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A SKETCIX
OF

THE HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF
ATONEMENT.

DY TIE REV. JAMES FREEMAN CLARKE.

(Coneluded from our lust.)

1. In tracing the history of this doctrine,
we hnve seen that it divides itself into three
distinet periods, in cach of which adiflerent
idea has characterized the prevailing and
orthodox theory.  During the first and larg-
est of these periods, this leading idea was
of a conflict between good and evil, and the
death of Christ was a ransom paid to the
powers of darkness to redeem men from
theit dominion. During the sccond period,
the main thought is of & debt whichthe sin-
ner owes to God, which it is impossible for

- him to pay except by the aid of Christ. And

jn the third period, the notion which gives

the celebrity of the University ot Bologna,
aud of the Four Doctors. The eivil and
canon law woere tavght together ai all the
ecclesiastical estublishments. Many dis-
tinguished scholastic theologinns were also
eminent as wrilers on eivil law, and among
them Lanfrane, the teacher of Anselm. Just
at this time appeared the new theory of the
atonement. Is it surprising that it should
partake of the character of thought beleng-
ing to this time, and be founded, not on war-
like, but legal ideas, on the riglts of property
and persons, on the notivn of debt and pay-
ment, on it wrong done to God’s honor by
siny for which a full recompense was to be
demanded 2 Those passages of Seripture
in whieh sin is spoken of as an injury in-
flicted on the Divine chareter, and the
work of Christ as {reeing us from the debt
incurred by disobedience, were now made
the basis of the doctrine.

homan richits in civil as well as in ecclesi-
astical ailairs.  Reform in the ehurch pre-

its character to the doetrine is that of a go- pared the way for reform in politics, and men

vernment, and a neeessity which makes it
impossible to forgive sin, except by such a
display of the Indignation of Gad, as will
prevent the evil consequences which might
otherwise oceur. Accordingto each theory,
Christ dies to satisfy divine justice; but in
the first, this justice has reference to the
rights and lawfual elaims of the devil; in
the second, to the rights and honour of God
himself ; in the third, to the order of the
universe, and the claimsof God’s creatures.
Thero is also a neecessity for Christ’s doath

now began to ask for what purpose was so-
vermnment instituted, and what were the dn-
ties of the governor? The new theory of
the atenement partook of this tendency also,
and was founded upon ideas of government.
TTugo Grotius laid the basis of 1his doctrine
in the neeessity imposed on God, as a ruler,
1o prevent mischiel and preserve order in
his government.  And Iugo Grotns also
was the founder of the rmodern international
law, by his book on ¢ The Luws of War
and Pesoce,” the object of which was to

according 1o’ each theory ; but in-the first, | {62Ch rulers to substitute a sense of justice
this necessity is founded on God’s supposed toward the citizen and regard for the peace

relations’ to the supernatural world §” in'the
second, on lhis relations to himself; in the
third, on his relations to his creatures. Fach
of the theories implies a limitation of the
Divine attributes. In the first, the Divine

of society, Tor caprice and reckless ambi-
tion.

3. Thus we sce that each age has devel-
ored that patticnlar view of the doetrine
which was suited 1o its cireumsiances, and

power is limited by the opposing power of | 0 18 prevailing tone of thought. We are

evil, which is a dualistic view allied tc Ma~
nicheism ; in the second, the Divine geod~
ness is limited by the demands of the Di-
vine justice, which implies a conflict in the
Divine mind ; in the third, the Divine wis-
dom is limited by difficultics inherent in the
government of frec beings.

2. We have before remarked, that the
direetion tuken by the theory of the atone-

not, however, to infer that these thesries are
merely arbilrary speculations, wholly des-

to lie in their one~sideduness. In their logi-
cal form they are all probably false, yet
each may contain its leaven of truth. Thus
the fantastic and mythical doctrine of a
conflict with the devil, may be founded in
veality. As long as the origin of ewil re-

nagural world, beyond the sphese of human
expericnee, comes at last into the region of
humai jdeas and relations.  Reginning in
a {antastic tealm of images, and passing
through a metaphysical world of abstruc-
tions, it enters at last the domain of spirtual
experience. Iis cowrze is not yet ended,
nor has it as yet taken its complete and per~
feet form, in which it can satisfy the de-.
mands both of the reason and of the reli-
gious natwre.  But it cannot go back to any
of its previous forms.  Their defeets having
been onee fally seen, the possibility of their
recovering their fornter influence is forever
prevented. The course of this doctrine, like
that of all theology, is forward, tending to-
ward the time which shall see realized the
larmonious union of reason and revelation,
of Taith and works,of the supernatual and the
uatarad, of the spirit and the vuderstanding,
of the faith of the heart and the faith of e

With the Reformation eame new ideas of | intellect.

NOTE.

The sketch of the history of the Atonement,
contained in the foregoing tract, is vomfined 1o
the three great forms which the doctrine has ta-
kew in the church, and does not undertake to
treat of more recent developments. Tt may,
however, be safely said, that the ancient and
Orthodox form of 1he Government is now seldom
received or taught by those who consider them-
selves the most Orthodox. The object of the
death of Christ is now said to be, not the satis-
faction of Divine Justice, hut the exercise of a
noral influence on the human mind.  Christ did
not die in order to appense the wrath of God, nor
to pay the debt of obedience due to the Deity,
but to manifest the evil of sin, and a0 to impress
the human mind as to make it safs for Cod to
pardon. ~He died then to reconcile man te God ;
not (o yeconcile God to man. = Although the
more Orthodoz language is continually used, yet
if we look through it, we see that this is the mean-
ing really intended.

Ore or two instances will be given, in order to
ilustrate the truth of these remarks.  These in-
stances will be taken from books, the professed
object of which is to teach the Orthodox theory

titute of reality and truth. ‘Their efror secis of the Atonement, in opposition to the Unitarjan

theory.

Onr first extract is from Arclibishop M‘Gee,
ond is iaken from his large work on the Atone-
ment. This book throughout is a violent polemic
against Unitarianism, and the aathor evidently
regards himself as highly Orthodox. Butin his
statement of the dectrine he virtually surrenders

. . . mains unexplained, so long evil must appear | the Orthodox view, and makes the Atonement
Y OO o s00 | - - i R N

ment during each period secmed detennin- | o intellect a hostile power contending

ed in some degree by the prevailing ideas of o

the time, and the tendency of the age. The
first theory was warlike ; the second, legal
the third, governmental. It was natnral
during those terible eenturies in which the

church was exposed 10 so many forms of
ountward evil, that the theory of redemption ;

> 1 ithe progress of lumanity.,
should assume the form of a conflict with o8 3
outward evil, and a victory over the Prince
of darkness. It was an age in which per-

secations tormented the Clristinn church,

in whieh the Emperors of the world seemed
to rival the Evil One in atrocious wicked-
ness; in which the legions of the empire’
bound with their iron chain the whole earth

in military subjection.

dreadful inroads of the barbariaus, the de-
structive famines, and awful pestilences i ;

p S <7 I separate him from the s r.
which were thonght to have constmed in a | SCPM* o D

few years half of the human vace throngh-

out the civilized world. What wonder that

with God.

from1 sin.

only & manifestation, or o declaratory aet on the

Only by self-sacrifice and will | part of God.
ing endurance can we redeem ourselves
and others from its slavery, and lead capti- | examined the truc import of the term in Serip-
vity captive. The suflerings of the good, | ture ! en il !
and the death of martyrs, is the necessary | $ i Seriptare language, implies golely this,—
price which must be paid in order o seenre C:" ’Eﬂcr}‘ﬁc‘" wisely and graciously appointed by
, Thispricg | Coly e ot osernarl e warld, o vy
> e Py e " . [ . 1=3 = i b N . 4 :
gil:::lb‘)‘-'l'g)x‘l?(tlllgl;‘.ol\l\l'zr(c‘)ltglzz’i]m ]Se;)d(:\llj:lc} lt‘;]‘g;g the punishinent of it frow the offender?  To ask
= . A N 8 why God should have appointed this particular
is a truth in U“? {d‘ﬂ‘ﬁ_ of an alonement to be mode, or in what way it can avert the punish-
made to the Divine justice. The justice of
God is his holiness as displayed in aclion.
If God has a moral character, it must make
him, not ouly Ly }‘li;; wi}ll, but also by the | cation, such matters cannot be a subject of in-
1 very unecessity of his holy nature, averse ] quiry.”
Then came the ] 'I‘h)ere is then, 2 law of the Die
vine nature, which scems necessarily to

“ Had they (the oljectors) more accurately

ture use, they would have seen that a sacrifice for

ment ol sin, is to take us back to the general point
at jssue with the Deist.  With the Christian,
who adwmits redemption under any modifi-

“ But even to our imperfect apprehension,
some crrenmstances of natural connection and

God is se-|fitness may be pointed ont. The whole may be
parated from the siuner by the necessity of | considered as a sensible and striking representa-
his nature, no less than the sinner from God | tion of a punishment, whicl the-sinner was con-

> ' &80 by the voluntary act of disobedience. The | S¢10us he deserved from God's justice : and then
redemption from outward evil and sl Y. M bedience.  The

should seem to be the chief work of Christ,

: . - S Imove the obstacle to reconciliation on th
and the passages of Seripture which indil reconciliation on the

cale a conflict with evil be taken as the
basis of the theory of redemption ?

But when a_thousand years had passed,
these tumults had gone by. The barbarous
nations having conquered every part of the
Roman empire, had been converted to
Christianity, and became fixed in their new
homes. The tide of Mahommedan conguest,
checked at the Pyrenees, had begun per-
manently 1o recede before the deeper life of
Christendom. The conquerors of Rome,
feeling their want of better institutions, ac-
cepted her splendid code of Jaws, and be-
gan o modify and apply them to their own
Hence the “study of Roman Law
sprangr up suddenly in the twellth century,
and appeared in new glory. Thousands of
studems crowded the universities, attracted
by the fame of greut jurists. We read of

5

of God.
the sinner penitent § the second, by muking
him holy. ~ When peaitent, he is reconciled
to Godj when holy, God is reconciled to
him. A similar truth may be detected in
the theory of Grotus. But the error in all
these syslems is to make that a limitation
of God’s will, which is in reality a manifes-
tation of his nature.

. % Nor are we to suppose that this succes-
sion of theories is merely a change from one
arror to another, merely a substitution of one
defective statement in the place of another
as defective. - There has been not only
change Dbut progress. Through the whole
history of the doctrine we see a steady ad-
vance of thought, and what each age las
gained, that it retains.  The doctrine be-
ginningat first as a transaction in the super-

work of Christ therefore was not only to re-| %" the part of Ged, it becomes a publie declara-

tion of his koly displeasire ngainst sin, and of

. h . his merciful compassion for the sinner: and on
side of'thg‘sml_mr, but also that on the side | 11, part of the oflender, when offered by him or
The first, he removes by making

for him, it implics a sincere confession of guilt,
and a hearty desire of obuining pardon: and
upon the due performance of thisservice, the sin-
ner js pardoned, and escupes the penalty of his
transgression,”

# This we shall find agreeable to the nature of
a sacrifice for sin, aglaid down in the Old Testa-
ment. Now is there anything in this degrading
to the ‘honour of Gad, or in the smallest degree
inconsistent with the dictates of natural reason 1
And in this view, what is there in the dent) of
Christ, as n sacrifice for the sins of mankind, that
may not, in g eertain degree, be embraced by our
natural netions?  For aceording to the explana-
tion just given, is it not a declaration to the
whole world of the greatness of their sins, and of
the proportionate merey and compassion of God,
who had ordained this method,whereby,in a man-
fer consistent with his other attributes, his fallen
creatures might again be taken inte his fevour, an

their making themselves parties in this great sn-
crifice ; that ig, on their complying with those
conditions, which, on the reeeived notions of sa-
crifice, would render them parties in this; name-
ly,an adequate couviction of guilt, a proportion-
ate sense of God's love, and a firm determination
with an himnble frith in the sufliciency of this s~
crifice, to endeavour after a life of amendient in
obedience 1 ‘Thus much falls within the reach of
our compreliension on this mysterious subject.
Whether in the expanded range of God’s moral
governmiend somne other emt may not be hch! in
view, in the deatly of his only begotten Son, it is
not fiur ua 1o inguire; nor does it concern us to
kuow. What God las been pleased to reveal, it
is alone our duty to believe."—JIGee on Atone~
ment, page B0, Appletor's edition. '

On examining this statement, it is apparen
that-—

I. M¢Gee givesup the necessity of Atonement.
Ile calls it an appointment ; that is, something
which results from the clioice of the divine will
not the necessity of Gol’s nature. e even goes
farther, and denies that we have any right to en-
tertain the inquiries which alone can show it to
be neeessary. ¢ Why God has appointed this
wade, or in what way it can avert the punish-
ment of sin,” ke says, ““cannot be a subject of
inquiry » with the Christian.

2. M*Gee malkes the ntoning sacrifice a mere
declurntory act on the part of God. It is merely
teaching. Ciod expresses by it his displeasure
against sin, aad his compassion for the sinner.
It is designed then to a¢t on the human mind
nlone, 1t as rothtng to do in relation to God.
It is to remove a diflicelty existing in the
hurran mind, not one which exists in the divine
ntind,

3, MfGee asserts that this view is the only
view we hiave a right to take of the Atonement.
No othier end but that of a declaration, he says,
has been revealed.  The OrthodoX view, there-
fore, whiell makes the death of Christ not n nere
decluration of God's feelings, but the actual pay-
ment of a sinner’s transgression,—this, M:Gee
maintains, is not revealed, and it is not our duty
to helieve it. «Jtis not for us to inquire, nor
does it in any way coneern us to know.”

Our next reference is to the views of the
Atonement expressed by that popular and excel-
lent writer, Jacob Abbott, in his book called
“The Corner Stone,”

Mr. Abbout illustrates his view of the natare
of the Atonement by a story of some school-boys,
one of whom has thrown away his companion’s
cap into the snow. 'Ihe master perceives that
the boy is penitent,and sceordingly forgives hini.
But, snys Mr. Abbott, if the mualter were left
here, it “ would bring down the standard of jus-
tice and kindness among the boys.”” The mag-
ter accordingly gocs out intothe cold and snow
hiwself, to find the lost cap, and brings it back
witl him. . And when the boys saw him return-
ing, «there was not one whose heart was not
full of nflection and gratitnde toward the teacher,
und of displensure at the sin.” .

“Such a case,” adds Mr. Abbott, «is anaola-
gous in muany respeets to the measures God has
adopted to muke the forgivencss of human guilt
safe.” Heindeed adds, in another place, that no
huan transaction ean be entirely analagous to
the great plan of redeeming man from sin and
misery by the sufferings and death of Jesus
Christ. Vet as the only view which he presents
of the nature of the Atonement has reference ex-
clusively to its influence on the human mind, we
may take it for granted that this is with him the.
essential feature ofthe transaction.

But how far this is from the Osthodox view of
satisfaction! It is the theory of Girotius, not of
Anselm.  The denth of Christ is not a debt paid
to God, but an influence exerted on the world to
to maintain the dignity of the law. .

Another examnple of the way in which modern
Orthodoxy departs from the ancient theory of
Atonement may be found in a book, which has
been widely cireulated among the Orthodox in
thig country, called * {'he Philosophy of the Plan
of Salvarion.”

T'he author of thia' baok contends, that man
can only be made to love another being by secing
that being making self-denial and enduring sor-
row for his sake. ‘I'he abject of the denth of
Christ was to awaken this aflectionate gratitudo
in the human heart toward Christ and God.

As our object is not to eriticise this work, we paga
by the enormous pyschologieal error of declaring -
that love ean be produced only by the sight of
self-denial in a bencfactor. We merely call at-
tention to the fct, that here, as in the other in-
stances referred to, the objeer of the death of
Christ is to remove n diffienlty in the human
mind, not one 1 nthe divine mind. Iis neeessity
arises from the lawa of human nature, not from
the laws of the divine nature. ‘I'ne death of
Christ is necessary, hecause men eannot other—




