and that the justice or the
wrath is primary, since the problem is, How may
justice be satisfied, in order that mercy may operate ?
Here are modes of thought which were current in late
Judaism, and it is evident that they still retain a strong
hold on the apostle’s mind. They are now taken up by
later thought and developed to their logical consequences ;
a conflict between mercy and justice was imminent in the
bosom of Deity. Justice demanded satisfaction ; it would
have its vengeance upon sin. Mercy yearned to save
men, but was powerless. Just then Christ came for-
ward and bowed his head to the penal stroke. Justice
is now appeased and the obstacle to the operation of
mercy removed. This scheme is deduced from the two-
fold assumption of a conflict between justice and love
in God and of the primary rights of justice in the case.l
Is it Pauline? Yes, if everything is Pauline the germ or
suggestion of which may be found in Paul ; if every trace
of Pharisaism, every survival of the late Jewish thought-
world in which he was reared is to be regarded as funda-
mental to his conception of the gospel. But one thing
was overlooked in this argument, namely, how Paul had
himself transcended his own contrast of love and justice
in his Christian conviction that it was the divine love
alone which found a way to satisfy justice, and that the
seeming contrast thus dissolves, after all, into unity.
Grace is the source of the whole redemptive procedure.

1The theory is elaborated in Shedd’s Theological Essays, p. 266 sq.,
and Dogmatic Theology, passim, and in Strong’s Philosophy and Reli-
gion, p. 188 sq., and Systematic Theology, passim.
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While in the direct exposition of the process of expia-
tion, justice is described as if holding a certain primacy,
yet in Paul’s general view, taken as a whole, it is plain
that love is the logical prius of the very idea and possi-
bility of expiation. The death of Christ has its motive
and ground in the love of God (Rom. v. 8). If attention be
fixed solely on one of the special circles of Paul’s thought,
I grant that the scheme which has been sketched may be
deduced from him; but if regard be had to his philosophy
of salvation as a whole, it is plain that he does not regard
Christ’s death as rendering possible the operation of love,
and that he does not regard retributive justice as primary
in the nature of God. If justice demands satisfaction, love
provides the way in which the satisfaction is made. ¢ The
element of grace,” says Baur, ‘“is so predominant (in Paul’s
teaching) that everything which the divine righteousness
demands in the death of Jesus can itself only be considered
as a consequence of the divine grace.” !

We shall hereafter recur to the points which are here
suggested. Let me, however, state in advance that the
materials of Paul’s Epistles should not be used, in my
opinion, as they are too often used, with no professed
discrimination of the sources of his various arguments
and illustrations, and with no consideration of what is
primary and what secondary in his system of thought.
Paul was the most versatile and many-sided thinker of
the apostolic age; his writings are a veritable treasure.
house of Christian thought, but it must be admitted that
if his language and modes of argument have been legiti-
mately employed by traditional dogmatics, then he is
chiefly responsible for a method and scheme of thinking
regarding God and the world whose acceptance for the
modern mind is impossible. The men of to-day can no more
think in terms of late Jewish theology than they can think
in terms of pre-Socratic philosophy. They can no more
appropriate the outward forms of Paul’s Jewish thought
respecting expiation than they can adopt the cosmology or
demonology which he derived from the same source.

1 Paulus, II. 167.
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No scholar of our time ever thinks of adopting the
allegorical method of interpreting the Old Testament
because Paul, having learned that method in the Jewish
schools, has employed it in some of his arguments. The
apostle’s great Christian convictions are obviously dis-
tinguishable from such methods of illustrating or justify-
ing them as were incidental to his Pharisaic training. In
like manner, in general, it is not only legitimate, but nec-
essary, to distinguish —difficult as it may sometimes be to
do so — between the specifically Christian and the char-
acteristically Jewish or rabbinic in Paul. This is done, in
one way or another, by all thoughtful students, though
some might not readily admit the fact. Now, since, in
some form, this discrimination is made, and must be made,
by all students of the subject, why is it not in every way
better that it should be made frankly and critically, in the
light of the best attainable historical knowledge of the
apostle’s education and thought-world ?

It is well-nigh universally admitted, and is practically
assumed even where it is theoretically denied, that we
must distinguish Paul’s ¢ gospel,” his Christian doctrine
of grace and faith, from the allegorical exegesis and
Pharisaic modes of thought by which, not infrequently,
he seeks to illustrate and enforce it. The same principle
holds good in application to our subject. Behind the
juridical apparatus of justification and expiation which
was taken over from his Jewish inheritance and training,
we must seek those essential ethical truths which consti-
tute the substance of his Christian faith and teaching.
Here, too, his own word is applicable, *“ We have this
treasure in earthen vessels.” There can be no greater
mistake than to confound the treasure with the vehicles
of illustration and argument which were supplied by a
rabbinic education.



CHAPTER V
THE DOCTRINE OF THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS

U~LIKE the Epistles of Paul, this Epistle presents the
doctrine of salvation chiefly in terms of sacrifice. Now
Christ is a priest, now an offering ; his blood is the blood
of a sacrificial victim shed to procure the forgiveness of
sins. Subjectively considered, salvation is pardon, cleans-
ing from sin, the purification of the conscience. Al-
though there are many important points of contact
between Paulinism and our Epistle, yet the differences
are more marked than the resemblances.! For Paul, as
we have seen, the death of Christ was due to a necessity
springing out of the requirements of the divine righteous-
ness ; it was necessary as a satisfaction to God’s law ;
Christ’s death was substituted for the death which sin
deserved. This circle of ideas is absent from the Epistle
to the Hebrews. Here Christ is a pure offering, offered
in sacrifice to God, but his death is not viewed as a sub-
stitutionary expiation. The absence of this idea is the
more remarkable since the author so closely approximates
it. Had he shared this conception it is not easy to see
why he did not bring it forward in connection with such
assertions as that Christ made propitiation ({Adoxeofar)
for the sins of the people (ii. 17), tasted death for every
man (ii. 9), and was offered to bear away the sins of many
(ix. 28). He, too, assigns reasons for the necessity of
Christ’s death, but they are not Paul’s reasons. Not the
satisfaction of the law, the removal of the curse, the
endurance of the penalty of sin, but a divine fitness or
decorum is assigned as the reason why the author of sal-
vation should be made perfect through sufferings (ii. 10).

1 See Ménégoz, La Théologie de 1’ Epitre aux Hébreuzx, p. 181 sq.
76
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Elsewhere he deduces the necessity of Jesus’ death from
the very fact that he is a priest. It is the calling of a
priest to offer sacrifice; hence, ¢ this high priest must
also have somewhat to offer” (viii. 3), and that ‘some-
what” can only be his own life. In another place this
necessity is derived from the import of the word &cafren.
This word has two meanings, — covenant and testament.
Our author passes from one meaning to the other in the
elaboration of his argument. The first covenant was sealed
by a death ; in fact, wherever a testament, or will, goes into
effect, it does so in consequence of a death ; therefore it was
needful that the establishment of the New Covenant should
be ratified by a death, that is, the death of Christ. How
widely different is this from Paul’s juristic argument.

It lies outside our present purpose to discuss the rela-
tion of our Epistle to contemporary thought.! It must
suffice to say that we have in it an acute and profound
exposition of Christianity, on a general Pauline basis, in
the spirit and method of the Alexandrian exegesis and
philosophy of religion. The influence of Philo on the
author’s thought and language is especially marked. The
relation of the Old Testament system to the New is con-
ceived to be that of shadow to reality, of promise to fulfil-
ment. The earlier covenant belongs to this lower, sensible
world (ix. 11; xi. 3), the realm of types and shadows
(viii. 5; ix. 23) which Philo called ¢ the visible order ” ;
Christ and his salvation belong to the upper, heavenly
world of eternal reality (viii. 1,25 ix. 1, 24; x. 1), which
Philo, in the spirit of Plato’s doctrine of archetypal ideas,
called the xdomos vontds, the intelligible world. By this
series of contrasts between higher and lower, shadow and
substance, temporal and eternal, the author strikingly
illustrates the superiority of Christianity to Judaism, and
depicts the absoluteness and finality of the gospel.? Now
the underlying idea here noticed has a certain kinship with
Paul’s teaching on the same subject. For both writers the

1 This has been done very thoroughly by Ménégoz, op. cit., p. 176 sq.,
and by Holtzmann in his Neutest. Theol. I1. 290 sq.
2 Cf. Denney, The Death of Christ, pp. 207, 208,
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law is preparatory to the gospel and finds in Christianity
its fulfilment ; but how differently is the process conceived
and described ! Paul contemplates the law chiefly in its
ethical demands. It pronounces a curse on all who do
not obey its every requirement; it is an inexorable
avenger ; consequently Christ must satisfy the law by his
death, enduring a curse which was the equivalent of the
curse pronounced by the law against sin, in order to open
the way for the exercise of forgiveness. To our author,
however, the law is a ceremonial system. Its significance
is that it prefigures the perfect sacrifice which Christ
makes for sins, and illustrates the lower, earthly counter-
part of the supersensible, heavenly world into which Christ
has entered, there to exercise the functions of a perpetual
priesthood on behalf of his people. The sharp contrast
between law and grace, so characteristic of Paul, is not
drawn by our author, and the way in which Paul shows
how, despite this contrast, the law indirectly serves the
ends of grace,!is quite foreign to this Epistle. In Paul’s
view the law increases transgressions by calling out man’s
native sinfulness into stronger and more manifold expres-
sion. To this writer the law is simply an ineffective,
because pictorial and symbolical, system of ritual purifica-
tion. Hence for Paul, Christ has abolished the law ; for
our author he has fulfilled it. In this matter, as Ménégoz
says, the writer of Hebrews is an evolutionist, while Paul
is a revolutionist. These differences are quite natural,
since the word “law ” is used by the two writers in such
widely differing meanings.

Other differences are equally striking. In Hebrews
the death of Christ, viewed under the aspect of a sacrifice,
receives an almost exclusive attention. The resurrection
is as incidental to our author’s scheme of thought as the
category of sacrifice is to Paul’s. The contrasts of letter
and spirit and of flesh and spirit, which are so significant for
Paul’s doctrine of salvation, scarcely appear in Hebrews,
and do not appear at all in the Pauline sense. The
heavenly intercession of Christ, his perpetual exercise of

1 See my Theology of the New Testament, pp. 371, 372,
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priestly functions on our behalf, takes the place of impor-
tance which in Paul is occupied by the expiatory aspect of
his death. Paul, also, has the idea of intercession, but it is
chiefly the intercession of the Spirit of which he speaks,!
and the conception is neither developed at length nor pre-
sented in terms of the Levitical ritual. Probably the near-
est doctrinal counterpart in Paul to the idea of Christ’s
eternal priesthood in Hebrews is the conception of life-
union with the risen and glorified Christ. But of that
whole circle of Pauline ideas which centres in the phrase
év Xpiorp, there is scarcely a trace in Hebrews. Even
more than in Paul is the work of salvation a work done
“ outside of us” on our behalf. We have seen how Paul
supplements this conception by his ethical mysticism. His
doctrine on the juristic side is: Christ for us ; but when
he describes salvation as an actual experience, his chief
emphasis is upon Christ ¢n us, a mutual indwelling of
Christ and the believer. This idea is not developed in
our Epistle. Its nearest counterpart is the teaching that
since Christ has entered into the most holy place, the
immediate presence of God, and there ministers on our
behalf, we may freely draw nigh to God with full assurance
and may rest secure in his favor (x. 22). Butin its form,
at least, this teaching resembles more a leaf from Paul’s
juristic exposition, such as : “ Being now justified by his
blood, we shall be saved from the wrath of God through
him” (Rom. v. 9), than it does such a description of
Christian experience as this : ¢ There is therefore now no
condemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus. For the
law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus made me free
from the law of sin and of death” (Rom. viii. 1, 2). It is
quite in accord with the difference here noted that the
doctrine of the Spirit receives but a very slight develop-
ment in Hebrews. Our author does, indeed, speak fre-
quently of an inner cleansing, a purification of the heart
(i. 8; ix. 14; x. 22), but this is conceived to have been
wrought by the death of Christ, on the analogy of the
Levitical sacrifices (ix. 22, 23). If the blood of those

1 Rom, viii. 26, 27 ; ¢f. v. 34,
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offerings avails for a ritual cleansing, how much more shall
the blood of Christ cleanse the conscience (ix. 13, 14).

This brief general comparison of the type of thought
illustrated in Hebrews with that found in Paul may serve
to indicate the special peculiarities of our author’s exposi-
tion and to aid our apprehension of the new ideas which
he brought to bear upon the subject. Other points will
come to view as we proceed. Let us now undertake a
systematic exhibition of this remarkable treatise on Christ
and his salvation. It will be convenient to divide the
general subject into the following themes: (1) the person
of the High Priest; (2) his offering of himself, conceived
in a threefold form (@) as a sin offering, () as a covenant
offering, and (¢) as the offering of the great Atonement-
day ; (3) his heavenly intercession ; (4) the effect of his
sacrifice ; and (5) the faith required in the recipients of his
benefits.

On the historical side the picture of Jesus in our Epistle
has important points of contact with the Synoptic por-
trayal of his earthly life. He is described as partaking
in our human lot, as obedient, tempted, and suffering, as
learning obedience by his sufferings, and as typically
illustrating the trust of a true Son of God in his Kather
(ii. 10, 14, 18 ; iv. 15; v. 8; vii. 28).

On the metaphysical side, however, our author’s con-
ception of Christ is more akin to that of Paul. With
formal differences we have here the Pauline doctrine of
Christ’s descent into our world from a preéxistent state.
It was he who established the house of Israel in which
Moses served (iii. 3), and in the latter’s preference
for God’s service he was enduring *“the reproach of
Christ 7 (xi. 26). Through his agency, or coiperation,
God made the worlds, and from the beginning he was
appointed heir of all things (i. 2). For a little while,
indeed, did God subject him to humiliation and suffering
that he might make atonement for human sin, but there-
upon exalted him again to a throne of glory and honor
(i. 7, 9, 17).

But it is chiefly in the character and functions of a priest
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that Christ is described. After the description of his su-
periority to the angels (chs. i, ii) and to Moses (ch. iii),
he is introduced in this character and compared with the
priests of the Levitical system. This comparison covers
a number of points in all of which his superiority to them
1s shown. Theirs is a changing and temporary order; his
is an eternal priesthood. They must offer sacrifices for
their own sins, as well as for those of the people; he is
a holy, guiltless, and undefiled High Priest who has
no need to make a sacrifice for his own sins, and who can
therefore all the more effectively atone for those of others.
They minister in this lower earthly sanctuary which is
but a semblance or shadow of the true tabernacle; he
exercises his priesthood in heaven itself, appearing there
perpetually in the presence of God on our behalf. They are
the representatives of a perishing order which is even now
on the point of vanishing away; he belongs to a world of
abiding reality, and is connected with a covenant which
is changeless and eternal. Their ministrations can only
ceremonially cleanse; they cannot really take away sins ;
his sacrifice has in it the power of moral renewal; it
cleanses the conscience and imparts ability to do the divine
will (v. 3; vii. 3, 11, 12, 16, 24, 26-28 ; viii. 5-13; ix.
11-15; x. 1-18).

One of the author’s methods of illustrating the eternal,
supramundane character of Christ’s priesthood is to de-
scribe him, quite in the manner of Philo, as a priest ¢ after
the order of Melchizedek ” (vii. 17). This mysterious
priest-king appears for a brief moment on the stage of
01d Testament history and then vanishes from view (Gen.
xiv. 18-20). He meets Abraham as he is returning home
with the spoils of war, pronounces a blessing upon him,
receives a tithe of the spoil —and that is all. Unlike
other priests, nothing is said of his pedigree or history.
His coming and his disappearance are alike enveloped in
mystery. He simply stands forth in his priestly character,
in entire isolation. So far as known, he derived his priest-
hood from no other. For all that history can tell us of
his office, he is “ without father, without mother, without
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genealogy, having neither beginning of days nor end of
life ” (vii. 8). But his very mysteriousness makes him a
fit type of our great High Priest. His name means “king
of righteousness,” and the name of his residence, Salem,
means “peace.” The fact that Abraham paid tithes to
him evinces his dignity and proves his superiority to the
Levitical priests, for in Abraham’s paying tithes it may be
said that Levi, the head of the priestly tribe, being yet in
the loins of his ancestor, paid tithes also to this mysterious
priest-king, and by so doing acknowledged his superiority
(vii. 5-10).

Christ, then, is a priest of this higher order, whose office
is not dependent upon descent from a single tribe, but
possesses a direct, divine authority and an inherent and
changeless worth and effectiveness. But now the very
idea of a priest is that he should offer sacrifices, hence
Christ must have somewhat to offer (viii. 3), and this
offering must be as much more perfect and efficacious than
the Levitical sacrifices as his priesthood is superior to the
order of Aaron. Beyond this point of view our author
does not appear to have gone in his reflections upon the
necessity of Christ’s death. A priest must offer sacrificial
blood ; where sacrifices are, there must occur the death of
the victim. Christ is a priest, and of this superior order
and character ; he must therefore offer a sacrifice which
comports with the nature of his office; the blood of that
sacrifice can only be his own, offered by means of “an
eternal spirit ” (ix. 14), the spirit of eternal love and self-
giving. We are thus brought to a more particular con-
sideration of the offering which Christ made.

This is the central theme of the Epistle (viii. 1). The
doctrine of Christ’s sacrifice is the “solid food for full-
grown men” (v. 14), which the author wishes his readers
might receive, and which stands in contrast with such
rudiments of Christian doctrine as repentance, faith, and
baptism (vi. 1, 2). In what way the sacrifices in general
operate, or how that of Christ in particular atones for sin,
the author does not say. He assumes the common Jewish
point of view respecting the efficacy of sacrifice. 1t is
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the divinely appointed means of approach to God and of
reconciliation with him. For our author this is axiomatic,
and he does not attempt to go behind or beneath it. As
has been indicated, he draws his illustrations from three
parts or elements of the Levitical system : the ritual of the
sin offering, of the covenant offering, and of the offering
on the great Day of Atonement, although he does not
formally distinguish them or attach to them any different
significance. They all alike atone, and Christ is the anti-
typical counterpart of each and all of them. The axiom
which underlies the whole argument is that “apart from
a shedding of blood forgiveness does not take place”
(ix. 22). Whether this proposition is meant in an abso-
lute sense, or is intended as the statement of a fact of the
Levitical system, is a question which probably carries us
beyond the author’s point of view. For him the Mosaic
law was an expression, in types and shadows, of the ab-
solute will of God. He assumed the divine origin and
necessity of bloody sacrifices in Judaism and, accordingly,
it was self-evident to him that in the antitypical system
there must be a corresponding offering made.

The most obvious consequence of the axiom just noticed
is that Christ’s death was a sin offering. He has offered
one final sacrifice for sins (x. 12, 18), in virtue of which
men may freely draw near to God in confident trust, and
through which their inner lives may be cleansed and per-
fected (x. 1, 22). Contemplated as the sacrificing priest,
he has “ made propitiation ({Adokesfar) for the sins of the
people” (ii. 17); contemplated as the victim, he was
“offered once for all (dmaf) to bear (&veveyxeiv) the sins
of many” (ix. 28). The proper meaning of {Adorecfar
i1s “to render favorable” ({\ews), and this is its import
in heathen literature; but it is a noticeable fact that the
biblical writers avoid the direct use of the expression,
“to conciliate God.” This verb occurs but twice in the
New Testament: in the publican’s prayer (Lk. xviii. 13),
in the passive, “ God be propitiated, be merciful, to me
the sinner”; and in our passage, where the object of the
action is not a person but the sins of men. This is a
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modified Alexandrian use of the word in which it can no
longer mean “ to render propitious or favorable,” but must
mean, in general, “ to atone for,” “to expiate.” What re-
lation this action bears to the nature and, specifically, to
the retributive nature of God, this loose use of \doxecfar
is too vague to indicate. If the Pauline philosophy of re-
demption be regarded as lying behind the phrase in ques-
tion, then the meaning would be, Christ by his death
appeased the divine wrath against sin and thus removed
the obstacle in the divine mind to its forgiveness.! But
there is a large element of inference in this interpretation.
It seems very doubtful, not only on account of the indefi-
niteness of the terms, but in view of the fact that the au-
thor never comments on the modus operandi of death in
sacrifice, or introduces the Pauline idea of a penal equiv-
alence. In the view of some we have an echo of Paul’s
doctrine in the phrase, ‘“to bear (that is, to bear the
penalty of) the sins of many,” but the Septuagint usage
strongly favors the conclusion that aveveyxeiv here means
to bear away.? 'These passages assert the efficacy of
Christ’s sacrificial death for the putting away of sin, but
I can find no philosophy of the fact in our Epistle. The
conviction appears to rest upon the general assumption
respecting the divine authority and necessity of sacrifice
as a medium of approach to God.

It is a favorite thought with our author that the Chris-
tian system is a New Covenant. Now the Sinaitic cove-
nant was ratified by a solemn sacrifice, *“ and Moses took
the blood, and sprinkled it on the people, and said, Be-
hold the blood of the covenant, which the Lord hath made
with you concerning all these words” (Ex. xxiv. 8).
This covenant sacrifice furnishes another point of analogy
between the animal offerings and the death of Christ.
The blood of the “mediator of the new covenant” is a
“blood of sprinkling” (xii. 24), whereby the hearts of
men are “sprinkled from an evil conscience” (x. 22);

1 Holtzmann thinks this meaning is implicit in the phrase which there-
fore contains the ‘¢ Kern des Siihnebegriffs,” op. cit., 11. 300.
2 Cf. d6érnas ris apaprias, ix, 26,



THE DOCTRINE OF THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS 85

that is, his blood is the sign and seal of a new covenant
relation with God into which men may now freely enter.
It is in this connection of ideas that our author deduces
from the double meaning of &waflijrn the twofold argu-
ment for the necessity of his death, already noticed. The
first covenant was sealed by a death, and every testament
becomes operative only through a death; hence in both
points of view the new system required to be based upon
a death. But this death must be of a higher order and
greater effectiveness than those which were known to the
former covenant. The mere pictures or semblances of the
heavenly realities, the instruments and accompaniments
of the ceremonial worship, might, indeed, be cleansed by
the blood of calves and goats,! but the antitypes of
these lower things, the heavenly localities themselves,
must be purified by the blood of a better sacrifice (ix.
15-23).

The ritual of the annual great Day of Atonement fur-
nished another point of connection between the death of
Christ and the sacrificial system. The offerings of that day
had a comprehensive character and significance, and served
as an atonement and purification for the sanctuary, the
priesthood, and the nation as a whole. On that day the high
priest, having made a sacrifice for the sins of himself and his
family, entered into the most holy place and sprinkled the
mercy-seat with the blood of the prescribed offerings, thus
“making remembrance of sins every year” (x. 3) and ac-
complishing an atonement for them.2 This sacrificial order
was ‘“a parable for the time now present” (ix. 9). As
the high priest entered the symbolical holy place, so Christ
has now entered into the true inner sanctuary, *heaven

1 0f a sprinkling of ¢ the copies of the heavenly things '’ (for example,
the book of the covenant), on which the analogy of ix. 23 is founded, no
mention is made in the Old Testament account of the covenant sacrifice.
Analogous sprinklings, however, are referred to elsewhere, e.g. Num.
xix, 6, 17 ; Lev. xiv. 7. The conception of purifying heaven itself by the
blood of Christ is due to the persistence of the idea of cleansing objects
})y blood under the old covenant. The analogy is pressed to its utmost
imit,

3 See Lev, xvi; xxiii, 26~32,
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itself, there to appear before the face of God for us” (ix.
24); and as the flesh of the sin offerings must be burned
without the camp (Lev. xvi. 27), so Jesus suffered
“ without the gate ” (xiii. 11, 12). But our author dwells
more upon the differences than upon the resemblances.
All these ceremonies of the great Atonement-day were
only symbolical, and therefore morally ineffective. The
fact that the high priest must make an offering for him-
self evinced his imperfection. The further fact that he
alone might enter the holy place showed that the true
holy of holies, the immediate presence of God, was not yet
made freely accessible to all who would draw nigh to him.
It is evident that such imperfect sacrifices, which are only
“carnal ordinances, imposed until a time of reformation,”
“ cannot, as touching the conscience, make the worshipper
perfect” (vii. 28; ix. 7-10). This result can only be
wrought by the perfect sacrifice of Christ, in which he is
at once perfect priest and perfect offering. This sacrifice
does not belong to this lower world of mere sensible pic-
tures, which are really only semblances, but to the upper,
heavenly world of eternal reality — to the ¢ tabernacle
not made with hands,” that is to say, to ‘ heaven itself ”
(ix.11-24). He has rent the veil, that is, his flesh (x. 20),
and has thereby opened the way to a free access to God.
In his sacrifice we have something real, eternal, effective.
His work cleanses the conscience and renews the heart
(ix. 14; x. 22). It isa work which is continuous; Christ
perpetually ministers as a priest on our behalf in heaven.
The experience of death was, indeed, endured once for all
here on earth; but this experience does not exhaust for our
author the meaning of Christ’s offering. The conception
of two worlds, a higher and a lower, carries the import
of the great sacrifice up into the world above (viii. 2).
There Christ is still offering himself, perpetually giving
his life for men. “So long as we think of death as the
offering, we can speak only of the efficacy of the death
stretching forward into the future. As soon as we sub-
stitute life, the true biblical idea of offering, for death,
the thought of the life offered (the life of one who dieth
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no more) involves in its own nature the element of con-
tiinuousness.” !

It is upon this idea of a changeless priesthood, a per-
petual offering to God through an eternal spirit, that the
conception of intercession is based. Unlike the Levitical
priests, who are dying men, our great High Priest abides
forever and has a priesthood which is unchangeable ;
“ wherefore he is able to save to the uttermost them that
draw nigh unto God through him, seeing he ever liveth
to make intercession for them” (vii. 25). It is because
his office is of this higher character ; because his ministry
is a part of that archetypal order of which the Mosaic rit-
ual is only a semblance or shadow, that his priestly min-
istration possesses this perpetual efficacy. It is because
Christ entered not into a holy place made with hands, a
mere pattern of the true sanctuary, but into heaven itself,
the higher world of abiding reality, that he now “appears
before the face of God for us” (ix. 24). What relation our
author conceived to exist between the one great priestly act
of Christ done once for all, —the yielding up of his life
on the cross,—and this perpetual, heavenly ministration,
it is not easy to determine. The motive of the latter idea
seems not to be the same as in Paul. For him the inter-
cession of Christ is one element in the manifold security
of the believer. Expiation, justification, intercession —
such is the threefold pledge which God has given of his
love (Rom. viii. 31-35). For our author, however, the
idea of intercession appears to arise from the inherent
eharacter of Christ’s priesthood and offering. Since
these belong to the world of eternal reality, their opera-
tion must be continuous and perpetual. This intercession
is clearly conceived to be something more than an appeal
to a past finished act ; it is not a mere perpetual petition-
ing, but a perpetual ministration. He is now and always
a ministering priest in the true tabernacle, the immediate
presence of God (viii. 2). The method of this priestly
ministry is not more particularly described, and we can

1 Milligan, The Theology of the Epistle to the Hebrews, p. 144, Cf. the
whole discussion in chapter vii.
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only say that our author has carried out his parallel
between the lower and the higher orders in application
to the present subject without attempting to define the
relation between the current view of a single past sav-
ing deed and a constant saving activity of Christ on our
behalf.

Let us next observe the descriptions given of the effects
of Christ’s sacrifice. We have already noted that they are
such as the putting away or bearing away of sins (ix. 26;
x. 4), the purification of the heart and conscience (i. 3;
ix. 14), and the sanctification of the people (x. 22). By
his death he made ¢purification of sins”; his blood
«cleanses the conscience from dead works to serve the
living God ”; by his offering he has « perfected for ever
them that are sanctified.” Now these moral effects appear
to be regarded as the direct and intended results of Christ’s
saving work. It is possible, indeed, to argue that a ju-
ridical satisfaction of justice must be inserted between
Christ’s saving act and these results in order to connect
them together;! but if so, this was a logical necessity of
which the author was not aware. e may not have told
us — and I do not think he has done so — how the sacrifice
wrought these effects, but certainly he has not intimated
that it accomplished them indirectly through an endurance
of the penalty due to sin by which the bestowment of for-
giveness and the procurement of its results were made pos-
sible. It seems to me clear that our author assumed as
axiomatic the efficacy of sacrifice—on what ground he
does not state. The Old Testament sacrifices sufficed
for their purpose; they could cleanse the sanctuary,
purify the flesh, and create a remembrance of sins; that
is, they sufficed for symbolical and ritualistic purification.
But for the actual putting away of sins, for the purifying
of the heart and the renewing of the life, they were inade-
quate. These results only the blood of Christ can accom-
plish, and this it can do because of that mysterious inherent
virtue, that “eternal” quality which it possesses. The
apparatus of a juristic philosophy of atonement is not only

1 8o Denney, The Death of Christ, pp. 229, 230,
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wanting here, but is incongruous with the method and
nature of the author’s thought. The efficacy of Christ’s
work stands connected, for his mind, with his conception
of the supersensuous, archetypal world of reality of which it
isa part. For Paul Christ’s death saves indirectly by pro-
viding a way of salvation; for our author it saves directly
through its inherent power to cleanse the life.!

The view of the Christian life presented in our Epistle
is determined in part by the author’s characteristic modes
of thought and in part by his special aim in writing.
Since the doctrine of the high priestly work of Christ is
the crowning truth of his system, it is natural that accept-
ance of it and confidence in its efficacy should be strongly
emphasized. But the Epistle is an Apology for the gos-
pel, an argument for its superiority in comparison with
Judaism, designed to dissuade the readers from lapsing
into the latter. From this point of view the duty which
is most urged is steadfastness or fidelity. Now salvation,
considered as an experience, is chiefly described under the
aspects thus suggested. Ilence faith and hope are its two
chief keynotes.

Of faith Christ himself is the supreme example. He is
the ¢« beginner of our faith” (xii. 2); that is, in the matter
of steadfast trust in God and perfect obedience to his will
he has gone before us and shown us the way. The cap-
tain or leader of our salvation was himself perfected
through sufferings, passed through a career of moral trial,
and learned obedience by the hardships which he endured.
It is the duty of the believer to follow in his steps, to
exemplify the same unshaken trust in God, the same
endurance of suffering, the same confidence in the reality
of invisible, heavenly things as he illustrated. Now our
leader, having set this perfect example of obedience here
on earth, has rent the veil which separates earth from

1 «Dag Siihnopfer wirkt, mit Ueberspringung der auf jid. Impu-
tations- und Satisfactionstheorien zuriickweisenden Mitglieder, direct
entsiindigend. . . . Nicht als ein, ausserhalb des siindigenden Menschen
zwischen Gott und Christus vorgehender, Act erscheint hier die Siihne,

sondern als Verleihung einer wirksamen Kraft zu realer Heiligung” (vii
26). Holtzmann, Neutest. Theol. IL. 304.
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heaven ; or, in the author’s favorite terms, having fulfilled
his priestly office here, has now entered into heaven itself,
there to continue his mediation on our behalf; it is our privi-
lege to follow him thither. Our faith is to be like an anchor
cast into that world beyond and which holds us in secure
attachment to it. We see how the author’s idea of faith
is colored by his conception of Christ as our pattern of
trust and by his Philonic view of the twofold universe, —
the sensible and the supersensible world.

What, then, is the nature of faith ? It is first formally
defined and then illustrated in detail. Faith is a firm
confidence with respect to the objects of hope, an assured
conviction of the existence of invisible realities (xi. 1).
Generically considered, faith is belief in a supersensuous
world. The examples which follow illustrate, in various
ways, this confidence in the invisible. By faith we believe
in the creation of the world by the power of God —an
event lying wholly beyond our observation and experi-
ence. Abel’s faith lent a superior value to his sacrifice.
Noah proved himself righteous by his confidence in the
divine warnings, though they were not reénforced by any
visible indications. Abraham and Sarah illustrated their
faith by their belief in the divine assurance, in spite of the
strong human probability to the contrary —and so on.
Faith is an heroic trust in God ; it is that confidence in
invisible powers and realities which can ¢ remove moun-
tains” of difficulty and improbability. It therefore in-
cludes obedience, fidelity, and hopefulness. Its motto is,
« Let us hold fast the confession of our hope that it waver
not ; for he is faithful that promised ” (x. 23). It is evi-
dent that this conception of faith is much more general
and comprehensive than that which is common in Paul.
For him faith is primarily trust in Christ and life-union
with him. For our author, also, faith “looks unto Jesus”
as its great example and inspiration; but prevailingly it is
God himself — his promise or his favor — which is repre-
sented as the object of faith (vi.2,10; xi. 6). Nor isfaith
regarded by our author, as by Paul, as a condition of
obtaining righteousness ; it is rather the proof of its pos-
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session. By offering his sacrifice in faith, Abel had witness
borne to him that he was righteous (xi. 4).

The writer’s conception of the heavenly world as the
seat of all abiding realities and the sphere of Christ’s con-
tinuous saving work gives to his doctrine of faith a strong
other-worldly cast. Faith looks away from the reproaches
and afflictions of this present life, joyfully contemplating
the loss of all earthly goods, knowing that in heaven there
awaits the believer a better and a permanent possession
(x. 34). Here in this lower world of instability and
change, this realm of shadows and semblances, the Chris-
tian has no continuing city ; but by faith he is able to hope
for a permanent abiding-place in the heavenly world, a city
with eternal foundations, whose builder and maker is God
(xi. 10, 16). This city is the celestial Jerusalem, inhab-
ited by an innumerable company of angels and of perfected
men. There the full perfection of the believer will be
realized and all his longings satisfied.

The question may be here suggested : What conception
of Christ’s saving work does this doctrine of faith seem to
favor? Now Paul’s idea of faith manifestly fits in with
his scheme of imputation and satisfaction, even though on
its mystical side it may be regarded as transcending it.
But this circle of ideas is, as we have seen, absent from
Hebrews. Faith is a persistent confidence, a steadfast
adherence. To what? To the belief that a vicarious
work has been done on our behalf — to an objective saving
deed, done outside of us? Doubtless; but not that alone.
Nor is that the aspect of Christ’s work which is kept most
prominently in view when the author is dwelling on the
actual experience of salvation. Rather is it the present
saving action of Christ which is emphasized, while faith is
described not as looking back to a past saving deed, but
upward and forward to the world of present eternal
reality. Salvation is realized in the pursuit and attain-
ment of sanctification, in participation in the holiness of
God (xii. 10, 14). It is cleansing, consecration, comple-
tion, after the pattern of Christ. We may not question
the objective, Godward aspect of Christ’s work ; our
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writer’s use of the categories of priesthood and sacrifice
carries that with it. But it seems to me clear that his
spiritualization of these categories, his description of
Christ’s sacrifice as a direct power of purification, and
his emphasis upon faith as, in principle, an imitation of
Christ, all go to show that his doctrine of salvation has
quite overleaped the limits of his own Jewish sacrificial
categories and has shown itself to be in all its deeper
elements an ethical and spiritual affair. As for Paul his
own favorite categories of law are too narrow to contain
his Christian doctrine of salvation, in like manner are
those of sacrifice, for our author.



CHAPTER VI
THE JOHANNINE DOCTRINE

THE Johannine definition of salvation is *eternal life,”
and this life is explained to consist in the knowledge of
the only true God and of Jesus Christ whom he has sent
(Jn. xvii. 3). Salvation is realized in the knowledge of
God and in fellowship with him. It means to walk in
the light, to keep his commandments, to love as he loves.
Now it is Christ who has taught us and enabled us so to
live. He is the Revealer of the Father, who has inter-
preted to men the Father’s will and nature (Jn. i. 18).
1t is the object of the Prologue of the Gospel to univer-
salize this idea of Christ’s revealing work. As the eter-
nally preéxisting agent of God in creation and revelation
the Logos was the depositary of the divine life and light
and, like an eternal sun, was shining down into the dark-
ness of the world’s ignorance and sin, though the world
in its blindness did not perceive his light. His illumining
work on earth in dispensing the Father’s grace and truth
is but a historical manifestation of a perpetual spiritual
activity by which he has been seeking to impart a revela-
tion of God to every individual man.

This idea of salvation by revelation runs, like an under-
tone, through the writings under review. ¢I have given
you an example,” says Jesus; “do as I have done” (Jn.
xiii. 15); “I have revealed the Father’s name unto men,
and will reveal it, in order that his love may dwell in
them ” (Jn. xvii. 6, 26). Hence he is himself the bread
of life to men. It is by eating his flesh and drinking his
blood, that is, by an inward appropriation of him, that
men are saved.! The keynote of the First Epistle is the

1 Jn. vi. 38-40. Cf. my Theology of the New Testament, pp. 225-227.
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imitation of Christ: He that abideth in him must walk as
he walked (I. ii. 6); the doing of righteousness is the
proof of divine sonship (I. ii. 29); he whose hope is set
on Christ will purify himself, even as he is pure (I. iii.
8); as he gave his life for us, so must we give our lives
for others (I. iii. 16) ; as he is, even so are we in this world
(I. iv. 17). If we have regard solely to such passages
as we have reviewed, we should derive from them the
idea that Jesus saves the world by illumining the world ;
that as the bearer of the divine light to men, he banishes
the darkness of ignorance and error from their minds and
reveals to them the path of truth and duty. And such s
the author’s idea; only it is not, as we shall see, his only
idea concerning the saving work wrought by Christ.
These writings are pervaded, at the same time, with the
conviction of the necessity and saving value of the death
of Christ. Let us first note the expressions of this convic-
tion in the Gospel.

We meet the idea in question on the very threshold of
the Gospel. John the Baptist proclaims the Messiah in ad-
vance as the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the
world (Jn. i. 29). The questions most discussed concern-
ing this passage are these: (1) Isit historical? (2) What
is the meaning of “the Lamb of God”? (8) Does ‘take
away” mean “to bear away by removing,” or ‘“to take
away by bearing,” that is, by enduring the consequences,
or penalty, of sin? The difficulties connected with the
first question are considerable. In strong contrast to the
Synoptics the Fourth Gospel represents the messiahship of
Jesus as apparent, and even as heralded, from the begin-
ning of his ministry. In like manner, an intended proph-
ecy of his death is early introduced (Jn. i. 29). It would
only be according to analogy to suppose that an idea which,
as matter of fact, emerged much later, is carried back be-
hind even the beginning of Jesus’ work.! At any rate,

1« Der Tiufer wusste gewiss eben so wenig von einem versshnenden
Tode Christi als Paulus vor seiner Bekehrung.'' O. Holtzmann, Das
Johannesevangelium, p. 51. Those who maintain, per contra, the his-
toricity of the words attributed to the Baptist, can hardly do so except
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the choice lies between the Johannine construction of
events and that which the Synoptists present. If Jesus’
messiahship was acknowledged and proclaimed from the
beginning, and the necessity and saving import of his
death declared even in advance, we must abandon the
Synoptic version of the course of events.!

The article in the phrase “the Lamb of God” marks
the conception as a familiar one —the Lamb of which
prophecy speaks, or the Lamb of whose death for sin
Christians are accustomed to speak. The word was al-
ready in current use before this Gospel was written
(Rev. v. 12; xiii. 8; 1 Pet. i. 19). Now the term might
be used in allusion to the Passover Lamb, or to the
Servant of Yahweh, who is compared to a lamb (Is.
liii. T); or the two ideas might be combined in the
expression. Paul had compared Christ’s death to the
paschal offering (1 Cor. v. T), and the picture of the suf-
fering Servant was familiarly applied to Christ (Mt. viii.
17; Acts viii. 32-35; 1 Pet. ii. 22-25). While the
special significance attached in the Old Testament to
the Passover offering may be regarded as favoring the
first explanation, it seems to me that the phrase ¢ Lamb
of Glod” makes the allusion to the lamblike Servant of
God in Isaiah liii. quite indubitable. The New Testa-
ment use of “the Lamb” as a name for Christ contem-
plated as a sacrificial victim appears to have primary
by supposing a special, direct revelation to him. The idea of a suffering
Messiah was not only foreign, but abhorrent, to the Jewish mind. This
proclamation was, therefore, without any basis or antecedents in the
ideas of the Baptist’s time and circle. Meyer is doubtless right in reject-
ing all efforts at historical explanation (assuming the historicity of the
saying), and in insisting on a special revelation concerning Jesus’ death

and its significance as alone adequate to explain the forerunner’s words.
Comm. in loco.

1 ¢f. Wild, Contentio Verttatis, p. 161 : ** We saw that the words * for
the forgiveness of sins’ . . . were probably of the nature of a comment
on the original words. The same may be said of the opening testimony
of the Baptist in the Gospel of St. John: ‘Behold the Lamb of God,
which taketh away the sins of the world.’’* The writer adds that both
additions were justified, but that later thought erred ¢ in placing the
emphasis too exclusively upon the death of Jesus as the means of
redemption.”
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reference to the picture of the Servant who went as a
lamb to the slaughter; but with this is certainly com-
bined associations derived from the Levitical ritual. It
is not merely as the meek and quiet sufferer, but as the
sacrificial offering that Christ experiences death. The
phrase in question is probably, primarily, a reminiscence
of Isa. liii. 7, interpreted in the sense which was attached
to the atoning sacrifices.

The phrase ¢ aipwv almost certainly means, ¢ who
removes.” The Seventy use other words (AapBaveww, ¢é-
pew, avagépev) to denote the bearing (enduring) of sin.
To take away is also the uniform meaning of alpewv in the
Fourth Gospel.! That this is its meaning in a closely anal-
ogous passage in the First Epistle (I. iii. 5) is extremely
probable from the context. It is in connection with an
argument designed to show the radical antagonism between
the Christian life and the sinful life that it is said that
Jesus Christ « was manifested in order to take away sins,”
that is, to abolish them or break their power. Such is the
natural import of the word on its face. It is possible,
however, that in such connections as that in which it here
stands, it carried or implied, for the mind of the writer, a
further meaning such as the figure of the slain lamb is
adapted to suggest.? One must judge. whether this is
probable in the light of other expressions.

The subsequent references to his death in the Gospel
are almost all included in the sayings of Jesus himself.
It may be well to grasp them up together that they may
first be viewed in their entirety. The sayings are these :
« As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so
must the Son of man be lifted up; that whosoever believ-
eth may in him have eternal life ” (Jn. iii. 14, 15), with
which should be compared this saying: “ And I, if I be
lifted up from the earth, will draw all men unto myself”
(Jn. xii. 82); «I give my flesh for the life of the world”
(Ju. vi. 51) ; “the Good Shepherd gives his life for the

1 E.g. xi. 48; xv. 2; xvii. 156; xix. 31.
2 (. xix, 36. Holtzmann thinks this likely : ¢“ Man muss zur Ueber-
nahme der Sithne fortschreiten.” Neutest. Theol. 11. 479.
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sheep ” (Jn. x.11); “I lay down my life freely ” (x. 18);
“ Except a grain of wheat fall into the earth and die, it
abideth by itself alone; but if it die, it beareth much
fruit” (Jn. xii. 24); ¢« Greater love hath no man than
this that a man lay down his life for his friends” (Jn. xv.
13) ; “For their sakes I sanctify myself, that they also
may be sanctified in truth” (Jn. xvii. 19). To these
sayings should be added the comments of the Evangelist
himself on the declaration of the high priest Caiaphas, to
the effect that it was expedient that somne one should die
for the people (Jn. xi. 48-52). In the judgment of
some interpreters there is also an allusion to Jesus’ death
in the saying, * God so loved the world, that he gave
(that is, on this view, gave up to death as a sacrifice) his
only begotten Son” (Jn. iii. 16), though it is quite
impossible to determine whether this and the subsequent
verses (to v. 21) are a part of the discourse of Jesus or
an explanatory comment of the author. The principal
ideas in question, then, are these: the lifting up of Christ
(on the cross) that men might have life or be drawn unto
himself ; his gift of his flesh and blood as the life-giving
food and drink ; his laying down or consecrating of his
life on behalf of others.

By the lifting up of Christ from the earth the Evan-
gelist clearly understands his elevation upon the cross.
This is not only implied in the comparison with the lifting
up of the brazen serpent upon a pole, but is explained by
the comment : * This he said, signifying by what manner
‘of death he should die” (Jn. xii. 833). DBut it is possible
that a further meaning lies in the background of this
explanation. The phrase “from the earth ” suggests the
conception of exaltation to glory and power. The com-
bination of these two widely differing ideas would not
seem incongruous to the author since he regards the way
of humiliation and death as the path to glorification. Via
crucis, via lucts. In the near prospect of death Jesus sees
himself as already glorified (Ju. xiii. 31). Paul has a
similar collocation of ideas when he says that Christ
humbled himself to the death of the cross and therefore
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God highly exalted him (Phil. ii. 8, 9). In this view
the death of Christ, contemplated as the counterpart of
his exaltation, is a means of salvation, a supremely attrac-
tive power drawing men to him. I cannot see that any
expiatory idea is suggested or implied in this representa-
tion. The passages seem to say that the suffering love of
Christ and the victory of that love are saving powers in
human life. It is, of course, open to the interpreter to
declare that they cannot be such except by a satisfaction
to God’s justice, which is the logical prius of love’s work
in salvation, but it is incumbent upon him to show that
such is the case.

The second group of passages to be considered is found
in connection with the discourse on the bread of life,
especially the words: ¢ The bread which I will give is my
flesh, for the life of the world ™" ; « Except ye eat the flesh
of the Son of man and drink his blood, ye have not life in
yourselves ” ; ¢ He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my
blood abideth in me, and I in him™ (Jn. vi. 51, 53, 56).
The common view is that we have here references to
Jesus’ submission to death for the salvation of the world,
that is, to his making an atonement by his death for human
sins. Some see in the words allusions to the Lord’s Supper,
in which, however, the expiatory idea is involved. The
verses quoted, if taken by themselves, do most naturally
carry one’s thoughts in this direction, and the correspond-
ing interpretation is certainly plausible. ~When the dis-
course is regarded as a whole, however, this explanation
does not seem to me so natural. The course of events (be-
ginning with v. 1) which lead up to the discourse does not
favor either the sacramental or the sacrificial interpretation.
Jesus isillustrating his present life-giving work in healing
and in quickening the spiritually dead. The miracle of
the loaves is set in the same connection of ideas. This
outward act of feeding suggests the motive of the descrip-
tion of himself as the bearer of spiritual food to mankind,
which is elaborated under the figure of the bread of life.
Moreover, he is represented as addressing in this discourse
his enemies and critics. Is it natural to suppose that in
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such circumstances he would introduce a description of
his future sacrificial death or a reference to a Christian
memorial sacrament to be established later ? Such a sup-
position seems to me in the highest degree unnatural. It
should be added that, in keeping with the descriptions
which lead up to the discourse, the language refers chiefly
to a present bestowment of life, *“ My Father is (now)
giving you (8{8waw) the true bread out of heaven” (Jn.
vi. 82). Jesus was speaking of a salvation which he was
offering to men then and there —a present, available
bread of life. It is true that in verse 51 we have the
future tense, « The bread which I will give (8wow) is my
flesh.” In order to obtain the sacrificial interpretation
of these words, two assumptions have to be made: (1) that
the verb &:8dva: here means to give to God as an offering,
and (2) that by the future tense a definite future event
(Christ's death) must be meant. Both assumptions are
questionable. The verb d8dvar is used throughout (wv.
31-34) of giving food for man’s nourishment, and the
future tense may quite naturally denote Christ’s continuous
giving of himself for the life of the world. *“He who
eats my flesh and drinks my blood abides in me, and I in
him,” says Jesus.

It seems to me that the discourse is designed and
adapted to convey, in figurative terms, the idea of a
spiritual appropriation of Christ. This is the conception
of its import which suits the circumstances which lead up
to it and agrees with the natural meaning of the phrase,
to eat the bread of life. Moreover, Dr. John Lightfoot
has given abundant examples of the use of this figure in
the Jewish schools. In the light of this usage his con-
clusion as to the meaning of the discourse under consider-
ation is this, “To partake of the Messiah truly is to
partake of himself, his pure nature, his righteousness, his
spirit; and to live and grow and receive nourishment
from that participation of him — things which the Jewish
schools heard little of, did not believe, did not think ; but
things which our blessed Saviour expresseth lively and
comprehensively enough, by that of eating his flesh and
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drinking his blood.”! It is indeed possible, as Weiss
suggests, that in reproducing the discourse, tradition as-
signed to some of its terms a sacrificial meaning or viewed
its language as specially applicable to the eucharist. If
s0, it can only be said that this application does not seem
warranted by the circumstances, the occasion, or the lan-
guage of the teaching taken as a whole. The dominant
idea is that of ethical appropriation. I think that all its
expressions are compatible with this idea. But if it be
insisted that the references to eating the flesh and drink-
ing the blood of the Son of man must refer either to
Christ’s death or to the eucharist, the most natural con-
clusion from that assumption would be that this is an
application which was given to the discourse in the com-
position or redaction of the narrative. Neither the situa-
tion presupposed, nor the figure used, nor the obviously
mystical language which is prevailingly employed, lends
itself naturally to either of the more common interpreta-
tions.

We turn next to those passages which speak of our
Lord’s giving his life or consecrating himself on behalf of
(Umép) others. As the Good Shepherd he “lays down his
life for the sheep” (Jn. x. 11,15). The selfish proposal of
Caiaphas to sacrifice Jesus in order to avert suspicion from
the ruling classes is viewed by our author as an uncon-
scious prophecy of the necessity of Christ’s death. Un-
wittingly ¢ he prophesied that Jesus should die for the
nation; and not for the nation only, but that he might
also gather together into one the children of God that are
scattered abroad” (Jn. xi. 51, 562). In his great love he
«“lays down his life for his friends” (Jn. xv. 13). For
his disciples’ sakes he “sanctifies or devotes himself that
they themselves also may be sanctified in truth” (Jn. xvii.
19). To these passages which express the idea of the gift
of himself on behalf of others may be added the striking
figurative generalization of this truth, « Except a grain of

! Hore Hebraice, in loco, Oxford ed., I11. 309. This general concep-
tion of the purpose of the discourse is entertained, with variations in the
applications of its meaning, by Westcott, Weiss, and Wendt.
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wheat fall into the earth and die, it abideth by itself alone;
but if it die, it beareth much fruit” (Jn. xii. 24).

Now the special points of interest for our present inquiry
are : What is the import of the phrase, ¢ to lay down his
life for ” others (Ti0évar Ty Yruynr vmép) 21  What is the
meaning of his “sanctification” (dyid&ewv) of himself for
(9¥mép) his disciples that they may be sanctified? Do
these representations, taken together, point in the direc-
tion of a substitutionary death, having judicial or penal
significance, or do they rather favor the idea of an absolute
consecration of his life to the service of others which
stopped short of no consequence to which it might lead ?
Some interpreters find the expiatory idea in the phrase,
“to lay down his life for ” others. It is held to mean, to
pay down his life as a ransom-price for the redemption of
others. It is noticeable, however, that the support for
this interpretation is drawn from the classical use of the
phrase or from biblical sources outside the Johannine
writings, such as: *“Christ Jesus who gave himself a
ransom (6 8ovs éavrov avriivrpov) for all” in 1 Tim. ii. 6,
and the Synoptic phrase “to give his life a ransom for
many ” (Sodvar Ty Yuynyr AoTpov avri worhwv) (Mk. x. 45
= Mt. xx. 28), which is assumed to bear a judicial sense.
But this method of determining the force of the phrase is
certainly questionable. 'We cannot properly assume that
because a similar expression in 1 Tim. carries a certain
meaning, therefore that meaning attaches to this Johannine
phrase. In point of fact this phrase is an idiom of the
Johannine writings, and is to be explained from their
characteristic use of words. As mfévar Ta ipdrmia is the
correlative of AauBdvew ta ipdmia (Jn. xiii. 4, 12), so is
Ti0évar Ty Yuyidv the correlative of AauBdvew v Yvxiy
(Jn. x. 17, 18). His giving of his life is the counterpart
of his taking or receiving it again, as in the Synoptics :
He that giveth, or loseth, his life shall save it. The fol-
lowing are the other principal examples of its use : ‘Peter
says, I will lay down my life for thee ” (Jn. xiii. 37, 38) ;

1 (. the kindred idea of his giving his flesh for the life of the world —
3i86vas THy cdpka abrod vmép THs Tob Kbouov fwis. —Jn. vi. b1
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« Hereby know we love, because he laid down his life for
us; and we ought to lay down our lives for the brethren ”
(1. iii. 16). Inthe frequent instances where Tféva is not
followed by Tyv Yrux7v, but by other objects, the meaning is
generally “ to lay away, or aside,” for example: ¢ Where
haveyelaid him?” ¢« He layeth aside his garments.”! Now,
these Johannine uses of the word T:févar do not favor the
idea that in the passages under consideration its meaning
is, to pay down as a ransom. There certainly could have
been no such thought in Peter’s mind, or in the minds of
those who heard him, when he said, “ I will lay down my
life for Jesus’ sake.” Nor is it conceivable that the author
could have had such an idea when he compared the giving
of life by Christians for each other to Christ’s giving of
his life for them. It would be unnatural in the last
degree to attach a wholly different meaning to the same
words in the two clauses of the same sentence. Jesus’
laying down of his life for men must have been, for our
author, of such a nature that men could, in some degree,
imitate and copy it. He could not have conceived of it as
generically different from the self-giving of Christians
in mutual love and service. For these reasons most
modern scholars reject the traditional rendering ¢ to pay
as a ransom” in favor of the meaning, “to yield, give,
or bestow.”

We consider next the meaning of the words: “For
their sakes I sanctify myself,” etc. (ayialw épavrov) (JIn.
xvii. 19). Its general import cannot be doubtful. As
the Father sanctified him and sent him into the world
(Jn. x. 36), that is, consecrated him to his saving office
and mission, so also he freely consecrates himself to this
work with all that it involves. But do the words include
a direct and intended reference to his death, and, if so, do
they intimate or suggest anything respecting the saving
import of that death? The traditional interpretation
answers both these questions in the affirmative. In this
view, the meaning is, I consecrate myself in death as an
expiatory sacrifice unto God. This explanation is forti-

1 Jn, xi, 84 ; xiii. 4, ¢f. xix. 41 ; xx. 2, 13, 15.
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fied by reference to a sacrificial use of ayidfev, which is
found in the Septuagint.! Now we cannot doubt that
Jesus’ consecration of himself to his saving work included
his devotion of himself to whatever experiences and suf-
ferings might lie in his path. At the time which this dis-
course contemplates he saw the cross impending over him
so that his self-consecration doubtless involved for his
consciousness the experience of death. But it does not
follow from this that these words have direct and specific
reference to the experience of dying, much less that they
denote his death as an expiation or a judicial equivalent
for sin’s penalty. In no other instance does the Johan-
nine use of ayiafew convey or suggest this interpretation.
The Father’s sanctification of Jesus in x. 86 is his consecra-
tion of him to his messianic office. The sanctification of
the disciples for which Jesus prays, and which his saving
work contemplates, is sanctification *“in the truth ” (xvii.
17, 19), that is, consecration to God and to holiness of
life. The common interpretation requires us to assume
a double sense for the word ‘sanctify ” in verse 19 —a
supposition against which there is, to say the least, an
antecedent presumption. This difficulty hassometimes been
met by rendering, I consecrate myself to death in sacrifice
in order that my disciples may consecrate themselves to
death as martyrs for my cause. But apart from its un-
naturalness and the large element of importation in this
interpretation, a single self-consistent meaning for ayiaé-
ew is not thereby secured, since there is a wide difference
between dying as a substitute and dying as a martyr.
Moreover, in the whole discourse there is no allusion to
his death, much less to an expiatory interpretation of it,
unless it is contained in this one use of ayiafw. There
are, however, several expressions of what he has done, is
doing, and will do in his saving work. They are these :
His gift to men of eternal life through the knowledge of
God and of himself (vv. 2, 8) ; his accomplishment of the
Father’s will in manifesting his name and glorifying him
on the earth (wv. 4, 6) ; his conveyance of God’s truth to

1 E.g. Ex. xiii. 2; Deut. xv. 19.
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men (vv. 8, 14) ; his guarding of his own from error and
sin (v. 12) ; his prayer that the Father will keep them,
bind them to himself and to one another in love, and
complete in them the work which he has begun (wv. 17,
21-26).

It is in the midst of this course of thought that our pas-
sage stands. Jesus is saying that as the Father sent him
into the world, so he is sending them, and that as he is
consecrating himself for their good, so they are to be con-
secrated to God. Have we not a close parallel here, alike
in form and substance, to this, ‘“ Hereby know we love,
because he laid down his life for us: and we ought to lay
down our lives for the brethren” (1. iii. 16)? It seems
to me that this Johannine parallel, the context of our pas-
sage, and the use of ayidfewr by our author all favor the
opinion that we have here “two consecrations of a homo-
geneous character ” (Godet). The conclusion of Holtz-
mann that here, as in i. 29, the Pauline expiatory theory
lies in the background?! seems to me without proof or
evidence. Nor is the argument to the effect that the
present tense (ayiafw) excludes the idea that he refers to
his consecration of his life in general,? a cogent one. The
tense is perfectly appropriate to express the idea of a con-
tinuous and not yet completed self-giving. We are told
that his life was past, and that in speaking in the present
tense he could not refer to that;® but it is quite certain
that at the moment of speaking he was not dying. The
general contention that the author of the Fourth Gospel
has no idea of the divine love except as illustrated in pro-
pitiation, and that his language must therefore relate to
the satisfaction of the divine wrath ¢ whether he has given
articulate expression to such a relation or not,”  assumes
the whole case which requires to be proved. For the rea-
sons given I can only conclude that the phrase in ques-
tion most naturally refers to our Lord’s consecration of

1 Hand-Commentar, in loco.

2 Holtzmann, Neutest. Theol. 11, 479; Denney, The Death of Christ,
p. 269.

3 So Denney, op. cit., p. 269. ¢ Ibid., pp. 268, 276.
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himself to his appointed work, which would include what-
ever that work might involve. In point of fact it included,
and he foresaw that it included, his death. But of any
special interpretation of his death I can find in the pas-
sage in question no trace.

The principle of self-giving is stated in a general form
in the saying, *“ Except a grain of wheat fall into the
earth and die, it abideth by itself alone ; but if it die, it
beareth much fruit” (Jn. xii. 24). Here, it issaid, Jesus
is speaking specifically of his own death, and makes the
power of his work directly dependent upon it; as the
grain of wheat must die in order to bear fruit, so must he.
Even assuming that this is exactly the sense which the
words are meant to convey, I find no intimation here of
the way in which his death yields the fruitage of salvation.
If it is legitimate to introduce the Pauline idea of propi-
tiation, or to suppose that it lies in the background of our
author’s version of the Lord’s words, then, of course, the
meaning is plain enough: Christ must by his death atone
for sin before its forgiveness can take place. But in order
to find all this in such a saying, it should be shown, I
think, that these ideas are plainly expressed or implied
in the language elsewhere attributed to Jesus by the au-
thor, or, at any rate, that they hold an unquestionable
place in his own thought. Now it is not open to doubt
that Jesus knew himself to be facing the near prospect of
death, and that his devotion of himself to his life-work in-
cluded his submission to that experience. In the sense
that his own life was included in the law which he here
states, we may hold that he refers to his death. But I see
no evidence that the reference is more specific. The verse
in question seems to be paralleled by the verses which
immediately follow and to be explained by them. The
discourse continues : ‘ He that loveth his life loseth it;
and he that hateth his life in this world shall keep it unto
life eternal. If any man serve me, let him follow me,”
ete. (Jn. xii. 25, 26). Now these immediately following,
and apparently kindred, words are simply the reproduc-
tion of the frequent Synoptic saying, “ He that loseth his
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life shall save it.” Does any one suppose that saying to
refer specifically to Jesus’ death and even to its propitia-
tory character ? It is true that later on in the discourse
(v. 27 8q.) the thought turns directly to the subject of his
death. If the popular view of the strict unity and cohe-
rence of these Johannine discourses be assumed, it may be
urged that the thoughts which come after must have been
in mind throughout. If, then, we make every assumption
which it seems possible to make, we may find in this say-
ing an expression of the fact that the law of self-giving
would involve his death, and that great saving benefits
would result from his submission of himself to that law.
The claim that it is the death per se which is conceived as
the source of the benefits seems excessive. It is not the
death of the wheat which produces the harvest; the death
or perishing of the grain sown is a step in the process of
nature whereby the germs of the seed are liberated that
they may develop into the new product. What the anal-
ogy yields is naturally this, that Jesus’ death is a neces-
sary condition of his greatest work and power; that
through death his work for men is made to end in larger
life and greater fruitfulness.

No candid student of the New Testament could wish
to minimize any evidence which can be found that Jesus
taught or suggested some specific view of the way in
which his death procured or conditioned salvation. No
one who has any historical interest or insight would fail
to appreciate every item of information which might serve
to show that Jesus had offered to his disciples a theory or
philosophy of the relation of his death to the forgiveness
of sins. It is one of the great embarrassments of New
Testament study that so little information of this kind
can be found. It is natural enough that Christian theo-
logians should make the most of every phrase and word
which can be so construed as to contribute to a theoretic
or constructive view of that subject. But our great
desire for evidence does not warrant us in manufactur-
ing it. Paul wrought out a definite theory on the sub-
ject, and the orthodoxy of all ages has been a reproduction,
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with variations, of that theory. But, as we have seen, if
it is to be found in the Synoptics, it must be discovered
in one or two phrases. It does not appear in the reports
of the first apostolic preaching. We find something kin-
dred to it in Hebrews — but with a wide difference. We
look with eager interest to see whether we may find it, or
some approximation to it, in the Fourth Gospel, which is
later than all the other sources and is preéminently domi-
nated by a theological interest. Some are able to find a
full theory of expiation there; I am not, — least of all in
the sayings about his death ascribed to Jesus. The say-
ing attributed to John the Baptist is the one which most
naturally lends itself to the expiatory interpretation.
But even if this last of the Old Testament prophets had
anticipated the whole Pauline and ecclesiastical theology,
we should be, for all that, as far off as ever from knowing
the relation in which Jesus conceived his death to stand
to the forgiveness of sins.

Let us next note the references to the subject in the
First Epistle. Here the principal relevant passages are :
“The blood of Jesus his Son cleanseth us from all sin”
(I. i. T); «If any man sin, we have an Advocate with
the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous; and he is the
propitiation (¢Aaouds) for our sins; and not for ours
only, but also for the whole world” (I. ii. 1, 2); “God
loved us and sent his Son to be the propitiation for our
sins” (I. iv. 10). To these may be added the saying
already noticed, that “he was manifested to take away
sins” (1. iii. §), and this, “ Your sins are forgiven for
his name’s sake” (I. ii. 12). Now whatever the first of
these passages may presuppose, it is quite clear that it
describes not a bearing of sin or a judicial cancelling of
guilt, but an actual deliverance from sin itself. In this
respect it resembles most closely not those Pauline pas-
sages which speak of Christ’s being made “sin” and “a
curse” for us, but the references which we found so
common in Hebrews, to Christ’s cleansing the inner
life by his blood,! perfecting the conscience, and putting

1 Heb. ix. 14, X. 2, xafapi{ewv in both instances.
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away sins by the sacrifice of himself (Heb. ix. 9, 26;
x. 10, 14). The reference to Christ as an “ Advocate
with the Father” also reminds us of the doctrine
of his eternal priesthood in Hebrews. That an actual
purification, and not merely a provision for a possible
forgiveness, is meant in I. i. 7 is further evident from
the fact that it is a « cleansing ” of believers of which the
author is speaking. This cleansing is dependent upon
their fulfilling certain conditions described by ¢ walk-
ing in the light.” If the Christian readers do thus “ walk
in the light,” two results will follow: they will have fel-
lowship with one another, and will be cleansed by the blood
of Jesus from all sin.

As has been intimated, it is commonly contended that
behind this passage, and, indeed, behind all the passages
which we have been reviewing, there lies the assumption
of a judicial satisfaction for sin which is viewed as the
condition precedent of all the actual effects which are
ascribed to the death or blood of Christ. As we have
seen, this contention rests rather upon inference than
upon any indication contained in the passages them-
selves, or their context. This inference is held, how-
ever, to receive strong confirmation from the two passages
in this Epistle, in which Christ is expressly called a pro-
pitiation, that is, according to a Johannine idiom, a cause
or means of propitiation. This term ((Aaouds), it is
held, links the Johannine thought to that of Paul, by
whom Christ is described as a propitiation ((Aaoriipiov)
in the shedding of his blood (Rom. iii. 256). We have
seen that it is by no means easy to determine with cer-
tainty the exact meaning of (Aagtrpiov in Paul; still, the
context, in connection with other analogous references,
seems to me to make the import of it fairly definite
and plain. Can the same be said of /Aacuds in 1 John?
And does it follow from the occasional use of these
kindred words by the two writers that the later shared
the thought-world of the earlier? In any case, we
shall have to look first at the context of the Johannine
passages.
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Deissmann has shown!in what a variety of meanings
and applications the word (Aacuds and its congeners is
used in biblical and patristic Greek. The New Testa-
ment usage is, as we lLiave seen, very limited. We have
iAaoTipov once in Paul so correlated with é&defes Tis
Sikatoavvns Beod as to show that it bears a significance
approximating the classical meaning. In Hebrews the
same word means the lid of the ark and (Adoxecfac is
loosely used in the sense of expiating, having not a person
for its object, either expressed or implied, but ras duaprias.
This is the whole body of New Testament usage outside
our passages. We naturally ask: Does iAaocuds here
bear any specific relation to the righteousness of God or
the satisfaction of the divine law ? Does it refer to a legal
expiation of guilt, or does it relate rather to a moral cleans-
ing, a power of purification? The arguments for the for-
mer view would be drawn from the original force of the
word and from the analogy of Paul’s usage. We are
further reminded of the stress which the author lays upon
the saving significance of the death of Christ: ¢ His blood
cleanseth ”; “ He laid down his life for us.” Such ex-
pressions, it is urged, naturally warrant us in centring
the idea of propitiation upon the death and in saying,
His death ¢s the propitiation. It is contended, per contra,
that the word in question has, in any case, lost its original
force. It is not even used by Paul in its strict sense of
rendering favorable. In Hebrews it is even further from
this meaning. It is claimed (80 Deissmann) that, in
actual usage, it is applied to any votive or sacrificial gift.
We are further reminded that, in this Epistle, the author
does not deduce the idea of ¢ propitiation” from the
righteousness or wrath of God or from the demands of the
law, but from the divine love, ¢« Herein is love that God
sent his Son to be an (Aacuds for our sins.” Furthermore,
this Epistle says nothing, in general, of a juridical cancel-
lation of guilt, but speaks rather of a cancellation of sin
itself, an actual deliverance from sin’s power. In this view,
Christ is held to be a “ propitiation ” in the sense that his

1 Zeitschr. fiur neutestamentl. Wissenschaft, Heft 3.
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blood really  cleanses from all sin.” Not acquittal on the
basis of a formal satisfaction, but purification by virtue of
an actual renewing power is here the keynote. Moreover,
it is not said that the death of Christ, or the blood of
Christ specifically, 8 the ¢ propitiation,” but that Christ
himself is such. It is Christ in the entirety of his per-
sonality and power who ¢ was manifested to take away
sins,” really to undo the work of Satan (I. iii. 8) and to
establish men in a character resembling the divine love
and purity.!

Such, in brief, are the arguments on either side. The con-
siderations which, more and more, seem to me to be decisive
for the second general view are those which are drawn from
the determining conceptions of the writings under consid-
eration, namely, the emphasis on the person as the bearer of
light and salvation, the definition of salvation in terms of
actual cleansing, and the correlation of the death of Christ
with the undoing of sin rather than with the cancellation
of guilt or the satisfaction of law. While the word (Aac-
pos would naturally incline us to expect a doctrine of
expiation in these writings, it must be said, I think, that
the direct evidence of its presence is wanting. It is in-
cumbent on those who insist that it is presupposed and
implied to show that it is part of the warp and woof of the
author’s thought ; it is not enough to point out that he
has some words and phrases in common with Paul, and to
assume without more ado that the theology of Paul is
logically involved even if none of its fundamental concep-
tions come to expression. What the author had in the
background of his mind I leave it for others to divine and
elucidate ; I can find in his writings no doctrine of a sub-
stitutionary satisfaction to the law or the wrath of God
whereby the guilt of sin is cancelled. With even less
plausibility than in the case of the Synoptics is it claimed
that the Johannine tradition attributes this expiatory view
of his death to Jesus himself.

1 Cf. Beyschlag, N. T. Theol. II. 4456-450 ; Terry, The Mediation of
Christ, pp. 86-87.



CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Ir now we glance backward over the investigations
which we have pursued, the fact which most forcibly
strikes our attention is that the biblical doctrine respecting
the nature of salvation stands forth in clear, strong relief.
Salvation is recovery from sin to holiness ; it is the life of
obedience, love, and service to God; it is sonship to God
and fellowship with him; in the last analysis, it is God-
likeness. In this conception all the voices of revelation
meet and blend. True, the conception comes only grad-
ually to its full development and expression. In the
prophets it is complicated with the hope of a national
deliverance; in the legal system it is accompanied and
limited by notions of ceremonial purification. Still, even
in Old Testament times this idea of salvation as a right
personal relation to God maintained and asserted itself.
Yahweh demanded and would at length secure to himself
a righteous people. This was the burden of the Baptist’s
message : Repent and forsake your sins; One is at hand
who will baptize you with the cleansing Spirit of God.
But it was Jesus who set this doctrine of salvation in the
clearest light and showed the way to its realization. Not
alone in precept and in parable, but in his own character
and action did he show men what the life of sonship to
God is. The perfect filial consciousness of Jesus is the
unclouded mirror in which men see themselves as they
truly are — alike in their actual sinfulness and in their
moral possibilities. He represented himself as the way
to the Father — his person and work as the pattern and
power of a new life.

After his departure from earth religious thought and feel-
ing seized upon this conception of his personal agency in
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salvation and elaborated it in various ways. The problem
was to see and to show how his work had availed and was
still availing to bring men to God in love and trust.
Above all, the question for that time was how his sufferings
and death, which had been so contrary to the expectations
of his contemporaries, could serve this end. The point of
importance to be observed here is that, whatever differences
the answers given to this question might exhibit, all the
various types of teaching which are reflected in the New
Testament substantially agreed as to what salvation is.
There might be different modes of apprehending the rela-
tion to it of Christ’s death. There might be a variety of
analogies and illustrations used to set forth its signifi-
cance. But beneath these differenceslay one fundamental
conception of God, of man, and of Christ’s mediation which
was common to all. Hence we find that interpreters are
substantially agreed as to what was the primitive Christian
conception of salvation ; the chief differences arise when the
effort is made to determine the views which were taken of
the method of God in effecting it— more specifically how
the sufferings and death of Christ stood related to it.

It should be understood, then,that the differences among
theological interpreters and thinkers do not concern so
much the nature of salvation as the method or conditions
on which it is provided and offered. Different expositors
have derived different results from the New Testament in
regard to this latter subject, and, not infrequently, have
pushed their divergences so far as to involve themselves
in widely separated views regarding the ethical nature of
God. Why, it may be asked, have candid and conscien-
tious interpreters gone so far asunder ? Partly, no doubt,
because of the different presuppositions which they have
brought to their study, and partly because the subject s
variously represented and illustrated in the New Testa-
ment, and every interpreter may find something there to
encourage his own favorite mode of thought. The mind
which thinks in terms of animal sacrifice will find a con-
genial representation in Hebrews. The thinker of the
Roman, legal cast will hear his favorite keynote in Paul’s
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idea of a satisfaction to law, meeting the ends of penalty,
while the mystic will find ample material in the same
apostle’s conception of ethical death to sin on Christ’s
cross and in John’s doctrine of a “propitiation ” which is
a moral cleansing provided and wrought by the divine love.
When, now, one has taken in hand the general subject from
any one of these points of view, it is natural enough for
him to find in all the more indefinite texts the ideas which
are elsewhere made so emphatic. In this way, especially,
the allusions of Jesus to his death are made to yield what-
ever an assumed identity with some later form of thought
requires, and in the same way the general references of the
primitive apostolic discourses are easily rendered more pre-
cise. We shall see later how the differing presuppositions
and procedures to which we here allude have been pushed
so far as to involve fundamental divergences of view re-
specting the ethical nature of God. But even these diver-
gences havenot involved correspondingly radical differences
regarding the nature of salvation. At any rate, I repeat
that while there is a variety of modes of thought repre-
sented in the New Testament regarding what is called the
problem of atonement, these differences do not involve any
radical divergence as to the ethical character of God or the
contents of the idea of salvation. And I would add that
although the differences among the theories which have
since prevailed are much greater than those which appear
in the New Testament, it would be feasible to show that
underneath these disputes about reconciliation, satisfaction,
and the like, there is a fairly well defined conception of
salvation dtself concerning which Christian thinkers are
substantially agreed.

Let us glance back over the subjects which we have dis-
cussed and seek to estimate the general results and to see
in what light they place our subsequent tasks. As was
intimated at the outset, we cannot obtain material directly
available for Christian doctrine from the Old Testament,
though we may derive from that source presumptions as to
what early Christian doctrine probably was. Our brief
survey of that field showed us two great religious forces
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in operation, — prophetism and legalism. The whole effect
of modern criticism has been to demonstrate the priority
of the former. The fully developed legal system as it
lies before us in the Pentateuch is post-exilic. It is proph-
ecy and not legalism which represents the high-water
mark of Israel’s religious life. 'While the law in its cere-
monial aspects was influential and useful in safeguarding
the religious and institutional life of the nation, it cannot
be forgotten that it was the decline of prophecy and the
ascendency of ritualism which brought on the night of
legalism in the late Jewish period, and produced the
scribism and TPharisaism with which we are made fa-
miliar in the New Testament. The superior character and
deeper significance which the modern construction of Is-
rael’s history assigns to prophecy are entirely accordant
with the attitude and claims of Jesus. He belongs to the
prophetic rather than to the priestly order. He never
assumed priestly functions or emphasized the importance
of priestly ministrations. All his explanations of his
mission wore a prophetic cast. He came to declare and
illustrate the divine will, to reveal the Father, to bear
witness to the truth.

We are not precluded, however, by such considerations
from seeking in the ceremonial system adumbrations of
his truth and points of contact with his mission. In the
sacrifices there was a periodic “remembrance made of sins”
which was accordant with Jesus’ saving purpose. His
whole work in its total effect was designed to deepen the
sense of sin. There could be no salvation where sin was
not seen and felt in its real heinousness and blamewor-
thiness. Whatever the offerings might do to quicken the
realization of sin was kindred to the aim of Jesus. Such
conceptions as those of devotion to God, mystic communion
with him, and self-renunciation for his sake, which were
more or less distinctly associated with the offering of sac-
rifices, were germane to the thought and work of Jesus.
The notion of the sacrifice as an atonement or covering
for the sins of the offerer supplied an analogue to the work
of Jesus in doing for men what they could not do for them-
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selves. His mediation of the grace of God to them might
very naturally be illustrated by the function of the offering
as a form of mediation between God and the sinner. The
question of principal difficulty is whether Jesus, and fol-
lowing him the early Church, entertained a substitutionary
and penal conception of the sacrifices, and attributed to
his death a similar character and significance. Here I can
only remind the reader how precarious we found the argu-
ment for the penal conception of sacrifice —a fact which,
to say the least, is adapted to weaken the common assump-
tion that such an interpretation would be natural, if not
inevitable, for Jesus.

When, now, we turn to the twofold tradition of Jesus’
own words, — the Synoptic and the Johannine, — we find
the main stress of his teaching concerning salvation laid
upon certain ethical conditions which men must fulfil. If
they would enter into the Kingdom of God, they must cul-
tivate and maintain, not a ceremonial, but a real moral
righteousness. They must love and serve their fellow-
men ; they must exercise a pity, a sympathy, a generosity
like that of God himself. In the Johannine version his
teaching wears a more mystical cast. Men must learn to
know God and must live in fellowship with him ; they
must belong to the truth, must live as children of the light
and of the day, must dwell in God and God in them. But
this difference is only formal. In both cases salvation is
realized in sonship to God, and Jesus is at once the inter-
preter of the Father to men and the revealer of man’s pos-
sible sonship to him. He is himself the Son of God par
éminence ; he lived the perfectly filial life ; he knows God
as his own Father with a clear, unclouded certainty, and
his aim is to introduce men into the same relation of son-
ship. Hence his message to men is: You must be and
may be true sons of God; I who alone know the Father
am come to reveal him to you ; in me you behold him dis-
closed and interpreted; receive and follow me, and you
shall have the rights and privileges of sons of God.

I do not see how any one can doubt that this message
is the burden of Jesus’ doctrine of salvation. And yet, we
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are told that his chief object in coming into the world was
not to proclaim the gospel of salvation but by dying as a
sacrifice for sin, to found the possibility of a gospel which
others might preach.! On this view what are we to make
of the fact that Jesus came heralding the good news of
the Kingdom of God? What means it that he proclaimed
the Kingdom as a present reality and bade men enter into
it? How shall we explain the fact that he everywhere
announced himself as the Saviour of the men to whom he
spoke, the bread of life which God was giving to mankind?
On this view there is no gospel in Jesus’ teaching. His
ministry is but a prelude to his death by which alone a
gospel becomes possible. The message of forgiveness is
not yet provided for, although we hear Jesus himself say-
ing to men : “ Thy sins are forgiven”; ¢ thy faith hath
saved thee ; go in peace.” How completely are the pro-
portions of his teaching distorted by such a view! How
obvious it is that we have here a dogmatic transformation
of the gospel history !

Jesus did, indeed,— probably late in his ministry, —
speak of the necessity that his career should end in suffer-
ing and death. But this experience he correlated with
his life of service and self-giving, of which he regarded
these as a part. He came to minister and to give his life;
out of love he would lay down his life for his friends ; he
would plant his life, as it were, in the soil of the world
that it might bring forth in others the fruits of love and
service. Is this giving of life which springs from love’s
impulse to serve and bless the mere isolated act of dying?
And did Jesus conceive this act of dying as a payment of
a debt to the divine justice whereby was laid the ground
of a possible forgiveness ? If so, how did it happen that
he was always proclaiming the divine forgiveness? What
is the reason, then, that he never spoke of his death in
connection with the divine law or justice or wrath, or
applied to it any such term as atonement, reconciliation,
satisfaction, or substitution? Why did he not describe
himself as a sin offering and his blood as a covering for

1Dale, The Atonement, p. 46,
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the guilt of men before God on the analogy of the piacular
sacrifices? But here again we are told that this whole
scheme of thought is, nevertheless, logically involved and
even comes to occasional expression, and we are reminded
of the phrases (in the Synoptic tradition) ¢ransom for
many,” and “my blood shed for the remission of sins,”
and of our Lord’s comparison of his blood to that of the
covenant sacrifice. Now, the argument continues, since
these phrases evidently bear a sacrificial and substitutionary
significance, it is further evident that the same is true of
such Johannine expressions as “drawing all men to him-
self from his cross” and “ giving men his flesh to eat and
his blood to drink ” — all the more obviously because John
the Baptist heralded him in advance as the (sacrificial)
Lamb of God, and the author, in his First Epistle, applies
to him the term “propitiation.” T will not repeat what has
been said in earlier chapters in reviewing these various
considerations. One hesitates to question the cogency of
the argument since it seems to satisfy so many thoughtful
and candid minds. But I must confess that to me it ap-
pears to be composed chiefly of a tissue of questionable
assumptions. The application made of every one of the
phrases in question is doubtful. The ransom-passage is
a figure of speech occurring only once. It is not claimed
that the idea which is deduced from it appears elsewhere
in the Synoptics. Moreover, the context lends no support
to the current theological interpretation, but indicates, on
the contrary, that by the giving of hislife of which he spoke,
Jesus designated the culmination of his career of service.
The juridical interpretation of the isolated phrase, ¢ for the
forgiveness of sins,” found only in Matthew, is more plau-
sible and is not improbably, though not certainly, correct.
We have seen what difficulties attend the supposition of
its originality. But such as it is, the evidence drawn
from this phrase is all the proof which can be derived from
the Synoptics to the effect that Jesus regarded his death as
laying a basis for forgiveness. The reader will make his
own estimate of its sufficiency.

The case is no stronger in regard to the Fourth Gospel,
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despite the fact that it is a relatively late composition
dominated by a theological interest and supposed to be
tinged by Pauline influences. Here Jesus’ references to
his death are more numerous and detailed, but there is not
one of them that bears a sacrificial character, to say noth-
ing of suggesting a penal satisfaction. He gives his flesh
and blood, that is, himself, for the life of the world; as
the Good Shepherd, he lays down his life in his devotion
to the welfare of his sheep; he consecrates himself to his
mission that men may be consecrated to God in truth; in
his love he gives his life for his friends; from his cross he
will draw men to himself. The arguments advanced to
prove that these sayings bear a penal or judicial sense are,
to my mind, of very doubtful validity. They are derived
from the exclamation attributed to the Baptist, from
analogous references to the slain Lamb in the Apocalypse,
and from the word propitiation.” Those who are con-
vinced by this sort of proof seem to me to be easily sat-
isfied, and, perhaps, predisposed to be so. When one
considers that the phrase ¢“Lamb of God” (whatever
usage it actually reflects) is probably a reminiscence of
Is. liii, — a passage in which the primitive Christian teach-
ers saw the Messiah reflected without finding a suggestion
of penal substitution in it,—and observes the connection of
ideas in which the Johannine term ¢ propitiation” is set,
the argument in question is seen to rest on the most pre-
carious assumptions. Considerations drawn from the Apoc-
alypse are relevant only on the supposition that it proceeds
from the author of the Fourth Gospel, and that its concep-
tions are available for determining the import of words
ascribed to Jesus.

It is true enough that the death of Christ furnished a
problem with which reflective thought was certain to oc-
cupy itself. We have examples of such theoretic con-
structions in the Pauline Epistles and in the Epistle to the
Hebrews. It may be regarded as surprising that the
Fourth Gospel furnishes so few indications of any theoretic
view of the subject. One reason may be found in the
spiritual and intuitional character of the book and in its
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preoccupation with other interests. Perhaps no developed
theory was current in the author’s circle. At any rate,
he has ascribed to Jesus no teaching regarding his death
a8 procuring or conditioning the forgiveness of sins, nor
do his own ideas of the nature of Christ’s saving work
make it likely that he cherished any such conception. In
no case is Christ’s work brought into connection with
the law or with God’s penal righteousness or wrath. Sin
is a state of darkness and moral death; Christ is the bearer
to the world of life and light.

The traditional view commonly supports itself upon two
considerations which it is not easy to harmonize. The few
words contained in the Gospels which can be made to bear
an expiatory significance are pressed to the utmost limit
in this direction, and then as if quite conscious of the real
lack of evidence, the theory argues that this is a theme
which we could not expect our Lord to elaborate. The
second consideration, which greatly weakens if it does not
entirely neutralize the first, is the more cogent. Jesus
was not a teacher of theological theory. To suppose that
he meant to set before us such a representation of his
death in its relation to the divine attributes and to moral
government as we find in Paul, is completely to disregard
the method of Jesus in the interest of dogmatic opinion.
But strong as the presumption is against such a view, the
facts of the case arc stronger still, and there could be no
better proof of this than that which is furnished by the
circumstance that after the current exegesis has professed
to find the doctrine of substitution and satisfaction in Adrpov
and els dpegwv duapTidy, its representatives virtually sur-
render the case by the admission that these ideas could
only be developed after Jesus’ death by reflection upon its
significance.

We turn next to the Pauline Epistles, and the first rele-
vant fact which we meet is that the apostle had received
through the primitive Christian tradition from the Lord
himself the truth that Jesus died for (Jmép) our sins in ful-
filment of Scripture (1 Cor. xv. 8). This tradition is the
earliest testimony concerning the relation between the
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death of Christ and salvation from sin which we possess.
It is common to assume that Paul means to tell us here that
his own doctrine of atonement and of forgiveness as con-
ditioned by it, was contained in the primitive Christian
teaching, and even in that of Jesus himself. But this the
apostle does not say, and there is no sufficient evidence
that such was the fact. Inorder to prove it we should need
to find this view presented in such fragments of the teach-
ing of the first Christians as we possess, and sustained by
the words of Jesus himself. The only claim which can be
made in favor of the first point must be derived from 1 Peter.
The early discourses in Acts contain no suggestion of the
Pauline idea of a substitutionary expiation. Christ’s death
is depicted in terms drawn from the description of the
suffering Servant. It is never even described in terms
of sacrifice. 1 Peter advances beyond this point of view
and makes use of sacrificial analogies (1 Pet. i. 11, 18, 19 ;
iii. 18), though the death is correlated, as in Hebrews,
with moral cleansing rather than, as in Paul, with a legal
acquittal from guilt. The point already mentioned, that
this Epistle—by whomsoever written — seems to show
many marks of dependence upon Paul, is relevant here,
though it is one which, of course, can only be decided in
the forum of criticism. The maintenance of the second
point, that the expiatory idea was a part of Jesus’ own
teaching, would depend on the success of the interpreta-
tions which discover this conception in the passages from
the Gospels already reviewed. The argument may be
summarized thus: Paul says that the primitive Church,
and, indeed, Jesus himself, taught that he died to save
men from sin, and we find Jesus saying (in the Matthew-
passage) that his blood was shed *for the forgiveness of
sins.” Now from Paul we know in what sense he died
“for sins” or for their forgiveness, that is, to make a
satisfaction to God’s justice which might open the way
to their pardon ; therefore the first Christians and Jesus
himself must have taught this, and we find such to be the
case, since Jesus said that he gave his life as a ransom-
price, that is (see the Septuagint), as an atoning sacrifice.
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One sees what are the materials of which this structure is
built: the substitutionary character of sacrifice ; Avrpov
as denoting such a sacrifice ; the phrase * for the forgive-
ness of sins ” not only original but requiring to be juridi-
cally interpreted. Who could fail to observe the circular
character of the argument ? The words of Jesus are read
in the light of Pauline ideas, and then the Pauline ideas
are found to be confirmed and illustrated by the words
of Jesus, the whole procedure being dominated by a fixed
adherence to traditional dogma and by the assumption
that this dogma will be found wherever the New Testa-
ment is opened. This mode of argument seems to me to
render all historical understanding of the development of
the doctrine of Christ’s death in the early Church absolutely
impossible.

But, in any case, we have in Paul the outlines of a fairly
definite theory. It is the theory of a substitutionary ex-
piation. There are adumbrations of it elsewhere in the
New Testament, and it is possible, but not, to my mind,
certain, that it was in some measure shared by the authors
of 1 Peter, Hebrews, and the Johannine writings. But
however this may be, it is formulated by no other New
Testament writer, and I question whether it would ever
have been derived from them if we had not possessed an
elaboration of it in the Pauline Epistles. The traditional
doctrines of atonement are reproductions of Paulinism,
with variations and additions. Now the questions of
special interest here are : (1) What is the relation of this
theory to the current Jewish ideas of the vicarious suffer-
ings of the righteous? (2) What is its relation to other
elements of Paul’s thought —such as his mysticism and
lLis doctrine of God? and finally, (3) What is its avail-
ability, or in what form is it available, for the thought of
to-day ?

The first of these questions is sure to receive more atten-
tion than heretofore from students who approach theologi-
cal questions in a historic method and spirit. From such
study as I have been able to devote to the subject it seems
to me clear that this late Jewish doctrine is the obvious
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source of Paul’s theory of substitution. But it must have
undergone a partial transformation at his hands. Speaking
of the passages from 4 Maccabees which illustrate this
idea (¢f. p. 59), Deissmann says that the conception which
they embody “did not arise asa hard, dogmatic theorem,
but is decisively determined by the mysterious and keen
intuition of religious pathos.”! The same undoubtedly
holds true of the classic expression of the idea which we
have in Isa. lii. 13-liii. 12, according to its original spirit
and design. It belongs to the prophetic, rather than
to the priestly, order of ideas. The vicariousness which it
represents is not the vicariousness of literal substitution
and legal transfer, but the vicariousness of real experience
in which the faithful and righteous bear on their hearts the
woes and burdens entailed by the careless and the sinful.

We cannot pursue this subject further at present, but,
before leaving it, let me commend to the reader the follow-
ing suggestive passage from Dr. George Adam Smith re-
garding these two standpoints and the relation of each to
Christian theology : * Unfortunately, both in Jewish and in
Christian theology, it has been the sacrificial animals and
not the human Servant, Law and not Prophecy, which have
governed the conceptions of atonement for sin. Symbol
and ritual were among ancient people the best vehicle for
the tradition of ideas, and therefore we can understand
why, till our Lord’s time, the truths we are treating should
find their favorite popular expression in the forms of ani-
mal sacrifice, and why Christ himself should associate hLis
supreme self-sacrifice with the Paschal Lamb. But even
the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, who dwells more
than any other New Testament writer upon the Levitical
antitypes of Christ, shows their insufticiency, and precedes
his exposition of them by majestic emphasis on the human-
ity of Christ—as distinct from an official priesthood —and
by illustration of this from those human aspects of vica-
rious service in the Old Testament which fill his opening
chapters. This example, unfortunately for Christianity, has
been misunderstood, not by the greatest theologians, but by

1 Kautsch, Die Apocryphen, u. s. w., I1. 160.
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the smaller ones, and by generation after generation of
popular preachers. It is because Christian divines have
dwelt too much on the Old Testament system of sacrifices
and too little upon the figures of Jeremiah, the suffering
remnant and the Servant of the Lord : too much upon the
animal types of the Cross, and too little upon the human
forerunners of Christ: that their explanations of the
vicarious character of the passion and death of the Re-
deemer have so often been mechanical and repulsive.
Certainly in our day, when animal sacrifices have so long
ceased to speak to the imagination and conscience of
men, it is the direst blunder a preacher may commit to
dwell upon them except for the barest of exegetical pur-
poses. If we are to get our fellows to believe in the
redemptive virtue of Christ’s Cross, it will be by proving
to them that vicarious suffering and its ethical virtue are
no arbitrary enactments of God, but natural to life and
inevitable wherever sin and holiness, guilt and love, en-
counter and contend. ¢Non est dolor nisi de amore
amisso, quanto profundior erat amor tanto altius tangit
dolor.’! And in this we shall succeed most readily by
proving, as we can do from the history which we have
been traversing, that the figure of a Sufferer, holy and un-
defiled, by whose stripes we are healed, by whose bearing
of our iniquities we are justified, was derived and con-
fidently expected by men, not because Heaven had arbi-
trarily proclaimed it, but out of their own experiences of
life and death, the very elements of which provided them
with their marvellous picture of him.” 2

The second and third questions, and others besides them,
will come into further consideration as we proceed. We
need only pause to note the difficulty which theologians
have found in combining Paul’s doctrine of reconciliation
with other elements of his system. If reconciliation
is “objective " as well as “subjective,” —to use the cur-
rent antithesis, —if it involves an adjustment of God

1 Hugo of St. Victor, on Gen. vi. 6.
2 Modern Criticism and the Preaching of the Old Testament, pp. 170~
172,
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toward man as well as a change in man’s attitude to God,
how, then, can God himself provide for it? In what pos-
sible sense can he reconcile or satisfy himself or provide
for the appeasement of his own wrath? Can God do
something, or arrange to have something done, whereby
his own feeling shall be changed ? But if it is said that
the divine love provides for the satisfaction of justice,
does not this unwarrantably narrow the divine love and
quite as unwarrantably divide the divine nature ? Shall
we conclude with Principal Simon that ‘“love and anger
per se are mutually exclusive " ; that a father, for example,
cannot be angry with his child without ceasing, to that
extent, to love him, and that, therefore, the only course
open to God is ¢ whilst angry, carefully to search for means
of vanquishing the indifference (of men), and converting
the contemptuous aversion into loving regard ”?! This
view is adopted, no doubt, in deference to Paul, but what,
then, becomes of Paul’s own teaching that ¢ God commend-
eth his love to us” in the redemptive death of Christ? If
this method of explanation is not feasible, can we find a
better one? If, as Dr. Dale says, God cannot both demand
and provide the ransom; *he could not pay it to himself,” %
what then? To whom could he pay it? Shall we answer
with several of the Church fathers, ¢“to Satan,” or with
Dr. Dale himself, “to the divine law”? The former an-
swer deserts Pauline principles entirely, since, ez hypothest,
it is not Satan, but God, who requires to be satisfied ; the
latter does the same, and, in addition, deifies an abstrac-
tion, as if there were any such thing as God’s law above or
apart from God, to which God himself could render trib-
ute These illustrations may serve to exhibit the difficul-
ties which beset the customary procedure in the treatment
of Paul’s idea of expiation. Taken as a ¢ hard, dogmatic
theorem” it is seen, in the hands of those who so regard it,
to yield not only the most divergent results, but to give
rise to inferences which it is by no means easy to reconcile

1 The Redemption of Man, pp. 260, 261.
2 Atonement, p. 357.
8 See Adamson, Art, Reconciliation, in Hastings’s D. B.
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with Paul’s own language concerning the action of God
and the nature of salvation.

We have seen that the author of Hebrews interprets
Christ’s death in terms of sacrifice. ~But he is careful
to explain that it is not a sacrifice of the Levitical order.
He insists upon the inefficacy of all animal offerings. The
blood of bulls and goats cannot take away sin. Of what
sort, then, is Christ’s sacrifice ? It is the offering on our
behalf, and as our representative, of a pure and spotless
spiritual life. The solidarity of Christ with mankind re-
ceives strong emphasis. Sanctified and Sanctifier are of one
family. He shared in our flesh and blood, identified him-
self with the seed of Abraham, was made like unto his
brethren, submitted himself to our temptations. This is
the practical use which the author makes of the categories
of priesthood and sacrifice. They serve to emphasize the
representative character of his person and his work. They
accentuate his sympathy, his unity with men, and his par-
ticipation in their lot and life. This oneness with man-
kind is the essential condition of his priesthood. “It was
fitting, morally necessary, that in all things he be made like
unto his brethren that he might be a merciful and faithful
High Priest in things pertaining to God to make expia-
tion for the sins of the people.”

We have seen, furthermore, how by making use of the
Philonic distinction of the higher and the lower, the heav-
enly and the sensible worlds, the author really takes Christ
out of the class of earthly priests and gives to his person
and work an entirely superior character and significance.
His priesthood is of a wholly different nature. The
Melchizedek story is used to accentuate its independence
of all earthly conditions; but it is chiefly the Alexandrian
conception of the intelligible world which is used to
illustrate its superiority. The priesthood and sacrifice of
Christ, in their inmost significance, have nothing in com-
mon with the temporary, carnal, and ineffective institutions
of Judaism. They belong to a different world — the world
of heavenly and eternal reality. It was not material blood
or animal life which constituted the essence of his sacrifice,
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but “an eternal spirit ”’ of condescending, sympathetic, and
suffering love. The popular interpretation of this Epistle
commonly assumes that because its author expounds the
work of redemption in the terminology of sacrifice, there-
fore its meaning is to be determined throughout by reading
it in the light of Leviticalism. But the whole point of the
exposition turns on the contrast between Christ’s sacrifice
and the Levitical offerings. It is different from them in
every respect. The priest is of a different order, is con-
nected with a different system, ministers in a different
sanctuary, and makes an offering of an entirely different
kind. The author lays the strongest emphasis upon the
insufficiency of all the material and outward elements and
aspects of sacrifice. These are but the pictures and sem-
blances of reality. In its higher and true meaning sacri-
fice belongs to the heavenly or spiritual world —as we
should say, to the world of ethical truth and personal
relationships. The capital fact to be observed is that in a
way peculiar to his training and habits of thought the
author ethicizes the whole subject of sacrifice and ascribes
to Christ’s offering of himself a wholly different nature
from that which belongs to the Levitical oblations. To
overlook this fact in the study of the Epistle would be like
overlooking the difference between P’aul’s doctrine of justi-
fication and the Pharisaic doctrine, because Paul uses the
juridical terminology which was current in the Jewish
schools.

Another point of special importance is the direct way
in which Christ’s work is correlated with the moral life of
man. His offering cleanses the conscience and renews the
heart. Sacrificial blood purifies ceremonially ; his blood
purifies morally. The author’s doctrine of the aim and
effect of Christ’s work is very simple — so simple that we
are at a loss to know how he conceived Christ’s sacrifice
as accomplishing this result. It is common, at this point,
to interpolate enough of Paulinism to supply an answer to
this question. This would be less objectionable if it were
always plainly stated that the explanation is interpolated.
But this procedure is, to say the least, precarious. As we
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have seen, the author makes no use of the Pauline ideas of
a satisfaction rendered to righteousness as a condition
precedent of forgiveness. In some way he conceived the
sacrifice of Christ as directly operative in salvation.

Finally, I would call attention to the fact that Jesus’
offering of himself is something more than dying. As in
his own teaching, he is represented as giving his life for
men. It is life not death which is the essence of all true
sacrifice. Even in the Levitical system the blood is sacri-
ficial because *the blood is the life.” This thought is
greatly emphasized and elaborated in our Epistle by
means of the conception of a perpetual ministry in heaven
— a continuous offering of his life on behalf of his people.
For our author the same forces, principles, and laws which
were operative in the life, work, and sufferings of Jesus on
earth are perpetually operative on behalf of the salvation
of men.?

It is evident that if the interpretation which I have
given of the New Testament data is correct, or even
approximately correct, the doctrine of the saving import
of Christ’s death was the subject of a considerable devel-
opment even within the first Christian century. The
teaching of Jesus that he had come to give his life, that
is, to devote himself in utmost service to men, and that
this self-devotion would involve him in the endurance of
suffering and death, was taken up after his departure and
elaborated now in terms of the current doctrine of the
vicarious sufferings of the righteous and again in terms of
the Jewish sacrificial ritual. Though influenced by both
these forms of thought, Paul went behind them both and
raised the question of the relation of this saving deed of
Christ to the ethical nature of God. The vicarious and
the sacrificial ideas were the current coin of Jewish
thought, and even though they had in a measure hardened
into dogma, still they had much of the fluidity and indefi-
niteness of the popular religious feeling and practice with
which they were identified. Did the righteous in Israel

1 ¢f. Bruce, The Epistle to the Hebrews, ch. xxi., on The Theological
Import of the Epistle.
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who suffered with the guilty and so for the sake of the
guilty also suffer, in the proper sense, instead of the
guilty? How far the doctrine may have taken this defi-
nite form of a strict substitution it is difficult to say. It
is quite certain that, generally speaking, the thought of
vicarious suffering was not so definite and precise. Much
the same must be said concerning sacrifice. Though in
its original intention and idea the offering was not viewed
as a substitute for the offerer, but as his gift of adoration
or devotion to the Deity, yet evidence is not wanting that
in the late period the ideas of a literal substitution and of
a transfer of sin had gained currency. It was a concep-
tion which lay near to hand — all the more so as ritual
was magnified and took on more and more an opus opera-
tum character. The idea that by a literal transfer of guilt
the Lord should lay upon another, or upon a sacrificial
victim, the iniquities of the sinner, is so clear, so simple,
and so easy, that it would naturally commend itself to a
mode of thought for which religion consisted primarily in
ritual and ceremony. It is a theory which presupposes
and fosters no strenuous moral ideas of religion. It would
be safe to predict that if the apostle Paul is to make use
of it, he will ethicize, deepen, and transform it and will
never tolerate the superficial idea of an easy, mechanical
transfer of man’s guilt and penalty to another by which
the sinner shall be exempted from the demands and opera-
tion of moral law. We have seen that this is the case.
Paul makes use of the conception of substitution, but at
the same time, by his intensely ethical view of God’s
requirements and his mystical conception of man’s spir-
itual relation to Christ as the second Adam, he has deep-
ened this substitution into a moral identification or
solidarity.

The outstanding peculiarity of the Pauline thought con-
cerning expiation is that he has explicitly correlated the
subject with the ethical nature of God. Just as he was
the first Christian thinker to raise questions as to the re-
lation of Christ’s person to the metaphysical nature of God,
80 was he the first to seek to define the way in which the
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death of Christ revealed and satisfied the immanent right-
eousness of God. In this effort he was the forerunner of
all the profoundest thought of later times which could not
content itself, as naive religious feeling may do, with some
such mechanical conception as that Christ has paid our
debt, but necessarily presses behind all such figures of
speech and asks what are the personal relationships and
the moral realities with which the work of Christ is con-
cerned. We have seen that there are differing judgments
among interpreters as to how far these deeper problems are
considered in other New Testament books, such as 1 Peter,
Hebrews, and the Johannine writings. The popular as-
sumption, which some scholars seek to justify, is that the
Pauline thought is everywhere implied and more or less
fully expressed. It seems to me, however, that while the
relation of Christ’s work to the divine nature is, indeed,
touched upon in these writings, no one of these authors
has definitely proposed the problem to himself, as Paul
did. The nearest approximation to it is found in John,
who has so profoundly connected the person of Christ with
the interior life of God. It would be inevitable that this
method of thought should be more or less applied to the
work of Christ, and this we find to be the case in the de-
duction of the * propitiation for sin” from the nature of
God as love. But this writer’s immediate and primary
concern, especially in his Gospel, is with the person of
Christ, rather than with the problems raised by his suffer-
ings and death. The focus of his thought and interest, to
speak in modern terms, is the incarnation, not the atone-
ment. So far as the author of Hebrews uses the facts of
the ritual hLe interprets them in the popular sense; the
originality and unique value of his exposition lie in his
viewing these categories, as applied to Christ, sub specie
aeternitatis. 'The other New Testament books furnish no
elaboration of the subject from the point of view under
consideration. The early apostolic discourses assert a
providential character and purpose for the death of Christ,
but do not carry us further; 1 Peter depicts the spotless
Lamb in the spirit of Isa. liii, but proposes no explana-
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tion of the necessity of his death ; the Apocalypse makes
frequent use of the current sacrificial language, but yields
no view of the relation of Christ’s death to the divine law
or nature, unless it may be inferred from such rhetorical
figures as “the Lamb standing in the midst of God’s
throne” (v. 6), suggesting that love and sacrifice are at
the heart of God’s sovereignty.!

The three forms of New Testament thought, then, which
may fairly be said to furnish the elements of a theological
theory of atonement are these: (1) the deduction of pro-
pitiation from the divine love (John) ; (2) the exposition
of Christ’s sacrifice as a fact of the heavenly world, the
eternal order (Hebrews) ; and (8) the elaboration of the
conception of Christ’s death as a penal substitute for
the death which sin had deserved — a satisfaction to law
or justice, whereby the obstacle to the operation of grace
is removed ; a satisfaction for which, however, God
in his love provides (Paul). It so happens that in the
order of complexity and elaborateness the chronological
order of those theories is exactly reversed. Paul’s is the
earliest, but the most elaborate. John’s is the simplest,
though he wrote latest. Ever since the New Testament
period reflective thought has been occupied with the prob-
lems thus suggested and defined. One who is familiar
with the history of theology can detect the presence, com-
bination, and modification of these points of view in the
various theories of redemption. Paul’s conceptions have
been by far the most determining, but the other points of
view have, in recent times, come into greater prominence.
Some still maintain a formal unity among all the types of
New Testament reflection; to others, as to myself, the

1 The phrase *‘ written in the book of life of the Lamb slain from the
foundation of the world " (xiii. 8; so A. V.and R.V.), which has been so
often used as a text for the doctrine of ‘‘eternal atonement’’ (see, e.g.
Hitchcock’s Eternal Atonement), is almost certainly a mistranslation.
The phrase ¢ from the foundation of the world »* should be connected
with ‘¢ written,’” a construction to which we have an exact parallel in
Rev. xvii. 8. (So R. V., marg.; Twentieth Century New Testament ; Weiz-
sicker’s Translation, and Am. R. V. So, also, Ewald, De Wette, Bleek,
Diisterdieck, Simcox, and most modern commentators.)
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unity appears rather in the underlying conceptions of God
and of the inner nature of salvation. Some still maintain
the perpetually binding character of Paul’s Jewish thought-
forms; others venture to seek for Paul’'s fundamental re-
ligious convictions beneath these and are of opinion that
though his Christian theology is cast in these moulds, it
is not identical with them. What is Pauline? What is
scriptural ? Is every conception of which Paul made use
a necessary part of his religion, and of ours, — physical
death due to sin, our sin due to Adam’s,! Christ’s speedy,
visible return to earth? As I have frequently intimated,
it seems to me that no fruitful investigation of the begin-
nings of Christian theology can be made without recogniz-
ing the distinction between the contingent thought-forms
of the first Christian thinkers and the essential religious
life and fundamental Christian certainties concerning God
and the experience of salvation which they were seeking
to expound and to philosophize. Christianity is not iden-
tical with the special modes of thought which any partic-
ular thinker, speaking the language of his special circle
or peculiar education, may use to illustrate and convey to
others the most effective impression of its truths. If so,
with which of several New Testament types of thought is
it identical, —with the ethicism of John, the Alexandrian-
ism of Hebrews, or the legalism of Paul? The religion of
the New Testament is something more than a composite of
the various arguments, analogies, and illustrations em-
ployed by its writers.?

1 For a frank and thorough investigation and estimation of the Pauline
ideas of sin, see Tennant, The Fall and Original Sin, ch.xi. Elsewhere
Mr. Tennant writes : ¢ we take the responsibility upon ourselves of en-
deavoring to discriminate between the thought and knowledge which an
apostle derived from the common intellectual surroundings of his time
and the essential contents of the Christian revelation of God and morality
which he sought to express in terms of it. The one element abides and
grows. The other is transitory and incomplete; it invites continual
translation and restatement, which is always to be undertaken, however,
in the same spirit as characterized the truth’s first formulation.” The
Origin and Propagation of Sin, p. 146.

2 « Die sogenannte practische Erklirung der Schrift, welche vielleicht
den werthvollsten Bestandtheil aller practischen Theologie ausmacht,
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In this general review of the scriptural data bearing
upon the doctrine of salvation, and especially in the
final summary, I have aimed to bring out the salient
features of each of the principal types of New Testament
teaching. Partly because of limitations of space, and
partly on account of the large place which the subject holds
in theological discussions and controversies, I have given
special attention to the question of the relation of the
death of Christ to the salvation of men. I will conclude
this survey by illustrating the variety of forms in which,
throughout the New Testament, the significance of Christ’s
death is represented and illustrated. This I can best do
by availing myself of a collation of the relevant passages
made by Schmiedel:1 ¢« The Epistle of James exhibits a
Christianity without any reflection upon the saving sig-
nificance of Christ’s death. To Jesus himself his death
appeared — until within a short time before its occurrence
—as a possibly avoidable appointment of God. It has
the character of an unwitting sin of the Jews in Acts iii.
13-15,17: ¢The God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of
Jacob, the God of our fathers, hath glorified his Servant
Jesus ; whom ye delivered up, and denied before the face
of Pilate, when he had determined to release him. But
ye denied the Holy and Righteous One, and asked for a
murderer to be granted unto you, and killed the Prince
of life ; whom God raised from the dead ; whereof we are
witnesses. And now, brethren, I wot that in ignorance ye
did it, as did also yourrulers.’? It is viewed as the result
of a divine destination of the Messiah to suffering, but
without having a saving purpose ascribed to it, in Acts
iii. 18, ¢But the things which God foreshewed by the

kann an Bedeutung nur gewinnen, wenn das zu erreichende Ziel so ge-
steckt werden muss, dass es in Zukunft gilt, die Religion des Neuen
Testamentes zu verkundigen, ohne desshalb neutestamentliche Lehrbe-
griffe zu predigen.”” Holtzmann, Neutest. Theol. 1. x.

1 Theol. Zeitschrift aus der Schweitz, 1893, p. 227 sq., quoted by
Holtzmann, Neutest. Theol. 1. 372, 1 have merely translated the pas-
sage and, in addition, have cited the principal illustrative texts, instead
of giving only the references to them.

2 Cf. v. 30.
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mouth of all the prophets, that his Christ should suffer,
he thus fulfilled.” It serves as a means of exalting Jesus
himself to heavenly glory in Jn. xii. 23 8¢.: ¢ And Jesus
answereth them, saying, The hour is come, that the Son of
man should be glorified. Verily, verily, I say unto you,
Except a grain of wheat fall into the earth and die, it abid-
eth by itself alone ; but if it die, it beareth much fruit.
He that loveth his life loseth it ; and he that hateth his
life in this world shall keep it unto life eternal.’? Through
it he learns obedience according to Heb. v. 1 8¢.; eg.
¢ Though he was a Son, yet learned he obedience by the
things which he suffered ; and having been made perfect,
he became unto all them that obey him the author of eter-
nal salvation.” It serves his own consecration, with the
wider purpose of consecrating his disciples, in Jn. xvii.
19-26; e.g. ¢ For their sakes I sanctify myself, that they
themselves also may be sanctified in truth.” It is a
purifying offering for his people in Eph. v. 2 and 25 sq.;
e.g. *Walk in love, even as Christ also loved you, and
gave himself up for us, an offering and a sacrifice to God
for an odour of a sweet smell.” It is an offering of deliver-
ance and at the same time a covenant offering, according
to Jesus’ last indication in Mk. xiv. 22-24, ‘My blood
of the covenant shed for many.” Again it is an exemption
offering, to be understood according to the true idea of
Isa. liii, but not permanently adequate and therefore
requiring to be supplemented by the suffering of Paul (and
in principle also of others), according to Col. i. 24, *Now
I rejoice in my sufferings for your sake, and fill up on my
part that which is lacking of the afflictions of Christ in my
flesh for his body’s sake, which is the Church.” With a
one-sided reference to the ceremonial law, it is represented
as a covenant offering in Heb. ix. 15-20 and x. 29:
¢ Mediator of a new covenant’; ‘the blood of the cov-
enant,’ etc. It subserves the reconciliation of Jews and
heathen, as a kind of peace offering, in Eph. ii. 18-16:
‘But now in Christ Jesus ye that once were far off, are
made nigh in the blood of Christ. For he is our peace,

1 ¢f. xvil. 1.
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who made both one, and brake down the middle wall of
partition, having abolished in his flesh the enmity, even
the law of commandments contained in ordinances ; that
he might create in himself of the twain one new man,
so making peace ; and might reconcile them both in one
body unto God through the cross, having slain the enmity
thereby.” Itreconciles the angelic powers with God in Col.
i. 20, ¢ Through him to reconcile all things unto himself,
having made peace through the blood of his cross; through
him, I say, whether things upon the earth, or things in the
heavens.” It appears as an atoning offering for sin, with-
out more exact determination, in 1 Cor. xv. 3; Mt. xxvi.
28; Eph.i. T; Jn.i. 29, and elsewhere (¢ Christ died for our
sins’; ‘my blood shed for many unto remission of sins’;
‘redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of our tres-
passes’; ‘the Lamb of God which taketh away the sin of
the world”) ; with one-sided reference to the ceremonial
law, without substitutionary endurance of punishment, in
Heb. v. 1, 3, vii. 27, and ix. 26, 28 (* A High Priest offer-
ing both gifts and sacrifices for sins’; ¢he offered a sacri-
fice for sins once for all when he offered up himself’ ;
¢ manifested to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself’ ;
¢ offered to bear the sins of many ’); as a substitutionary
satisfaction to penal righteousness in Rom. iii. 25 sq.,
¢whom God set forth to be a propitiation, through faith,
by his blood, to shew his righteousness, because of the
passing over of the sins done aforetime, in the forbearance
of God.” It is a ransom from the curse of the law in Gal.
iii. 13; Rom. iii. 24; 1 Cor. vi. 20, and vii. 23 (¢ Christ re-
deemed us from the curse of the law, having become a
curse for us’; ¢justified through the redemption that is in
Christ Jesus’ ; ¢ ye were bought with a price”). It means
the destruction of the power of the devil in Heb. ii. 14 sq¢.:
¢‘that he might bring to naught him that had the power of
death, that is, the devil,” etc.; annihilation of the power
which dwells in the flesh and compels to sin, in Rom. viii.
3 8g.: *God sending his own Son . . . condemned sin in
the flesh,” etc. ; is viewed as a vanquishing of the inclina-
tion that leads to sin in 1 Pet. i. 18, ii. 24, and iv. 1 (‘re-
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deemed from your vain manner of life’; ¢bare our sins
. . . that we might live unto righteousness’; ¢since
Christ has suffered, . . . arm yourselves with the same
mind’). It occasions the sending of the Holy Spirit
according to Jn. xv. 26, xvi. 731 ¢<If I go not away, the
Comforter will not come unto you. It serves, on the
analogy of the ceremonial law, for the consecration of
the heavenly temple, in connection with perpetual inter-
cession before God, in Heb. vii. 25, ix. 21-24, and x. 19 :
¢The heavenly things, or places, themselves must be
cleansed with better sacrifices than these’ (animal-offer-
ings), and opens the way to the preparation of the place
of eternal blessedness in heaven according to Jn. xii. 32,
xiv. 2 8g., and xvii. 24, ‘If I go and prepare a place for
you, I come again, and will receive you unto myself ; that
where I am, there ye shall be also.” Only the charac-
teristic passages are herewith adduced.”

1 ¢y, vii. 39.



PART 1I

THE PRINCIPAL FORMS OF THE DOCTRINE

CHAPTER 1
THE COMMERCIAL THEORY OF ANSELM

IT lies outside the plan of the present work to write the
history of the doctrine of salvation in the Church. For
that the reader is referred to the standard histories of
Christian doctrine.! It is, however, germane to our pur-
pose, and will greatly facilitate our subsequent discussions,
to outline the principal types of theory which have ob-
tained in Christian thought regarding the specific problem
of atonement. By means of such a sketch it can best be
shown in what various ways the death of Christ has been
interpreted and how Christian reflection has attached it-
self now to one, now to another, of the biblical representa-
tions of the subject. We shall cover the ground which
we most need to survey if we review the *commercial ”
satisfaction theory of Anselm,—noting the transformation
which it experienced at the hands of the Reformation and
post-Reformation theologians, — the governmental theory
of Grotius, and the more recent and present-day interpre-
tations. While precise classification is impracticable, it
will be sufficient for our illustrative purpose to distin-
guish, among present-day theories, three general types of

1 E.g. Fisher’s History of Christian Doctrine and Ritschl’s Critical
History of the Christian Doctrine of Justification and Reconciliation.
A historical sketch of the doctrine of atonement is given in the appendix
to Lidgett's work, The Spiritual Principle of the Atonement, and another,
somewhat more limited in range, in the appendix to Moberly’s Atone-
ment and Personality. I have frequently consulted these expositions,
but have had recourse chiefly for my illustrative materials to the writings

of the authors whose views I have sketched.
136
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thought: (1) That which insists upon a strict substitytion
and ascribes a penal character to the sufferings of Christ.
This type of theory is in line with the post-Reformation
doctrine. (2) The theories of a satisfaction to the ethical
nature, especially to the holiness of God, which, however,
repudiate the idea of a penal substitution or equivalence.
This group of views is more or less closely akin to the
governmental theory. (8) The moral views which aim to
interpret the work of Christ in terms of personal relation-
ship and influences.

The earliest Church Fathers made no attempt to con-
struct theories of atonement. They viewed the death of
Christ as the fulfilment of prophecy, especially of Isa.
liii, and, in this view, as the supreme attestation of
Christ’s mission.! Clement of Rome sees in the Lord’s
death a proof of the divine love, but does not further
define its relation to the nature of God. The Epistle of
Barnabas, like the Epistle to the Hebrews, refers to the
Saviour’s death in terms of sacrifice, but offers no philoso-
phy of its necessity or efficacy. The writings of Ignatius
regard the love shown in Christ’s death as a cleansing, life-
bestowing power, and are fond of depicting his body and
blood as the spiritual nourishment of the soul. The Epis-
tle to Diognetus couples with the idea that God’s love is
supremely manifested in the death of his Son, the doctrine
of a “sweet exchange,” a transfer of our iniquities to
Christ and of his righteousness to us. Justin Martyr and
Clement of Alexandria contemplate Clristianity as the
divine philosophy. For them, as in the Fourth Gospel,
the thought of revelation is paramount. In the view of
the former, Christ suffered “as if accursed,” *though he
was blameless ”’; according to the latter, his death was a
martyrdom endured in fidelity to the truth, “in imitation
of whom the apostles suffered for the churches which they

1« To them it was not the atonement, but the incarnation, which was
the centre of Christian faith as of Christian life. The Fathers see in
Christ’s death, not an isolated act, or even an isolated sacrifice, but the
natural consummation of that one great act of self-devotion whose un-

broken energy stretched from the conception to the cross.’” Oxenham,
The Catholic Doctrine of the Atonement, p. 166.



138 THE PRINCIPAL FORMS OF THE DOCTRINE

founded.” But though in Justin’s view, Christ ¢ endured
the curses of all,” no explanation is given why this was
necessary. Tertullian introduced the term ¢ satisfaction,”
though he placed this satisfaction in penitence. We are
“released from penalty by the compensating exchange of
repentance.” He offers no theory of the death of Christ.

The first definite theory of the saving import of Christ’s
death is the view that it wasa conquest of Satan, or, more
specifically, a ransom paid to him to induce him to release
man from his power. This was the dominant note in
Christian thought on the subject for nearly a thousand
years,—from Irenwxus (d. ca. 200) to Anselm (d. 1109),—
though it was often combined with various views, penal,
ethical, and mystical, which were quite incongruous with
it. Sometimes it was held that Satan had legitimately
acquired this power, since by sin man had voluntarily
become his vassal. In this view the Almighty was not
at liberty to use force or deception in procuring man’s
release. Now in Christ, the representative of the race,
argues Iren®us, man freely chose to repudiate his servitude
to Satan and to return to God. Here Christ’s redemption
of man is viewed as accomplished by moral means. The
aim of his death is to induce and help us to forsake alle-
giance to Satan and return to obedience to God. But it was
common to represent the recovery of man as accomplished
by force or fraud. According to Origen, Satan was de-
ceived in supposing that he could hold the soul of Christ
captive. He relinquished his control of man in return for
what he supposed would be a control of Christ, but he
miscalculated the strength of the latter, and lost his sway
over both. Gregory of Nyssa explicitly says that God
employed deceit to defeat Satan, but holds that this was
legitimate on account of the good end in view — the sal-
vation of man, and even, ultimately, of the devil himself.
Gregory the Great describes Satan as caught with the
hook of Christ’s divinity which had been concealed in his
humanity. To Peter Lombard the cross was a trap baited
with Christ’s blood.

But the elements of other theories are also present dur-
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ing this period. The penal satisfaction theory is found
in Origen and Gregory the Great. The former does not
hesitate to declare that by his offering, Christ has ren-
dered God propitious toward men. Gregory holds that in
yielding himself up to suffering and death at the hands of
sinful men, Christ was appeasing God’s wrath by taking
on himself the penalty of our sins. But the germs of
“moral influence theories ” are also found. We saw that,
according to Ireneeus, Christ induced men by persuasion
to forsake Satan. Although Augustine employed the com-
mon conception of a redemption from Satanic power, his
view of the subject in general completely transcends it.
He will not affirm that God could have accomplished man’s
salvation by no other means than Christ’s death, but holds
that this was the most suitable and effective method. ¢ For
what,” he says, “ was so necessary to raise our hope and
to liberate from despair of immortality the minds of mor-
tals cast down by the condition of mortality, as that it
should be proved to us how highly God valued us and
how much he loved us?”1 ¢ The spirit of the Mediator
showed how it was through no punishment of sin that he
came to the death of the flesh, because he did not leave it
against his will, but because he willed, when he willed, as
he willed.”? ¢« What is meant,” he asks, “by ¢justified
in his blood”?  What power is there in this blood that
those who believe should be justified in it? And what
is meant by ¢ being reconciled by the death of his Son’?
Was it, indeed, so that when God the Father was wroth
with us, he saw the death of his Son for us, and was ap-
peased toward us? Was then his Son already so far
appeased toward us that he even deigned to die for us,
while the Father was still so far wroth, that except his
Son died for us, he would not be appeased?. .. Unless
the Father had been already appeased, would he have
delivered up his own Son, not sparing him for us?. ..
But I see that the Father loved us also before, not only
before the Son died for us, but before he created the
world ; . . . therefore together both the Father and the

1 On the Trinity, Bk. XIII. ch. x. 2 Op. cit., Bk. IV, ch. xiii.
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Son and the Spirit of both work all things equally and
harmoniously.”! Elsewhere he expresses the view that
it was the aim of the Mediator of life to make it plain to
men that it is not death which is to be feared, but ungod-
liness — a noticeable anticipation of a modern view that
by his heroic and trustful endurance of death in fidelity
to his calling Christ has set men free from the fear and
dominion of death, consecrated for all his followers the
path of suffering, and transformed death into a trustful
surrender of the soul into the hands of God.? Others
interpret Christ’s death in terms more exclusively ethical
or mystical. For Abelard the passion is a proof of love,
which by awakening in us a responsive love liberates us
from the bondage of sin and fear, and delivers us into the
liberty of the sons of God. For Peter Lombard the cross
is the pledge of a love so great that by it our hearts are
moved and kindled to a love to God which is itself the
essence of salvation. For Bernard of Clairvaux salvation
is participation in Christ’s vicarious love.

It will be apparent from this brief sketch how inaccu-
rate it is to represent, without qualification, the theory of
a ransom paid to the devil as the patristic view of atone-
ment. It was really but one of a number of forms of
thought which were current and often incongruously com-
bined. We have seen that the ideas of a mystical identi-
fication with Christ in his vicarious love, of a deliverance
from sin by an obedience and love quickened by his pas-
sion, and of a substitutionary endurance by him of the

1 Op. cit., Bk. XIIL. ch. xi. It should be remembered, however, that
by ‘“‘us” Augustine means only those who have been predestined to
salvation by a fixed and unalterable decree. God loves only the elect —
only those whom he has eternally chosen to salvation in Christ. This
fact detracts not a little from the apparent liberality of such descriptions
of the love and graciousness of God which are declared to be antecedent
to atonement, Calvin, as we shall see later on, quotes passages of this
sort from Augustine with approval, but, of course, with the same under-
standing of their terms. It is worth noting, however, that such writers
do predicate an operation of the divine grace toward sinners antecedent
to the supposed placation of God, even if those who are to be benefited
by it are only an arbitrarily selected number.

2 So Wendt, Teaching of Jesus, I 223-239. Cf. Heb. ii. 15.
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chastisement of our sins, were all more or less fully elabo-
rated and applied. As respects this “military theory ” of
a ransom paid to Satan, it is evident that it is due to un-
warranted inferences from a figure of speech.! If God
paid the life of Christ as a purchase price to buy man’s
freedom, to whom, it was asked, did he pay it? Not
to himself, it was answered; for this there was no occa-
sion ; moreover, God could not pay a price to himself.
He must, therefore, have paid it to Satan, who was hold-
ing man captive under his power. It has been suggested
that the ransom theory, in this form of it, was germane to
modes of thought prevailing in an age of brigandage, as
Anselm’s view of a satisfaction to God’s violated personal
honor was natural in an age of chivalry.? The latter, as
we shall see, rejected entirely the notion of a compensa-
tion to Satan and substituted that of a payment to God.
To an exposition of this epoch-making theory let us now
turn.s

The aim of the treatise is to answer the question which
constitutes its title, Cur Deus Homo? What were the
occasion and necessity of the incarnation? It consists
of two parts, having twenty-five and twenty-three short
chapters respectively, and is written in the form of a So-
cratic dialogue. The questions and difficulties are pro-
posed by Anselm’s pupil, Boso, to whom the master makes
answer. The first ten chapters are preliminary and are
taken up with such topics as the relation of reason to faith,
the congruity with reason of the virgin-birth, the com-
pleteness of man’s ruin in sin, and the sense in which the

11t should be said, however, that if the popular and metaphorical lan-
guage of Scripture is to be cast into rigid dogmatic formul, this theory
is better justified than some of those which supplanted it, and are still
popularly current ; for example, the death of Christ as the ‘ payment of
a debt’ to God. The disappearance of this ¢ patristic view” is a
prophecy of the fate of others which are built up by essentially the same
method and with a similar sort of biblical basis.

2 Ménégoz, Le Péché et la Rédemption d'aprés St. Paul, p. 239.

8 In this exposition I have utilized for purposes of quotation the trans-
lation of Cur Deus Homo ? by James G. Vose in the Bibliotheca Sacra,
Vols. XT and XII (1854, 18556), now republished, in connection with
other writings of Anselm, by Sidney N. Deane (Chicago, 1903).
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Father required the death of Christ. In chapter v the
argument that God might have redeemed men by means
of some created angel or perfect man, such as Adam was,
is answered by pointing out that redeemed men will, of
course, belong to, and be the servants of, him who redeems
them, and thus, in the case supposed, they would belong
to a created being, and not to God, which is absurd. Here
we have one of the formative ideas of the subsequent dis-
cussion. In chapter vi Boso voices the difficulties and
objections of unbelievers in regard to the idea of redemp-
tion in general : If God is willing to save men, what is to
hinder him from doing so directly, without the interven-
tion of a ransom ? In the next chapter he assails the cur-
rent solution of this question, to the effect that Satan had
certain just rights and claims over men which God must
discharge by payment. The master seems to acquiesce in
his pupil’s view that while it is just for God, on account
of man’s sin, to permit Satan to exercise a certain control
over man and to inflict sufferings upon him, yet he holds
that Satan has no just rights in the case on his own account,
and therefore, as he says afterward, God does not owe
him anything, except punishment (II. xix), and cannot,
therefore, pay him anything else. Finally, Boso asks if it
does not seem incongruous with the nature of God that he
should redeem man at such cost of labor and suffering.
Anselm explains in answer that God himself cannot, in-
deed, suffer, but that since Christ’s person consists of two
natures, his humanity may suffer while his deity remains
impassible. The next question is bolder still : How can
a just God condemn an innocent person to suffer for the
guilty ? Anselm replies : God, the Father, did not com-
pel, but only permitted, his Son thus to suffer ; he endured
death voluntarily. But, rejoins Boso, do not the Scrip-
tures say that in dying he obeyed the Father’s will, ful-
filled the Father’s commandment, and drank the cup which
the Father gave him? To this question Anselm replies
that a distinction is to be made between what God directly
demanded of Christ, and what he must experience because
it lay in the path of obedience. For example : Death is
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the penalty of sin; now God could not have required of
Christ that he should die, for he was sinless. But Christ
found that death was involved in the general course of his
obedience, and accordingly he voluntarily endured it, as if
God had commanded it. As though not wholly satisfied
with this explanation, Anselm suggests others, for ex-
ample : The Son must have had the will, or willingness,
to die as a gift from the Father. Since the Father im-
parted to him the inclination to die for men, he may prop-
erly be said to have given him commandment to that effect.
Again: When one does not prevent anything which he can
prevent, he may be said to desire it. But granting all
this, the pupil urges: How is it fitting that such a Father
should desire the death of such a Son? Why could not
God save men in some other way ? How does the death
of Christ avail for the salvation of men? These are the
questions to which the main argument, beginning with
chapter x, addresses itself.

The remainder of the First Book is occupied in develop-
ing these six points: (1) Every creature owes obedience
to God; this obedience is man’s debt of honor to his Sov-
ereign. (2) Sin is the non-payment of that debt; it is a
robbing of God, a violation of his rights and of his Aonor.
(3) For this act of robbery the sinner is bound to make
reparation. Justice demands that he shall render satis-
Saction for this affront, this violation of the rights of his
rightful Lord. (4) Now the punishment of sin would be
such a satisfaction; but ¢f punishment is to be remitted,
some other satisfaction must be made which shall be an
adequate substitute for punishment and fully meet its ends.
(5) This satisfaction must completely balance the sin for
which it is to satisfy; it must be as meritorious and as
pleasing to God as sin is heinous and hateful to him.
(6) Man is obviously powerless to render any such satis-
faction and to discharge his own debt. I have italicized
the keywords of the argument.

To the question why God should not forgive out of
mere compassion upon repentance and return to obedi-
ence, Anselm replies that by sin man has not only robbed
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God of his due, but has offended against his honor. The
reparation must therefore be more than an equivalent for
the sin, considered in the former aspect. It must com-
pensate not only for the deprivation but for the affront.
Now a mere return to obedience would not do that. It
would leave God’s honor unrequited. There would still
be a debt unpaid — the debt due to his offended dignity,
“and this it is impious even to think of.” To this argu-
ment Boso responds, ¢“ I think that nothing more reason-
able can be said ” (I. xiii). But difficulties still remain :
How would punishment preserve God's henor? and:
Why has God allowed his honor to be violated, even in
the slightest degree, by sin? Anselm replies that punish-
ment is God’s way of collecting his debts by force. In
return for what man stole from him, God by punishment
takes from man that to which he has a natural right;
namely, happiness and every good, and thus accounts are
evened. ¢ Placet quod dicis,” responds Boso. The sec-
ond difficulty is met in a characteristic way. In an ear-
lier chapter (ix), Anselm is at pains to show how God
may be spoken of as ¢f he required Christ’s death, although
the fact was that he only permitted it or imparted to
Christ the inclination voluntarily to submit to it. In
that connection he explains that what occurs post hoe may
properly be spoken of as if it occurred propter hoe; for
example : Christ is said in Scripture to have been exalted
propter mortem, though the fact was that his exaltation
was post mortem, “just as (he continues) our Lord was
said to have increased in wisdom, and in favor with God ;
not that this was really the case, but that he deported
himself as ¢f it were so” (ille sic se habebat, ac si ita
esset). In like manner he now declares that God was not
really robbed of his honor at all by sin; but that man
having made an effort to rob him, is treated as if he had
done so. “No one can honor or dishonor God, as he is
in himself ; but the creature, as far as he is concerned,
appears to do this when he submits or opposes his will to
the will of God.” * Satisfecisti objectioni meae,” responds
Boso.
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The next three chapters (xvi-xviii) are a digression in
which the master finds a motive for the redemption of
men in the desire of God to recruit the depleted ranks of
the angels. The places of the fallen angels must be filled ;
these doomed spirits cannot be recovered to holiness;
hence their number can only be made good by the salva-
tion of men. This idea seems, however, to involve the
result that only just enough men will be saved to fill the
vacant places ; but Anselm presents a number of reasons,
satisfactory to Boso, for thinking that God did not origi-
nally create all the angels which he intended to have.
According to this view, the possible number of redeemed
men may well be far larger than that of the fallen spirits,
so that the original number created may not only be made
good, but indefinitely increased by the salvation of men.
The pupil expresses special gratitude for this demonstra-
tion which, according to the terms of the agreement, he
had no right to expect. He is sure that the Lord loves
such a “cheerful giver” as his master is proving himself
to be in doing more than he promised. The discussion
now returns to the point formerly made, that if sin is to
be forgiven, a satisfaction must be made. A number of
syllogisms are constructed to prove this, but they all rest,
at last, on the assertion that the contrary would not be
fitting (non decet). Boso declares that he could not
doubt the proposition even if he were so disposed.

If, then, a satisfaction is to be made, it must be ade-
quate — proportionate to the guilt of sin. Once more
the pupil suggests that contrition, self-denial, abstinence,
toils, and loving service to men might suffice, and reminds
the master of the unconditional promise that he who
turns from his wickedness shall live. But Anselm an-
swers that all the good deeds and services mentioned by
him are due in justice to God, and that though one pays
them all, he does not thereby diminish in the least the
sum of his back debts; the guilt of his past sin remains
entirely uncancelled. As to the promise of forgiveness
upon condition of repentance, it is declared to be applicable
only to those who looked forward to Christ or to those
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who believe on him since his coming. All such assur-
ances are conditioned upon satisfaction for sin. Consider,
further, continues Anselm, how great a debt sin incurs.
Suppose that God commanded you to look in one direc-
tion, would you be justified in looking in the opposite
direction, even if the salvation of your soul and the pres-
ervation of the universe itself depended upon it? Of
course not, answers Boso. 1f, then, the slightest sin is so
enormous, how hopeless is it for man to think of discharg-
ing his debt to God. This impossibility is now demon-
strated. What would be required in order to pay that
debt is that, as man in his strength and vigor yielded to
the devil and sinned, incurring thus the penalty of death,
so now in his weakness and mortality he should conquer
the devil by the pain of death, without sin. DBut in the
moral impotence of his sinful state this is obviously im-
possible. Man, then, is utterly bankrupt. The homage
which he can render to God by repentance, self-denial, and
good works are no equivalent to his debt. Moreover, his
sin renders him powerless to retrace the steps of his fall.
But, interposes Boso, if he cannot pay, is he to blame if he
does mot ?  Yes, is the reply ; his inability is itself a crime
because he brought it on himself. This, then, is the point
to which Book First conducts us: Man cannot be saved
without full payment of the debt which his robbery of
God incurred ; but he himself is powerless to diminish it
in the least; he can barely meet running expenses, to say
nothing of discharging obligations created by past sin.

A concise summary of the main points developed in
Book Second may aid the exposition: (1) It has been
proved that man ¢s utterly powerless to make the satisfaction
required for sin. (2) God himself must make it if it is
made at all; he alone can make it. (3) But it is due from
man, not from God ; man ought to make it, but God alone
can ; hence the necessity, if it is to be made, of a God-
man. (4) This God-man has given to God Ais own life as
a satisfaction for sin. This he was not under obligation
to do ; obedience he owed, but the yielding up of his life
was a free gift. (5) Now as the guilt of even the least sin
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outweighs all worlds — everything not God, — so the life of
Christ surpasses in value all worlds and creatures and s
more valuable than sin 18 heinous ; hence it is an adequate
equivalent and balances the account in man’s favor. (6)
Now such a gift calls for a reward. The saved are the
reward which God makes to Christ for kis gift of his life.
Here, too, I have italicized the words on which the argu-
ment chiefly turns.

A more particular account of the discussion is as
follows : Man was made holy in order that he might be
happy. Moreover, had he never sinned, he would never
have died. These facts prove, by the way, that there
must be a resurrection, that is, a restoration of the saved
to the original perfection of humanity. Now we have
seen that God can accomplish this restoration only on
condition of a satisfaction for sin. But now, interposes
Boso, you seem to have grounded man’s salvation on a
divine necessity, rather than on grace, — to which Anselm
replies that it is a necessity which God has freely imposed
upon himself. The work of salvation flows from his un-
changeable goodness, and the conditions and manner of
it are prescribed by his immutable honor.

Now no gift to God is adequate to satisfy for sin which
is not greater and more valuable than all things, save God
himself (majus quam omne quod prater Deum est —
quam omne quod non est Deus), and the giver of it must
be greater than all things, aside from God himself. It is
evident that God alone can meet these conditions, and
yet the payment demanded ¢s due from man. Hence the
answer to our question: Cur Deus Homo? Man owes the
debt; God alone can pay it. If, therefore, it is to be paid
at all, God must become man. But how can this be?
After explaining a number of ways in which it cannot be
(by sketching the various heretical views of Christ’s person),
Anselm declares, with no effort at explanation, that it is
simply necessary for the purpose in view that the Saviour
should be One who is both very God and very man — each
nature being complete, and the two united entire, in one
person. “ Totum mihi placet, quod dicis,” responds Boso.
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He next proves that in order to pay man’s debt the
Saviour must be one of the race of men, and contends that
it is fitting for him to be born of a woman, without union
with man, since it was a woman who first by her sin brought
all our evils and woes upon us. Then follow reasons why
the Son only, of the persons of the Trinity, could become
incarnate. These are based upon the baldest Tritheism
and read like a fragment of mythological genealogy.

Christ, then, did not deserve to die ; his life could not
be exacted of him as a debt, for he was sinless and divine.
Now, inquires Boso, if he is God, could he sin? Yes and
no, replies Anselm. He could sin, if he chose to, but he
could not choose to sin, therefore he could not sin. But,
answers Boso, if he could not sin, had his virtue, then,
any moral worth? But, asks the master in reply, do we
not praise God for his holiness, though we know that he
cannot sin? Inability to sin does not invalidate the
worth of goodness. Well, then, urges Boso, why did not
God make man incapable of sin and thus secure his good-
ness and happiness and save him from all the evil and
suffering caused by sin? This inquiry Anselm pronounces
positively irreverent, and he deigns only the brief reply:
Because, in that case, God would have made man equal to
himself, which is preposterous. “I blush to have asked the
question,” says Boso.

Now, as has been shown, Christ’s death was not owed to
God, for he was sinless ; and only those deserve to die
who have sinned. It rested with him as omnipotent God,
to give or to withhold his life. The gift of it, therefore,
was something over and above the requirement of obedience.
It was a gift to the honor of the Father which the Son
did not owe as a debt. In this connection Anselm takes
occasion to refute the objection that, if Christ shared
our weaknesses, he must have been both miserable and
ignorant. He was not miserable, is the argument, because
there is no misery in bearing a loss which one assumes
willingly, and he could not have been ignorant because in
assuming humanity God will take only such elements of
it as are seemly and useful, and ignorance would not
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have been an advantage, but a hindrance, to his saving
work.

We have seen that the slightest sin against God out-
weighs all other possible or conceivable evils. Something
of infinite value is therefore required to balance the least
sin. Now the gift of Christ’s life is of this character; it is
more amiable than sin is odious. It is able even to cancel
the sin of his murderers, since it was in ignorance that they
put him to death. Here arise two other questions: Can
Christ’s death save even Adam and Eve? and: How could
he be sinless when born of a sinful mother? Anselm
answers that many must have been saved before Christ’s
coming by a retroactive effect of his death, for otherwise it
is quite inconceivable that the depleted ranks of the angels,
which must be made good by the salvation of men, should
have been recruited. Doubtless Adam and Eve were
among those thus saved, for we cannot suppose that there
was ever a time when the world was so unprofitable as to
contain no human being who had gained the object for
which he was made. As to the second question, it is
answered that the virgin Mary was cleansed from sin by
faith in her son before his birth, and so he was born in
purity. Since, then, his mother’s purity was from himself,
it was really his own.!

Did the God-man, then, die from necessity ? No; for
he had the power to withhold his life, even though he could
not wish to do so— just as he had power to, lie, though
his disposition which arises from himself infallibly pre-
vented him from choosing to lie. Moreover, as God, he
could be moved by no necessity. As it would not be
power, but weakness, for God to wish to lie (whence its
impossibility), so it would not be power, but weakness,
for Christ to desire to withhold his life when once the pur-
pose of salvation had been formed, and in view of the great
good to be wrought by the gift of it. The pupil now sum-

1 It will be remembered that the doctrine of the immaculate concep-
tion of the virgin, that is, of her freedom from the taint of original sin,
did not become an official dogma of the Roman Catholic Church until
1864.
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marizes what he considers to have been proved thus far :
“ By numerous and positive reasons you have shown that
the restoration of mankind ought not to take place, and
could not, unless man paid the debt which he owed to
God for his sin. And this debt was so great that, while
none but man was bound to discharge it, none but God
could do so; so that he who does it must be both God
and man. And hence arises a necessity that God should
take man into unity with his own person, so that he who
in his own nature was bound to pay the debt, but could
not, might be able to do it in his character as God. In
fine, you have shown that that man, who was also God,
must be formed from the virgin, and from the person of
the Son of God, and that he could be taken without sin,
though from a sinful substance. =~ Moreover, you have
clearly shown the life of this man to have been so excel-
lent and so glorious as to make ample satisfaction for the
sins of the whole world, and even infinitely more.” !

The final question is: How does the offering of Christ’s
life avail for salvation? It is a great gift to God’s honor.
Does it not then deserve a reward? But how can a re-
ward be bestowed upon the Son of God himself who has
need of nothing ? Clearly the deserved recompense must
be given to some one else, and to whom could it be so fitly
given as to man for whose benefit Christ came to give his
life as a satisfaction? This is our author’s philosophy of
salvation: It is the gift to man of the reward which Christ
had merited by the payment of his life. Anselm denies
the view long current, that this price is paid to the devil,
for God owed the devil nothing but punishment, nor does
man ever owe him anything except to conquer him.
Whatever debts man owes, he owes to God, not to the
devil.

Now, at last, declares Anselm, the compassion of God,
which seemed lost out of sight while we were discussing
God’s holiness and man’s sin, comes clearly into view as
the motive and explanation of God’s whole purpose and
plan of salvation. The discussion closes with *infallible

1 Ch. xvili, a.
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proofs ” that Satan can never be saved, and with the con-
fession of Boso that the solution of the one chief question
at issue has thrown a flood of light upon the whole Bible,
to which the master replies, “If we have said anything
that needs correction, I am willing to make the correction,
if it be a reasonable one.”

Sin, then, according to Anselm, is a violation of God’s
private rights, an affront to his infinite honor and majesty.
The atonement is an act of homage to God of such tran-
scendent value as to outweigh the sins of mankind and to
make it right and proper for God to forgive them. These
conceptions remained dominant during the scholastic
period. There were, indeed, variations from them.
Thomas Aquinas held that the method of salvation de-
pended entirely upon the divine will. God might have
saved man without any satisfaction, though he maintains
that the mode of redemption chosen was the most suitable.
Duns Scotus departs much farther from Anselm and
declares that the merits of Christ’s work depend entirely
upon the divine will in accepting it; God might as well
have saved man through the acts of Adam or of an angel
had he chosen to do so.

Several times, in the course of his treatise, Anselm refers
to the necessity that sins should be punished ; but it is
evident that his meaning is that they must either be pun-
ished or adequately satisfied and atoned for.! It is clear
from his whole exposition that the satisfaction wrought
by Christ is not contemplated as punishment, but as a
substitute for punishment. Here is the point at which
the Reformation and post-Reformation theology diverged

1 For example, in Bk. I. ch. xii., he says, ‘It is not proper for God
thus to pass over sin unpunished,” that is, to forgive it unconditionally,
as he explains farther on : ¢ to let the sinner go unpunished, who makes
no return to God of what he has defrauded him.’” But this return has
been made, of course, in Christ’s payment of his life. Anselm’s doctrine
is not that of an unconditional divine necessity to punish; God may ac-
cept, and does accept, an equivalent act of payment or homage in place
of punishment. Anselm’s view is not properly a penal satisfaction
theory, as it is sometimes represented, e.g. in Strong’s Systematic Theol-
ogy, pp. 407, 408.
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from Anselm and from the medisval theology in general.
The Reformers appear to have narrowed the question re-
ga.rding the saving benefits of Christ’s death by consider-
ing not so much its general necessity and grounds, as its
specific relation to forgiveness. Sip is viewed as a vigla

tion of God’s inexorable law, and not merely as an affront

to his honor. The necessity which now arises is not
merely a necessity to vindicate his majesty; it is the
necessity that sin be punished. It is no longer a ques-
tion of God’s dignity or honor, but of his inflexible justice.
It is no longer, as with Anselm, a_question. of satisfac-
tion or punishment but of satisfdction by punishment.
punlshed These are the postulates of the Refornmtlon
doctrine, and it is apparent that they involve not merely a
modification, but a transformation, of the theory of An-
selm.! Some of the forerunners of the Reformation had
held similar views. Wyeclif, in explaining why God
would not remit sin without a satisfaction, says that ¢ his
justice would not suffer it, but requires that each trespass
be punished, either on earth or in hell.” Wessel declares
that ¢ Christ is not only the Mediator between God and
man, but is rather a Mediator for man between the God of
justice and the God of mercy.”

In citing the opinions of Luther, some allowance must
doubtless be made for his vehemence and rhetorical extrav-
agance. He frequently describes Christ as suffering the
penal consequences of the world’s sin, represents him as
standing in the sinner’s place, and enduring the equivalent
of his punishment. In his comment on Gal. iii. 18, he
says that < God laid on Christ the sins of all men, saying
to him: Be thou Peter, that denier; Paul, that persecutor,
blasphemer, and cruel oppressor; David, that adulterer;
that sinner which did eat the apple in Paradise; that thief
which hanged upon the cross ; and, in short, be thou the
person which hath committed the sins of all men.” In

1 Cf. Ritschl, A Critical History of the Christian Doctrine of Justifi-
cation and Reconciliation, pp. 196-203; Dale, Atonement, pp. 2856-294 ;
Lidgett, The Spiritual Principle of the Atonement, pp. 463-474.
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connection with 2 Cor. v. 21, he declares that Christ
chose to be of all men “the greatest robber, murderer,”
etc., “a sinner who bears the sin’’ of men, and adds:
“Should any one say, It is extremely absurd and irrever-
ent to call the Son of God a sinner and accursed, I reply,
If you wish to deny that he is a sinner and accursed, deny
also that he suffered, was crucified and dead. For it is
not less absurd to say that the Son of God was crucified,
bore the penalties of sin and death, than to say that he
was a sinner and accursed. If, indeed, it is not absurd to
confess and believe that Christ was crucified between rob-
bers, neither is it absurd to say that he was accursed and
a sinner of sinners.” But expressions like these must be
balanced by Luther’s mysticism and by his strong asser-
tions of the divine love. It may well be doubted whether
even this language, apparently descriptive of an external
substitution and imputation, may not have had for its au-
thor a mystical sense ; whether Christ’s bearing of our sins
was not primarily to Luther’s thought a matter of inner
spiritual experience, a carrying of the cross in his heart.!
Calvin is more guarded in his language. He raises the
question how God could have become reconciled to us in
Christ “unless he had already embraced us in gratuitous
favor.” To this he answers, in part, that the biblical lan-
guage about reconciliation *“is accommodated to our sense
in order that we may better understand how miserable

1 Ritschl declares: ¢ Luther surpassed all previous theology when he
brought love into prominence as the character which exhaustively ex-
presses the Christian idea of God; and in this fundamental conception
of God he recognizes also the ultimate determining motive for the redemp-
tion and reconciliation of the sinner that were wrought by Christ. How-
ever strongly he may insist upon God’s wrath against sinners, however
emphatically he may proclaim Christ’s vicarious punishment as the means
of appeasing it, his meaning is never that God’s relation to sinful man
has previously resolved itself wholly into one of wrath; that in that
wrath his love had ceased, and could be reawakened only by the merits
of Christ. . .. His true opinion is essentially that God’s love as the
ultimate motive of the sinner’s redemption is the superior determination
of his will, while penal justice or wrath is considered as the subordinate
motive of his action in carrying out the work of redemption.” History,
p. 201. See, further, Dorner, Lehre von der Person Christi, 11. 613 sq.;
Campbell, The Nature of the Atonement, ch. ii.
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and calamitous is our condition out of Christ,” though he
does not mean by this that it is not “strictly true.” He
also speaks of God as reconciling us to himself « by abol-
ishing whatever of evil is in us,” and says that Christ does
this by ¢“the whole course of his obedience.” Calvin’s
exposition is more like that of Augustine than it is like that
of Luther. The work of redemption flows from God’s
love, and the necessity of it is grounded rather in a divine
decree than in an immediate requirement of distributive
justice. Still, there was in God’s holiness an obstacle
to forgiveness. God was angry at man as a sinner, even
though he discovered something in him — his kinship to
himself — that his goodness might love. With Augustine
he holds that “in a wonderful and divine manner he both
hated and loved us at the same time.” ¢ In thissituation,
Christ took upon himself and suffered the punishment
which by the righteous judgment of God impended over
all sinners, and by this expiation the Father has been
satisfied and his wrath appeased.”1

This penal satisfaction theory was developed and elabo-
rated by the post-Reformation divines of the seventeenth
century, that period of Protestant scholasticism and hyper-

1 Institutes, Bk. II. ch.xvi. §§ 3, 4. Calvin constantly uses expressions
like these: ‘‘ Christ suffered the punishment of our sin and so satisfied
the justice of God”; he ‘ appeased God'; ‘reconciled God; ‘“ap-
peased the wrath of God™; ‘‘rendered the Father favorable and pro-
pitious.”” He declares that ‘‘ God was angry with us and must be
appeased by a satisfaction’; that ‘ God was our enemy till he was
reconciled to us by Christ?’; that ‘“on Christ’s righteous person was
inflicted the punishment which belonged to us’’; that ‘‘ the guilt which
made us obnoxious to punishment is transferred to him’’; and that ‘“he
felt the severity of the divine vengeance.” He interprets the article of
the creed : ¢ He descended into hell,”’ to mean that ‘“he suffered that
death which the wrath of God inflicts on transgressions” and * endured
in his soul the dreadful torments of a person condemned and irretriev-
ably lost.”” Still Calvin insists with Augustine that God loved us before
Christ placated him, and that he was moved by his ¢ pure and gratuitous
love,”” which ¢ precedes our reconciliation in Christ,”’ to plan and exe-
cute this appeasement of his wrath. Nor does he attribute salvation
solely to the death of Christ, but also, in part, to his ‘ whole life,”
though this idea is not developed. He is also at pains to explain that
God was not personally hostile to or angry with Christ. His ‘¢ punish-
ment "’ was due to official, judicial necessity. II. xvii, passim.
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orthodoxy. It rested upona certain view of the justice of
God. He must punish. His relation to the sinner is not
that of private ownership or personal sovereignty; neither
has he any choice of ways or means in dealing with sin. Re-
tributive justice — the principle of quid pro quo —is pri-
mary and fundamental in his being and must express itself
in penalty. Hence sin cannot be forgiven until it has first
been punished.! This is the view which is elaborated by
Turretin, Mastricht, Gerhard, and Quenstedt. For ex-
ample, Gerhard writes : * Christ in the time of his passion
and death, but especially in the garden at the foot of
Mount Olivet, when he sweated blood, experienced in his
most holy soul the bitterest tortures, griefs, terrors, and
truly infernal anguish, and so thoroughly experienced the
wrath of God, the curse of the law, and the penalties of
hell. For how could he have truly taken our sins upon
himself, and afforded a perfect satisfaction, unless he had
truly felt the wrath of God, conjoined by an inseparable
connection (individuo nexu) with sin? How could he
have redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a
curse for us, unless he had fully experienced the judgment
of an angry God (nisi judicium Dei irati persensisset)? 2
Quenstedt declares that ¢ Christ was substituted in the
place of the debtors,” and that “in his satisfaction he
sustained all that the rigor of God’s justice demanded, so
much so that he felt even the very pains of hell, although
not in hell or eternally.”?

We shall have occasion to return to this type of thought
as it has been illustrated by more recent writers. The
point to be noted here is, how wide a departure it is from
the theory of Anselm. It took its rise, no doubt, in mod-
ifications of Anselm’s view, but it has become a widely

1 ¢t Melanchthon makes God’s forensic punishment-demanding justice
to be the fundamental conception (in the idea of God) — justice which
can be turned into grace only by means of the sacrifice of Christ. He
therefore is the true author of the subsequent orthodox doctrine.”
Ritschl, History, p. 202.

2 Loci theologict, Locus XVII, De causa meritoria justificationis, cap.
ii. § 64.

8 Theologia Didactico-polemica, I. 39.
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different theory, ¢ the precise antithesis,” as Dr. Dale says,
“of the conception in the Cur Deus Homo.” 1

1 Dale thus expresses the difference between the views of Anselm and
those of Luther: ‘¢ Anselm, though not with unvarying consistency, rep-
resents the voluntary submission of Christ to death as a transcendent
act of righteousness and of devotion to the honour of God, and maintains
that God rewarded Christ by forgiving the sins of men. Luther repre-
sents the death of Christ as the endurance of the suffering due to the
sins of our race. On Anselm’s theory, Christ has secured our salvation
because in his death he clothed himself with the glory of a unique right-
eousness, for which God rewards him. On Luther’s theory, Christ has
secured our salvation because in his death he clothed himself with the
sins of the human race, so that God inflicted on hiin the sufferings which
the sins of the race had deserved. The theological distance between the
theories can hardly be measured. They are alike only in this, that they
both affirm that the death of Christ is the ground on which our sins are
forgiven.” The Atonement, p. 290.



CHAPTER II
THE GOVERNMENTAL THEORY OF GROTIUS

THE treatise of the distinguished Dutch jurist, Hugo
Grotius (1583-1645), on the Satisfaction of Christ, was
written in refutation of the theory of Socinianism. This
theory was elaborated by Lelius Socinus (15625-1562)
and, more fully, by his nephew, Faustus Socinus (1539-
1604), and found expression in the manifesto of the Polish
Unitarians called the Racovian Catechism, published in
1605. The system included an acute and radical criticism
of the orthodox theory of atonement. Its chief exponent,
Faustus Socinus, took common ground with Anselm in
viewing sin as a violation of private right, and from this
conception derived the conclusion that it is competent for
God to pardon an affront to his majesty, without satisfac-
tion, if he chooses. This was a conclusion which the
principles of Anselm were powerless to exclude ; the Re-
formers and post-Reformation divines, however, had fore-
stalled it by their definition of justice. According. to
them, justice meant the pecessity to punish sig ; hence the
possibility of forgiveness without a satisfaction, and, in-
déed, a penal satisfaction, was out of the question. Soci-
nus challenged this definition of justice. He declared
that God’s justice is a name for his fairness and equitable-
ness. What the orthodox called justice, that is, the de-
termination to punish, is, like mercy, an effect of the divine
will, and may be exercised or not, at God’s option. It
will be noticed that Socinus related distributive justice to
the divine will in the same way as orthodoxy related mercy
thereto ; in either case it was declared to be optional with
God to exercise it or not ; in principle, the two extremes
met.  On this basis Socinus confuted the orthodox theory

167
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thus : The penalty of sin is eternal death ; now if it be
true that God must punish all sin, then every sinner must
inevitably suffer eternal death; divine justice would re-
quire that all men should perish. The alleged transfer of
man’s punishment to an innocent person is impossible.
God’s law is, « The soul that sinneth, 7t shall die.” The
notion of penal substitution, even if it were not inherently
absurd, would require that the substitute should suffer
eternal death, the ordained penalty of sin, and it is
acknowledged that Christ did not suffer this penalty.
But even if he had done so, he would have satisfied for
but one person, since he could suffer but one eternal death.
Moreover, on the orthodox view of his person, he could
not suffer at all, since God is impassible. His obedience
cannot have been a satisfaction for our sins since he owed
obedience to God on hLis own account; but even if he
could have made satisfaction by his obedience, he would
have satisfied for but one person. By such considerations
Socinus sought to show that forgiveness and satisfaction
are incompatible ideas. If God must and does satisfy
strict retributive justice by punishing all sin, then there is
no logical place or possibility of forgiveness; if, on the
contrary, God does forgive the sins of some men, then it
is certain that he does not strictly punish all sin with the
doom of eternal death. If, according to the favorite figure
of orthodoxy, Christ has fully paid the debt of the world’s
sin, then there remains nothing more to be paid; God
cannot justly exact its payment again in the punishment
of a portion of mankind. But, in point of fact, while our
debts may be paid by others, our penalties never can.
All examples of *vicarious punishment” presuppose some
implication of the victim in the guilt expiated. Again:
The satisfaction scheme requires no faith to make it valid,
for if it did, then the alleged satisfaction would not be
complete.

Taking up the scriptural references to the subject,
Socinus points out that the terms *“ransom” and *re-
demption by the blood of Christ” are figures of speech.
The statement that Christ died for our sins may mean that
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our sins were the occasion of his death, or that he died to
win us from the commission of sin. He “bore our sins”
in the sense that he took them away from us by inciting
us to abandon them. The notions of substitution and ex-
piation cannot be legitimately deduced from the sacrificial
terms which Clristianity borrowed from Judaism, since the
Old Testament sacrificial victiins were not sin-bearing nor
their death substituted for the death of the offerers. If,
then, under the Old Testament system, God forgave the
sins of men without a satisfaction, he can do so now, and
always. Men are required to forgive unconditionally
“until seventy times seven times” (Mt. xviii. 21, 22),
and cannot God do as much? In the Church doctrine
Socinus finds (on its own principles) a double immorality :
(1) in letting the guilty go unpunished; and (2) in
punishing the innocent.

Our purpose does not require us to discuss these
objections to the current orthodoxy, but it is evident from
their mere statement that they constitute a formidable
challenge.  They assail the forensic interpretation of
salvation and show to what contradictions and impossibil-
ities it leads when consistently carried out. Socinus
borrowed the merciless logic of his opponents and showed
to what intolerable results it led. This was legitimate
controversy ; and yet there was an element of unfairness
involved init. The Reformers’ doctrine of atonement was
a corollary and support to their doctrine of justification
by faith, and, in point of fact, they did not carry out this
latfer doctrine in a merely forensic way. Justification and
imputation were always something more than proceedings
in bookkeeping, though the excessive use of juridical
analogies often gave them the appearance of being little
else. Again: Socinus's view of retributive justice has
the same Scotian defect as his opponents’ view of grace ;
it tends to weaken the essential ethical character of God
on the side of his rectitude, as the orthodox view tends
to weaken it on the side of his love. If the latter view of
justice makes it a kind of natural necessity, the former
grounds it in an arbitrary freedom. But as against the
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post-Reformation inconsistency which made justice a kind
of natural attribute of God and then (in the method of
Scotus) hinged the exercise of mercy upon the operation
of the divine will, the position of Socinus, that compassion
was as essential in God as retributive justice, was impreg-
nable. But it was on the question of the * punishment of
the innocent ” that Socinus pressed his opponents hardest.
Deserting the conception of Anselm that sin is a violation
of private right, on which the defence of their case would
have been obviously hopeless, they took up the position
that sin is a violation of public law and, as such, must be
punished. This is a maxim of criminal procedure. DBut
now if sin is to be remitted, it is obvious that its penalty
cannot be inflicted upon the persons of those who com-
mitted it, but only upon the head of a substituted victim.
The procurement of this victim could only be explained
by appeal to the analogies of civil law which allows the
substitution of a surety, as where one man pays the
debt of another. But this is to fall back again upon
the discarded notion of sin as a violation of private right.
Thus the defence vacillated between conceptions of pri-
vate right and public necessity, criminal and civil law,
shifting from one ground to another, until, at length, in
the persons of its later representatives, it abandoned the
effort at rational defence and took refuge in the naked
authority of Scripture, and even, in some cases, admitted
that justice in God and justice in man must be funda-
mentally different. We shall see when we come to con-
sider more particularly the penal satisfaction scheme of the
seventeenth-century dogmaticians how fond they are of
the figure of sin as a debt and atonement as its payment.
That figure serves a double purpose: It lends itself to the
support of the idea of a precise equivalence between the
sufferings of Christ and the penalty due to sin, and it
serves to shift the ground of defence from the standpoint
of criminal law assumed in the initial definitions, to that
of civil law, and so of concealing the real inconsistency in
which the argument is involved. The theory deserts
Anselm’s definitions, but seeks to keep under cover of his
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arguments. In other words, the necessity of a strict pun-
ishment of sin (in criminal law) is first asserted, and then
a figurative “ punishment” of it (on the analogy of a debt
under civil law) is proven to have occurred.

One further remark may be added: The penal satis-
faction theory, following in this a suggestion of Anselm,
was accustomed to make use of the idea of Christ’s
infinity as a means of balancing the equation between his
sufferings and human guilt. But, as we shall have occa-
sion to see, these mere quantitative relations were more or
less clearly felt to be incongruous and inapplicable to such
concepts as those of suffering and sin. They could satisfy
only the most mechanical, and really superficial, thinking.
In so far as they did not satisfy, the alleged equivalence
had to be made out by a virtual appeal to what Duns
Scotus called acceptatio, that is, the gracious acceptance
of Christ’s sufferings as satisfactory to the mind of God.
This was, indeed, deemed a heresy, or a very deficient
orthodoxy; yet we find Anselm falling back upon this
idea in hinging the satisfaction at last upon God’s good
pleasure in willing and accepting it, and we shall have
occasion to observe how modern representatives of the
theory are somectimes constrained to resort to it.!

But we must turn without further delay to the exposi-
tion of Grotius. His treatise purports to be a defence of
the Catholic or Church doctrine against the objections
of Faustus Socinus. Grotius accordingly makes free use
of the current terminology in which the prevailing theory
was expressed. He speaks of Christ “paying” or ¢suf-
fering the penalty of our sins,” ‘“receiving our punish-
ment,” and “being chastised, that is, punished.” He
declares that since death is the ordained punishment of

1 Ritschl shows how, in earlier times, the theory was driven to this
cover : ‘“However much, therefore, the orthodox are confident that
Christ’s penal suffering corresponds to the strictest justice, —in the case
of many, such as Amesius and Maresius, the Scotist word acceptatio
occurs as an indication of an involuntary impression that God, by an
act of equity rather than strict justice, must constitute the equivalence,
demanded by the premisses, between Christ’s satisfaction and the law’s
demand for punishment.”” History, p. 308.
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sin, “ it can by no means be doubted that with reference
to God the suffering and death of Christ had the char-
acter of a punishment.”! He does not hesitate to speak
of the blood of Christ as * propitiating God,” and says that
by his death « God is appeased and reconciled to us.” 2 His
general definition of the Catholic doctrine is as follows :
“God was moved by his own goodness to bestow distin-
guished blessings upon us. But since our sins, which
deserved punishment, were an obstacle to this, he deter-
mined that Christ, being willing of his own love toward
men, should, by bearing the most severe tortures, and a
bloody and ignominious death, pay the penalty for our sins,
in order that without prejudice to the exhibition of the
divine justice, we might be liberated, upon the interven-
tion of a true faith, from the punishment of eternal death.”3

The Defence exhibits that subtlety in analysis, acute-
ness in rebuttal, and ample learning which we should
expect to find in the trained jurist. The argument is
fortified by scriptural considerations, by historical exam-
ples, and by appeal to the ethical judgments of mankind.
But it is noticeable that the principles and practices of
heathenism seem quite as acceptable to Grotius as biblical
texts, and certainly they often serve the purposes of his
theory quite as well. For example, he supports the affir-
mation ¢ that it is not unjust, or contrary to the nature
of punishment, that one should be punished for another’s
sins” (p. 82) mainly by appeal to heathen ethics, reén-
forced by some Old Testament incidents. In vain, he
declares, does Socinus cite Deut. xxiv. 16: «The fathers
shall not be put to death for the children, neither
shall the children be put to death for the fathers; every
man shall be put to death for his own sin”; that is a
mere positive law which God can repeal as easily as he
enacted it; “ God is not bound by it.” The essence of
punishment is infliction on account of sin; “it is not
essential that it should be inflicted upon the sinner him-

1 Foster’s translation (Andover, 1889), p. 82. The value of this edi-
tion is enhanced by a historical introduction and critical notes.
2 Op. cit., p. 60. 8 Op. cit., pp. 1, 2.
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self ” (p. 88); “nothing prevents that it should be or-
dained as punishment for another’s sin” (p. 89). To
establish this Christian principle Grotius introduces a long
procession of heathen moralists who have approved it
in theory or in practice, — Plutarch, Valerius Maximus,
Hesiod, Ulpian, Caius, and a number of other authorities,
— Greek, Roman, and Persian. In like manner in chap-
ter x the proof that ¢ God is induced by victims not to
punish sin” (p. 192) is derived, in the first instance,
from the sacrificial system of the Old Testament and the
echoes of it in the New, but is mainly supported by the
testimony of a score or more of heathen writers. These
are regarded as competent witnesses on the ground that
heathen sacrifices were imposed by natural law, as the
Jewish system was authorized by specific statute. In
this array appear the Canaanites, who “were accustomed
to placate Moloch by the slaughter of their own free
citizens,” and the Tyrians, “among whom it was an
ancient custom to immolate to Saturn a free-born youth”
(p- 207). These and similar examples “afford no little
help in understanding the nature of expiatory sacrifice ”
(p- 212). Now “sacrifice consists in slaying” (p. 221),
and the history of religion, biblical and profane, shows
that by the slaughter of victims, animal and human, God
is propitiated. ¢ Socinus denies that God is placated
by expiatory sacrifices ; but the writers above cited by us
prove the contrary, inasmuch as they employ the word
placate® to express those sacred rites. Hence arose that
phrase employed in the passage quoted from Hebrews, to
expiate sins (IAdoxeabar apaptias), that is, to atone for
sin by placating God” (p. 218).

These phrases and arguments sound sufficiently ortho-
dox, and such they were doubtless intended to be; yet
the keen dogmaticians of the time scented heresy in Gro-
tius, and not without reason. The voice was the voice of
Jacob; but the hands were the hands of Esau. The heresy

1 Of course the examples cited of the phrase, to placate God, are all
from heathen sources, a8 it is not a biblical phrase. See my Johannine
Theology, pp. 182-184.
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lay partly in what was not said and partly in an unusual
use of words. It was apparent to one who read between
the lines. Let us note some of the points of divergence
from current theory.

We have seen that Anselm regarded the attitude of God
toward sin as that of an offended party whose honor must
be vindicated, and that the Reformation theology viewed
him as the inexorable avenger who must punish men for
the infraction of his law. The view of Grotius differed
from both. He conceived God as the supreme Moral
Ruler who must maintain the dignity and authority of his
government. Socinus, as already remarked, occupied the
same position as Anselm regarding the nature of sin, but
deduced from the conception an opposite conclusion.
Both viewed sin as an offence against private honor and
right ; Anselm concluded that it was suitable (and so
practically necessary) that this honor and right should
be satisfied by a reparation; Socinus that it was entirely
feasible for God to forgive private injury if he wished.
Grotius, on the contrary, viewed sin as a breach of God’s
public law, a rebellion against his government, which must
be maintained and vindicated. The old Protestant the-
ology had transformed Anselm’s offended party into an
administrator of public criminal law, and by defining retrib-
utive justice as the primary attribute of God, had substi-
tuted for his suitable vindication of the divine honor the
absolutely necessary plenary punishment of the world’s sin.
This is the point at which the heresy of Grotius emerges.
Not only does he hold love to be the primary attribute
of God, but he leaves out of view entirely the whole
scheme of equivalence and imputation. Christ’s death is
the equivalent of our punishment only in the sense that
by it the dignity of God’s government is as effectively
proclaimed and vindicated as it would have been by
our punishment. Christ’s sufferings are only vice-penal
or quasi-penal. With Grotius justice is not *distribu-
tive justice,” the strict equivalence principle of the post-
Reformation orthodoxy ; it is “rectoral justice,”! regard to

1 Justitia rectoris, p. 113.
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the interests of public law and order, by whose mainte-
nance alone the general good can be conserved.

When, now, the law has been broken by sin, it is nec-
essary (if the sinners are to be spared) that the authority
of the divine government should be asserted and dis-
played. But does Grotius’s conception of God and of sin
permit of a vicarious punishment as the means of ac-
complishing this end ? He frequently speaks of Christ’s
being punished in our stead, but we must say, with
Dr. Foster, that, “strictly speaking, in Grotius’s view, he
was not punished at all, but his affliction was substituted
for our punishment” (p. 260). His sufferings were those
of a “penal example ” set forth “for the sake of the com-
munity,” whereby God ¢ testified his own hatred of sin,
and so deterred us from it ” (p. 108). God’s law, ordain-
ing eternal death as the wages of sin, is declared to be
“ relaxable,” though “not easily or upon slight cause,” or
“ without some compensation,” lest sin should be lightly
regarded (p.79). Now in ordaining and accepting the
death of Christ instead of the death of sinners, God has
exhibited both his clemency and his hatred of sin, and by
this “singular method of relaxation’ has shown us how
serious a thing sin is, and has furnished a strong motive
to deter us from it. 'We must conclude that, on Grotius’s
own principles, he has no right to speak of Christ’s being
punished in our stead, as he frequently does. Either he
used such expressions in a loose and really improper sense
or a glaring inconsistency is apparent in his theory. In
its-underlying principles, his is not a penal satisfaction
theory, as Anselm’s is not. That distinction belongs
(with qualifications) to the Reformers, and (without
qualification) to their seventeenth-century successors.

Another question of consistency lies near to hand upon
which Dr. Foster has touched in his notes: How is
the exegesis of Grotius to be reconciled with his theory?
He strenuously insists that it is the uniform scriptural
teaching that Christ bore our sins in the sense of suffer-
ing their penalty. We must now ask, with Dr. Foster:
“ Can the punishment of our sins, endured, according to
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these passages, by Christ as a strict substitute for us, be
anything else than the satisfaction of the retributive jus-
tice of God ? The punishment of our sins, in the strict
use of that term, certainly is intended to satisfy the re-
tributive justice of God. If Christ took the punishment
of our sins upon himself, as these passages indicate, did
he not suffer under the retributive justice of God?”
(p- 264). We are concerned with this question only as
it bears upon the theory of Grotius. Assuming, as Dr.
Foster evidently does, that the exegesis of Grotius is
substantially correct, it is certainly no easy task to adjust
it to the principles which we have seen to underlie his
theory. Dr. Foster himself answers the question by say-
ing that ¢ the Scriptures were not written for philosophical
purposes, nor in philosophical language, as is evident upon
the slightest examination of them.” ¢ We need not
expect to find philosophical accuracy ” in them — indeed
the terms * philosophical accuracy ” and ¢ the Scriptures”
“express contrary ideas ” (pp. 264, 265). But the point of
difficulty is that Grotius has seemed to treat their language
as “ philosophically accurate” and has derived from them
a result which seems incongruous with his somewhat
peculiar use of terms. The question is whether, if his
exegetical and critical assumptions are sound, the ortho-
doxy of the day could not easily refute his theory by
means of his own arguments. I am of opinion that the
penal satisfactionists would have a distinct advantage over
him in the use alike of his exegesis and of his instructive
examples derived from heathen ethics and customs.

But it is necessary to inquire somewhat more minutely
into the nature and meaning of that law or government
which holds so large a place in the scheme of Grotius.
What is its relation to the divine will, or nature? The
general impression made by the author’s discussion is that
he entertains a statutory conception of the law whose
demands the death of Christ satisfies. God enacted the
law that “every man that sinneth shall bear the punish-
ment of eternal death.” But since, in point of fact, some
men are saved, it is certain that this law is not in all
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cases executed, but relaxed. The law is not abrogated,
for unbelievers are still exposed to its penalty; but for
good and sufficient reasons its execution, in certain cases,
is stayed. There are irrelaxable laws, continues Grotius,
such as that God cannot lie, or deny himself; but his
determination to punish every sin with its full measure of
penalty is not of this character. “All positive laws are
absolutely relaxable.” If in some other way than by the
punishment of sin, God maintains his rectoral authority,
he may, without incousistency, remit the penalty of sin.
By such a supposition we do not make God mutable.
“The law is not something internal within God, or the
will of God itself, but only an effect of that will. It is
perfectly certain that the effects of the divine will are
mutable.” It belongs to the very nature of a positive law
that the legislator may, under certain circumstances, sus-
pend its operation. To the objection that it is just, and
therefore necessary, that sinners should be punished with
the full penalty of their sin, Grotius replies, in effect, that
it does not follow that because it is just it is necessary.
It may be just to do a thing which (even in the circum-
stances) it is not unjust not to do. A man who gives a
thousand talents to another is liberal; but he is not
necessarily illiberal if he does not give them. That all
crime deserves punishment is natural and necessary, but
it does not follow either in human society or in the divine
government that every crime must, under all circum-
stances, recewve its full measure of penalty. _Ngthing
prevents the, relaxafi Accordingly, we
find that the divine threats of punishment have not always
been carried out; on proper conditions, their execution
has been withheld, as, for example, in the case of the
threats against the Ninevites. The penal law is, then,
dispensable. {But since by relaxation * the authority of
the law seems to be diminished in some respects, it follows
that it could not be relaxed easily, or upon slight cause.”
Now the sufficient reason for the relaxation in question was
God’s desire that men be saved; for if the penal law were
to be rigidly and strictly carried out, the salvation of any
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would have been absolutely impossible.! Applying these
principles, Grotius contends that God in his mercy substi-
tuted the sufferings of Christ for the punishment of sin-
ners, and by means of this ¢ penal example ” more highly
honored his law and more cffectively warned and deterred
men from sin than he could have done by punishing the
sinners themselves.

Is the penal law, then, an arbitrary enactment of God ?
Does he, after all, adopt the view of his opponent, that
punitive justice does not reside in God, but is an effect
of his will? Does he make justice dependent on the
divine will and optional as to its exercise, thus giving
it the same character and standing which his Calvinistic
contemporaries had assigned to mercy ? I think the reply
must be that such was not his intention. It must be re-
membered that he uses the word * justice ” in a more com-
prehensive sense than the advocates of penal satisfaction.
God’s justice is his rectitude, and that ¢“is an attribute
residing in God” (p. 110). God must disapprove and
condemn sin; it does not follow that he must punish it.
The actual exercise of “ punitive justice” is dependent
on the divine will. Sin must ever appear blameworthy
in God’s sight, and his holy nature must ever react
against it; but it is not necessary that he should always
proceed to inflict the penalty which the sin inherently
deserves. If it were, then God would be precluded from
exercising mercy at all. Grotius, equally with the Cal-
vinists, grounds justice in the being or essence of God;
but he has a different conception of the nature, action, and
requirements of justice. To them justice means strict,
inexorable, irrelaxable vengeance, so much penalty for so
much sin'; for him justice means the rectitude or right
character of God which he exercises in establishing and
administering the moral system. This chatacter of God
is immutably just, but the specific ways and means by
which he shall conduct his government are dependent
upon his will and wisdom. As a ruler he may strictly
execute or relax his positive laws, as he wills. It is not

1 Ch. iii., passim.
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unjust for him to will to relax them if, at the same time,
he protects his dignity and authority in other ways.
Moreover, it is certain that, in point of fact, he has not
invariably punished sin, since he has saved and is saving
some men, that is, remitting their punishment.

We next ask : What view did Grotius take of the divine
benevolence and of its relation to justice, whether general or
punitive? We must answer that he has not discussed the
subject. It must be remembered that the Defence is not
so much a systematic, constructive treatise as a reply
to the arguments of Socinus. Still, this question is so
fundamental to his whole contention that we can only
regard it as a weakness that he has not taken a more
definite position with regard to it. His principles seem,
however, clearly to require the view that love is primary
in God, but that justice conditions love or determines the
method of its exercise toward sinners. At the beginning
of his work Grotius writes, * The first cause which moved
God (to send his Son) is mercy or love to men” (p. 2).
Elsewhere he declares that the fact of God’s choosing to
remit to us eternal punishment “has its cause in benevo-
lence, which is, of all the attributes of God, most truly
peculiar to him. For everywhere (in Scripture) God
describes himself chiefly by this attribute, that he is be-
nignant and clement. Therefore, (od is inclined to aid
and bless men; but he cannot do this while that dreadful
and eternal punishment remains. Besides, if eternal
death should fall upon all, religion had totally perished
tlirough despair of felicity. 'There were, therefore, great
reasons for sparing man” (p. 105). Again, *“ Among all
his attributes love of the human race is preéminent”
(p- 107). In this connection he contends that alongside
of this clemency exists also the severity of God which
conditions the operation of his grace. In order to show
that he has no low estimate of sin, and as a means of pre-
venting it, a due regard to the preservation of his gov-
ernment requires that he should set forth Christ as a
« distinguished example,” who by revealing the ill desert
of sin meets the moral ends of penalty.
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The discussion of Grotius treats salvation chiefly on its
negative side ; it is viewed, primarily, as liberation from
penalty. It is true that the sufferings of Christ as man’s
representative are conceived to have a deterrent effect
upon the commission of sin; but this aspect of his saving
work is evidently regarded as secondary and incidental.
Primarily, the sufferings and death of Christ are not part
of a work of salvation ; they belong to a plan or scheme
of salvation ; they represent conditions which have to be
fulfilled before God is at liberty to save men. All the
lhistoric theories of atonement have this feature in common.
Their problem is : How can God, consistently with his
justice, forgive sin, that is, withhold the penalty which he
has ordained for transgression? How can he plan both
to express his hatred of sin and to realize his desire to for-
give the sinner? Atonement, then, appears as a device
whereby forgiveness, that is, suspension of penalty, be-
comes possible ; it is a compromise of some sort between
the determination to punish and the desire to forgive. To
the mind of Anselm God makes the adjustment by arrang-
ing to have his Son suffer and die in deference to his
offended dignity ; for Grotius God’s righteousness was
sufficiently asserted by requiring Christ to suffer as man’s
representative in order to show to the world how strenuous
were the requirements of his government ; to the minds
of the strict constructionists both these schemes were
inadequate. In neither case is sin punished, and hence
the divine appetite for penalty is not appeased. What is
necessary in order to open the way to a possible remission
of penalty is not a mere “equivalent homage” to God’s
honor (Anselm); no amount of homage can ever be
equivalent to sin’s penalty. Nor is a display of the recti-
tude of God’s government enough (Grotius) ; this is too
vague and general ; its ¢ justice ” reduces to mere equity,
and it does not even profess to maintain a satisfaction
which is the strict equivalent of the eternal death of all
mankind. There is only one thing which equals punish-
ment, and that is punishment. There can be no satisfac-
tion for sin except a punishment which is the full equivalent
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of the penalty due to the world’s sin. Fundamentally
different as these theories are in their content, they are
formally alike. They all represent God as devising a way
in which he may satisfy his honor, or his law, or his puni-
tive justice, as the case may be, in order that he may then,
without self-contradiction, exercise his grace toward sin-
ners — and this device is called *the plan of salvation.”
Its adoption and execution constitute the logical, if not the
chronological, condition precedent of forgiveness. The
scheme has, in itself, nothing to do with an actual salva-
tion ; itis a process which precedes the real work of saving
men ; it is wholly outside and independent of their moral
life or experience. It should be said, however, that if it
is desirable to correlate the satisfaction in any direct way
with real salvation from sinning, then the theory of Grotius
has an advantage over that of Anselm and the post-Refor-
mation dogma. In these Christ’s satisfaction is a payment
of back debts ; with Grotius it is a deterrent from future
offences. ¢ If,” he says, « Christ suffered such severities
that ye might obtain the pardon of your sins, having
indeed obtained it by faith, ye ought to beware of sinning
in the future ” (p. 16).

The theory of Grotius, though strenuously opposed by
the Calvinists, gradually extended itself on the continent
and at length attained a widespread influence in both Eng-
land and America. In Holland, however, his principles
were modified in the direction of Socinianism. The later
Arminians generally adopted the view that it depends
upon the mere will of God whether he shall punish or for-
give, and that he, of course, determines at what price he
will be satisfied. This positioninvolves a double departure
from Grotius; it represents sin as a violation of private
right (Anselm), and satisfaction as an acceptatio (Duns
Scotus).! In England the theory, more or less modified,
was adopted and advocated within the established Church
by Archbishop Tillotson (1630-1694), Bishop Patrick

1 To these results the theory was carried by the Arminians — Episco-
pius (1683-1643), Curcelleus (d. 16569), and Limborch (1633-1712).
See Foster’s Historical Introduction to the Defence, pp. XXi~-xxvii.
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(1626-1707), Daniel Whitby (1638-1726), and Samuel
Clarke (16756-1728). Later it was developed and ren-
dered more precise by the chief theologian of the Wesleyan
movement, Richard Watson (1781-1833).1 It has ever
since remained the prevailing type of thought in Arminian
theology.

In due time the theory was destined to exert a trans-
forming influence upon the Calvinism of New England.
The collected works of Grotius were presented to the li-
brary of Yale College by Bishop Berkeley in 1733. The
writings of the English Arminians— Daniel Whitby, John
Taylor, and Samuel Clarke —were in circulation from
about this time. The influence of the Grotian view is
seen in Charles Chauncy (1705-1787), Joseph Bellamy
(1719-1790), and Samuel Hopkins (1721-1803), while by
Jonathan Edwards, Jr. (1745-1801), it was adopted bodily.
From this beginning the Grotian principles and method of
thought became so general as to be regarded as charac-
teristic of New England theology. The form which the
Grotian theory assumed in New England was commonly
called the Edwardean, because certain elements of it are
found in Jonathan Edwards, Sr., and because it was elab-
orated by ¢the Edwardean school,” among whom was
Jonathan Edwards, Jr.2 We shall have occasion to touch
upon the history and influence of the doctrine, and espe-
cially to note its more recent transformations, in the
chapter after the next.

It would be easy to point out limitations and defects in
the treatise of Grotius. He does not wholly escape the
Socinian position which he had set himself to refute;
equally with Socinus he denies that penal satisfaction is
necessary before sins can be forgiven. He is flagrantly
inconsistent in his use of language ; he frequently speaks
of Christ as being “punished,” though his principles ex-

1 Cf. Foster, pp. x1-xlii.

2 For an explanation and history of this theory see Professor Park’s
Introductory Essay prefixed to a volume of discourses and treatises
entitled The Atonement, edited by him and published in Boston in 1859.

This volume contains the exposition of the doctrine by the ‘* younger
Edwards " in three sermons.
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clude such a supposition. Much of his exegesis and many
of his illustrations drawn from heathenism prove too much.
They are better adapted to prove a strict penal satisfaction
than a governmental vindication. The treatise is highly
formal and legal in its mode of argument. It reminds one
of a lawyer’s brief « with its many an ‘aforesaid,” ¢there-
fore,” and ‘the same.’” It has almost nothing to say of
the ethical aspects of salvation. The exposition is a ju-
ridical dialectic, portraying a kind of apparatus hanging
between heaven and earth. It is difficult to clothe it with
the character of reality. In strict logical coherence and
consistency it is hardly equal to its Calvinistic rival. Its
fundamental assumptions are less definite and uncompro-
mising. Morally it is more tolerable, but taken for what
each of the historic theories purported to be —a logical
demonstration deduced from definitions made to hand in
advance —1it is not so clear, precise, or conclusive. Still,
its service has been great. It occupied middle ground
between Socinianism and Calvinism. It represented a
praiseworthy effort to find a point of view more satisfac-
tory than either. It shrank from the conception of God
as mere good nature as inadequate, and from the view of
himn as inexorable vengeance as monstrous. If Grotius
was not entirely successful in finding a via media, it must
be remembered that a middle position is always hardest
to define. The extreme position is always easy to state,
Just because of its one-sidedness ; it requires no qualifica-
tion or discrimination. The great value of Grotius’s work
was indirect and remote. le challenged men to new
methods of thought and opened the way to the considera-
tion of his problem in new light.



CHAPTER III

MODERN PENAL SATISFACTION THEORIES

OUR next task is to inquire how recent theological
thought has related itself to the earlier theories which we
have outlined. As has been already intimated, it is diffi-
cult, if not impossible, to separate modern writers on the
subject into clearly defined classes. The elements of
various theories are, not infrequently, combined. Never-
theless, we may distinguish three general types of thought
which are sufficiently distinet to warrant separate treat-
ment, and this simple classification will serve us for
purposes of illustration. We begin with that mode of
explanation which is most closely akin to the views of
the Reformers and seventeenth-century dogmaticians, and
which ascribes to the sufferings of Christ the character of
a penal satisfaction or judicial appeasement of distributive
justice. No recent writer has presented this view more
clearly and unequivocally than the late Dr. Shedd. The
theory is constructed upon certain definitions of the
divine attributes, justice and benevolence, and of their
relations to each other. By justice is meant the uncon-
ditional necessity to punish. By benevolence, or mercy,
is meant an emotion of tenderness and pity which it is
optional with God to indulge or not to indulge. This
justice, moreover, this quid pro quo principle in God, is
impersonal ; it must issue forth in penalty, but not neces-
sarily upon the guilty parties; an innocent substitute may
receive the penal stroke. The postulates of the theory
are thus expressed by Dr. Shedd : ¢ Retributive justice is
necessary in its operation. The claim of the law upon the
transgressor for punishment is absolute and indefeasible.
The eternal Judge may or may not exercise mercy, but he

174
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must exercise justice.”! Elsewhere he explains that God
is capable of two “opposite feelings at the very same
moment,” namely, wrath and mercy, but that the differ-
ence between them is that wrath is constitutive in his
being, whereas mercy is voluntary or optional. ¢The
two emotions of which we are speaking are clearly dis-
criminated from each other by the fact that one ‘of them
is constitutional and the other is voluntary. The divine
wrath issues from the necessary antagonism between the
pure essence of the Godhead and moral evil. It is, there-
fore, natural, organic, necessary, and eternal. The logical
idea of the Holy implies it. But the love of benevolence,
or the divine compassion, issues from the voluntary dispo-
sition of God — from his heart and affections. It is good-
will.”2 From these definitions the compatibility of the
two opposite emotions is deduced. One is located in the
“essence,” the other in the “disposition ” of the Deity.
Strict distributive justice, then, must be exercised. All
sin must be punished to the full. But how, in that case,
can it be forgiven? Can it be both punished and for-
given? The answer is explicit: It must be punished
before it can be forgiven ; it must first be punished
and then may be pardoned. But can God both eternally
punish the sinner and also forgive him? Of course not ;
if he is to forgive him, he can only punish him vicari-
ously in the person of another. But this is quite feasible,
since justice is an impersonal feeling. It will have its
vengeance, if not upon the sinners themselves, then upon
some one else. Justice compels God to punish, but it does
not compel him to punish only the guilty. ¢ Hence,”
writes Dr. Shedd, *in every instance of transgression, the
penalty of law must be inflicted, either personally or vicari-
ously ; either upon the transgressor or upon his substitute.
The remission of penalty under the divine administration
is not absolute, but relative. It may be omitted in respect
to the real criminal, but, if so, it must be inflicted upon
some one in his place. . . . Justice necessarily demands
that sin be punished, but not necessarily in the person of

1 Dogmatic Theology, I1. 436. 2 Theological Essays, pp. 270, 271.



176 THE PRINCIPAL FORMS OF THE DOCTRINE

the sinner. Justice may allow of the substitution of one
person for another, provided that in the substitution no
injustice is done to the rights of any of the parties con-
cerned.” 1 ¢ The correlate of guilt is punishment,” but not
necessarily the punishment of the guilty ; the ¢ justice”
of God is of such a character that it is equally well satis-
fied with the punishment of the innocent and sinless, as
with that of the guilty. The position, we think, is clear.
The innocent is punished with the full measure of the
penalty due to the sins of the guilty. Dr. Shedd speaks
frequently of Christ as being ¢ vicariously punished.”?

We venture to think that the average modern mind is
likely to be affected with a certain feeling of incongruity
as it contemplates the goal toward which this reasoning
is irresistibly leading. Still, it will not be found easy to
point out any flaw in the argument, when once the defini-
tions are conceded. The conclusions seem to flow logically
from the premisses. We come next to the question, how
we are to construe or even endure the idea of a vicarious
punishment of Christ, now that we have obtained it by ir-
resistible logic proceeding from axiomatic premisses. The
answer is, that it is the prerogative of the Almighty to
punish the innocent if he chooses. Cannot he who made
the law execute its demands in his own way? What is
necessary is simply that the substitute be *“accepted by
the law and lawgiver. The primal source of law has no
power to abolish penalty any more than to abolish law, but
it has full power to substitute penalty.”3

1 Dogmatic Theology, 1. 373. 2 E.g., op. cit., 1. 375 ; 1I. 436.

8 Theological Essays, p. 300. Commenting on this statement the late
Dr. E. G. Robinson says: ‘ What this ‘¢ primal source,” which he calls
¢it,’ may be, is not quite so apparent as is desirable in such an argu-
ment. It is not very clear what ‘power’ an abstraction can have to
change the sanction of an immutable law. The truth is, that any
explanation or defence which can be given of a literal forensic substi-
tution, necessarily involves in the end a contradiction of the idea of
absolute justice upon which the whole theory rests; and Dr. Shedd’s
conception of an absolute justice in God which his voluntary mercy
could satisfy or not, shuts us up to the alternative, either of a one-sided
nature in God, or of an atonement which is stripped of every vestige of
grace. An atonement made necessary to balance the character of God
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The next step in the argument is, that this substituted
penalty should be ¢plenary,” “a full equivalent for the
punishment due to mankind.” This view alone *minis-
ters to evangelical repose.” The vicarious punishment
must be “strictly equivalent,” though not “identical ” ;
it need not (and in Christ’s case it did not) involve re-
morse or endless suffering. How, then, could it be equiva-
lent? The answer is that it was * of strictly equal value,”
as when in paying a loan, one does not return the very
coins borrowed, but others of precisely equal worth.
That is ¢“literally equivalent payment.” Such is the case
in question. Christ’s penal suffering ¢ contains the ele-
ment of infinitude, which is the element of value in the
case, with even greater precision than the satisfaction of
the creature does; because it is the suffering of a strictly
infinite Person in a finite time, while the latter is only
the suffering of a finite person in an endless, but not
strictly infinite time.” ! The conclusion seems to be that
the substitutionary punishment was even more than equiv-
alent, since infinite Person plus finite time is held to be
greater than finite person plusinfinite time. This follows
because the factor of personality in the equation is the one
of chief value. The debt is more than paid ; the account
shows a surplus. But in another connection this explana-
tion is given : Every sin is infinitely guilty and requires
an infinite satisfaction, that is, the death of an infinite
Being. ¢ One sinner needs the whole infinite Christ and
his whole sacrifice, because of the infinite guilt of his sin,”
as much as “a million sinners would.”?2 This, says Dr.
Shedd, is the ‘“mathematical answer.” But I apprehend
that some minds will feel a difficulty still. Christ’s
punishment which is declared to be “mathematically
infinite ” is exactly equivalent to human guilt, but more
than equivalent to what the total eternal punishment
of all human sins would amount to, since that punishment
would only be the suffering of finite persons. It would

could not be a gratuity to men.”” Christian Theology, p. 260. CYf. the
remarks on the theory in question in chapter vi., infra.
1 Theological Essays, pp. 300, 301. 2 Dogmatic Theology, II. 444.
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seem, then, that the penalty ordained by the law against
sin could never have been adequate, if inflicted, since
Christ’s punishment is exactly equivalent to the guilt of
sin, but more than equivalent to its possible penalty.

It will have been observed that this method of reason-
ing starts with a sharp discrimination between justice and
mercy. They are regarded as attributes of entirely dif-
ferent rank and character. They sustain wholly different
relations to the divine will and nature. They are often
described as acting independently; they are viewed as
contrasted, opposite, or even, possibly, antagonistic fac-
tors in the character of God. Hence they are frequently
referred to as being adjusted or reconciled to each other,
or as treating with and making terms with one another.
Accordingly Dr. Shedd tells us that in substituting him-
self (incarnate) for the sinner, “ God’s own mercy satis-
fies his own justice for the transgressor.”! Dr. A. H.
Strong has developed his view of atonement from the
same premisses, with a logic no less rigorous, but in lan-
guage less commercial and mathematical. A synopsis of
his argument is as follows: “ As we may be kind, but
must be righteous; so God, in whose image we are made,
may be merciful, but must be holy. Mercy is optional
with him. . . . Love is an attribute which, like omnipo-
tence, God may exercise, or not exercise, as he will.
With holiness it is not so. IHoliness must be exercised
everywhere. Justice must be done always,” etc. This
justice, by which is meant retributive righteousness,? is
defined to be “a principle of God’s nature, not only in-
dependent of love, but superior to love.”3 ¢ When we

1 Dogmatic Theology, 11. 445.

2 Elsewhere the author defines his terms. Justice and righteousness
are * transitive holiness,” that is, holiness in exercise toward creatures,
the former denoting holiness ‘ chiefly in its mandatory,”’ the latter
¢« chiefly in its punitive aspect.” Justice is ¢ distributive or judicial
holiness !’ in which God ‘‘ reveals chiefly his hatred of sin.”> This justice
¢binds God to punish.” He ‘can cease to punish sin only when he
ceases to be holy,” ‘‘Judex damnatur cum nocens absolvitur.””  Sys-
tematic Theology, pp. 138, 139.

8 It should be noted that this position of Drs. Shedd and Strong is
not that of the Reformers, but that of the post-Reformation extrem-
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think of what holiness is,” continues Dr. Strong, «it
would indeed at first sight seem to exclude love.” One
would almost think that in view of the fact that retribu-
tive justice is “ the fundamental and controlling attribute
of God’s being,” there would be no room for love to
sinners. “ And yet, wonder of wonders ! — he loves the
sinner and cannot see him perish. The complex nature
of God is strangely capable of these two mighty emotions,
— hatred for the sin and love of the sinner; or, to put it
more accurately, love for the sinner, as he is a creature
of infinite capacities of joy or sorrow, of purity or wicked-
ness, but simultaneous hatred for that same sinner, as he
is an enemy to holiness and to God.”

But one naturally asks, how these two antithetic attri-
butes, both of which Dr. Strong regards as “constituent ”’
in the nature of God, can dwell together in harmony.
Justice insists upon the punishment of sin; mercy pleads
for its pardon. What is to be the outcome? To put
question and answer in Dr. Strong’s own words : “'Tri-
umphant holiness, submissive love —are these, then, in
conflict with each other? Is there duality, instead of
harmony, in the nature of God? Ah, there would be,
but for one fact —the fact of the cross. The first and
worst tendency of sin is its tendency to bring discord into
the being of God, by setting holiness at war with love,
and love at war with holiness. And since both these
attributes are exercised toward sinners of the human race,
ists. Ritschl justly remarks: ¢ The juridical construction of the idea of
Christ’s satisfaction was originally intended only as a condition for the
religious and moral certainty of justification in Christ ; while the Re-
formers recognized the providence, or grace, or love of God, as the lead-
ing resort of the entire religious consciousness, and his justice, to which
satisfaction is required to be given, as the subordinate principle in accord-
ance with which the bestowal of grace through Christ had to be procured.
In the theology of the period subsequent to them, this view of the rela-
tive value of the two ideas ¢ involuntarily underwent a change.”” His-
tory, p. 3056. The above-named writers diverge as widely from the
doctrine of the Reformers as Dr. Hodge does from that of Anselm (see
below).  Their definitions accord only with the provincial hyper-
orthodoxy of the seventeenth century. They are as unwarranted by

historical orthodoxy in general as they are foreign to the Christian con-
cept of God and repugnant to the moral sense of mankind.
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the otherwise inevitable antagonism between them is
removed only by the atoning death of the God-man.
Their opposing claims do not impair the divine blessed-
ness, because the reconciliation exists in the eternal
counsels of God ; Christ is the Lamb slain from the foun-
dation of the world.” 1

In accord with these principles it is explained that in
virtue of his union with humanity there is “an imputa-
tion of our sins to Christ ” with all their guilt and penalty.
Dr. Strong quotes Melanchthon with approval : ¢ Christ
was made sin for us, not only in respect to punishment,
but primarily by being chargeable with guilt also,” and
Thomasius: ¢ Christ bore the guilt of the race by impu-
tation; he sank himself into our guilt.” Our author
declares : “lIe took our guilt by taking our nature.”
“ Guilt was not simply ¢mputed to Christ, it was imparted
also”; “Penalty and guilt are correlates; if Christ in-
herited penalty, it must have been because he inherited
guilt.” This burden of penalty and guilt *rested upon
him from the very beginning of his life.” Did Christ,
then, have depravity also? No; he was purged from
depravity in the womb of the virgin, but guilt and penalty
remained. “We may say that Christ takes guilt with-
out depravity, in order that we may have depravity with-
out guilt.”2 In contrast with other theories, Dr. Strong
designates this as *the ethical theory of atonement.” 8

1 Philosophy and Religion, pp. 196-198.

2 Systematic Theology, pp. 412-416, esp. 415.

3In a more recent publication (Christ in Creation and Ethical Mo-
nism, 1809) Dr. Strong has propounded a highly mystical view of Christ’s
sufferings. Completely identifying Christ with God, he also declares
that ‘‘ he 78 humanity.” When God ¢ ordained sin he ordained also an
atonement for sin,”’ and he who is the root and substance of humanity
must suffer for sin as the body suffers when one of its members is in-
jured (pp. 32-34). Here Christ appears to be conceived as suffering the
penalty of sin, not by substitution, but by identification. He is our
‘‘natural life ’’; ¢¢ his is the all-including consciousness’’; our bodies are
manifestations of him, so that in sinful physical indulgences we are
‘“actually crucifying Christ.”” How this exposition is conceived by the
author to stand related to the forensic penal theory elaborated in his Sys-
tematic Theology I am unable to say ; it appears to proceed from entirely
different presuppositions and to imply a radically different metaphysics.
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If T correctly apprehend this exposition, it is a combi-
nation of the following propositions: (1) Both justice and
love are constitutive factors in God’s character, but the
former is a primary, fundamental, and independent, while
the latter is a secondary, optional, and dependent, attribute.
The former is grounded in the divine essence; the latter
is dependent upon the divine will. (2) Accordingly God
in his “strangely complex nature” is able both to love
and to hate the same object at the same time. (3) Now
the simultaneous operation of these *two mighty (but
competing) emotions ” would have involved the attributes
of God in “discord” and actual “war” unless a way had
been found to reconcile them. (4) This pacification was
accomplished by God’s punishing himself in the person of
his own eternally holy Son. Thus mercy triumphed, and
yet justice was satisfied. There are questions which we
should like to raise in connection with this theory, but
we are here concerned with explanation, not with criti-
cism. Yet one may properly feel the force of Dr. Shedd’s
admission that ¢« the extraordinary method ” of appeasing
justice by “crucifying a person of the Trinity” is “so
strange and stupendous that it requires very high testi-
mony and proof to make it credible.” !

Dr. Charles Hodge has defined the type of doctrine
under review with his accustomed clearness and precision.
The subject is connected in his view with that series of
covenants or contracts by means of which God deals with
the human race, and is developed in accord with the idea

It reminds one of the views of Maurice and Dr. Simon and of Dr. Dale's
closing chapters. In a still more recent address (at Cleveland, Ohio,
May 19, 1904), Dr. Strong acknowledges that we can no longer hold ¢¢ the
old mechanical and arbitrary conceptions of the atonement,” and ex-
presses himself thus: ‘* Christ’s doing and suffering is not that of one
external and foreign to us. He is bone of our bone and flesh of our flesh,
the bearer of our humanity ; yes, the very life of the race. The life that
he lived in Palestine and the death that he endured on Calvary were the
revelation of a union with mankind which antedated the Fall. Being
thus joined to us from the beginning, he has suffered in all human sin ;
in all our affliction he has been afflicted,’’ etc. *‘So we add to the idea
of substitution the idea of sharing,” etc.
1 Dogmatic Theology, 11. 447.
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of unconditional election. The discussion begins with a
definition of terms. The author parts company with An-
selm at the start by distinguishing two kinds of satisfac-
tion, — commercial and penal. Commercial satisfaction
is simply payment of so much for so much; there is no
condescension or mercy or grace involved in it. The sat-
isfaction of Christ is not of this character.! Penal satis-
faction relates not to debts, but to crimes. Here the
demand is upon the person of the offender. The essential
point is, not how much shall be paid, but “who shall
suffer. The soul that sins, it shall die.” This definition
of terms would seem to leave no place for substitution
in the case of crimes or sins, but we are told that it is
competent for the sovereign authority or magistrate by a
special * covenant” or ‘‘agreement” to arrange to have
an innocent person punished for a guilty person’s crime.
It is noticeable that no illustration of this possibility is
offered, nor any argument advanced to support it; the
punishment of the innocent in the place of the guilty is
declared to be feasible if there is a divine covenant or
bargain to that effect. Hence penalty is defined as suf-
fering inflicted with a certain design; namely, the satisfac-
tion of justice. The word ¢ penalty ” denotes nothing as
to the nature of the suffering or as to the person to whom
it is due, but only designates the “intention” of the suf-
fering. Punishment is suffering endured for the satis-
faction of justice. It is obvious that the definition is so
constructed as to leave room for the idea that an innocent
person may suffer the punishment of a crime as appro-
priately as the person who committed it, provided, of

1 And yet, when, later, Dr. Hodge essays to answer the objection that
guilt cannot be transferred, he returns to this commercial idea and likens
Christ’s satisfaction to the payment of a debt. ¢‘The transfer of guilt
or righteousness, as states of consciousness or forms of moral character,
is indeed impossible. But the transfer of guilt as responsibility to justice,
and of righteousness as that which satisfies justice, is no more impossible
than that one man should pay the debt of another. All that the Bible
teaches on this subject is that Christ paid, as a substitute, our debt to
the justice of God” (op. cit. II. 540). Here the discarded idea of com-
mercial payment is brought in as a means of parrying the objection.
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course, there is a proper contract to that effect. When
in the definition of penalty the fact is left out of view
that the penalty of any sin or crime belongs to him who
does it, the whole case for the possibility of ¢ vicarious
punishment ” is obviously assumed.!

By vicarious is meant * suffering endured by one person
in the stead of another, that is, in his place. . . .
When, therefore, it is said that the sufferings of Christ
were vicarious, the meaning is that he suffered in the place
of sinners.”? Accordingly, there is nothing vicarious
about the sufferings of patriots or martyrs. The word
“guilt” is next defined. It has a twofold meaning. Con-
sidered as ill desert or demerit, it is “inseparable from
sin. It can belong to no one who is not personally a
sinner, and it permanently attaches to all who have sinned.
It cannot be transferred from one person to another.”
But guilt has a second meaning : ‘obligation to satisfy
justice. This may be removed by the satisfaction of
justice personally or vicariously. It may be transferred
from one person to another.” This second aspect of guilt
is illustrated thus: “ When a man steals or commits any
other offence to which a specific penalty is attached by
the law of the land, if he submit to the penalty, his guilt
in this latter sense is removed. Justice demands his
exemption from any further punishment. It is in this
sense that it is said that the guilt of Adam’s sin is imputed
to us; that Christ assumed the guilt of our sins; and that
his blood cleanses from guilt.” 2 The reader will observe
that in the case of the criminal used for illustration here,
it is not even suggested that justice might be equally well

1 ¢f. Systematic Theology, 11. 470-474. Some of the earlier New
England theologians, whose general theory was ‘¢ governmental,” also
held similar language. Hopkins, for example, says that Christ ‘‘did
not suffer that particular kind of pain which is the necessary attendant,
or natural consequence, of being a sinner, and which none but the sinner
himself can suffer. But this is only a circumstance of the punishment
of sin, and not the essence of it.”” This seems to imply that guilt is not
the necessary correlate of punishment. Hence he goes on to say that
Christ, though innocent, could perfectly well suffer the whole penalty of

sin. Works, 1. 331.
2 Op. cit., I1. 476. 8 Op. cit., 11. 476.
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satisfied by some innocent party’s enduring his punishment.
Yet this was what needed to be shown in order to bridge
the chasm between the human analogy and the divine
sovereign arrangement. I cannot find that in any instance
Dr. Hodge has attempted to show by illustration or argu-
ment that justice as understood among men, or admin-
istered by human tribunals, would or could be satisfied by
substituting innocent persons for guilty ones in punish-
ment. This is a prerogative and peculiarity of the divine
justice alone. God only is so just that he can appease his
vengeance by punishing the innocent. The authors whose
systems we are reviewing, might fitly have concluded their
discussions with that confession of theological despair to
which one of their seventeenth-century forerunners, Hollaz,
was driven when pursuing the same course of argument;
namely, that the theory of vicarious punishment rests
upon the fact that what would be unjust in men — the
punishment of the innocent—is exactly the reverse in God,
—a proof of his justice.!

By Christ’s assumption of our guilt and endurance of
our punishment “God is propitiated.” ¢ Guilt must be
visited with punishment,” and “it is expiated by satis-
faction, that is, by vicarious punishment. God is thereby
rendered propitious, that is, it is now consistent with his
nature to pardon and bless the sinner.” God’s “nature
demands the punishment of sin; therefore there can be
no remission without such punishment, vicarious or per-
sonal.”” These propositions, declares Dr. Hodge, ¢ have
been denied only by those who are outside of the Church,
and therefore not Christians, or by those who, instead of
submitting to the simple word of God, feel constrained to
explain its teachings in accordance with their own sub-
jective convictions.”? It will be noted, however, that
Dr. Hodge’s historical illustrations of this doctrine of
“vyicarious punishment” are drawn almost exclusively
from the post-Reformation dogmatics. The truth is that
his doctrine of satisfaction by punishment was as foreign
to Anselm as it was to Grotius. Its appearance in the

1 See Ritschl, History, p. 308. 2 Op. cit., 11 478, 479.
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theology of the Church as a whole is sporadic and excep-
tional. It is a modern extravagance in belief and state-
ment. But of this, more hereafter.

Having seen what are the definitions on which the
theory is constructed, it is needless to follow Dr. Hodge
through his more detailed statement and ¢ proof” of the
doctrine. The entire result is put into the definitions in
advance, and the labor of drawing it out afterward is not
difficult. 'When one is making definitions, it must be his
own fault if he does not make them as he wants them.
The fact that they may find no analogy or warrant in
human life or relations need be no obstacle, since we are
dealing here, ex hypothest, not with principles of universal
obligation, but with sovereign decrees and inaccessible
contracts between persons of the Trinity. The tacit
assumptions of this reasoning are that theology isa science
which explains the known by means of the unknown, and
that the ethics of the divine * covenants” are of so supe-
rior an order that the rights and duties which obtain among
men are not available to illustrate them.

It is only necessary to note, further, that Christ * paid
the debt ” of those only whom God in his eternal decree
of salvation had chosen to save. Dr. Ilodge points out
the absurdity of supposing that Christ should die to save
those whom God never intended to save ; nay, had from
eternity “for the manifestation of his glory,” as the Con-
fession says, “fore-ordained to everlasting death ” (III. iii).
The merit of Christ’s death is, indeed, sufficient to save
them, if God had any intention to do so; but he has not;
their fate is sealed in advance. But we are told that the
atonement is not wholly without reference even to the
non-elect. They are not entirely deprived of *uncove-
nanted mercies.” For example, the death of Christ is
“the ground on which salvation is offered ” to them,
although all possibility of the offer being effective in their
case is excluded by their eternal reprobation. Some will
feel that this is a rather doubtful benefit. It is the ¢ bless-
ing ” which is graciously granted to a starving man when
he is permitted to contemplate food of which it is eternally
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decreed that he shall never taste. There flow from it also,
“ for all classes of men, innumerable blessings, both prov-
idential and religious.” What these are is not stated,
but they are presumably of the same nature as that already
specified; at any rate, the remotest possibility of salvation
is not among them.!

I have cited the opinions of these three American theo-
logians because they illustrate, better than those of any
other three recent writers? known to me, the rigid carry-
ing out, though in somewhat differing ways, of the posi-
tions of the seventeenth-century dogmatics. In but very
few books on the atonement which are fairly recent has
the old Protestant traditional theory been preserved with-
out important qualifications. In Germany I do not know
of a single prominent living theologian who has cham-
pioned it in any well-known treatise. It was maintained
by Beck, Hengstenberg, Thomasius, and Philippi, but these
seem to have been the last of their race.? Indeed, the modi-

1 Op. cit., T1. H44 sq. 2 Dr. Hodge died in 1878 ; Dr. Shedd in 1894.

3 F. A. B. Nitzsch states that Philippi (d. 1882) was the only promi-
nent German theologian who, in recent years, has championed the
strictly penal theory. Dogmatik, p. 483. Professor Kaftan of Berlin
writes me in a private letter: ‘¢ Eigentlich ist unter den Theologen nie-
mand mehr, der die Lehre von dem stellvertretenden Strafleiden im alten
Sinn noch vertritt. Die Theologen aber, die ¢ positiv’ sein wollen und
als solche gelten, verneinen die Lehre auch nicht ausdriicklich. Sie deu-
ten sie in irgend einem Sinn um, den zu verstehen schwer und zu be-
halten noch schwerer ist. . . .  Aber, wie gesagt, einen wirklichen
Vertreter der alten Lehre giebt es unter den lebenden namhafteren
deutschen Theologen nicht mehr.’”” Dean Ménégoz of Paris informs me
that among French Protestants the theory has no representatives who
have attracted attention by any publications written in its defence. In
a later communication, however, Dr. Ménégoz sends me the following
extract, illustrating the theory in question, taken from an article in Le
Temoinage, a religious journal of Paris, and written by Professor E.
Vaucher of the Paris Faculty of Theology : —

“ Pour qu’il expiit les péchés, il fallait qu’ils devinssent siens, qu’ils
prissent possession de lui. Il devait mourir maudit. KEt c’est cette
invasion du mal dans son &€tre qui constitue la crise terrible de Geth-
sémané. Il est innocent et il a une conscience de coupable. Il est le
fils bien aimé du Pére et le Pére le renie. 11 a lutté contre Satan et
Satan s’empare de lui. Il est fait un membre de ce royaume des téné-
bres auquel il a apporté la lumiére, et la mort qu’il va subir est devenue
une mort wméritée, la conséquence naturelle, nécessaire de ce qu’il est.
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fication of the theory in question by many, and its rejection,
root and branch, by others, has been in no small degree
due to what Dr. Hodge called an “infection” of German
thought, the symptoms of which he discerned and depre-
cated. At any rate, for better or for worse, this theory is
moribund. The three American representatives of it
whose views we have just outlined, cannot be paralleled
among contemporary British theologians.

The theory under review was maintained by the late
Scotch divines, Dr. George Smeaton ! and Dr. T. J. Craw-
ford,? in their biblical studies of atonement. They did
not, however, develop the conception to its logical issues
so thoroughly as do the American theologians cited, —
perhaps in part because their discussions purport to be
purely biblico-theological. Starting with the axiom that
the atonement is *“a matter of pure revelation,” Dr. Smea-
ton finds the penal satisfaction conception of our Lord’s
saving mission in all his own sayings and in those of the
New Testament writers, which bear upon the subject.
“Jesus was visited,” he says, “with penal suffering,
because he appeared before God only in the guise of our
accumulated sin; not therefore as a private individual,
but as a representative, sinless in himself, but sin-covered;
loved as a Son, but condemned as the sin-bearer, in virtue
of that federal union between him and his people, which
lay at the foundation of the whole. Thus God condemned
sin in the flesh, and in consequence of this there is no
condemnation to us.” *Infinite guilt renders an infinite

« Et c’est cette situation, le saint de Dieu envahi par le péché, qui pro-
duit la révolution terrible par laquelle Jésus est écrasé dans le jardin.
Il marchait vers la croix depuis le début de son ministére ; il était venu
pour mourir et il le savait. Mais ici, 1'obéissance & la volonté de
son Pére I’ameéne & cette situation contre nature d’étre séparé de son
Pére et maudit de lui et c’est 1a la coupe qui lui cause une indicible
horreur.”

I am not aware that in America the theory has been maintained in any
noteworthy book or treatise since the appearance of the Systematic The-
ologies of Drs. Shedd and Strong.

1 The Doctrine of Atonement as taught by Christ Himself (1868) and
The Doctrine of Atonement as taught by the Apostles (1870).

2 The Doctrine of Holy Scripture respecting the Atonement (1871),
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satisfaction necessary, nay, indispensable.”! In his Pref-
ace (p. vi) he deprecates the tendency to emphasize
«gpiritual life, divine love, and moral redemption, as con-
trasted with everything forensic,” and characterizes it as
“a new phenomenon in theology.” Dr. Smeaton makes
little effort to justify the penal theory to reason. He
regards it as a divinely revealed interpretation of Christ’s
death, and whether it accords with human reason or not is
of small consequence. All we can say is that God was
pleased to make Christ our penal representative, as he
had made Adam our federal representative in probation.
Of both arrangements he says, “ To give reasons argues
a pretension to knowledge which is not given to us.” 2
Dr. Crawford also holds, with Dr. Hodge, that if there
is any satisfaction to justice in Christ’s death, it must
have lain in the infliction of penalty. Justice is “ God’s
purpose to inflict penalty ”’; hence justice can be exhibited
and satisfied only by ¢the execution of that penalty.”
There could be no exhibition of justice which is not an
exercise of justice, and it is assumed that justice can be
exercised only in punishment.® This author declares that
“the sufferings of Christ were penal in their character,
or, in other words, that they were judicially inflicted in the
execution of a law which denounced punishment on the
sins of men.”* In this connection he refers to Archbishop
Magee’s “strong scruples as to this mode of characteriz-
ing ” Christ’s sufferings, and while he ¢ cannot help think-
ing it a groundless scrupulosity which Dr. Magee shows,”
yet he declares that, “upon the whole, it is to be wished
that the word ‘punishment’ had not been used.” One can
only wonder why this is to be wished, since, as we have
seen, Dr. Crawford elsewhere quotes with approval the
assertion of Dr. Hodge that justice can be expressed and
satisfied in no other way than by punishment. Whether
or not we are to discern here a slight shrinking from the
logic of the penal theory, I am quite confident that our
author betrays a reluctance to assert the strict intrinsic

1 Doctrine of the Apostles, pp. 177, 324. 2 Op. cit., p. 159.
8 Op. cit., pp. 378, 379. 4 Op. cit., p. 188.
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equivalence of Christ’s sufferings to the punishment of the
world’s sin.  There is a touch of the acceptatio gratuita of
Duns Scotus in defining the penal equivalence to mean
“simply that these sufferings were accepted by the supreme
Lawgiver and righteous Moral Governor of the universe
as a ground on which he might show mercy to his sinful
creatures consistently with the rectitude of his character
and the authority of those laws which, as a just God, he is
concerned to uphold.” Elsewhere Le declares, « All that
it very much concerns us to be assured of is, that the suf-
ferings of Christ were deemed sufficient in the judgment of
God to satisfy his justice, to expiate our guilt, and to ob-
tain for us eternal redemption.”! T submit whether we
have not here obvious traces of the Scotian and Arminian
heresies of acceptilatio and governmental satisfaction.?
But, in any case, the doctrine of atonement is for our
author, as for Dr. Smeaton, *“a pure matter of revelation ”
(Preface, p. v), and, as such, is beyond the ken of reason.
“The principle or rationale of the divine procedure in this
matter we may not be able fully to explain.” The fact is
that God has “appointed and accepted the sufferings of

1 Op. cit., pp. 176, 185.

2 Since writing the above I have found my judgment confirmed by the
following words from Principal Simon: ¢ Some parts of Dr. Crawford’s
exposition are, I think, open to the further criticism that it approaches
dangerously near, if not to the governmental theory, yet to that most
objectionable of all theories, the acceptilatio theory ; otherwise, what is
the meaning of such words as, ‘ appointed and accepted by God in place of
the very penalty of sin,’ especially if he seriously approve, as he seems
to do, of Dr. C. Hodge’s statement : ‘the penalty of the law must be
inflicted* ? 1If justice requires the penalty, i.e. surely the very penalty ;
and if another than the very penalty is appointed and accepted in its
place, have we not a case of an artificial, unreal value being put upon
and character assigned to something at the good pleasure of him to whom
it is offered ? And what is this but acceptilatio ? If Christ’s sufferings
were not the very penalty, there could be no question of their being
¢appointed and accepted ’ by God ‘in place of ’ the very penalty.” The
Redemption of Man, pp. 22, 23. Dr. Simon points out that the Hodges,
also, by hinging the equivalence of Christ’s suffering to the penalty of
sin upon a decision of the divine wisdom to regard them as having dig-
nity and value enough to answer their purpose, closely approximate
‘““the acceptilatio theory, on which both writers pour out the vials of
their theological indignation.”  Op. cit., Appendix, Note IIL
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our Lord as a propitiation ”’; beyond this ¢ revealed fact”
we cannot and do not need to go.?

No British theologian, so far as I know, has, within re-
cent years, consistently elaborated or defended the theory
of vicarious punishment. Among present-day writers,
commonly reckoned as conservative, we shall find only
approximations to the doctrine or an ambiguous use of
some of its terms. Although Dr. R. W. Dale frequently
employed the terminology of the penal theory and strenu-
ously supported the proposition that in his homage to
“the eternal law of righteousness”” Christ “ made the con-
sequences of our sin his own,” he denied that there was
“any imputation of sin” to him, and pronounced such
an alleged imputation “a legal fiction.”2 Dr. Dale held
that the sufferings of Christ were not punishment, but a
substitute for punishment, subserving the same moral ends.
“If God does not assert the principle that sin deserves
punishment by punishing it, he must assert that principle
in some other way.”2 This “other way” is “to endure
suffering instead of inflicting it.” ¢ It belonged to God
to assert, by his own act, that suffering is the just result
of sin. He asserts it, not by inflicting suffering on the
sinner, but by enduring suffering himself.”* Dr. Dale
also developed the conception of an original and ideal rela-
tion of Christ to mankind as its Head and Representative
whereby his act becomes ours; but here, too, he denied any
“fictitious imputation or technical transfer.” 5 It isevident
that this theory of satisfaction, in spite of its strong asser-
tion that the death of Christ is the ground of forgiveness,
differs widely from the doctrine of vicarious punishment.t

1 Op. cit., pp. 179, 180.

2 The Atonement, the Congregational Union Lecture for 1875, Pref-
ace to the seventh edition, p. Ixiii.

8 Op. cit., p. 391. 4 Op. cit., p. 392. 5 Cf. Lect. X, passim.

6 I should say that Dr. Dale’s exposition, taken as a whole, resembled
that of Grotius more nearly than that of the post-Reformation orthodoxy.
It may be added that it resembled the theory of Grotius in its inconsist-
ency, as well as in its principles. But it has strong mystical, as well as
governmental, elements. It is acutely criticised by Moberly, Atonement

and Personality, pp. 882-396. Cf. Lidgett, The Spiritual Principle of
the Atonement, pp. 166-170.
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Whether Professor Orr intends in his Kerr Lectures!
to give his assent to the penal satisfaction view of Christ’s
death, I am not able to determine. He speaks of “ guilt
being removed ” by it, and designates it as * the ground on
which God forgives sin.” He says that “the Scriptures
appear to assert a direct relation of the sacrifice of Christ
to the sin and guilt of men, —a direct expiatory power to
remove that guilt,—a relation not only to God’s com-
manding will, but to his condemning will.” He charac-
terizes Dr. J. McLeod Campbell’s theory as * artificial and
indefensible,” because he proposes « to substitute a vicarious
repentance for sins . . . for the vicarious endurance of the
penalties of transgression.” Does Dr. Orr hold this latter
idea? It is further involved in Dr. Campbell’s view that
Christ ¢ is himself in no sense brought under the experience
of the wrath of God, or of its penal effects; it may be
thought by many he could not be.” Does Dr. Orr hold
that he was? Perhaps so, since he adds that “in order
that Christ's Amen to the judgment of God against sin
might have its fullest content, it would appear to be neces-
sary that it should be uttered . . . under the actual press-
ure of the judgment which that wrath inflicts.” Stating
his own views, Dr. Orr declares that Christ entered, “so
far as a sinless Being could, into the penal evils of our
state, and finally submitted to death — the doom which sin
has brought on our humanity.” ¢ He experienced the full
bitterness of these evils ” and thus recognized and honored
the justice of God and made a satisfaction to righteous-
ness. Christ entered “into the penal evils of our condi-
tion ” ; in what sense, is not explained.? T cannot imagine
a more cautious statement of the penal theory than this if
it is meant to be such. The Scriptures appear to assert a
relation between Christ’s death and guilt; it appears to
be necessary that Christ should feel the pressure of divine
judgment ; Christ endured *“penal evils,” “so far as a
sinless Being could.” How far could he? In what sense
were the evils he endured ¢ penal,” and in what way did

1 The Christian View of God and the World, Lect. VIIL
2 Op. cit., pp. 364-360.
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he “experience” them ? The theory of vicarious punish-
ment had definite answers to all these questions. I can
find none in Dr. Orr’s discussion. Of imputation, equiva-
lence, plenary payment, and the like, I find no trace.l
Principal D. W. Simon, starting from a kenotic theory
of the incarnation and using the conception of Christ as
the Head of the organism of humanity, has developed the
idea that his sufferings and death were designed to * rec-
tify our relations” with God. Christ ¢ passed through
the darkness and pain caused by the divine relation to
sin.” But Dr. Simon denies ¢n toto that Christ bore the
penalty of the law in man’s stead. He interprets the sav-
ing work of Christ from the standpoint of the incarnation ;
in virtue of his union with our race Christ becomes the
Mediator between God and man. * As human sin passed
through Christ to God, so the divine action toward sin
passed through Christ to man.”2 There is a strong mys-
tical vein in this exposition. In the crucifixion ¢ the life
of humanity, entering him subconsciously, must have been
most completely laden with sin and with the fear of death;
which is its fruit, at the very moment when he himself
was enduring death in its most terrible form.”3 Dr.
Simon has strongly emphasized the divine wrath against sin
and the “objective ” aspect of reconciliation, but, like Dr.
Dale, he utterly repudiates the idea of a penal equivalence
of the sufferings of Christ to the punishment due to sin.

1 The breach between Dr. Orr and the old Protestant theory of atone-
ment is most apparent in this passage: ‘‘1f I might indicate in a word
what I take to be the tendency of the modern treatment of the atone-
ment, I would say that it consists in the endeavour to give a spiritual
interpretation to the great fact which lies at the heart of our redemption,
— not necessarily to deny its judicial aspect, for that, I take it, will be
found impossible, — but to remove from it the hard, legal aspect it is apt
to assume when treated as a purely external fact, without regard to its
inner, spiritual content ; and, further, to bring it into harmony with the
spiritual laws and analogies which obtain in other spheres.”” Op. cit.,
p. 841, I infer that Dr. Orr sympathizes with this ‘‘tendency,” the
description of which strikingly suggests that ‘‘new phenomenon in the-
ology,” the special emphasis upon ‘‘moral redemption,” which Dr.
Smeaton so greatly deprecated.

2 The Redemption of Man, p. 323.

8 Reconciliation by Incarnation, p. 366.
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A closer approximation to the penal theory is found in
Dr. D. W. Forrest’s Kerr Lectures.! Dr. Forrest says
that Christ “died a death which in a sense he made his
own,” but on the next page tells us that it is not pos-
sible to imagine” that this death was “the death of
sinners with the sting of sin in it,” and adds: “To say
that he died our death is a permissible expression, but it
is not scriptural ; and it may fatally mislead. The death
which is due to the sinner is abiding separation from God.
That death he did not die, but averted from us. To
attempt to find in his death for us some exact equivalent
to the condemnation from which he redeems the sinner,
is to de-spiritualize his sacrifice.” But were Christ’s suf-
ferings penal? Did Clrist vicariously bear the punish-
ment of the world’s sin? Dr. Forrest seems to say so.
“By his voluntary identification of himself with sinners,
.« . he suffered as their representative the penalty of
God’s displeasure at human sin, and acknowledged it to
be just.” Ie was really conscious “of the condemnation
of God resting upon him as its (humanity’s) representa-
tive.” Some have argued, continues Dr. Forrest, that
this consciousness of Christ “was only the vivid mental
realization of God’s wrath against sin to which he in-
wardly responded, not the actual experience of it.” But
our author holds that he actually experienced the divine
wrath as resting upon him in his representative character.
“It was the experience of the divine displeasure toward
a race of which he had freely chosen to become one.”
But did not this suffering with and for sinful man arise
from sympathy? Dr. Forrest admits that a sympathy
like that of Christ was, indeed, no mere *sentimental
feeling.” DBut “there is more than sympathy — there is
a oneness of life with men . . . which has no parallel in
human experience.”? Now, while terms like ¢ suffering
penalty ” and “ experiencing wrath” seem consistent only
with the penal theory and are certainly borrowed from
it, yet we find Dr. Forrest suggesting that we had better

1 The Christ of History and of Experience, Lect. VL
2 Op. cit., pp. 238, 239.
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beware of such an expression as “Christ’s dying our
death,” and denying entirely the doctrine of an equiva-
lence between our Lord’s sufferings and the penalty due
to sin. How Christ suffered the penalty of sin, was
conscious of God’s condemnation resting upon him and
actually experienced his wrath, and yet did not suffer
the full equivalent of sin’s condemnation, is a fair ques-
tion. It is sufficient for our purpose to note that the
penal satisfaction theory affirms this last proposition,
while Dr. Forrest denies it.

In Professor Denney’s Studies tn Theology we are told
that « Christ deals with God’s condemnation of man in a
great and serious way.” ¢ He puts it away by bearing
it. He removes it from us by taking it upon himself.”
“ God forgives our sins because Christ died for them” ;
“our condemnation came upon him” ; “God’s condemna-
tion of sin fell upon him”; ¢ he died that death of ours
which is the wages of sin”; ¢“in his death a divine sen-
tence was executed upon the sin of the world”; * God
lays the sentence for sin on his Son,” who “dies the
sinner’s death.” Dr. Denney quotes approvingly the
hymn, “In my place condemned he stood; Hallelujah.”
“As Dr. Dale has put it,” he continues, *“ Christ did not
come to preach the gospel; he came that there might be
a gospel to preach.” ! ¢ The cross is the place at which the
sinless One dies the death of the sinful; the place at which
God’s condemnation is borne by the Innocent.” He re-
joices in the word ¢ substitution.” ¢« We have no standing
in grace but that which he has won for us; nothing but
the forfeiting of his free life has freed our forfeited lives.
That is what is meant by calling Christ our substitute.”
One great advantage of this view, continues our author,
is that “it can be preached.” It is the “barb” which
you must have “ on your hook ” if you would catch men.

1 The passage to which allusion is here made is, I suppose, the follow-
ing: ¢ The real truth is that while ke came to preach the gospel, his chief
object in coming was that there might be a gospel to preach* (italics
mine), The Atonement, p. 46. It will be seen how differently Dr. Dale
and Dr. Denney have ‘¢ put it ’’ ; but this is by the way.
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All views but this appear to be regarded as a compound
of theological Socinianism and ethical Antinomianism,
“annihilating the moral order of the world altogether.”
Other views make the mercy of God ¢accessible apart
from Christ,” teach that “ God does not need to be pro-
pitiated,” and so ‘subvert all moral distinctions” ;
whereas ‘“the whole meaning, contents, substance, and
spirit of the expression ¢God is love’ are contained in
propitiation, and in nothing else.” 1

The later work of Dr. Denney, The Death of Christ,
is biblico-theological in form, and is devoted to the main-
tenance of propositions like the foregoing by means of
exegetical arguments. The idea of a substitutionary
death whereby God is propitiated is found by this author
in almost all passages which refer in any way to Christ’s
suffering or dying, and is shown to be logically involved
whether expressed or not. He is especially fond of the
formula, ¢ He died our death,” which Dr. Forrest thinks
only * permissible,” as it is “ not scriptural” and “may
fatally mislead.” Both books picture a God estranged from
man by reason of sin. The world lies helpless and hope-
less under the Almighty’s frown and curse. Sin, guilt,
punishment, — these are the dominant notes of Dr. Den-
ney’s theology. Of divine love we know and can know
nothing save as it is discerned in and through propitiation.
The question of God’s character is not further considered.
The moral aspects of the work of Christ are regarded as
entirely secondary and dependent upon his external propi-
tiation for sin “ outside of us”; they have no place and no
meaning until Christ by his death in our stead lifts the
burden of guilt which was crushing us to perdition.
Toward all mystical modes of viewing our subject Dr.
Denney displays an undisguised repugnance. We seem,
at length, to have found a theologian whose opinions
betray no sympathy with Dr. Smeaton’s dreaded *new
phenomenon in theology.”

Until lately I had supposed that all the foregoing state-
ments had been meant in the sense of a strict penal satis-

1 Studies in Theology, pp. 100-132, passim.
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faction, but in the author’s more recent work entitled, T%e
Atonement and the Modern Mind,! a somewhat different
impression is conveyed. Dr. Denney expresses surprise
that his earlier views should have been regarded as “ legal,”
“juridical,” and ¢ forensic,” and repudiates these terms as
inapplicable to them.2 Here the atonement appears as “a
demonstration of love made at infinite cost,” a “demon-
stration of love,” — as “the modern mind ” contends, —
« powerful enough to evoke penitence and faith in man”
(p. 121). Again, it is “a demonstration of God’s self-
consistency ” and means “that God maintains inviolate
the moral constitution of the world, taking sin as all that
it is in the very process through which he mediates his
forgiveness to men.” We are now told that “God’s
righteousness includes his grace,” and that ¢ it is through
Christ, and specifically through his death, that we get the
knowledge of God’s character which evokes penitence and
faith and brings the assurance of his pardon to the heart”
(p- 145). Since it is, in part at least, an assurance of
God’s character which is given in Christ’s death, it is evi-
dent that his teaching and life must contribute to it.
Much of the language of the carlier books may, indeed,
be duplicated here. Physical dissolution is held to be due
to sin; death and sin are “parts or aspects of the same
thing ” (p. 93). Hence Christ’s death is a substitute for
ours. “ Death was our due, and because it was ours he
made it his.” Christ’s giving of his life means the experi-
ence of dying, and there is still the same sharp separation
made between his work done outside of us and its subse-
quent action upon and in us. Still, I am quite mistaken
if either the tone of this more recent discussion, or the
proportions of the interpretation advanced, are the same
as those of the earlier books. The terms seem more
hospitable, as when we are told that one is to be reckoned

1 First published as a series of articles in The Expositor, August-
October, 1903, and now issued in a volume (1903).

2 ¢« There is nothing which I should wish to reprobate more whole-
heartedly than the conception which is expressed by these words.” Op.
cit., p. 69.
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as “evangelical ” if he “believes that God forgives only
in a way that shows him to be irreconcilable to evil, and
can never treat it as other or less than it is” (p. 114).
This, certainly, is a sufficiently roomy definition. I fancy
also that I discern here a fuller recognition of the divine
love and a stronger inclination to find a point of contact
between the work of Christ and the inner life of man, —
or, in Dr. Orr’s words, to seek the ¢ gpiritual content ” of
Christ’s salvation. Had I not read these more recent
utterances of Professor Denney, I should have classed him
with the uncompromising advocates of the post-Reforma-
tion dogma, where (in common with many others) I had
supposed, from the study of his previous books, that he
belonged. In view of this recent discussion, however, I
must question his right to a place among the few remain-
ing representatives of the theory of vicarious punishment.
I hope that in passing this judgment I am doing him no in-
justice.! I may add that I find confirmation of the opinions
just expressed in a review of Dr. Denney’s last book by Dr.
B. B. Warfield,2 who asserts that Dr. Denney’s exposition
“proceeds upon an essentially rationalistic basis,” and
accords to the Scriptures “no real authority,” whereas, in
Dr. Warfield’s view, the only basis for a valid theory
seems to be regarded as the « bare authority ” of Seripture.
I do not, of course, mean to intimate that I share Dr.
Warfield’s estimate .of Dr. Denney’s departures from
orthodoxy.

. 1 A development of German theological thought closely resembling
that which has been traced in this chapter is illustrated in his review
of recent discussions by F. A. B. Nitzsch, Dogmatik, pp. 483-487. Phi-
lippi was the last representative of the old orthodoxy. It is then shown
how his position was modified by Thomasius, Gess, K#hler, Frank, and
Hiring, in some cases in the direction of Arminian governmentalism, by
others on the lines pursued by Rothe, McLeod Campbell, et al. (see
infra), but, in all cases, in the direction of a more distinctly ethical
interpretation. Dean Ménégoz writes me that in France ¢‘ tous nos pro-
fesseurs ont plus ou moins attenué la vieille conception orthodoxe.*’

3 Princeton Theological Review, October, 1904.



CHAPTER 1V

MODERN ETHICAL SATISFACTION OR ETHICIZED GOVERN-
MENTAL THEORIES

THE definitions of atonement which we have just
noticed are more or less vague on the points of difference
between the penal and the governmental theory. Christ
is said to have endured the wrath of God, to have suffered
in our stead, to have died our death, or, again, to have
vindicated and satisfied the eternal law of righteousness.
This seems to be the language of a strict penal satisfac-
tion theory, and yet one will search in vain in these
writers for the precise premisses of that theory. The dis-
cussions and definitions of the divine attributes by which
writers like Drs. Shedd and Strong justify and, indeed,
compel the conclusion that Christ suffered the full penalty
of the world’s sin, are wanting in the treatises last re-
viewed. It is possible that, despite their use of penal
phraseology, their authors would have been more properly
ranged among the successors of Grotius than among those
of Calvin and Turretin. Certainly they do not use the
language adapted to describe vicarious punishment more
freely and emphatically than Grotius himself did ; yet we
have seen that his conception of God and his definitions
of law and justice make it absolutely impossible to take
his language in its strict and proper meaning. We
imagine that the same holds true of that series of
writers, from Dr. Dale onward, whose guarded and
sometimes equivocal statements we have had occasion
to quote. In any case, one thing is clear: Almost all
modern evangelical writers, whatever their particular
shade of opinion, are disposed to qualify and tone down
the definitions and formulas of the old theology, even

198
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where they employ some of its terms; they seldom glory
in the claim, as earlier writers did, that theirs is the
“legal ” and *forensic” interpretation of the work of
Christ, or assert that the determination to punish is the
primary element in the Christian concept of God, which
he must gratify in the sufferings of Christ before he can
forgive. Most moderns share the conviction of Grotius
that there is no attribute more “truly peculiar” to God
than benevolence.

But while the views of Grotius afforded relief from the
positive immoralities which were defended wunder the
scheme of the plenary punishment of the innocent, it has
been commonly felt to possess a certain artificiality. It
posited a kind of apparatus of government—a sort of
mécanique céleste — which was described as intervening
between God and man and conditioning their relations.
It has been scen that the real problem is: How is the
work of Christ related to the ethical nature of God?
Hence the tendency of recent thought has been to ethicize
the conception of satisfaction. Not to meet the supposed
exigencies of a moral system, but to reveal God, to express
and satisfy God himself in all his glorious perfections, is
the ¢ objective ” aim of the work of Christ. In the present
chapter I desire to give some illustrations of this tendency
of thought; hence 1 have entitled it, Modern Kthical
Satisfaction Theories, or Ethicized Governmentalism.

We may appropriately begin with a thinker who took
up into his thought the elements ¢f various theories and
whose suggestive treatment had the effect to stimulate
reflection and to open the way to important modifications
of the views current in his time ; I refer to Jonathan
Edwards, Sr. There is a genuine Anselmic note in Ed-
wards’s repeated assertion that the satisfaction must be
fully equivalent to the sin for which it compensates. ¢ It
is requisite that God should punish all sin with infinite
punishment ; because all sin, as it is against God, is infi-
nitely heinous, and has infinite demerit, is justly infinitely
hateful to him, and so stirs up infinite abhorrence and
indignation in him. Therefore, it is requisite that God
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should punish it, unless there be something in some meas-
ure to balance this desert; either some answerable repent-
ance or sorrow for it, or other compensation.””! What
is the ground of this necessity ? The answer given is that
of Anselm, not that of the post-Reformation theology :
It is fit or suitable, that God should require such a satis-
faction. This assertion occurs more than thirty times in
this dissertation of less than thirty pages. We find also
Grotian elements: ¢ God is to be considered, in this affair,
as the Supremc Regulator and Rector of the universe,”
who must *“ maintain the rights of the whole” and vindi-
cate his “rectoral justice.”? Although there are isolated
phrases in this essay which suggest penal satisfaction, it is
clear to me that this was not Edwards’s theory. When he
comes to define the relation of Christ to sinful men, his
illustration is drawn, not from commercial or criminal
analogies, but from the civil and personal relations of a
patron to the clients whose case he undertakes. Christ,
indeed, ¢ suffered the wrath of God,” but only ¢in such a
way as he was capable of,” and this «“ way ” was twofold :
(1) He had a clear sight of the wrath and punishment which
sin deserved, and (2) he endured the effects of that wrath;
he suffered as ¢f he had been the object of it. It is notice-
able that Edwards does not ground his exposition on the
definition of retributive justice as the primary attribute of
God ; but neither does he explicitly apply to the sub-
ject his own principle, elsewhere elaborated, of universal
benevolence. In its warp and woof his essay is a com-
bination of Anselmic and Grotian principles. In so far
as it has points of contact with the theory of vicarious
punishment, it displays the inconsistency inherent in that
theory ; namely, that of laying its foundation in criminal
law and then proving its case by appeal to civil relations.

There are two or three suggestions in the Essay which
should be noticed because of their fruitfulness in the
thought of others. One is that sin must be satisfied for

1 Essay on Satisfaction for Sin in the New York ed. of Edwards’s
works (1864), Vol. L. p. 683.
2 Op. cit., pp. 686, 5817.
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either by an equivalent sorrow and repentance, or some
other compensation. The former possibility Edwards
regarded as excluded, in point of fact, since he assumed,
as self-evident, that repentance was possible only to those
who have sinned, and held that all their penitence “is
as nothing in comparison with the injury” done by sin.
Still, the fact that he several times mentions this possi-
bility may indicate that it was to his mind, at least,
abstractly conceivable. It was from this possibility, re-
garded as actual, that Dr. J. McLeod Campbell developed
his theory of an adequate sorrow and repentance for sin
offered by Christ on man’s behalf. The second sugges-
tion of Edwards which I would note is that in Christ’s
experience of suffering with and for sinners, accompanied,
as it was, by an intense sense of the odiousness of sin,
there was “an increase of the loliness of his nature” ;
the bringing forth of the fruits of holiness “tended to
strengthen and increase the root.” By this application
of the idea that Christ was perfected through suffering
(MIeb. ii. 10), Edwards suggests the view which Rothe
developed, that Christ qualified himself by his experience
to be the Redeemer. The third suggestion is contained
in a strongly ethical description of the way in which
Christ, out of love and pity, undertakes our case and be-
comes our substitute through sympathetic identification.
I quote only the closing words: “A very strong and
lively love and pity toward the miserable tends to make
their case ours; as in other respeets, so in this in partic-
ular, as it doth in our idea place us in their stead, under
their misery, with a most lively, feeling sense of that
misery, as it were feeling it for them, actually suffering it
in their stead by strong sympathy.”1 It is evident that
Edwards did not share the estimate of those whose test
of insufficient ideas of substitution is that it is based in
“mere sympathy.”

Want of space forbids our tracing out the development
of the distinctions and principles of Grotius in New
England theology. They were elaborated by Joseph Bel-

1 Op. cit., pp. 604, 605.
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lamy (1719-1790), Samuel Hopkins (1721-1803), John
Smalley (1734-1820), Stephen West (1735-1819), Jona-
than Edwards, Jr. (1745-1801), Nathaniel Emmons (1745~
1840), and others. Only the briefest summary of the
principles of the Edwardean school can be given, and
that can best be done in the words of Professor Park:
“ (1) Our Lord suffered pains which were substituted for
the penalty of the law, and may be called punishment in
the more general sense of that word, but were not, strictly
and literally, the penalty which the law had threatened.
(2) The sufferings of our Lord satisfied the general jus-
tice of God, but did not satisfy his distributive justice.
(3) The humiliation, pains, and death of our Redeemer
were equivalent in meaning to the punishment threatened
in the moral law, and thus they satisfied him who is de-
termined to maintain the honor of this law, but they did
not satisfy the demands of this law itself for our punish-
ment. (4) The active obedience, viewed as the holiness,
of Christ was honorable to the law, but was not a work
of supererogation, performed by our substitute, and then
transferred and imputed to us, so as to satisfy the requisi-
tions of the law for our own active obedience. (5) The
law and the distributive justice of God, although honored
by the life and death of Christ, will yct eternally demand
the punishment of every one who has sinned. (6) The
atonement rendered it consistent and desirable for God
to save all who exercise evangelical faith, yet it did not
render it obligatory on him, in distributive justice, to save
them. (7) The atonement was designed for the welfare
of all men; to make the eternal salvation of all men pos-
sible; to remove all the obstacles which the honor of the
law and of distributive justice presented against the salva-
tion of the non-elect as well as the elect. (8) The atone-
ment does not constitute the reason why some men are
regenerated, and others not, but this reason is found only
in the sovereign, electing will of God. ¢Even so, Father;
for so it seemed good in thy sight.” (9) The atonement
is useful on men’s account, and in order to furnish new
motives to holiness, but it is necessary on (iod’s account,
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and in order to enable him, as a consistent Ruler, to
pardon any, even the smallest sin, and therefore to bestow
on sinners any, even the smallest, favor.” ! It was common
for the members of this school to distinguish three senses of
the word justice”: (1) commutative justice, which has
reference to property and the payment of debts; (2) dis-
tributive justice, which relates to the punishment of crimes;
and (38) general, public, or rectoral justice, by which is
meant God’s goodness in general, his regard for the good
of the universe. Not in the first two senses, but only in
the third, is justice satisfied by the death of Christ.
“This is done by the death of Christ, which supports the
authority of the law, and renders it consistent with the
glory of God and the good of the whole system, to pardon
the sinner.” 2

We will next illustrate the more recent applications of
this general conception. Dr. Samuel Harris presents a
governmental view of atonement, ethically interpreted.
He declares that the universal religion ‘ must satisfy the
demands of the sinner’s own reason and conscience, in his
consciousness of deserving God’s displeasure, by presenting
God’s revelation of himself as redeeming men from sin in
such a way that in the very act of seeking the sinner to
save him from his sin, he asserts and maintains the law,
manifests his compassion and mercy in harmony with right-
eousness, and makes atonement for the sinner while for-
giving him.”3 Applying this general principle to the
work of Christ, Dr. Harris says : ¢ He, in his humiliation
and in all his earthly life, obeyed the law of love in per-
fect self-renunciation through sufferings unspeakable, and
even unto death on the cross, to bring men back to rec-
onciliation with God. Thus he revealed the law of love
more fully than it had ever been revealed before, and fully
asserted and maintained the righteousness of God and the
universal obligation and inviolable authority of the law of
love at every step in the redemption of men and in the for-

1 Imtroductory Essay, pp. X, Xi.
2 Jonathan Edwards, Jr., The Atonement, ed. by E. A. Park, p. 38.
8 Qod the Creator and Lord of All, I1. 380.
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giveness of sin. And thus he made atonement for sin and
guilt.”! But Dr. Harris insists that this work of Christ
is according to God’s nature and method and is grounded
in principles universally valid and applicable : There is
no “introduction of any new principle into the action of
God and his revelation of himself therein. It is simply
the revelation, in its highest form in Christ, of the divine
love as good-will or benevolence, and also as righteousness
in conforming with law and maintaining its authority,
which appear in all God’s revelation of himself in his
moral government of rational persons.” 2 These are rather
formal statements, but at least these four notes, not prom-
inent in the ¢ historic theories,” are heard in them:
(1) Christ’s sufferings and death are regarded as of a
piece with his life-work in general ; 3 (2) the atonement is
conceived as one with all God's revealing and saving work
in history ; (3) the law which is satisfied by Christ is the
law of love, alike in its benevolent and in its righteous
aspect, and (4) God is satisfied not by being acted upon,
appeased or propitiated, but by acting out his nature
in holy love and sacrifice, by expressing and realizing in
humanity his own moral perfections. As compared with
that of Anselm, Hodge, or even Grotius, this is a new
world. It is a world of moral reality instead of one of
mathematical equivalences, legal fictions, and governmental
exigencies.

Professor Lewis F. Stearns has expounded our subject
in the method and spirit of Grotius, to whom, as we have
seen, substitution meant, not a substitution of Christ’s
punishment for the sinner’s punishment, but the substitu-
tion of his sufferings for punigshment. God, says Dr.
Stearns, is holy love and in the work of saving men he
must safeguard his righteousness, or self-respect, as well as
express his benevolence. This was done through Christ’s
entering into the keenest realization of the nature and

! Op. cit., TI. 345. 2 Op. cit., 11. 373, 374.

3 Earlier writers frequently represented the atoning work of Christ as
consisting ** wholly in his suffering unto death.”’ So Hopkins, Works,
1. 328.
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effects of sin. “In so far as he shared in those corpo-
rate evils which are a divine punishment of sin, a kind
of objectivized divine displeasure, he felt himself under
punishment.” ! In his union with sinners it was as if
God’s displeasure rested upon him. «He put himself, so
far as was possible for a sinless One, into the sinner’s place,
where he could realize the greatness of human sin and of
the divine displeasure which visits sin with punishment.” 2
In the view of Dr. Stearns death in itself has no atoning
power, nor is the dignity of Christ’s person to be regarded
as giving to his death a value or weight by which it is
made to balance the debt or quantity of the world’s sin.
Atonement is in its essence moral and spiritual. The
saving value of Christ’s death lay in its spirit and purpose.
The “reparation” consisted in the laying of his will as
a holy offering on the divine altar. But how did this
obedience and self-surrender stand related to that vindi-
cation of divine righteousness which was required? Dr.
Stearns replies that in this self-surrender Christ « acknowl-
edged the divine justice in the punishment of sin and sought
the divine forgiveness,” that Christ * endured the death
which is the common doom, and by so doing rendered to
God the spiritual reparation which was due from man,
and without which God could not justify and forgive the
sinner.”®  But Christ was not punished. *He took upon
him that consequence of sin which to others is punish-
ment.”  “We speak of his vicarious death, but the vica-
riousness lay rather in the spiritual sacrifice to God, of
which the death was the vehicle and expression, than in
the death itself. He was not our Substitute in punish-
ment, but our Substitute in atonement.™ ¢

These statements will, I think, strike most readers as
somewhat formal in their character. There is little, if
any, effort made to show how the Christ whom we know
in history and in experience really and concretely accom-
plished for us the reparation described. But, perhaps, one
should not look for this in a brief and theoretic statement.

1 Present-Day Theology, p. 391, 2 Op. cit., p. 398.
8 Op. cit., pp. 398, 394. ¢ Up. cit., p. 304,
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The elements of which the theory is composed are obvious
enough. It repudiates all ideas of vicarious punishment,
of an imputation of guilt to Christ, and of an equation be-
tween his sufferings and our penalty. It thus rejects the
post-Reformation dogma and departs from the equiva-
lence-schemes of Anselm and of Edwards. Its positive
features are : the saving value of Christ’s death not to be
found in the death itself, but in certain moral and spiritual
acts and qualities lying behind the experience of dying;
an acute realization of the hatefulness of sin whereby its
guilt was acknowledged, and a consequent experience of
the corporate evils which flow from sin and which for sin-
ners have the character of punishment. Here we note an
echo of what Edwards called a “strong and lively love and
pity toward the miserable,” and in the “acknowledg-
ment”’ of the evil of sin and the *“seeking of the divine
forgiveness ” an approximation to Dr. Campbell’s idea of
a vicarious repentance or expiatory confession. But how
this experience of Christ should remove the obstacle to
forgiveness and open the way to an exercise of grace
which was impossible before, is not so clear. On the as-
sumption (which Dr. Stearns shares) that God’s grace was
impeded by his righteousness, of which some assertion
must be made before grace could operate, the penal view
is clearer at this crucial point. There what needed to be
done in view of sin was done; here it was as if it were
done ; something else was done which is declared to an-
swer equally well. But in so far as the same assumptions
are common to both theories, it is incumbent on the gov-
ernmental theory to show that this substitute for penalty
does really meet its ends — that something which is not
punishment is equally as good as punishment for its pur-
pose. I venture to think that here is the point where the
burden of proof presses hardest upon theories like that of
Dr. Stearns ; it is at this point that the case is made out
by an “as if” or “as it were.” 1 suggest the question
whether a theory like that under review can successfully
retain, in its premisses, so much common ground with the
penal view without a nearer approach to its conclusion ;
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in other words, whether the modern governmental inter-
pretation can successfully parry the arguments for vicari-
ous punishment without a more thorough revision of its
own presuppositions. But this is by the way.

In the essay on atonement in the volume entitled Pro-
gressive Orthodory, President George Harris has given an
interpretation of Christ’s mediation which seeks to do
justice to both its subjective and its objective factors. In
discussing the relation of Christ to the forgiveness of sins,
he contends that men have not the power or inclination to
repent apart from the revelation of God in Christ. He
then develops the conception of Christ’s identification of
himself with us in virtue of which he brings men to his
own estimate and feeling concerning sin. ¢ The race of
men with Christ in it is essentially different in fact, and
therefore in the sight of God, from the same race without
Christ in it.” *The race may be conceived as approach-
ing God, and signifying its penitence by pointing to
Christ, and by giving expression in him to repentance
which no words could utter.” < He is the Amen of hu-
manity to the righteousness of God’s law, to the ill desert
of sin, to the justice of God's judgments.” ¢ Christ’s suf-
fering and sympathizing with men is able to awaken in
them and express for them a real repentance.” ¢ 1In union
with Christ man adopts the feeling of Christ concerning
sin against the God of love.” ¢ Christ’s sacrifice avails
with God because it is adapted to bring man to repent-
ance.” Substitution means, *the race with Christ in it
substituted for the race without Christ in it” (pp. 52-56).
It will be noticed that these expressions bear a general
resemblance to those of Dr. McLeod Campbell.

If, now, we approach the subject from the divine side,
we see ‘“‘that the sufferings and death of his only Son
realize God’s hatred of sin and the righteous authority of
the law ; therefore punishment need not be exacted.”
God can never be “indifferent to sin in saving man from
punishment.” But we gain the full meaning of this truth
only when we “goon to the fact that Christ makes real
very much more than God’s righteous indignation against
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sin.” That would not be enough ; a mere manifestation
of indignation against sin could no more save men than
punishment could save them. We must see that «the
wrath of God is only a manifestation of the love of God,
since God cannot allow the sinner to be blessed in his sin.”
« In Christ God can come to man in another relation, be-
cause Christ is a new divine power in the race to turn it
away from sin unto God.” What, asks Dr. Harris, is the
greatest punishment of sin? Is it not separation from
God? Does not Christ, then, avert the penalty of sin
when he so brings the knowledge and love of God to men
that it is no longer necessary that they should suffer all
the consequences of sin? *The ethical ends of punish-
ment are more than realized in the pain and death of the
Redeemer, through whom man is brought to repentance.”
« Except for Christ God could only punish sinners by
withdrawing himself more and more from them ; but in
Christ their repentance and renewal become possible, and
God can bring them to their true destination. The race
is other to God than it could be without Christ, and God
is other to the race than he could be without Christ.
That is, Christ is the Mediator between God and man.”
« But the work originates with God. It is therefore the
final fact that God is reconciled to man, and therefore man
is reconciled to God.” Hence it is “ on account of Christ
that God can forgive, on account of Christ that men are
not left helpless and condemned under the necessities of
unchangeable law.” ¢ The sacrifice of Christ is thus an
indispensable condition of the forgiveness of sin™ (pp.
57-62).  Perhaps one might summarize this view by say-
ing that God satisties himself in that approach which he
makes to man in Christ whercby Lis holy love is most
fully revealed, and whereby sinful man is drawn into
fellowship of life with himself. The theory obviously
discards all notions of vicarious punishment, imputation,
and equivalence, and avoids such conceptions as that of
liomage to law or government. It construes atonement as
a method of mediation between the personal God and sin-
ful man. The method is determined by the nature of God
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as holy love and by the end sought — the bringing of man
into the life of holy love. Nothing else but the accom-
plishment of his holy and gracious purpose in bringing
man into fellowship with himself could ever *satisfy”
God.

We turn next to a series of British writers of various
schools, arranging them not in chronological order, but
with general reference to the degree of their departure, in
their language at least, from the older definitions of satis-
faction. We begin with the late Bishop Arthur Lyttelton,
the author of the essay on Atonement in Luz Mundi. The
sacrifice of Christ is held to have been both a propitiation
and a satisfaction. In what sense? Answer: Christ’s
death ¢ became a propitiation in that he, the self-chosen
vietim, by his acceptance of it, recognized the righteousness
of the law which was vindicated on the cross” (p. 290).
What gave his death ¢ propitiatory value” was his * per-
fect obedience,” his *“spirit of sacrifice.” Bishop Lyttel-
ton holds that not physical but spiritual death — ¢ the
consciousness of separation from the life of God” — is
the penalty of sin, therefore it was necessary for Christ
as man'’s substitute to experience, in addition to the tor-
tures of the cross, “the withdrawal of God’s presence.”
This author also lays stress upon the idea that Christ was
our representative, and declares that «the atonement did
not consist in the substitution of his punishment for ours,
but in his offering the sacrifice which man had neither
purity nor power to offer” (p. 298). “The beginning
and the end of the atonement is the love of God ; the
death of Christ was not the cause, but the revelation of
that love” (p. 307). The author holds that ‘“our Lord
did endure the very sufferings which are, in sinners, the
penalties of sin”’; but he denies that these are properly called
penal, and that there is any ‘ quantitative relation” be-
tween them and our punishment (p. 309). ¢ Sufferings
borne in the wrong spirit, unsubmissively or without recog-
nition of their justice, are penal ; but the spirit of humility
and obedience makes them remedial and purgatorial ”
(p. 310). The strict law of retribution was therefore
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not carried out. ¢The atonement undoubtedly trans-
gresses the strict law of retribution ; but all forgiveness
transgresses it (p. 802). The relation of atonement to
man’s moral reformation—its “subjective” aspect — is also
recognized. * No forgiveness is conceivable which does not
in some degree relieve the offender of the consequences
of his offence” (p. 301). There is an aspect of Christ’s
redemptive work in which it « effects our reunion with God
by delivering us from the power of sin, and by filling us with
the divine gift of life.” This was, indeed, * the conception
of our Lord’s work which was chiefly in the minds of the
early Christian writers” (p. 298). It is even said to be
“the fault of much popular theology ” that it neglects
this aspect of the subject.

These scattered sentences are, of course, inadequate (as
in previous cases) to represent the author’s thought ; but
I trust they do not misrepresent it. In all these brief
expositions the aim is to select the statements which will
best illustrate the author’s principles ; his application and
defence of them it is impossible to reproduce in detail. I
should say that in Bishop Lyttelton’s essay we have a
substantial parallel to the theory current in the older
New England theology. The strict law of retribution is
not enforced on Christ; that is, * retributive justice™ is
not satisfied. Yet he endures the sufferings which in
sinners would be punishment. What is this but the Gro-
tian idea of a ¢ penal example ”? The essay deals mostly
with the objective side of atonement, but it recognizes the
fact that there is another side. No propitiation would
save us if Christ did not really bring us to God in love
and trust. We must recognize in this discussion an effort
to show that atonement was not merely a matter of ap-
peasing wrath or satisfying for sin, but that it was a
method of saving men by bringing God and men into
union and harmony. God is not satisfied except by really
saving us.

In his treatise entitled The Spiritual Principle of the
Atonement,! the Rev. John Scott Lidgett has a chapter

I London, 1808,
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on “ The Satisfaction of God.” The notion of satisfaction
is interpreted, however, not from the standpoint of offended
dignity or governmental necessity, but from that of God’s
fatherhood. ¢ The fundamental condition of fatherly
satisfaction is, that it shall satisfy the fatherly by perfect-
ing the filial.” It is necessary to such a satisfaction that
the holiness of God and the heinousness of sin should be
recognized and manifested. Christ so accomplishes this
object as to satisfy both God and man (p. 302). ¢ Atone-
ment to fatherhood lies in restored, realized, and mani-
fested sonship. That restored sonship is brought about
by homage to the violated law, in submission to the pun-
ishment which expresses the mind of the Father and
asserts the supremacy of the law ” (pp. 269, 270). Mr.
Lidgett speaks of Christ as living under ¢ penal condi-
tions ” and as suffering the ‘ penal consequences” of sin;
but he does not regard this as the primary aspect of his
saving work. It is only its negative side. The idea that
« Christ suffered the penalty of sin, therefore I shall not,” is
pronounced a “ miserably inadequate representation of the
atonement.” *Sin must be annulled if the condemnation
and the consequences of sin are to be annulled ” (p. 272).
The essence of atonement lies in its spiritual significance ;
it carries us into “ a region higher than the consequences
of sin and wrath, to make satisfaction to that spiritual order
of love and righteousness which has been set at naught
and, so far as sin can effect it, destroyed ; it must annul
sin and all the works of sin” (p. 271). These few extracts
give a very inadequate idea of the discussion, but will, I
trust, serve to illustrate the author’s method and princi-
ples. I should say that Mr. Lidgett has presented an
ethicized governmental theory; God is conceived not as a
Civil Ruler, but as a Father ; his relation to men is pater-
nal, and the aim of Christ’s work is to recover men to the
filial life.

We turn next to the theory of Dr. J. McLeod Camp-
bell.? As has been indicated, he takes his starting-point

1 See The Nature of the Atonement. Sixth ed. London and New
York, 1806.
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from the suggestion of Edwards that an adequate repent-
ance (deemed by him to be impossible) would be a suffi-
cient satisfaction for sin.! Dr. Campbell maintained that
Christ had offered to God, on behalf of humanity, this
requisite repentance, and so fulfilled the conditions of
forgiveness. The theory is thus expressed: * Forgiveness
must precede atonement; the atonement must be the
form of the manifestation of the forgiving love of God,
not its cause” (p. 16). Now Christ entered into a * per-
fect sympathy in the Father’s condemnation of sin,”
endured ¢ sufferings which are themselves the expression
of the divine mind regarding our sins, and a manifestation
by the Son of what our sins are to the Father’s heart ”
(pp- 113, 114). Thus his sufferings were not penal, but
were ‘“the perfecting of the Son’s witnessing for the
Father” (p. 114). «“That oneness of mind with the
Father, which toward man took the form of condemnation
of sin, would in the Son’s dealing with the Father in relation
to our sins, take the form of a perfect confession of our sins.
This confession as to its own nature must have been a
perfect Amen tn humanity to the judgment of God on the sin
of man.” 2 ¢« That response ™ (which Christ makes to the
divine wrath against sin) ¢ has all the elements of a per-
Sect repentance in humanity for all the sin of man,—a
perfect sorrow — a perfect contrition — all the elements of
such a repentance, and that in absolute perfection, all
— except the personal consciousness of sin; and in that
perfect response in Amen to the mind of God in relation to
sin is the wrath of God rightly met, and that is accorded
to divine justice which is its due, and could alone satisfy
it” (pp. 117, 118).

It will be seen that Dr. Campbell held a doctrine of
satisfaction to the divine anger against sin, but it was not

11t is hardly correct to say, as is often done, that Campbell derived
his idea of an ‘ equivalent repentance’® from Edwards. He says, This
expression of Edwards ‘‘suggested to me that that earncst and deep
thinker had really been on the verge of that conception of a moral and
spiritual atonement which was occupying my own thoughts.” Op. cit.,
pp. 343, 344.

2 Pp. 116, 117. I have italicized the most characteristic words.
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a penal satisfaction; it was a satisfaction by a vicarious
repentance, an expiatory sorrow and confession, offered to
God for and in humanity by humanity’s Head and Repre-
sentative. He believed this to be a far profounder view
of satisfaction than the conception of a vicarious punish-
ment. “There is much less spiritual apprehension neces-
sary to the faith that God punishes sin, than to the faith
that our sins do truly grieve God. Thcrefore, men more
easily believe that Christ’s sufferings show how God can
punish sin than that these sufferings are the divine feel-
ings in relation to sin, made visible to us by being present
in suffering flesh. Yet, however the former may terrify,
the latter alone can purify” (p. 121). <« We feel that
such a repentance as we are supposing” (that is, a repent-
ance ideally perfect) * would be the true and proper satis-
faction to offended justice, and that there would be more
atoning worth in one tear of the true and perfect sorrow
than in endless ages of penal woe ” (p. 125). There was a
perfect response made by Christ to the feeling of God con-
cerning sin. This was made for us by virtue of his union
with us. Now as he thus said Amen to God’s just judg-
ment upon sin, so we must, in faith, say Amen to this
condemnation of sin in the soul of Christ. “ What I thus
labored to impress on the mind of my reader is, that the
necessity for the atonement which we are contemplating
was moral and spiritual, arising out of our relation to God
as the Father of our spirits, and not merely legal, arising
out of our being under the law ™ (pp. 160, 161).

We have already had occasion to note evidences of the
influence upon later writers of this suggestive treatment
of atonement. Its service has certainly been great in
paving the way from legal to ethical interpretations. The
most obvious question which it suggests is: Is it not as
impossible for an innocent person to repent on behalf of the
guilty as to be punished instead of the guilty? Is there not
something incongruous and misleading in the terms “vi-
carious repentance” and *expiatory confession™? They
have naturally given rise, in some minds, to the impression
that Dr. Campbell's doctrine was that of an atonement as
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completely “outside of us” and as completely dissociated
from our moral life, as the earlier theories conceived it to
be. But this impression is certainly unwarranted. What
justification it has lies in an infelicitous phraseology and,
as Dr. Moberly has pointed out, in the fact that Dr. Camp-
bell « discerned with more complete success the nature of
the relation of Christ to God than that of the relation of
men to Christ.” Though not failing altogether at this
point, he still left Christ too much outside our humanity
instead of regarding him as *the very manifestation of our
humanity, in its ideal reality of penitential holiness, before
the Father.”1!

The work of Professor Moberly, to which reference has
just been made, is wrought out on the lines laid down by
Dr. Mcleod Campbell. The death of Christ is viewed as
the necessary climax of his life (p. 112). In life and in
death he took the position of a “voluntary penitent,
wholly one with the righteousness of God in the sacrifice
of himself " (p. 110). Effectual atonement for sin requires
two things, a perfect penitence and a perfect holiness.
«If," says Dr. Moberly, “my repentance, in reference
to the past, could be quite perfect, such penitence would
mean that my personality was once more absolutely one
with righteousness in condemning sin even in, and
at the cost of, myself. Such personal re-identity with
righteousness, if it were possible, would be a real contra-
diction of my past. It would be atonement, and I should,
in it, be once more actually righteous™ (p. 110). But to

1 Atonement and Personality, pp. 402-405. Tt should here be pointed
out, however, that Dr. Moberly objects only to the phrase, ‘‘ expiatory
confession of our sins,’ not to the terms ‘‘ a perfect repentance,” ¢ a per-
fect sorrow,' ‘“a perfect contrition,’ offered by Christ on our behalf.
This author himself, as we shall see, holds to the realization by Christ
of ¢ a perfect penitence '’ or ** penitential holiness " in and for humanity.
His really serious objection relates to the other point mentioned above.
Dr. Moberly himself adopts the phrase, ¢ Christ confessed the sin of
humanity,’’ not externally, but * by being the very manifestation of hu-
mauity ' (p. 405). But what is this but what Dr. Campbell meant by
“a perfect repentance in humanity,’ a * confession of sin in humanity,”
“a perfect Amen in humanity to the judgment of God on the sin of
man."” The Nature of the Atonement, pp. 117, 119,
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experience any such atoning, effectual repentance and so
to re-identify ourselves perfectly with righteousness is,
for us, impossible. Now this is what Christ does for us
and by his Spirit helps us to do for ourselves.

But here we meet the objection previously noticed : Is
not penitence correlative to personal sin? Can one re-
pent of any sin but his own? So far from allowing that
this objection is valid, Dr. Moberly maintains that ¢ peni-
tence, in the perfectness of its full meaning, is not even
conceivably possible, except it be to the personally sin-
less ™ (p. 117).  DPenitence in its truest, deepest meaning
is not merely or mainly regret or remorse or a feeling of
guilt; it is “self-identity with righteousness.” Now it
is a fact of life that the blameless do suffer and sorrow on
behalf of the sinful far more deeply and keenly than the
sinful do on their own behalf (p. 118). The possibility
of this vicarious suffering and penitence is grounded, in
part, in the nature of sympathy and, in part, in the purity
of the sufferer which is the very condition of his realizing
the real nature of sin. The sinner himself does not, and
cannot, realize it. The very fact that he has sinned, and
that the sin has passed into his character, dulls the edge
of his penitence and dims its truth (p. 122). Now among
men all such vicarious penitence is imperfect ; it could be
perfect only in one who had a full realization of the char-
acter and consequences of sin; that is, to a being himself
sinless and possessing an unclouded vision of the holiness
of God (p. 127). It is only Christ who, in the union
with man made possible by infinite love, is able, by virtue
of his own sinless holiness and consequent sense of the
evil of sin, to make that supreme acknowledgment of
sin's ill desert and offer that perfect homage to righteous-
ness which is required from our sinful race (p. 128).
“The suffering involved in this,” continues Dr. Moberly,
“is not, in him, punishment, or the terror of punishment;
but it is the full realizing, in the personal consciousness,
of the truth of sin, and the disciplinary pain of the con-
quest of sin; it is that full self-identification of human
nature, within range of sin’s challenge and sin’'s scourge,
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with holiness as the divine condemnation of sin, which
was at once the necessity —and the impossibility — of
human penitence” (p. 130).1

For a fuller explanation of the author’s meaning in this
somewhat unusual use of terms the reader must consult
the opening chapters of Dr. Moberly’s book, where the
ideas of punishment, penitence, and forgiveness are sub-
jected to a penetrating analysis. It is equally important
for understanding how the author conceives of this aton-
ing penitence as availing for us, to read the chapters fol-
lowing that from which I have quoted (ch. vi), on the
subjective and objective aspects of atonement, the work
of the Holy Spirit, and the nature and relations of human
personality. I regret that I have only been able to give
a somewhat formal definition of this suggestive exposition.
The kinship of the author’s theory with that of Dr. Camp-
bell and, indirectly at least, with some parts of the essay
of Edwards on Satisfaction, will, I am sure, be evident to
the reader.?

As Mr. Lidgett developed his doctrine of satisfaction in
accord with the emphasis placed by Jesus himself, as by
modern theology, upon the fatherhood of God, so has the
Rev. W. L. Walker, in The Cross and the Kingdom? in-
terpreted the saving work of Christ in the light of one
of his own dominant conceptions — that of the Kingdom
of God. No circumstance could better illustrate the dif-
ference between the ancient and the modern method of

1 Mr. Walker objects to the application of the term ‘- penitence’ to
Christ as strenuously as Dr. Moberly objected to Dr. Campbell’s similar
use of the term ‘ confession.” ‘‘Penitence,” he says, ‘* is not conceiv-
able save on the part of one who has actually sinned. Christ's identifica-
tion of himself with sinful humanity could not go so far as o create the
feelings implied in real penitence.’” This author prefers the term
‘“acknowledgment ’ ; Christ acknowledged, on behalf of humanity, the
ill desert of sin.  The Cross and the Kingdom, p. 229.

2In this brief reference to Dr. Moberly’s work 1 have sought to
touch upon what seemns to be the dominant note of his book. But I find
it impossible to extract from the volume as a whole any self-consistent
general view of our subject. The composite character of the author’s
opinions has been exhibited by Dr. I1. Rashdall in The Journal of Theo-

logical Studies for 1902, pp. 178-211.
2 Edinburgh, 1902.
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dealing with this subject than the use in this connection
of these favorite conceptions of Jesus. The idea of God’s
fatherhood, and the great primary aim of Jesus to found
a