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The principal difference bétween.theLuttheran. theology
and that of Ânselmn was significant of this change. A>-
selm's doctrine wus based ïnu the néceessity of the. Divine
nature, Luther's in a need of huinan -nature., Anselm
asked, Uow shall God be satisfied? L uther, lIow shall
man b? justifled 1

In answering this question, the Lutheran theologians
maintained the, doctrine of.an infinite evîl in sin, but
changed the satifact ion of Anselm into an equivalent.
They also made the distinction between the active- and

passive obedience'of Christ, which was not known to the
theory of Anselm. Tfheir view was, that man, by diso-
beying the law of God, was justly exposed to, punishment,

but Christ is.punished in his place, and he thus becornes

free. Yet hie is still bound to, obey God and Iead a life of
perfect gQodness, in order to be saved. Christ fa-lfils this

obligation for him by his holy -life. The suflbring, lie

ought to bear, Christ bears; the duty he ouglit to, perform,
Christ perforrus. The satisfaction, therefore,.before con-

fined to the death of Christ, is now extended to bis life;

and now- first is Christ, considerea as being punished, in

the place of the sinner." God also is now regarded as a

so'ý'ereign., bound to, uphold his laws, instead. of a. creditor,

*..strong opposition was made to the'Lutheran. distinction of active
and passive obedience, by John Piscator, a reformed theologian, at the
end of thé i6th. century. Pis*cator argued, froni the *definition of justi-
feaioxi in Rom. ivr. 6, 7; that the im,,putattin of forgiveness and active
obbedience are not two parts of 3stificaoù~ but one And tii. samW
Christ, he maintains, as a man, -was bound 'to obey God on bis own
a.ccount and bis active obedienct cannot therefore be credited to-us.
ie obeÀience insuffering, therefore, was th6eonly cause of.our being-

forgiven. If bis active obedience i impuitea to us, God is paid tWice,
for our oins. Again, if bis active obeience la impnted to us, we are
not bound to obey for ourselves. The Lutherans, in reply, argiied that
wve could only be justified by actudl obedieu4e to God's cornaidmuet
As no one obeyed these for himself, Christ muBt obey for us. But
Piscator replièd, IlThe law démandà puniéhment, or ôbeaiezté,) hôt
both?1' Tis controversy forma an important epoch in the history of
thle doctrine.


