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CHAPTER ONE

"REMOTO CHRISTO" :METHODOLOGY

The problems which have exercised most, if not zll,

of the historians of soteriology in regard to the "Cur Deus Homo"
of St. Anselm might, with certain justification, be described as
secondary. These problems have ranged from the allegsd Tritheisr
and Monothelitism of St. Anselm, through such quesbions as his
dependence upon Teutonic legal concepts and the early medieval
penance system, to the issue of whether St. Anselm ultimately
reconciles the justise and the love of God. An undue concern
with sueh problems has, in the history of Anselmic study, obscured

the primary problem presenfted to us by the "Cur Deus Homo",

namely, what is the relation of this work, and the method whiech
St. Anselm employs in it, to his famous principle of "eredo ut
1

intelligam"?

Wherever the matter is mentioned it is not taken to be

a problem at all, the gusumption being that the "Cur Deus Homo"

is just another example, similar to the "Monologion", of the

principle in operation. Now, while this view may be the only one
which is, in the end, permissible, it would be a grave mis‘ake to
treat it as an unexplored assumption, or yet as immediately self-

evident in the "Cur Deus Homo" itself, More often, however, the

matter is not raised, largely because those writers who have

discussed the eredo ut intelligam principle (such as C.C.J.VebD,

E. Gilson, a2and E.L.Mascall, to name but a few) have been more
interested in St. Anselm's theistic¢ philosophy than in his

soteriology; whereas those who have been writing about the latter
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(such as J.K.Mozley, James Denney, T.H. Fughes, A.Riftsehl, and

A, Harnack among many others) have not haed the more strietly
theistic theme before them. Ste.Anselm, therefore, is presented

in two different, and a2t the same *ime unrelated, rBles: on the

one hand, as the first Christian formulator of the Ontological
Argument, an argument which wea to have a famous, if not alse
notorious, history at the hands of St. Thomas, Descartes, Kant

end Hegel, and as the first theist really to put the eredo ut
intellizam prineiple explicitly and continuously infto setion; and,
on the other hand, as the thaologién who gave us the first
gsystematic account of the Atonement. It is rather surprising

that his commentetors - no matter how divergent their own
theological or philosophical positions mey be - are almost
unanimous in their praise of his performance in the first r3le,

and eyually categoricel in their condemnation of him in the second.
This outrageously disproportionats assessment of Ste Anselm's
abiiities in the two -~ not unrelated - spheres of theological
enquiry has arissn because of a failure to realise that it Es one
person who is playing the two rBlas, that his thougzht is n&é twofold
but single, and that consequently any assessment of his abilities
in the one sphere intimately affscts that of his accomplishments

in the other. The outright condemn=tion of St. Anselm's
soteriological work has had this other deplorable result, that it
has led to the negléct by dosmatie theologians in general, Karl
Barth being the gquite eonspicuous exception, of St. Anselm's views
on the other great themes of dogmaties, such as, the .Dootrine of
the Trinity, the atitributes of God, the procession of the Holy Spirit

the freedom of the will, and so on. It 4s, therefore, only when
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we seek to understand St. Ansslm's thougnt in its integrity, and
cease to regard him as one stage, either on the way that led from
St. Augustine to St. Thomas, or on that which led from Athanasius
to Abelard, that this problem, which has been called the primery

problem in interpreting the "Cur Deus Homo", emerges. Ko major

Christian thinker has suffered quite so mueh as St, Anselm from
the hit-and-run taeceties of historians of theism and soteriologye.

Now, this problem of the relation of the "Cur Deus Homo"

to the oredo ut intelligam princeiple is not raised at this stage

L

of our discussion simply for polemical reasons, or because there
is any Intrinsic value in adding to the many problems to be found
in the writings of St. Anseln. Oceam's razor would deter us on
the second score, and the vastness and grandeur of St. Anselm's
thought make polemies at sny time a course not lightly tc be
embarked upon. We dare not, except at grave peril of missing
much that is good for us, dismiss unthinkingly anyone who prays as:
St. Anselm prays, and who at times makes his theology a prayer, a

height to which few theologians have risen. On the contrary,

this problem is raised for two reasons. On the one hand, by
exemining it we shall be the better qualified to understand what

St. Anselm is endeavouring to do in the "Cur Deus Homo" and to

appreciate the method in whiech he is doing it. The importence
of theological procedure or methodology was for St. Anselm
paramount, and therefore worthy of consideration in relation to

all of his works, and not solely to the "Monologion" or the

"Proslogion™ with whieh it has been most closely associated in

the past. On the other hand, this problem is held %o be primary
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because it provides a setting in whieh to place the others. If
we are first elear as to what St. Anselm thinks of himself as smm .

seeking to achieve in the "Cur Deus Homo", then we shall be the

better able to decide whether he has fallen short of his self-
imposed standards. Too many ceritieisms of St. Anselm's
soteriology have sprung from his failure to comply with the
soteriological theories f his erities; and too few of his eritics
have been sympathetiec enough to realise that any great thinker
must first be interpreted in terms of his own premises before we
enter upon extraneous eriticisms. A study, therefore, of this
primary problem will take us direet, it is hoped, to the central

meaning and purpose of the "Cur Deus Homo".

Interestingly enough, Dom F. S. Sehmitt, by plaeing
the Commendatio operis ad Urbanum Papam IT and the Praafet;g in

sequence before the astuel text of the work, in the most recent
2
edition of the Saneti Anselmi Omnia Opera , has enabled us to

discover the problem in parvo within the "Cur Deus Homo" itself.

The problem of the relation of the "Cur Deus Homo" to the eredo ut

intelligam prineciple does arise there in mi@?ture, though it can

only be seen in its true perspective and its fullest implications

appreciated, when the "Cur Deus Homo" is set in relation to the

rest of St. Anselm's writings. The "Commendatio. ", as we briefly

call it, is a covering letter written by St. Anselm when he sent

the "Cur Deus Homo" to Pope Urban II, according to Dom Sehmitt.
3
One of the manuseripts places it between the Praefatio and the

chapter headings; others, between the list of chapter headings and
4 5
the text of the work;. one at the end of the work , while, of the
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remaining manusceripts, some place it in the appendix to the
6

letters of St. Anselm , and others trea't it as the Prologus to
7
the Episftola de Incarnatione Verbi - so that in view of the

evidence Dom Sehmitt takes a rather bold line in plaeing the

Commendatio where he does. Now, in the Commendatio, St. Anselm

states what we recognise from his other works to be the eredo ut
: 8
intelligam theme. "I judge no one to be blameworthy”, he writes,

"if, being established in his faith, he should wish to employ
himself in the seareh for its reason”. Adding that Holy

Seripture invites us to seek out the reason for our faith when it
9
says: "You shall not understand unless you hesve believed” , he
10
affirms that "I think that the uiderstanding which we have in

this 1life stands midway betwcen faith and sight: +the more one
advanees to that nni, so mach the more, in my judgmen®, does he
approach sight, to whieh we all aspire”. This theme of the

11
Commendatio appears early in the "Cur Deus Homo” , when Boso,

the interloeutor, says, "Just as correct procedure demsnds that we
believe the deep things oi the Christian Faith before we discuss
them with our reason; so it zppears to me to be negligence on our
part if, after we have been confirmed in our faith, we do not
endezvour to understandlzwhat we believe”. In other words, faith
is a necessary pre-condifion of intellectual comprehension of
Christian truth. So far from being reprehensible, intellectual
searching is obligatory upon believers and unwillingness to ﬁnder-
stand what it is they believe and the grounds upon which they
believe it is moral negligence.

In the Praefatio, however, we find what apprars, on

the surface at least, to be a vastly different position, and now
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our problem comes into view. After explaining that he proposes

to deal with the subjest of why there should be a God-man, St.
Anselm says that he will divide his m: terial into two books. In
the first, after disposing of certain arguments of unbelievers who
try to show that the Christian Faith is eon rary to reason, he

promises that "Christ being set aside (remoto Christo) as if He

had never been, he will prove by logically necessary steps that
apart from Him salvation of man is impossible”. 2 In the second
book, he continues, upon exaetly the same premise, namely, that
nothing is to be assumed as known about Christ, he will demonstrate,
by logically accurate reasoning, that man was created for the
purpose of enjoying immortality; that this end eould only be
acecomplished through the God-man; and that all we believe
concerning Christ is necessarily so. The remoto Christo position

14
is re-affirmed throughout the book , so that it is not =

rhetorical boast or 2 mere slip of the pen. Besides, the whole
temper of the book leaves the reader in no doubt but that St.
Anselm is seeking to advance arguments that will refute the
objections of unEelievera and win them over to Christianity;
indeed, at 1.251”, he invites unbelievers to recognise the cogency
of his reasoning, to desist from ridicule and to embrace the Faith
and be saved. At times the book seems to be quite openly
apologetic rather than strietly dogmatiec. St. Anselm is,
therefore, not simply attempting to build up the faith of believers
by suggesting reasons for the faith that they hold. He offers
arguments whieh, in his opinion, will ceonvinee unbelievers; for,

even if "Christ is set apart”, St. Anselm claims to lead them by

steps which they must admit to be logically necessary to
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econclusions which they will hold only on grounds of reason and
which will be identical with statements accepted by Christians
on faith.

Here, then, is the diffieulty which the comparison of

the Commendatio with the Preefatio raises. In the Commendatio,

understanding proceeds upon faith; without the latter, the former
is impossible. Understanding moves within the boundaries of
faith; and while it may map out the territory with a thoroughness
and an accuraey which faith eannot possibly achieve, it never
abandons faith or goes beyond it. "I believe in order that I may
understand”. But in the Praefatio, faith and the subjeet 0f faith,
Jesus Christ, are set aside so that no presuppositions concerning
the Person or the Work of Our Lord are permitted to enter into the
premises from which the argument begins or to affeect the argument
as it develops. The claim is made that unbelievers can be led to
the doetrines of faith, in'this case, to the Incarnation and the
Atonement, by way of reasoning which is as convincing for them as
it is for Christians. The aim outlined in the Praefatio is borne
out by the method of argumentation throughout the book.

Unbelievers are shown how they ean come to understand even though
they do not believe. The implication is that the logie, by which
they thought to substantiate unbelief, in facet carries them to
understanding of the faith, if not also to belief in Christ Himself
as their only Saviour., The prineiple involved almost becomes:

intelligo ut ceredam.

Two "short-cut™ solutions of the problem, thus presented,
and a third much longer, suggest themselves. Pirst, 1t could be

argued that the "Cur Deus Homo", is, in view of the phrase remoto




Page 8.
Christo, definiftely not an example of the eredo ut intelligam

prineiple operating in regard to the doetrines of the Incarnation
and the Atonement, and that this work constitutes a departure on
3t. Anselm's patt from his customary theological methodology. On

this solution, the "Cur Deus Homo" is not written in faith, by

faith and for faith; it is not faith's attempt to understand its
own inner intellectual structure. It is, rather, faith's ldgioal
refutation of the objections of unbelievers, who maintain its
irrationality. To resolve the difficulty cereated by the explicit

statement of the ceredo ut intelligam theme in the Commendatio, we

we might resort to textual criticism, and say that there is good
documentary evidence for removing it from the place, given to it
by Dom., F.S5. Schmitt before the Praefatio, and for sefting it with

the Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi; and some internal theological

evidence, too, for such removal, in that the theme of the

Commendatio is more completely in line with the first chapter of

the Epistola, than it is with the "Cur Deus Homo". In this

fashion, the immediate problem would be solved, but we should still
require to answer the question of why St. Anselm makes such a
departure, and whether there are any other examples in the rest of
his writings. Besides, this procedure only perpetuates what may

be regarded as a quite false isolation of the "Cur Deus Homo" from

these other writings.
Seecondly, it could be maintained that the "Cur Deus

Homo™ is an instance of the ceredo ut intelligam prineiple in

action, but that St. Anslem has not earried out his task
thoroughly, or that he has introduced a conception - that of

remoto Christo - which, though he does not realise it, conflicts
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with the main aim of his work. To support such & solution,
relevant evidence could again be adduced. For example, the
entire work stands within what we might call a framework of

faith, In I.3 we are reminded that it is of God's love and
compassion that Atonement occurs at all; and in II.20 God's

mercy which might seem to have been obscured by so lengthy a
discussion of His justice is re-affirmed. All of St. Ans@lm's
logical deductions and inferences could then be said to take place
within that framework. What you would have on this solution
would be an unresolved contradiction both in the letter and in the
spirit of the work, a confliet between the devotional quality of
St. Anselm's mind and the personal character of his own faith,

seen so clearly in the opening chapter of the Proslogion and in so

many of his letters, on the one hand, and the rationalism of his
age, which he felt obliged to accepnt, on the other. This solution,
however, rests upon such a low estihate of St. Anselm's
intelligence, that i8 quite definitely suspect from the start.

Since it has already become obvious that there is no

easy 'short-cut™ to the solution of the problem posed by the

comparison of the Commendatio with the Praefatio - a problem,
which.we have begun to see, is not eonfined to these two short
statements, but extends to the interpretation of the entire "Cur
Deus Homo", and of what St. Anselm is ftryings to accomplish in
this work; it remains for us to state and discuss the third and
longer way already mentioned of solving the problem. Apart from
the individual difficulty raised against the two "short-cut®

solutions, two other major eriticisms of them may be made. On
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the one hand, they fail to realise the importance of treating St.

Anselm's works as a whole and of approaching the "Cur Deus Homo"

with a general understanding of his mein themes and special
theological techniques. Conversely, they have not been able to

appreciate the extent to whieh the "Cur Deus Homo" may, in its

turn, assist in the comprehension of St. Anselm's other works.
On the other hand, they both rest upon an unexamined and supposedly

self-evident interpretation of the saying - eredo ut intelligam -

an assumption totally unwarranted by the history of the
interpretation of the saying. The method, then, whiech it is
here proposed we follow for the solution of this primary problem

of the "Cur Deus Homo™ is; (1) to bring together the evidence of

St. Anselm's own statements about, and of his actual employment

of, the prineiple eredo ut intelligam, and to state, with the

minimum of elaboration, the main features of that evidence; (2)

to examine interpretations of the principle which have appeared
in the history of theology; (3) to indicate the conclusions
yielded by that examination; and (4) finally, to relate the phrase

remoto Christo to these eonclusions.

(L) Apart from the brief reference in the "Cur Deus Homo™, I.l,

the most important asccecounts of the principle, eredo ut intelligzam,

occuvr in the Proslogion,l; the Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi,l;

and the Commendatio of the "Cur Deus Homo"™ (which we have already
16

discussed ). The accepted examples of the principle in action

are the Monologion and the Proslogion - the "Cur Deus Homo"™ being

here omitted because it is sub iudice. It is significant that

other, more strictly dogmatic, works of St. Anselm, €80,

De Processione Spiritus Sancti, or the De Concordia, have never




Page 11l.

been considered in discussions of the prineciple in action.

(1L.1) The Proslogion.

The first explicit statement of the prineiple is given to us in

r
the Proslogion at the enu of e.l, and its occurence there deserves

careful attention. The whole of the chapter is a prayer to God,
of great devotional intensity, in whieh St. Anselm, aware of the
inaccessibility of God and of his own inability to accomplish that
for which he was made, namely, knowledge and vision of God,
beseeches God to teash him how to seek and to show Himself to him
when he does seek. In sentence after sentence, St. Anselm traces
the emptiness of the life that has not found God and entreats God
to give him his heart's desire. Then he says: "I do not attempt,
oh Lord, to soar to Thy height because I do not in any way compare
my understanding with Thine; but I do desire to understand %hy
truth as far as my heart believes and loves it. For I do not seek

to understand in order that I may believe, but I believe in order

that I may understand. For this also do I believe: that 'I shall
17
not understand unless I believe'™ ., Throughout the rest of the

book this method of personal address to God, even in the course of
argument, is sustained to a degree which makes the whole work a
perfect example of Martin Buber's saying: "God is not to be
expressed but addressed”.

St. Anselm commences e¢.2 of the Proslogion ("That God

18
truly exists") with the words : "Therefore do Thou, oh Lord, Who

givest understanding of faith, grant to me that...I may understand
that Thou art as we believe (Thee to be), and that Thou art that
which we believe. And certainly we believe that Thou art that than
whieh no greater ean be thought". Even the fool who says in his

heart, "There is no God", understands what he hears when this
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definition of God is spoken. From that point the logic of the
entire work stands revealed: it is to demonstrate that the fool of
whom the Psalmist spoke in Psalm 14 is committed by his thinking of
this notion - "having it in the understanding™ is St. Anselm's
phrase - to affirming not only the existence of God, but also the
several attributes of God, e.g., His goodness, self-existence,
omnipotence, impassibility and so on.

It does not further our immediate purpose to examine
the much discussed question of whether St. Anselm's argument 1is
valid, or whether he has dealt satisfactorily with Gaunilo's

"Pro Insipiente™, the defence of "the fool"; for we are more

concerned with St. Anselm's methodology than with his logiec. The

evidence ylelded by the Proslogion which is likely to prove valuable

in our determination of what the ceredo ut intelligam dietum truly

means, must, therefore, be indicated. It is with such evidence,
too, that any interpretation of the dictum must ultimately come to
terms.

(151514) While it is true to say that, in e.l. of the Proslogion,

St. snse{m is aware of Cod's existence - in fact, it would not be
untrue to say that, when God withdraws Himself from him, he is more
sure of God's existence than he is of his own - nevertheless, his
faith is uncertain of itself. "Oh Lord, Thou art my Lord, and never
have I seen Thee. Thou hast made me and re-created me, and hast
bestowed all good things upon me, and yet I do not know Thee. Above
all, I was made so that I might behold Thee, and I have not yet done
that for which I was made".19 The will to believe is there but the

reality seems to be laeking. If the phrase Deo remoto were too

extreme as a description of e.l., then certainly Deo longinquo would
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be quite appropriate. Thav mood, that attitude of St. Anselm's is

not a pﬂ@s outburst, which is out of all relation to the rest of the
work; on the contrary, it is an essential part of the dramatic unity
of the book, and it sets the problem in the light of which the
remainder of the book is to be understood.

(ls1.2.) When we reach c¢.26 of the Proslogion, we discover that St,

Anselm's mood has changed. Now he speaks of the joy which he has
found - "an abundance, yes! and a superabundance"zo- and he wonders
(for he has not yet found his completest certainty) whether this is
the Jjoy, which "eye hath not seen nor ear heard". This change of
mood from e¢.l. to 6.26. is so marked that it appears permissible to
conclude that the address to God, which oceupies cee.2-25, is the
process in and through which St. Anselm has been taken from
uncertainty eoncerning God to joy in His presence. Yet it is in
these chapters that he has been discussing the implications of the
definition of GCod as "that than whiceh no greater can be thought”.
He hes been seeking to understand (intelligere) what is involved in

al
believing (credere) that God is such , and this understanding has

led to fuller faith.

At the same time, however, this understanding of the
implications of the definition is caleulated to convinece "the fool"
of the falsity of his thoughts concerning God. This issue is left
in no doubt when the details of the correspondence betwcen St.
Anselm and Gaunilo are carefully examined. Therein lies what might

be called the dual character of the process of intellestus: on the

one hand, it leads St. Anselm to fuller faith; and, on the other
hand, it is intended by St. Anselm as the means by which the
unbelief of "the fool" will be dissolved.
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22

(L.2.) Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi,l.

In the Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi, Roscelin (who is not

mentioned by name, but can be easily identified from the Epistola
i e
Iohannis ad Anselmum, &and the Epistola Anselmi ad Fulconem,

where his views are expressly stated) provides the subject of
attack; but before proceeding to show how Roscelin is himself a
Tritheist and has confused orthodox Trinitarianism with
Sabellianism, Anselm gives a lengthy account of the eredo ut

intelligam position. Condemning the "unspeakable boldness" of

some who reject articles of the Christian faith on the ground that
what they cannot understand cannot therefore exist, he affirms
that no Christian ocught to dispute about the Catholic faith until
he has loved and lived according to it. It is preposterous to
try ‘o ascend by understanding and without faith to the positions
which faith holds. The faith which must precede understanding,
therefore, is not simply intellectual assent; the heart must ne
established by faith and the eyes illumined by keeping the Lord's
commandments. The necessity for a good will, as well as true
faith and a correct understanding, is similarly emphasised by
Anselm in the De Concordia, I. qu: "He 1s not said to have
correct understanding who does not resulate his will according to
understanding; nor is he_said to have anything but a dead faith,
who does not rightly will to aet according to faith, for to that
end is f=ith given." Only then with will morally upright are we
qualified to embark upon the intellectual understanding of our

faith. In ¢ .1 of the Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi, the whole

situation is tersely summarised: "He who has not believed shall

not understand. For he, who has not believed, has not experienceds
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end he, who has not experienced, shall not know". First~hand
experience surpasses second-hand hearsay. As the work develops a
certain apologetic interest shows itself. Catholic "rinitarianism
is being defended against "ritheistie and Sabellian interpretations;
and the necessity for the Incarnation of the Vord rather than of
either the other two Persons of the Trinity is demonstrated.

The Epistola yields valueble additions 4o “he evidence

of the Prosloglion.

(1.2.1.) On %he one hand, it is more defini‘e in its account of
the nature of the eredo which is the precondition of the intelligo,

or of the fides which is nece:sary for the proper intellectus.

FPaith involves the entire personslity of the believer~ conation,
affection and cognition; he must live ace-rding to the commands of
God; his heart must be strengthened by Cod, and his attitude to Cod
be worshipful and humble; and his eyes must be illumined so that
he may see the things of fajith. It is in the latter mode of the

believer's consciousness that the beginnings of intellectus, of

understonding, are to be found. It is beceuse of the presence
of this cognitive element even in fides that 1° should not be

antithesised to intellectus, as if it were irrzetional, or pre-

rational. 0f eourse, this comprehensive character of fides is

noticeable in the FProslogion, c¢.l, in 3t. Anselm's statements

about his spiritual longing for God and his desire to know God;
but the Epistola, which is less devotional and more theological in
its quality, brings out that charzscter very emphatically. There
is no doubt in Ste. Anselm's mind that it is only the committed
believer who ean possibly understand the content of the faith, as

may readily be seen in his negative propositions: "He who has not
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believed has not experienced, and he who has not experienced shall
not know".26

(Le2.2,) On the other hand, if we relate cc.2ff. of the Epistola to
ec.l and regard the whole work as a theological and drametic unity,
then we are led to the same interesting conclusion as was reached

‘with regard to the Proslogion: viz., that the process of refuting

the unbeliever is at the same time a process in which fai‘h seeks
to understand the content of the faith. Now admittedly the
unbeliever, Roscelin, is not in this instance an atheist, a "fool
who saith in his heart there is no God". He is, however, an
unbeliever to the extent that he denies the true nature of the Holy
Trinity. St. Anselm's refutation of the Tritheism of Roscelin,
and of the Sabellianism with which the latter identified orthodox
faith, forms a single texture of argument with the exposition of
the orthodox position. The heretical views are presented not
simply for the purpose of their being refuted; they serve also to

elicit the orthodox doctrines. Faith comes to fullest intellectus

through a conversation, a dialecetic with unfaith. The double
purpose is achieved - of indicating the fallacies involved in
unfaith, and of building up a true understanding of his faith
within the believer.

(1.3) Monologion.

The Monologion is, together with the Proslogion, regarded a2s the

locus classiocus of the credo ut intelligam principle in action.

Nowhere in “he work, or in the covering Epistola ad Lanfrancum

Archiepiscopum, or in the Prologus, is any mention made of the

prineiple. In fact, in the Prologus, S*%. Anselm tells us that

him
those who had constrained to write this work laid upon him this



Page 17.
condition, that he should not appeal to the authority of Seripture,

but conduet his enquiry in a simple style, using commonplace
arguments and enforeing his case solely by the necessity of

TesSon. The Monologion fulfils the prescription to the letter.

St
In the Prolo s,nAnselm tells us that there is nothing
in the work which is in confliet with what St. Augustine says in

the De Trinitate. Starting from the empirical generalisation that

"all men seek to enjoy those things which they think to be good,"”
he affirms thet by reason alone, anyone can be persuaded as to the
existence of "one nature, the highest of all things that exist,
self-sufficient in his eternal har piness...and as to the many
other things that we necessarily believe concerning God and His :
creatures."37 He so maintains his argument that in the end he hes
proved, by & liberal use of the Platonie doctrine of Forms, not

only the existence and attributes of this summum bonum and summe

magnum,zgut also his three-in-oneness. It is only in the last
chapter that he says: "Therefore it appears, indeed it is
generally asserted, that this is nothing but what is called'God,
and to thig highest essence alone is the name of Cod assigned.”

At no point in the previous saventy-nihe chapters has Anselm, in
his own opinion; drawn on the Catholiec faith of the Church: st no
point has he gone so far even as to mention God. He has taken the
unbeliever from a premise that he would edmit to the fullest
Christian conclusions.

(L.3.1.) In the Monologion, therefore, St. Anselm does not explicitl
y

quote his well known prineiple, yet the method which he follows here
is so completely identical with that of the Proslogion cc.2ff.,

that it must be regarded also as 2 genuine instance of the eredo ut
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intelligam in operation. His use of two phrases draw attention

to two important feafures of his methodologye. The first is
29
"auctoritate seripturae...nihil". With the example of Ste

Augustine's De Trinitate obviously in front of him, with its

repeated appeal to, and exegesis of Holy Seripture, St. Anselm
chooses to avoid such an appeal, no doubt thinking of those who
would not accert Seripture as authoritative for them. Once

again he puts himself alongside the unbeliever, making no
assumptions which the unbeliever would not grant, and endeavouring
to be as honest as he possibly ean in doing so. The second
important phﬂasga which occurs later in his works, is the sola

ratione of c.l. It is the positive complement to the

"auctoritate scripturae...nihil”™, and is an indication of the

common ground whiech he and the unbeliever will both recogznise
in the discussion which is to follow.

(1.3.2) If the Monologion is properly interpreted as fides

quaerens intellectum, then the previously mentioned dual character

of St. Anselm's method re-appears. For “‘he discussion takes as
its starting point a proposition which is not an ingredient in the
faith-situation, and proceeds nevertheless to the completest of

faith's conclusions. Faith wins through to intellectus fidei

by means of an argument which is designed to convinece someone

who does not know "the one nature...which is alone self-sufficient
in its eternal happiness“.31 In the process of the argument

you eéan see how the dual purpose of the discussion is fulfilled:
the transition from the empirical generalisation to the complete
statement of the Doctrine of the Trinity is made by way of one

simple form of the Platonie Doetrine of the Forms, and the sola
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ratione condition is thereby observed. At the same time, every

opportunity is taken to draw out the fullest implications of the
Doctrine of the Trinity and of the Attributes of God, and the

intellectus has left far behind the empirical observation from

which it started. It is this willingness of 3t. Anselm to make
expliceit the inner logie of the Doctrine of the Trinity and of
the Attributes of God, which is thought to constitute the claim

of the Monologion to be regarded as an example of the fides

quaerens intellectum,

(1L.3.3) As has been observed, it is not until ¢.80 of the

Monologion that St. Anselm mentions the name of God. He has led
the unbeliever by a rationally developed argument to the point at

whieh he must affirm the existence of a summum bonum, who is also

a summe magnum, one Essence existing in three persons, eternal,

omnipresent, and so on. That "highest Essence", St. Anselm
effirms, is what the Christian means by God. The very manner in
which St. Anselm makes this affirmation shows that the rational
argument by whiceh he has reached it is not the ground upon which
he himself believes in God. Obviously, he would reguire evidence
independent of that supplied by the argument to enable him to make
this eoncluding identification. Clearly, of course, St. Anselm
means that the rational argument has helped him to understand
more adeyuately the nature of the belief which he had held
previously on other grounds.

(1.3.4) When we compare Ste Anaelm's'startinglpoint in the

Monologion with that of the Proslogion and the Epistola de

Incarnatione Verbi, we readily discover that no general principle




Page 20.
can be established as to the point of departfure which the

intellectus fidei will assume. Sometimes it may be a quite

general statement; sometimes, a definition; or again, some
misrepresentation of the Catholic Faith. The qualified
conclusion may, however, be taken as established, viz., that
intellectus fidei does not always commence either with the

32
propositions of the faith, or yet always with statements to

which both believer and unbeliever would readily asceribe. Any

account of the meaning of credo ut intelligam, which endeavours

to be fair to St. Anselm's methodology, must therefore take full
account of this qualified concelusion.
(2) The variety of the inselmiec evidence on the mexim credo ut

intelligam leads us to expect a certain variety in the

interpretation of that principle, but it does not quite prepare

us for the immense variety, or yet for the actuasl contradictoriness,
of the interpretations which have been offered in the history of
the study of St. Anselm. 4 consideration of these interpretatios
is a necessary next step towards the definition of S5t. Anselm's
method and purpose.

(2.1) C.C.J.Webb, in his "Studies in the History of Natural
Theology," has many kind things to say ofTAnselm. In his
judgment St. Anselm has laid the proper foundation for philosophy
of religion, by maintaining that this philosophy cannot begin

in vacuo, but requires material ﬁhich ezn only be assimileted

in faith, from the corporate religious experience of the community
into which the philosopher is born. Refusing to be trapped by ¢
any false distinetions between Natural and Revealed Theology,

St. Anselm sought "to discover in *the content which faith gave
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him the rational connexion with principles which were, or seemed
33
to be, on grounds of reason, indisputable™. In both the

Monologion and the Proslogion, the methodology is the same:

"the starting-point of faith, the free employment of rational

methods, the absence of any dogmatic authority to divert or
34

interrupt the course of speculation”, Accordingly, Webb

translates fides quaerens intellectum as "belief in search of

rational self-justification”, Writing particularly with

reference to the Proslogion, he adds that, while the treatise

is "able to serve as a 'short way with unbelievers'] the purpose
of St. Anselm's method is to offer justification for faith in
two ways: on the one hand, by demonstrating that it is logically
inferrible from general prineiples of reason; and, on the ofher,
by exhibiting the logical self-contradiction involved in the
denial of the faith.

A close examination of Webb's account of St. Anselm's
views yields the following ceriticisms:-
(2.1.1.) Webb does not do sufficient justice to what might be
called the "apologetie interest" of St. Anselm's writings. It
would be wrong to say that this interest is predominant in St.
Anslem, but "the fool who saith in his heart, There is no God"

is never far from his mind all thEugh the Froslogion, and Gaunilo

does not allow him to forget him in the later exchanges. The
subtlety of St. Anselm's thought consists in the manner in which
he weaves the apologetic interest in to his dogmatic pattern.

It is not simply that St. Anselm in establishing his own position
happens to refute "the fool"; rather does faith use the views of

"the fool" to understand itself the better. Wihatever else we
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shall have to say concerning St. Anselm's method, we can not

deny that, for example, in the Monologion, he considers himself
accepled
as using premises by unbelievers to form part at least of the

basis for Christian conclusions, and, therefore, as endeavouring
to earry conviction to these unbelievers.

(2.1.2.) On the other hand, by translating fides quaerens

intellectum as a type of self-justification, Webb places fides

too much on the defensive, and understates the nature of

intellectus. The former criticism is made, because in faect S'.

Anselm nowhere conceives of himself as obliged to apologise
abjectly for his faith, or to justify it at the bar of
contemporaery reason as if that were the final eriterion of the
truth of his fides. Defensiveness of that kind belongs more
properly to the 19th than to the 12th century. Professor John
Baillie puts the matter thus: "St. Anselm never regards it as

the function of reason to Jjustify...saving faith in God; but

only to understand it - a2 very different and far more modest
oi‘fice".56 The latter criticism follows from what has been

said already about the dual character of St. Anselm's method.

He establishes the nexus between the content of faith and the
retional principles of the day because these principles are
cecepted not only by those against whom hé is arguing, but also
by himself. If he is going to understand his faith; if he is
going to appropriate it and not simply accept it on the authority
of Seripture or the say-so of the Fathers; then it is in terms of

the common intelleectual ceategories of his day that he will do so.

There are no others in terms of which he could possibly
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appropriate the faith. In this respect St. Anselm proves himself

both wiser and more honest than thinkers of other generations, who
thought to dissociate fthemselves from the metaphysies of their
time and to construet a non-metaphysical theology, but all too
plainly demonstrated their scceceptance of the majority of the
categories held by their contemporaries.

(2.1.3.) PFurther, Webb's account of St. Anselm's procedure: "the
starting-point of faith, the free employment of rational methods,
the absence of any dogmatie authority”, is consistently obscure.
In what sense, for example, is faith St. Anselm's starting-point?
Clearly, ebb can not mean that St. Anselm begins his arguments
from propositions assented to by faith, for faith's propositions
come as the conclusions of each work. ebb may mean that it is
his faith which has started St. Anselm off on this kind of arzsument
against the unbeliever; but then some less ambiguous phrase than
"the starting-point of faith"should have been used to make this
intention clear. Somehow 1t would appear that iiebb wants us to
link the phrase with his statement that St. Anselm provides the
proper basis for philosophy of religion by seeking to eonstruct it
within the living experience of a worshipping community. Faith,
that is, religious experience, provides the data upon which the
rational methods may freely wotk. /ebb, too, is somewhat
idealistic in his imputa ion to 3t. Anselm of "the free employment
of rational methods", for this "free employment™ invariably yields
Christ'an econclusions. A brief reminder of the vastly different
ends to which utilitarian ethical systems have employed the

original presupposition of the Monologion, namely, that "all men

seek to enjoy those things which they think to be good", should be
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sufficient to cause us to doubt such "freedom". St. Anselm may
forswear the authority of Seripture, but nevertheless he moves
quite clearly within the limits which Seripture defines. To allow
to St. Anselm freedom beyond these limits is to assign to him a
freedom which he would himself be most unlikely to accept.
(2) E. Gilson.

B———
Webb differentiates his interpretation of St. Anselm from what
he regards as two false acceounts of his theology. The first
account is given by "the adherents of the later scholastic systems,
who charge St. Anselm with attempting to deduce the Doctrine of the
Trinity from general principles of reason. The second comes from

those who find in his eredo ut intelligam the classic instance of a

"tied philosophy”, a philosophy bound to a dogmatic authority. In
contemporary literature are to be f und examples of each type of
interpretation; and here E, Cilson is selected as the representative
of the former, and A.E.Taylor of the latter.

Etienne CGilson treats of St. Anselm's methodology in a
menner which implies the inferiority of St. Anselm to St. Thomas
Aquinas. The order to follow in the search for truth, according
to St. Anselm, is &s follows:- to believe first the mysteries of
faith before discussing them with reason: to compel onsself, next,
to understand what one believes.zs Even 1f it is necessary to
believe in order to understand, Gilson asks, is it possible that
everything we believe can be made intelligible? For St. Anselm
such a problem never arose, because he did not hesitate to prove
the necessity even of the Trinity and the Incarnation. St.

Anselm's position is, therefore, one of Christian rationalism.

He will have nothing to do with anything but reason alone. He
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begins from rational prineiples and proceeds to rational

conclusions, and establishes by the evidence of reason and
natural knowledge the truth of all that an independent study

of revelation could show to be true.39 However, either because
he has become a 11ttle conscience-stricken over his extremely
rationalistic interpretation of St. Anselm, or because he now
realises that there is more to St. Anselm than simple rationelism,
Gilson adds that in 5t. Anselm's view if reason wishes to be
completely reasonzble, if it hopes to satisfy itself as reason,
it can best achieve these ends by exercising itself on the
rationality of the faith. Faith, Gilson would finally say, is
for St. Anselm continually endeavouring to transform itself into
understanding, though faith does not rest upon the logiecal
arguments which reason provides for faith's positions.

Gilson's treatment of St. Anselm I find to be both
confusing and enlightening. It is eonfusing to this extent that
he does not attempt to reconcile what are either incongruities in
his own analysis of St. Anselm or obscurities in St. Anselm
himself. Thus, he sets side by side the two views that we must
first believe before we understand; and that we eome to an
understanding of the propositions of faith without reference to
Seripture and solely by means of rational principles. Besides,
in his affirmation of the rationalism of S5t. Anselm, he ignores
the place which faith as devoted trust and consecration of will

occupies in St. Anselm's religion, for example, in the Proslogion,

6« 1. Gilson's account also, however, proves to be enlightening,
ir that it points albeit inconsistently fto two possible solutions

of the eredo ut intelligam princeiple. First, it could be taken
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to mean that faith presceribes ‘he conclusions towards which the

understanding may move by means of logical argumentation. It
we had not faith we should be unaware of what the conclusions
were which reason ought to establish by its own principles.
Faith, that is, indicates a priori the direction in which reason
should move. Secondly - and this point follows from the first -
it is only in proceeding in such direction that reason fulfils
its true na‘ure. It is in seeking to establish as logical
conclusions the propositions whiop faith holds on trust that
reason is really rational. In other words, it is only as I

believe that my understanding fu .cetions properly.

(2.3.) A.E.,Taylor.

A.E, Tayloréooutspokenly attributes to St. Anselm that view which
we have seen %Yo be present, somewhat contradietorily, in Gilson's
account, namely, that for St. Anselm faith provides the goal
towards which the understanding is constrained to move. St.
Anselm is understood as saying that when you think things out,

you are inevitably led to the positions whiech faith holds. Taylar
goes so far as to suggest, parodying Bradley, that theology is,
like metaphysics, "the finding of good reasons for what we

believe on instinct", Finally, we are told that fides quaerens

intellectum will be led to a western Christianity in the

atmosphere of 1l1lth Cenfury Peris or Canterbary, to Islam at the
Court of Baghdad or Cordova. Taylor, who shared with a small
namber of great thinkers an outstanding ability to state
sympathetically even views with which he radically disagreed,

shows himself at this point to be curiously unsympathetic towards
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St. Anselm, & fact no doubt due to his well known predisposition
towards St. Thomas Aguinas. His lack of sympathy, in fact,
leads to actual misunderstanding of St. Anselm in the following
ways:-

(2.3.1.) If we were to take Taylor's view of the relation of

fides to intellectus seriously, then we should be obliged to

regard the intellectus as either a piece of sheer self-deception

or 28 & little bit of nonsense; and to dismiss 3t. Anselm as a
somewhat unworthy representative of Christian theology, a pigmy
beside the giant that was St. Thomas Aquinas. Now what I may
call "the feel" of St. Anselm's argumentation is not that of a
man who is engaged in either of the pursuits just mentioned.

The impression you gein - and the impression inecreases, the

more you read of St. Anselm ~ is that "he is genuinely working
out a cese. There is an earnest dialectic of belief and
unbelief, and the issue of that dialectie is, you are convineced,

important, nor is it foreclosed. In the Proslogion, there is

genuine reality in the struggle which St. Anselm carried out to
secure his own fa:th, through the complexity of the dialeetic of
the intellectus. His soul is in his writing, and to deny this

faet is to miss the sincerity whicech is one of the supreme
qualities of St. Anselm's whiting.

(2.3.2.) It is 2 mistake, too, to reduce St. Anselm's method

to an attempt to discover "good reasons” for dogmas accepted on
authority. St. Anselm quite categorically rejects the double
standard of theologieal truth which Taylor attributes to him -
that of authoritative tradition, and that of rational, or pseudo-

rational, Jjustification. He may have come to know his theological
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conclusions through his ascquaintance with the Church's traditional

dretrine, but in his writings, he nowhere allows that such a
standard is authoritative for him. His chief purpose throughout
is to understand his faith, and quite naturally he does so in the
categories of Canterbury rather than of those accepted in Cordova.
This criticism of Taylor's is only another form of the "rational
self-justification™ interpretation given by C.C.J.7ebb, and it
need not further detain us.

(2.2.3.) It is no eriticism, either, of St. Anselm to suggest
that arguments which would convince the native of Canterbury would
be rejected by the member of the sourt at Cordova. St. aAnselm
never thought otherwise. In each of his writings, those with
whom he is arguing must be willing to accept certain premises from
which to commence. If they reject these premises, then the
discussion could not contiime. Now in most of St. Anselm's
writings, these premises ineclude propositions which no Mohammedan
would ever aceept; no Mohammedan, therefore, would be expected by
St. Anselm to aceert the arguments which in his opinion lead to
certain propositions of the_Christian faith. In other words,
Taylor pictures St. Anselm as failing to be a pure rationalist,
which in faet 5t., Anselm never attempted to be.

41,
(2,4.) John Baillie.

We have from the pen of Professor John Baillie & much more
appreciative and penetrating analysis of St. Anselm's maxim:

eredo ut intelligam, and of his concept, fides quaerens

intellectum. Translating the latter phrase as "belief in search

of understanding”, Professor Baillie maintains that, for St.

Anselm, the intellectus is pre-conditioned by fides, which is
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not simply blind acceeptance of an established theological traditior

but a total response of the human personality to the prevenient

grace of God. The intellectus, therefore, does not induce

fides, nor does it rationally Jjustify fides, but it certainly
does provide the believer with a deeper comprehension of what it
is that he believes. Fides, in other words, formulates fthe

conclusions towards which the intellectus must work, and here,

in direet opposition to A.E.Taylor, Professor Baillie has & high
word of commendation for St. Anselm, who in his opinion has
brought to light one of the essential characteristics of the

methodology of the so ezlled CGeisteswissenschaften, namely, what

R.G.Collingwood termed "the reversible character” of their
argumentation. In the philosophical and theological seciences,
we not infrequently know our conclusions to be true independentlyf
of the truths we may adduce to prove their truth. In such cases
the proofs do not, therefore, constitute the grounds of our
conclusions (or beliefs) but they do assist us in understanding
the nature and content of the conclusions. St. Anselm,
therefore, would fall completely within this tradition, and his
proofs concerning “od's existence, nature and attributes would be
taken to further the believer's appreciation of what he in fact
believed on other grounds.

While Professor Baillie's treatment of St. Anselm is
illuminating, and while it does Jjustice to aspects of his
theological procedure which are obscured by others, nevertheless
there are difficulties in regard to certain details worthy of
comment;: =

(2.4.1.) ©Professor Baillie's enalysis of the relation of fides
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to intellectus rests on the assumption that throughout the

process of intellectus the fides as fides remains unchanged.
42
He refers on page 137 to the proofs supplied by St. Anselm
43
as "a better understanding of a belief already firmly held"™ .

One interpretation of St. Anselm's writings would cast doubt on
the ftruth of these last three words. They would not correctly

apply, for example, %o the Proslogion. Chapter 1 of that work

could not be said to imply in St. Anselm, at that point, the
exist@nce of a"belief firmly held". The firmness of the belief

is reasched only through the lengthy process of the intellectus.

Acecordingly, it must be maintained that the proof (Professor
Baillie's word) does enter in, for St. Anselm, as a factor

which affects the acceptability of the conclusion; and, per
contra, failure to complete the proof would have led to a
debilitation of the conclusion. In feet, it would be difficult
to see how Professor Baillie could in the end escape that
stultification of St. Anselm's method which A.E.Taylor enunciated
so foreefully.

(2+442.) While it is true to say that St. Anselm's proof is not
intended to lead us to full belief in God, nevertheless we ought
not to underestimate the weight which St. Anselm thought his
arguments would carry with unbelievers. He may not have expected
to argue "the fool who saith in his heart, There is no God", into
living faith in God, but he certainly did estimate that his
elosely knit argument would remove not = few of the difficulties
whiech were keeping "the fool" frop faith. By a process of

inference it may not be possible to reach faith, yet assuredly, as
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long as faith is not "blind" faith, then the process of

inference must assist faithe. S0, if it cannot be denied that
"it is not as a result of an inference of ény kind,... that the
knowledge of God's reality comes to us", this latter proposition
must not be taken as a denial of the possibility that faith may
follow upon an inferential process. In fact, that possibility
must 2lways be left open so long as men are rational - and, one
might add, rationalising - beings.

(2:i4.3.) Professor Baillie? %ollowing along the same line
which we have just discussed, further maintains that it is St.
Anselm's intention "not %o show us why we already believe in
(God), but only to convince us that we already believe”. This
estimation of St. Anselm's intention is scaroeiy in agreement
either with Professor Baillie's desceription of Sf. Anselm's
method or with St. Anselm's actual writing. For Professor
Baillie's interpretation hed been that 3t. Anselm, in the fides

quaerens intellectum, is endeavouring to understand the faith

and not to convinece himself or the unbeliever that he belleves;
and, further, that St. Anselm's conviction ("belief already
firmly held") rests on grounds other than the arguments he
advances. If St. Anselm does not seek to show us why we already
believe, still less does he seek to show us that we already
believe. If, on the other hand, we do 21llow that St. Anselm
aims at convineing, the questions at once arise - whom? and of
what? St. Anselm’'s writings offer answers to these questions.
Several answers would have to be given acecording to which of his
works we were consideringe. Thus, he aims at convineing his

intellectual opponent (who may variously be "the fool"™ of the
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Proslogion, or the person in the lonologion who agrees that "all

men seek to enjoy those things which they think to be gzood")
that certain beliefs which he accepts logically imply certain
other beliefs which he does not acceept, but which are affirmations

of faithe In both the Monologion and the Proslogion, St. Anselm

does appear to be attempting to convince his opponent, who does
not believe in God, tha%t his unbelief commits him to logical self-
contradiction; in short, to show him why he should believe that
God exists.

(24444.) To the question of how, if faith in Cod does not rest
upon an argument, the construction of an argument can be expected
to lead to correct understanding of faith, Professor Baillie gives
an answer as follows:; the argument is "the clear explication of

a logic:l structure which had.been already 'implicecitly' contained
in the mentil process by which the faith was originally
acquired".4“- Professor Baillie, advencing this acecount as a
suggested defence of St. Anselm's method of theological procedure,
goes on to reject it. The reason he gives4613 that since
knowledge of the reality of Cod comes through "our personal
encounter with Him in the Person of Jesus Christ™, it eannot be

derived from any series of inferences. Gven if we agree with

Professor Baillie, and allow tha' the principle ocredo ut intelligzal

does certainly imply faith of some kind or to somes degree as a

pre-condition of the guaerens intellectum - and such agreement

is possible even though we would disagree as to whether this
faith were firmly held at the beginning of the search or were
deepened as a resulf of the searech - nevertheless, we may Jjoin

issue with the attempt to find a logical structure "implicit"
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in the initiel act or attitude of faith. For this suggestion,

to my mind, carries with it the implicetions thet it is this
"implieit™ logical structure which constitutes the ground of that
initial aet or attitude of faith, and that the intellectus fidel

is the bringing into the conscious field of something which
unknown to the believer was already present and operative in his
mind. It is highly improbable that either of these implications
would be acceptable to St. Anselﬁ. He would, perhaps, rafther
say that the ground for “he credo which "seeks understanding" is
the authority of Seripture, the testimony of the Fathers, but
supremely - to use Professor Baillie's own phrase - the God who
has mediated Himself to him through both. With reference toc the

Proslogion, 1%t is impossible to see how 2 l:ogicel structure is

implieit in the "unbelieving belief"™ of c¢.l; if there were, St.
Anselm would be a much happier men at that point. The following
chapters of the book supply something which is neither implicit
nor expliceit in e.l. but which satisfies the need so skilfully
there stated. Quite apart from any appeal to St. Anselm's works,
we could simply say, in eriticism of Professor Baillie's suggested
defence of St., Anselm, that it is not ultimately possibvle to
understand what it means. If the logical structure is properly
"implicit™ in the e¢redo which goes on to seek understanding, theny

the believer is not ex hypothesi aware of it at%t that moment,

WWhen at a later time he is presented with an explicit piece of
reasoning, he will be unable to say whether it is or is not an
explication of the conditioning structure of his belief, for he
has no awereness of any such strueture with whiech to compare the

so-called explication. Finally, in most of St. Anselm's
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arguments, as we have already observed, his purpose is to
convince certain intellectual opponents, who, so far from having
"implieit"™ grounds for the artiele of faith whieh he establishes,
are on the contraery quite convinced of the untruth of that
article. In such cases, it would be & playing with words to

say that they implicitly believe what they explicitly disbelieve.
(2.5.) Karl Barth.4?

Having listened to Gilson's strictures upon the rationalism of
St. Anselm, and having observed the delight with which Webb hails
the faect that St. Anselm has laid the proper foundations of a
philosophy of religion, we come, not without some surprise, upon
Karl Barth's most commendatory treatment of St. Anselm's
methodology. His "Fides Quaerens Intellectum", which is an
analysis of and & commentary uyon St. Anselm's proof of God's

existence as given in the Proslogion, is a work of peramount

importance for any exeminetion of Karl Barth's own works, and of
his own methodology. In this essay, Barth virtually declares,
through his praise of St. Anselm, that his own writing will
follow a pattern somewhat similar to that of St. Anselm - a fact
which can easily be illustrated from the frequent, and still
commendatory, references to St. Anselm which recur throughout
the later and much longer "Kirehliche Dogmatik"., In faect, it
could with some fairness be meintained that 5t. Anselm exerts a
greater determining influence upon the methodology of Karl Barth,
if not 2lso upon the content of his writing, than any of fthe
other thinkers, such 2s Kierkegaesrd, Dostoevsky, Luther and Calvin
with whom his "source critics" so often associate him. THe is

appreciative of St, Anselm almost to the degree of being
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uneritical. While, therefore, Barth's treatment of St.

Anselm is invaluzble as a clue to the understanding of Barth's

own method in theology, his very enthusiasm makes it difficult

for the reader to diseriminate between Barth's exposition of St.
Anselm and his elaboration of the latter's statements along

. lines which represent his own thoughts more than they do St.
Anselm's. Nevertheless, Barth's account of St. Anselm's theology
is the most comprehensive of all the writers on the subjeet and
deserves the most careful treatment.

(2:6.14) What Barth has to say concerning ‘he credo ut intelligam

maxim, or the phrase, fides quaerens intellectum, may be grouped

around his ceharaseterisation of fides and intellectus:-

(2.5.1.1s) Drawing on the De Incarnatione Verbi, c¢.l., Barth makes

it plein that for St. Anselm the fides is obedience-belief, It
involves the right aet of will in relation to God,48and until the
enquirer has placed himself at the point of that obedience he is not
gualified to embark upon the intellectual enquiries that follow.
Belief and obedience are to be comprehended within the single
experience which S%. Anselm calls fides, for, only as faith takes
place within an act of living obedience to Cod, is it truly faith.
Barth éees St. Anselm here as standing within what J.V.Langmead
Casserley4gcalls the "existentialist tradition™.

(280X 24]) Fides or credere is under no circumstances, however,

to be regarded as jrrational, or illogical, or distinet in kind

from intellectus, Intellectus is necessary in order that faith

may understand what is said in the Sermon, that it may hear the
Word of Christ which is identical, by God's grace, with the Word of

those who preach Christ. (Here Barth is elaborating St. Anselm's
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position by means of what he later developed into a doctrine of
Proclamation.) Paith involves the intellectual apprehension of
a certain set of words occurring in a logical and grammatical

g0
context, or, as Barth says, the knowing of a vox significans rem.

This knowing, this hearing, faith shares with unfaith; in unfaith,

the hearer has the matter only in intellectu, whereas faith is

consciously aware of the reality (res) of what it hears. In fides,

then, there is present an 1ntellegtus, with which fides is one in
kind though it differs in degrea.u

(2:0.1:34) But, further, faith seeks for a fuller understanding
of itself, Barth refers to St. Anselm’'s use of such words as the
"longing"™, the "hungering", the "thirsting™ of faith after under-
standing, this desire of faith being proper or essential fto its
very nature. The fact that I believe in itself conatizutas a
challenge %0 me to understand the faith that I believe.uzFaith

does not pass out of 1tself - there is no memgeos gis ddo ysws =

to understand itself. It so0 proceeds by means of 1its own inner
logic, and by the sheer compulsion of that logiec.

(2.541.4.) At the end of the process of intellectus, a2 further

affirmation of faith takes place. Then faith declares that the
truth et which intellectus hes arrived by proof is the Truth,

which is Christ, in Whom faith believes., The beginning and the
end of intelligere lie in faith. On barth's account of the

situation, the procession in St. Anselm is as follows:- under-

standing (of the vox significans rem): faith : the understanding

by faith of itself : faith.

[(BaB)iBy) The success or non-success of the intellectus in

83
arriving at its conclusions, Bar‘h most emphatically points out,
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does not affect the reality of fides. It is not the function

of Theology to lead believers to deeper faith, or unbelievers
from unfaith to faith, nor yet does it remove any doubts from
faith. The believer is too sure of his faith, to be shaken in

any way if in the process of quaerens intellectus he can discover

no ratio for his belief.

{2.8:8.) Intellectus, as we have already seen is the continuation

of a process already present in fides. As such, it is described
by Barth as a meditation upon what is put before it by faith.
Nach Denken (literally, thinking afterwards or reflection) is the

phrase by whiceh Barth translates the intelligers. This reflection

is eircumscribed in its limits beyond whiceh it ceannot at any time
pass, by the fides. This general description of the relation of

the eredere to the intelligere, Barth maskes specific in several

directions:=-

£4
(245426l 4) There is a deseription +to begin with, which as above
indicated Professor Baillie was to state in kindred terms some

years later. It is this that the intellectus is & continuation

and explication of a body of affirmations already contained
implicitly in the fides. The act of faith, while apparently simple
and unreasoned carries within it a full logieal structure which the
understanding by reflection is able to draw forth. The relation

of the fides to the intellectus, on this account, would be not

dissimilar to that of the ordinary person who knows that 2 + 2=4
and the mathmatical logiecian who understands the vast conceptual
system upon which this simple arithmetical equﬁtion rests, and
which it involves for its truth.

R
LR

(2:042:84) Next, it is maintained that the believer in seying
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"eredo] affirms that so-and=-so is the case. When he goes on

and is guaerens intellectum, he is endeavouring to discover

how or how far it is the ease, gquomodo sit. The intellectus

can never come within reach of doubting the that: immediately,

it does it ceases to be intellectus. In other words, the

intellectus has to recognise that there are certain limits set

to enquiries about the how or the how far; beyond these limits,
fhe questions are directed at the that, and must forthwith be
restrained. Barth adds, by implication that the intellectus

; £6
does not endeavour to discover why it is so: for the foundation

of the credo is %o be found in the fact of the Divine Revelation.

Faith does not at any point of its progression in intellectus

rest upon the arguments which intellecfus explicates.

(2e5.2.34) At a later stage of the "Fides Quaerens Intellectum”,

Barth employs an argument from derivation at some considerable

length. Intelligere, he points out, is derived from intus and

legere; +the faith, in understanding itself, reads what is within
£7
the credo; but this intelligere is a deepened legere < At this

point, in order to bring out more clearly the distinction between

the intelligere and the legere of the believing person, Barth

introduces a distinetion, not to be found in St. Anseln, between
an "exterior text"™ and an "interior text". The "exterior text"
(of Holy Sceripture, or Creed) is that which the believer and the
unbeliever alike may read; whereas the "interior text™ is the
full "sense, reason and context™ contained in that text, which
the believer has to understand and therefore knows as the truth
of the text. For us, as "sons of Adam", the "exterior" and

"interior texts" are not one. \ife ecannot read off the latter
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from the former. The "exterior text"™ poses the problem which

the understanding must solve, namely, the problem of what it
"means™. The "eXterior text veils in darkness" the truth of
its meaning which is the "interior text"; nevertheless, it is
within the "exterior text"™ and not elsewhere that that truth is
to be discovered, or more accurately, is to be revealed by God.

It is in the intelligere ~ intus legere - that this event takes

place. Barth's use of the distinetion creates its own problems,
for the "exterior text" seems sometimes to mean, as above
suzgested the words which infidels, in their scorn, and believing
Christians, ingtheir honest doubts, as well as the educated and
the uneducatedusoan all understand, and also.the inner significance
which the faithful who have not embarked upon the search for
understanding, have grasped. Alternatively, legere seems
sometimes %o be.applied to the activity in whieh believers and
unbelievers alike read off the words written in Seripture or
Creed, and to that activity which the believer as a believer
performs in affirming his credo, before proceeding o intellectus

£9
fidei; thus Barth speaks of "faithful legere™. This apparent

ambiguity in Barth could be dissolved - and this may be his
intention - if we see that the legere of the faithful who reads

his Seripture or his Creed is already an intus legere; or,

altering the significance of a sentence previously attributed to

Barth, that fides is an elementary form of intellectus.

{2.5:2.4,) Barth has now laid down the foundation for his
analysis of the relation of the intellectus fidei to Holy

Scriptures'with their authoritative claim. Seriptures rest

upon the solid foundation of their authoritative given-ness by
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God, a fact which is revealed to faith. But understanding

which seeks after a deepened legere of the "interior text”

cannot be content with any appeel to suthority. 1In the probare
which is an alternative description of the.lntelligere, St. Anselm,
so Barth argues, refuses to "lead into the field™ quotations

from Seriptures as proof of the credo or as the means for under-
standing the faith; such a method would amount to a mere

repetition of the legere. The probare or the intelligere emerges

only when we think through to the truth of what is affirmed in
the ecredo or the Holy Scriptures. Putting the same point in a
slightly different way, Barth says elsewhereelthat the Truth of
Revelation is God's giving of Himself, bﬁt in Dogmatics this
revealing action does not take place in a flash, but through a
laborious advance from one partial human insight to another. 1In
this laborious advance, the dogmatic enquirer must hot rely simply
upon the authoritative given-ness of Seriptural statements, but
rather will he assume the responsibility of diseovering the
thought and language in which the Church can say to the
contemporary- generation what the Apostles and Prophets said to
theirse. It was, therefore, this refusal to rely simply on the
authority of Seripture which St. Anselm intended by "his well-

known but not quite unobjectionable formula," of Remoto Christo.

On this reading of the situation, the intellectus has in advance

the solution of its problems, the solution being given in the
"exterior text™ of the Scriptures or the credo. The goal of the
probare is known & priori. For this reason, Barth can maintain
that the intellectus fidel does not peject Holy Scriptures as

the source and norm of its thinking, and that the Scriptures and
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eredo never cease to be the precondition and the object of the
understanding. St. Anselm argues not from an arbitrarily
constructed possiBility to its reality, but from the reality to
its passibility.eh
(2.5.2.54) In the light of what has been expounded of Barth's
analysis of St. Anselm's methodology, the reasons for Barth's
denial of the alleged rationalism in St. Anselm are plain. For

St. Anselm, as for Barth, intellectus fidei is "open only at one

end", The believer who seecks to understand his faith is not
reconstructing his credo out of elements of knowledge derived

from elsewhere. St. Anselm is under no circumstances to be
regarded as "a patron saint of natural theology".63 Barth,
however, is not unaware of the possibility-of a rationalistic
interpretation of some of St. Anselm's own accounts of his
methodology; and so he prefers to refute the charge of rationalism

by demonstrating what St. Anselm has actually done in his

intellectus fidei. This demonstration is much more convincing

than Barth's general explanation of his concern to deny
rationalism of St. Anselm, and it is as follows:
Some article of faith is taken as the fact to be

proved in the process of intellectus fidei, this fact being

designated as "the unknown x". St. Agselm, then, proceeds to
show how certain other articles witﬁ:%ha eredo, a b ¢ d,64
logically imply x. The person, therefore, who accepts a b ¢ d
eannot, without logical self-contradiection, at the same time
deny X. St. Anselm uses what such & person believes to prove

what he denies; for example, in the De Processione Sancti, he
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claims to lead the Greeks from premises which they accept to

affirmation of the Filioque which they would normally deny.
The other example which Barth cites at length in
this regard, and which is of the utmost importance in our present

examination of the Remoto Christo, is that of the Cur Deus Homo.

The x of the Cur Deus Homo is the necessity of the Incarnation

and of the reconeiling Death of Christ. Although he does not
explicitly say so, Barth could well be taken to mean that the
unknown-ness of the Christological x is intended by the phrase

Remoto Christo. "he a b ¢ d are = the existence of a Divine

plan for humankind; the essential obligation of man to obey God,
his Creator; sin as infinite guilt of man in the sight of God;
God's relentlessness in His negation of sin; the incapacity of
man to redeem himself; znd, finally, the aseity and honour of
God.65 Commenting upon an almost identical list,ssBarth draws
attention to the fact that these, the given elements of St.
Anselm's proof, are no universal truths - such as a rationalist

might employ as his premises - but knowledge derived from
Revelation. In fact, not only is the goal of the intellectus

fidei an affirmation of faith, its premises are also propositions
which the believer accepts. Premises and conclusion are co=-
ordinate - all articles of faith. The reasonable and necessary

in the intellectus fidei are so in terms not of any philosophical

categories but of the Holy Seriptures and the Creed.
Barth is not slow to point out that, in the light of

such an interpretation of St. Anselm's method, the Monologion and

the Proslogion would appear to occupy a somewhat equivocal

position, and he asks the question honestly of whether in these
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two works St. Anselm is writing what he calls "aprioristic
theology“.67 He gives several replies. First, he feels what
might be called the Anselmic method of theological enquiry is so
clearly defined and established in the later works, notably in

the Cur Deus Homo, that St. Anselm would not have changed from

some other method (e.g., 2 completely rationalistic method) to
that maturer method without exhibiting some embarrassment or
giving some indication of a break in his development. This
argument is rezlly analogical, the method of the earlier works
being determined from an examination of the leter. Secondly,
says Barth, it is precisely in the earlier works, notably, the
Monologion, that the principle is affirmed that faith is the

foundation of the entire intellectus. Accordingly, such is the

implication, we must also in the early works postulate an &2 b ¢ d
as the starting points recognised by faith in its search for
understanding of ifself. Thirdly, in these works also it is
possible to discern the elements of faith in the starting points
of the discussion: thus, in the affirmation of the
ineomprehensibility of God, of the indirectness of all knowledge
of Cod, of creation by God, and of His singularity and aseity.

Or as Barth puts it elsewhere, Cod is present to the enquirer in
the earlier works "generslly as the discoverable objecet of his
search".68 In these ways Barth endeavours to bring the earlier
works into line with the methodology whieh he has so convinciggly

established for the later works. Fourthly, Barth endeavours

to draw a distinection between the Monologion and the Proslogion

and to argue that the Monologion deals no" with the qguestion of

whether God exists, but with that of the nafure of God. The
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Monologion uses the Neo=-Platonic fechnique to ascend from the

notion of the relatively good, great and being, to the highest
good and the proper and only great and being, but it does not
ask whether there is in reality anyone of this sort - an open

question for the Monologion and that with which the Proslogion

deals.

(2.5.3.) The merits of Karl Barth's contritution to the s‘udy
of St. Anselm are so outstanding (for example, his appreciation
of the devotional quality of his writings; his emphasis on St.
Anselm's account of faith as a total response to the'initiative
of a gracious, self-revealing God; his integration of fides with

intellectus; and his forthright defence of St. Anselm against

the charge of rationalism) -,that it is only with a certain
diffidence and in an acure awareness of our debt to Barth that
we can embark upon any ceriticism of his analysis of St. Anselm's
thought . It is just because Barth has taught us so mueh about
St. Anselm that we are able to make such eriticisms as we do
offer.

(2:8.341:) There are certain matters of minor importance which
need only be briefly mentioned. For example, PBarth seems to
mis-state even his own case (quite apart from St. Anselm's) when

he affirms that the faith from whiech the intellectus begins is

firmly held, and that no suceess or failure in theological
enquiry affects the certainiy of faith. Barth often draws
attention to the prayer of e¢.l of the Proslogion, with its

longing no* Jjust for fuller knowledge, but for deeper assurance
of God's nearness: faith at that stage is not "firmly held" -

it is only after the endeavour to understand, which covers the
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cc.2-2E5, that something approaching assurance appears. But,

further, allowing as he does that fides and intellectus are

integral to each other, Barth could have been expected to go on &

to say thet any advance in the intelligere (intus legere) affects

the manner in which fides reads the sentences of Seripture and
the credo, and therefore affects fides itself. Barth would not
have compromised his own principles in any way by making this

further essertion; as he so often says, the intellectus is

intellectus fidei. Of course, it is most probable that Barth

feels unwilling to go as far as we have suggested because he at

times equafes the intellectus fidei with theology; and he is

understandably not prepared to say that theology, which is for
him a seience, can in eny way affeet faith, which is a total
response of the human personality to Cod's address. He has to
allow, too, for “he person who may be intellectually incapable
of the intricacies of theological enquiry but who yet has a very

deep faith in God, for nowhere does St. Anselm suggest that fides

can only remain fides by completing itself in intellectus fidei.
But even so St. Anselm is equally aware tha® for some people at

least the intellectus may be the means by which fides is deepened,

if it is not actually created by the intellectus.

Barth as we have seen, suggests the view also put

forward by Professor Baillie, that the intellectus is an

explication of a logical structure implicit in the initial aect

70
of faith. The criticism made previously 1is here alsc relevant,
though this further question may be raised, namely, of whether

this account of the intellectus agrees with that which Barth gives
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later in the "Fides Quaerens Intellectum"”, that the intellectus

consists in proving that an x, unknown at the beginning of the
process, is established by logical inference from a b ¢ 4, certain
sentences of the credo. Barth could, no doubt, answer this
guestion in the positive, but he then would be virtually affirming
that the intellectus fidei has a double nature. On the one hand,

it demonstrates fto the believer the logical inter-relation of the
several articles of the credo. The believer, before such a
demonstration, accepts x: it is not "unknown" for him though the
relation of x to a b ¢ 4 is unknown. On the other hand, to the
person who disbelieves x, the relation of logical implication
between x and & b ¢ 4 is proved, and he is shown the impossibility
of not accepting x. Whether a single method of demonstration can
reclly serve this double purpose; which purpose is prior in St.
Anselm's mind and which therefore determines the form of the
argument: these are matters with whiech Barth does not deal, but
which are of paramourt importance in the decision as to the
"apologetie" character of his writings. But it can be fairly
clearly seen from the writings of St. Anselm what conclusion is

to be reached on these matters: It is the probare (to convince
the person who disbelieves x) which determines the form which the

intelligere (for the benefit of the unbeliever) takes, and not

vice versa. The x is determined in each case by the unbeliever

(sometimes in a restricted sense) who will not accept this or that
sentence of Seripture or credo; whether that x be the existence

and nature of God, as in the Proslogion, or the Incarnation of

the Second Person of the Trinity, as in the De Incarnatione Verbi,

or the Incarnation 2s an historical faect and the reconciling and
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atoning Death of Our Lord as in the Cur Deus Homo, or the

Filioque as in the De Processione Spiritus Sancti., If, therefore,

Barth is willing to agree that the intellectus may be deseribed

equally well as an explication of the inner logical siructure
implieit in simple faith and as the proving of an unknown x to a
person who accepts arficles a b ¢ d of the credo; then he is
obliged to face the consequences of that argument, and, not
least of these, the fact that St. Anselm's concern with the
unbeliever does determine the form which the explication takes

and the line which it follows. If you define the intellectus

as both explication of an implieit structure in fides and as
demonstration of the logieal necessity of x, then immediafely
Professor Baillie's objection is relevant; namely, that fides
is an implicit inference. The only way of avoiding the
objection is to affirm that, in the intellectus, the probare

(for the benefit of the urbeliever) is the sole motive. Another

eonsequence of defining the intellectus as both logiecal

explication and demonstrative proof is that it is doubtful if,

in face of such a methodology, the claim of "no apologeftics in

St. Anselm” ean still velidly be meintained.

(2.5.3.2,) Barth's most important contribution to the analysis
of the Anselmic methodology is to be found in his contention

that the intellectus consists in proving that an x not accepted

by his theological opponents can be reached by a process of

logiocal inference from certain premises, a b ¢ d, which these
opponents do aceept; and that the denizl by them of x involves
them in logical self=-contradietion. ‘Barth, it will be remembered,
also holds that the a b ¢ 4 which logically imply the x are all
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sentences of the Creed or Sceripture. The importance of this
anclysis obliges us to consider it carefully.

The first question that must be asked is whether
Barth's formula explains all of St. Anselm's works. Quite clearly
he has a good case for the later works, for as he points outVl
nobody has yet claimed that the conclusions reached in them are
derived from generally accepted philosophical truths. The
premises in each instance are obviously articles of faith - a
point well illustrated from Boso's implication that St. Anselm
has assumed a few premises "from our books” in his belief of the

72
necessity for a God-man in the Cur Deus Homo. But it must he

remarked that these works are of a more strictly dogmatiec
character than the earlier works, which take account of the
pesitions of unbelievers in the more extreme sense of the term,

and whieh have at least a prima facie apologetfic purpose.

Accordingly, 1t is inevitable that in the later works St. Anselm's
starting point should be the premises of faith, or more pr.cisely
propositions asserting the truth of certain articles of the faith.
Further, it has to be recognised that in them S5t. Anselm's

opponents do not deny the entirety of the Christian faith (as does

"the fool™ of the Proslogion); rather, do these opponents accept

many of the views to which St. Anselm subscribes. The a b e d
of the later works, therefore, are also articles of faith, and
they appear as the premises of his argument not primarily because
St. Anselm wants to remain within the domain of "revealed truth",
but because his opponents accept them,. Again, the premises of

the later works can be shown to be the conclusions of the earlier:
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for example, the Three-in-Oneness of God established in the

Monologion and the Proslogion is the basis for a discussion of

the relation of "nature to Persons" which we have | in the De

Incarnatione Verbi, and of the relz=tion of Holy Spirit to Father

eand Son which appears in the De Processione Spiritus Sancti. St.

Anselm is a most systematic theol‘ogian, and his writings form
a very precise progression. Therefore, it is no more true to
say that the a b ¢ 4 are articles of faith, or sentences of the
Creed, though they obviously are so, than it is to say that the
a b o d are the conclusions reached in the sarlier works. If
this view be correct, then Barth argues invalidly when he
endeavours to find the method of the later works in the earlier
works, for the earlier works form the systah&atic foundation for
the later. To establish his case, he must demonstrate that the
alleged Anselmic method of deriving an unknown x from Secriptural
or credal sentences, a b ¢ d, is to be found in “he early writings
of St. Anselm.

Such a demonstration, as we have seen, Barth does claim
to give but the several reasons for the view that the argument
from a2 b ¢ 4 (being Seriptural or credal sentences) to an unknown
x is present in all his works, are not adeguate. Thus, his
contention that, if St. Anselm changed from ®ne method to another
in his writings, then we should have had some indication of a
break in his development, wrongly assumes that the methodology of
the later works is the norm and that consequently the earlier _
works are to be interpreted according to that pettern. I should
agree with Barth that had St. Anselm altered his method of

theologiecal enquiry, then we would have had some indication.
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But such agreement leaves open the question of whether the later

works are the key to the earlier or vice-versa - & question whieh

must be decided on grounds other than the unargued statement that
St. Anselm's methodology is uniform throughout his writings. DNor
does Barth really solve the problem when he maintains that it is

in the earlier writing of St. Anselm that the ceredo ut intelligam

maxim is first clearly formulated. If Barth interprets the

credo ut intelligam to mean argumentation from a b ¢ d accepted

by both parties to the discussion, to an unknown x, then he

cannot invoke the eredo ut intelligam principle in support of one

interpretation of the argument from a b ¢ d to x. Again, Barth

claims to find in the lMonologion and the Proslogion, the elements

of faith in the starting point from which the discussion sets
forth, namely, the incomprehensibility of God and the indirectness
of all knowledge of God, etc, But surely here Barth is
misconstruing the evidence in order to establish his thesis. For,
on the one hand, it is ineorrect to maintain that either of these
elements is a premise from whiech the general argument proceeds to
its conclusion. Certainly they are menftioned a2t the beginning

of these works, but such mention does not constitute them

"premises" for the sake of argument. In fact, in the Proslogion,

the incomprehensibility of God is something which St. Anselm feels
to be an obstacle in the way of fuller faith, and he longs fto
comprehend God better. The rest of the work is devoted to that

end. On the other hand, if we look closely at the Monologion,

we find that *he whole argument hinges on the Platonic doetrine

of the Forms, and on a fairly uneritical acceptance of that
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doctrine, too. TNor is it accurate to say that while his

ﬁechnique is Neo-Platonie, the content of his proofs is not to

be so regarded; for technique and content are inter-dependent and
inter-related. It is difficul’ to see how a Neo=-Platonic
technique could work uther than upon a content which was,
partially at least, Neo-Platoniec. In addition, the chief premise
of the work, as we have already seen, is the empiriecal
generalisation that all men seek after that which they think %o

be good. It would be absurd to regard this proposition as an
articulum fidei. In the same way, too, in the Proslogion, while

o~

2
Ste. Anselm says that God for him is "that than whiceh no greater

can be conceived"™, nevertheless he is not saying something that
belongs peculiarly to the Christian faith. In faet, it is only
because St. Anselm believes many other things concerning God,

that he knows this account of God's Being to be true. Even

"the fool™ could be expeccted to agree to this account of CGod in
the initial stages of the argument, becsuse he is unaware of the
implications of sueh an aceount, and because he could be understood
to say that if there is a God then He must comply with such a
deseription of Him: anything less would not be Cod. Even in the

Cur Deus Homo, from which Barth draws & lengthy list of first

principles of faith, there are among the premises of the work

certain concepfs, notable that of satisfaetio, upon which the

entire argument depends and which is not to be found in either
Creed or Scripfure. Finally it has to be said that “he

Monologion does not depend upon “he Proslogion in the way which

Barth suggests, namely, as leaving to the Proslogion the

question of God's existence and itself dealing only with
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nature of God. Quite obviously St. Anselm regarded the

Proslogion as a more concise proof than that given in the

Monologion of the same conclusion.

In fact, Barth in his efforts to show that St. Anselm
is not a "natural theologian™ seems almost to forget what he has
himself so emphatically affirmed, namely, that St., Anselm does
not argue from the authoritative given-ness of Script@él or
credal sentences to certain dogmatic conclusions. There lies
the greatest weakness in Barth's analysis of St. Anselm's
methodology, and it is a weakness which amounts to self-
contradietion. All that Barth shows is that St. Anselm does not
acecept as authoritatively given, but as to be proved, the relation
 between the premises a b ¢ 4 and the unknown x. But what he does
not succeed in showing is that, on his reading of the situation,
St. Anselm does not accept a b ¢ 4 as authoritatively given. In
fact, Barth gives his position away quite clearly, when, dealing

with the a b ¢ 4 of the Monologion, he mentions St. Anselm's use

o?fhe well-known Augustinian vestigia Trinitatis, memoris,

intelligentia and amor, and affirms that St. Anselm regards it
73
as a "Biblical-ecclesiastical-dogmatic presupposition.” If St.

Anselm regards it as a "presupposition™, then he must also regard
it as "authoritatively given", Barth enforces his own position
a few lines later when he speaks of St. Anselm in his use of

a b e d reminding us of "the factuality of the Revelation", which
"eannot be dissolved infto any causal or teleological construction
but is reasonable and necessary in itself“.74 Coming in the
context of his discussion of the nature of the a b ¢ d whieh St.

Anselm employs as premises for the proof of x, this statement
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cannot but mean that the "factuality of Revelation" is

attributable to the a b ¢ 4, and that these premises therefore
are "reasonable and necessary" in themselves. There, to my
mind, we have the explicit contradietion of Barth's previous
assertion that St. Anselm rejects the authoritativé given=ness
of Seriptures and Creeds and seeks thrbugh the probare and the

intelligere to find contemporary reasons for the fides. While,

therefore, Barth has made very clear what we might call the
internal logic of St. Anselm's method, he has, in virtue of his
own dogmatic views and of his desire to bring St. Anselm into
line with them, failed to give us an accurate account of the
premises (2 b ¢ 4, as he calls them) which St. Anselm uses in
his different works.

The conclusions to which this general criticism of
Barth has brought us may now be summarily stated. The premises
in St. Anselm’s arguments are not always entirely Secriptural.
Ste. Anselm's choice of premises is determined not by himself but

by the views held by his opponents. In the Monologion and the

Proslogion, where the principia of faith are the subjects of

discussion, then among the a b ¢ d, which are the basis of
arguing to the unknown x, there do not appear many sentences
from Scriptures or Creeds. In the later works, where the
opposition is prepared to gllow many of the articles of the
faith, it is almost inevitable that many of the elements of the
faith should not be called in question. If, then, we follow up
our previous suggestion as to the systematic construction by St.
Anselm, we can see how he has used the contemporary critiq%m to

provide him with the milieu of such a construction.
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(3) It would, therefore, now appear that the meaning of the

sentence credo ut intelligem, as it is used by St. Anselm,

cannot be rendered simply by the translation of it into the
words, "I believe in order that I may understand™; nor by a
neatly logical elaboration of that English text into a series of
propositions whiceh it could be said to imply, for example, that
it is only the believer who can go on to apprehend the inner
meaning of faith's propositions; or that the initial act of
faith is irrational and that it is rationalised (in the best if
also in the worst sense of the term) by pseudo-logical proof.
The truth or falsity of such elaborations may be interesting
but it is irrelevant, For the meaning of the sentence can
only be determined in relation to what St. Anselm in fact does;
i.e., in relation to his actual methodology, of which that
statement is a precise recapitulation. In other words, his
actual methodology must decide what the statement means, and not
the reverse. In the light of this contention, we may bring
together the several facts which have emerged in the previous
discussions of the different interpretations of the Anselmiec
sentence, recognising that there is no simple definition of his
method, but fthat, by reason of its complexity, it can only be
set forth at length.

(3.1.) It cannot be denied, at the start, that for St. Anselm

the credo provides the intelligenda, or the probanda, the
conclusions which he endeavours to establish by his argument.
These conclusions presceribe a priori the line which his argument
will take, and to that extent he is not free "to follow the

argument whithersoever it goes’, To admit so much is not to
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accuse Ste. Anselm of insinceritye. For while he knows in
advance which conclusions he wishes to prove, he still honestly
endeavours to give an argument which is convincing not only to
the believer but also, and particularly, to the unbeliever.
It is always an open possibility throughout the argument that
he may not be able %o prove his conclusions, or that the
arguments he submits will not convince the unbeliever. But at
all times he is patently sincere in his endeavours to be honest
in his thinking - of which no be‘ter evidence ecan be offered

than “he manner in whiceh in the Cur Deus Homo he so often returns

to the objections which Boso raises. In fact, it is strange
that the suggestion that St. Anselm knows his conclusions in
advance should ever have been taken as ground for suspecting

his sincerity. ©No one - be he scientist, mathematician or
logician - ever embarks upon his demonstration without having

in his mind in some form or other the conclusion which he wishes
to establish. Yet the fact of knowledge of conclusions is
never regarded 8s an indication of the insincerity of the
thinker, or as clear proof that his argumentation is dishonestly!
accommodated to the conclusions he wishes to reach. "he elaim
can be legitimately made on behalf of St, Anselm that he be
treated with like justice. St. Anselm's conclusions, then, aTe
the conclusions of faith. Whatever his premises are - and these
we must shortly discuss = he does not reduce the dosm=tic
content of the Christian faith in order to make it more
acceptable to the unbeliever, or to bring it into line with
premises that will not support such a full content. In that

sense, his subject is the Revelation of God in Jesus Christ, and
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a dogmatic which sets forth that Revelation in fully theological

terms. If we are compelled to say that St. Anselm is also an
apologist, he is so not in the 19%th century sense which regzards
the faith as something for which apology must be made, and

which introduces the unbeliever to & mere fraction of what the
Church believes. His themes are the great dogmatic themes of
the Incarnation and the Atonement, the nature of God, the Trinity,
the Procession of the Holy Spirit, Providence and Freedom of the
Will, the nature of Man, and so on. It is the facts of the
eredo and nothing less of which he seeks an understanding.
(3:24) Having said so, we are a‘® once confronted with the task
of showing how, in St. Anselm's opinion, faith proceeds upon
such understanding of itself; or, how exactly intelligo is
related to credo in his famous saying. The relation may be
stated in several ways, no one of which is by itself exhaustive,
though all together cover most of his statements about, and his
applications of, his prineiple.

o P % G The defence of the credo is the motive for the intelligo
While it would be too extreme to affirm that had the faith no
eritics then it would never have been understood - a caricature
as shallow as it is irrelevant, because i® is based upon what
might have happened in a world of infinite possibilities - it is
nevertheless justifiable to go so far as to maintain that it is
St. Anselm's avowed intention of defending the faith against the
attacks of unbelievers which has led him to fuller understanding
and exposition of his faith. It is no accident that he
commences almost all of his works with a reference to some

theological or even atheistic theory which contradicts an article
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of faith - no accident, because it is in defending his own

beliefs that he has been motivated to understand them the better.
St. Anselm, it would appear to me, makes an expliecit
methodological technique of a process which takes place continually
in the history of theology. The Church's faith is most clearly
expressed, and most clearly understood, at the points where she
has met the severest criticism. The Christological controversies
of the 4th and E£th centuries yielded conciseness of doctrine,
which would have been almost impou:sible without the attacks of the
heretics and the critical defence which such attacks evoked. It
has even been suggested that the absence of such forthright attack
on the doctrine of the Holy Spirit acc unts for the faet, mentioned
variously by Bishops Thirwall and Vestcott, Berdyaev and Canon
Raven, that the Chureh has no concise view of the nature and work
of the Third Person of the "rinitye. "Religion wi‘“hout revelation”
was bound almost inevitably to produce in the course of theological
development "religion only where revelation takes place", because
the attack upon revelation compelled theologians to examine the
rightful place of revelation within Christanity and to lay a quite
fresh emphasis upon the whole conception. There is nothing in the
whole history of theology comparable to the view of revelation
held by the Barthiﬁn theologians; for the quite simple reasnn that
there was no previous phenomenon comparable to the attack which
eliq&ed Just thaf response. St. Anselm, therefore, differs from
most other theologians in t hat he conseciously adopts a technique
which remains only implicit in their writings.
(3.2:24) Bu’ not only is the defence of the credo the motive for

the intelligo, but further, it is the vehicle of sueh understanding.
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It is in the actual process of defending his faith, that the

believer comes more fully to understand, not simply the
implications of his faith, but also what his faith means. The
id quo nihil maius cogitari potest of the Proslogion, the Platoniec

Ideas of the Monologion, the notion of satisfaetio of the Cur Deus

Homo - to mention but a few of St. Anselm's conceptions - all
'accepted by the erities of the article of the faith which St.
Anselm is defending are woven by him in to the texture of his
understanding of the faith. In other words, the process in
which St. Anselm defends the credo and proves its ftruthfulness
is the same process as that by which he understands it. The

process of quaerens intellectum is, then, a dialectic of faith

with unfaith, and the unfaith is not necessarily always or only
that of the unbeliever who is attaeking Christian beliefs. The
moment Ste. Anselm, or those correspondents of his who enecouraged
him to defend the faith, decide not to rely upon the authority of
the Seripture or the Creeds or the writings of the Fathers, then
they find themselves open to the doubts of *the various unbelievers
who appear in the different works. It is this pressure of
unfaith from within as well as from without which supplies the
tone of sincerity to St. Anselm's argumentation; the outcome of
the examination is as important for himself as it is for his
correspondents or for the eritics.

Our assessment of the validity of this aspect of St.
Anselm's methnd plays a major part in our final determinstion of
St. Anselm's worth as a theologian, and so it is necessary to
examine carefully the implica'ions of what has been stated.

Exception could be taken at once, and in this way. St. Anseln,



Page 59.
it might be said, is affirming that our understanding of a

proposition is dependent upon our ability to verify it or
Justify it. Now, in the faith-situation, it is very often the
case that the simple unbeliever can understand without being
able to supply any defence for the articles of his belief.
This criticism could easily be met in one or other of two ways.
First, Barth's contention in interpreting S5t. Anselm that the
initial act of faith is one in which understanding is present
and that it is not therefore irrational, obviates the difficulty
in a single sentence. St. 4Anselm plainly does not mean that
he simple believer acceepts something which he does not understand.
Secondly, the understanding with which St. Anselm is concerned is
& self-critical theological type of understanding, and not the
simple, unthought~-out understanding of the believer who is not
troubled by "intellectual difficulties”.

When this exception is set aside, it becomes clear

that St. Anselm conceives of the process of fides quaerens

intellectum as one in which faith endeavours to see for itself

why %he propositions whieh it affirms are true. The use of the
phrase, "sees for itself", has to be understood in a manner which
precludes the suggestion that faith does so without the assistance

of divine Grace. The prayer of Proslogion c.l indicates that

what faeith "sees" it sees as a result of the divine initiative and
through divine assistance. Understanding, ndé less than faith, is
a zift of God. This process in whieh the believer sees for
himself the truth of the propositions seems on St. Anselm’s view,
to imply two things both of which are definitely correct. First,
in the intellectus, the believer sees why the articles of his faith
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are not false; why, that is, they are not contradicetory to certain

propositions accepted by believers and unbelievers alike. Much
of St. Anselm's argumentation is directed to this end. The
achievement of such an end is not sufficient in itself for St.
Anselm's purpose: it only proves that faith's propositions are
not necessarily false. It is quite amazing how large a part this
kind of argument plans in theological discussions. Those who are
actively interested in the relation of seience to religion employ
it frequently. For example, they maintein that the Doctrine of
God the Creator is not proved to be false by the theory of evolutio;
as so many of the scientists of the 19th century had believed;
because while science deals in its theory with the origin and
developmeni of species, with all the subtle differentiation
involved, the Christian Doetrine answers the guestions of why
there is something at ell to evolve, rather than nothing, and of
how &ll that exists, whether in early or late development, is
related to the Lord and Giver of Life. In much the same way, the
modern scientific rejection of mechanistic determinism is regarded
by some Christian apologists as at least leaving open the
possibility of the occurrence of miracles of the type recorded in
Seripture, even if it does no% prove their actual occurrence.

So, too, certain theisticec philosophers claim that légical
positivism does not negate & priori the possibility of veridical
religious experience, even though such experience is of & kind
denied to many logical positivists. Now, this type of argument
does seem to be permissible in theologieal enquiry, where the
propositions this defended are held on grounds other than

seientific or philosophiceal, where, that is, it is not necessary
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to prove the propbsitions of faith are logically implied by

scientifie or philosophical premises. Therefore, if St. Anselm
had done no more than this ore thing for his day and generation =
and the sequel aims at showing that in faet he did accomplish
much more - he did a useful service to the faith; for he at
least demonstrated that contemporary general principles did not
contradiect the articles of belief.

Secondly, the account just given of St. Anselm's method
represents a minimel interpretation: he believes at least that he
hés shown why the faith is not to be negafed. But quite clearly

he intends a good deal more. Fides quaerens intellectum discovers

that certain propositions, accepted at the beginning of each work
by both the believer and the unbeliever, logically imply

conclusions accepted by the believer and denied by the unbeliever.

The conclusions, the probanda or the intellisenda, provided for the

intellestus Dy the fides are seen by the believer to be true when

he relates them to other propositions which he holds, and observes
that they are logically coherent with them. They = shall we say?
- "make sense” when taken together with the other beliefs which
the Christian holds, not simply as & Christian but as 2 man who
shares with his contemporaries many beliefs which he does not

share with Christians of other periods of history. Whet, in fact,
St. Anselm is saying is that the truth or even the meaning of any
proposition, ineluding propositions of faith, is not contained
within the four corners of the proposition. Its meaning and truth
only emerge when i% is sat within a specific context. The
difference, therefore, beitween the simple believer and the believer

who undertakes the intellectual disciplinehof fides quaerens
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intellectum lies not in the faet that the simple believer has

no context into which to fit his érticles of faith, while the
other has a vast cultural framework to provide for his, but
rather in the kind of context to which the two believers
endeavour to relate their faith. Using Barth's progression:
understanding - faith - understanding - faith: we can say that
the first understanding involves, in faet, consists in, relating
feith's propositions to a meaningful context, and is the same in
kind as the second, though there is a difference both in the

complexity and in the nature of the contexts. Intellectus, then,

is the sustained attempt on the part of the Christian to relate
the credo to the res’ of his beliefs.

St. Anselm does seem here to have stated what is the
perennizal task of the believer, the preacher and the theologian.
The believer who claims to urderstand what his faith is about =
and it is doubtful if there has at any time existed in the Church
anyone who had what the crities call "blind faith" - is able to
understand because he has been able, or rather been enabled, to
meke the faets of faith eohere with the rest of his opinions and
idecs. Admittedly, this coherence is never complete: even his\
non-religious beliefs do not eohere with any completeness or
perfection. But if there is no such coherence, then his
religious beliefs will be not only irrelevant but, worse still,
meaningless altogether. The preacher, commissioned to proclaim
the Vord of God, is continually faced with the responsibility of
making that Word meaningful to his generation. The Word of God
is, as Barth himself declares, "a rational event". He has to

say to his contemporaries whet the Apostles and Prophets said to
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theirs, but in the language of his contemporaries. He can do
so only by relating the fides to the concepts, categories and

beliefs of the contemporary intellectus. But the theologien is

of all perheps most in danger of sloughing the responsibility of
St. Anselm, by remaining satisfied with thought-forms of another
day. It is no disgrace to any theology that it should employ the
categories of a contemporary metaphysicec - provided, and always
provided, that that metaphysie remains the servant and does not
become the master. It is at this very point that much of the
modern so called Biblical Theology is more of an etymology than

a theology; because it tends to regard ifs responsibility as
exhausted in the definition of certain Biblical terms by mesans of
the concepts used in Biblical times. It is better that =
theologian should use modern metaphysical terms and his words be
meaningful to his readers thaifﬁ; should use only the strictly
Biblical terms and his words remain meaningless. "Speaking
with tongues” is no more commendable in our time than it was in
St. Paul's, The ceonclusion, then, emerges that St. Anselm hes
much evidence to support his position that understanding a
proposition eonsists in seeing it to be true for ourselves, that
is, in relating it to the other beliefs which we hold, so that we.
can see how and even why it is true.

One genuine oeriticism of this view of St. Anselm should,
however, be considered. Is it not the case that he makes the
truth of revelation dependent upon premises and principles not
given in the revelation? Does he seek the ceriterion of revelation
beyond revelation? On first thoughts it would appear somewhat

difficult to exculpate St. Anselm from the implied charge. Taking
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Barth's symbolism, which pictures 3t. Anselm as arguing from
a bed->x, and recognising, &s we must, that some of the

premises a b 8 d are not aluays articula fidei; then it appears

valid to conclude that the truth of x is determined by the fact
that it is implied by a b ¢ d. In other words, the truth of
revelation for St. Anselm is determined by certain principles
some of which at least do not belongs to revelation itself.

This ceonclusion may, however, be fairly avoided if we recognise
that, Jjus®t as x depends upon @ b ¢ d, 8o it is no less true that
aboedis affected by x, and particularly those premises in the
2 b ¢ d whiech are not articles of faithe. For example, the

Platonic Doetrine of Ideas, as it appears in the Mon>logion, is

vastly different in form from that in which it appears, say, in
the Phaedo or the Sophist. Iven those idealistie philosophers
who have interpreted Plato in such fashion as to ceredit him with
developed theism have never goné so far s to maintain that his
doetrine of ideas could by itself yield either the Trinitarian

God or the Personal God of Christianitye. So, in the Proslogion,

"that than whieh no greater ean be conceived" is gradually filled
with a quite Christian content, which differentiates it from the
interpretation which might* be given it in some non-Christian

setting. So, too, in the Cur Deus Homo, the concept of

satisfactio is so precisely defined by St. Anselm in a Christian

sense that only wilful misunderstanding eould assign to it
significances which were only feudal or legel. Tirtually, what
St. Anselm does is ton indicate that some contemporary concept,

which has several possible meanings, one of which is presumably
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employed by his opponents, has a specifically Christian meaning

which is Jjust a2s valid as the others and the employment 5f which
enables his argument to proceed with conviection. Further
support for this explanation of St. Anselm's method may be found
in his steadfast unwillingness already mentioned, to reduce the
full forcee of his Christian conclusions, The revelation of

God in Jesus Christ, whiech is the source and ground of his
dogmatics, is determinative of his entire argumentation. What,
therefore, St. Anselm places before his opponents is not so much
2 conclusion, or set of conelusions, which are claimed to be
eredible because dependent upon certain premises, as a whole
pattern of thought which challenges the credence of those who
follow St. Anselm as he weaves his way through it. It is the
whole argument, premises and eonclusion, an argument through which
revelation is understood, which is up for consideration, and not
simply the conclusion by itself. It is in these terms, there-
fore, that the charge of rationalism so often brought against
St. Anselm would be finally refuted: in terms, that is, of his
concern about revelation - Cod's revelation in the Word
Incarnate and in the Atonement, God's revelation of his Triune
Nature and of His infinite attribufes, and so on; and, in terms,
too, of his deep desire, his hungering and thirsting to understand
the nature of God's revelation of Himself. Revelation is his
theme and all else is subordinated to ‘that.

(3.2.3.) Reference has already been made to the nature of S5t.
Anselm's premises, both in the immediately recent indication
that the Christian setting of the premises does affect the kind
of interpretation which St. Anselm places upon those which he

shares with unbelievers, and also in the analysis of Barth's
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account of them in his a2 b e d -» x symbolism. It remains to

make clear wha! considerations affect 3t. Anselm's selection of
his premises for the different works. We have elready found
~reason to disagree with Barth's view tha® his premises are all
drawn from revelation, and this contention can now bqbnforced
by stating the case positively. St. Anselm™s presuppositions
seem to fall into certain definite groups, and in any one work
his presuppositions may easily be a2 mixture made up from all of
the groups, or from some; and in other cases they may be drawn
only from one group. Thus, (3.2.3.l.) There are in some
cases certain theological presuppositions which his opponents
are prepared to grant while they deny certain other articles of
faith. St. Anselm's task is to show that those which they do
grant imply those which they deny. For example, in the De
Processione Spiritus Saneti, the Greeks hold belief in the

Trinity in the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father,
but they deny procession from the Son also. In the Cur Deus
Homo, the crities believe in God, in His goodness and Justice,
in His mercy and love; they recognise man's obligations to God
and the sinfulness of man, bu®t they deny the necessity of
salvation through the death of Jesus Christ.

(3.2:824) Among his presuppositions, too, we have to note
certain ideas commonly accepted in his time but not self-evident
to any other age of human thought, particularly to our own. The
simple form of the Doctrine of Ideas employed in ‘he eourse of

the argument and his conception of the summum bonum together of

course with the empirical generalisaftion from which the Monologion

begins; the id quo maius cogitari non potest of the Proslogion,
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which cannot have been a definition of his own making; the ideas

of satisfactio and of necessitas in the Cur Deus Homo - to

mention but a few instances - belong to this class of
presupposition . It would be idle to quarrel with St. Anselm
because he admits this type of presupposition into his argument;
for no age is ever completely eritical of many of the
presuppositions which are shared by all of its members, believers
and unbelievers alike. It is only the historian who, looking
back, detects their wide influence, and he is able %to do so only
because they confliect with-those of his own day. Yet these
presuppositions are all-important in each age, because they
constitute the fabriec of civilisation$ and of cultures. Wie are
only now able, for example, to detect the immense influence
which the concepts of progress and evolution exerted upon all
thinkers in the second half of the 19th century and in the early
part of the 20th century - upon philosophers, historians,
économists, Biblical critics and theologians, as well as upon
scienﬁ?zthemselves. To suggest as Barth does that St. Anselm
neither shares nor employs any of these general principles held
by his contemporaries is both to blink the plain facts, and to
fail to understand how even the greatest thinkers are the
children of their times.

(3.2.3.3.) A further group of St. Anselm's presuppositions
appearing in certain of his works is formed of the conclusions
which he has established in other works -~ & point already made
in our discussion of the distinetly "systematie™ quality of his
writing. This inter-relatedness of his works has to be kept in

mind; otherwise, we are led into saying that St. Anselm seems to
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accept certain authoritative statements from the Holy Seriptures

or the Creeds in violation of his self-imposed limitation of not

arguing "ex auctoritate™. The case, therefore, seems complete

for the contention that it is impossible to say that St. Anselm
invariably uses the same kind of premises in his writings.

These vary from work to work, and are determined, on the one
hand, by the conclusions which he wishes to establish, and, on
the other, by the opinions of those who are at any given time

his opponents in discussion.

(3e2444) Accordingly, the question of St. Anselm's relation to
Seripture has almost answered itself - the question, that is, of
why he does not base his zrguments upon quotations from Scripture.
That he does not do so is 2 matter of great interest; for, on the
one hand, St. Augustine, some at least of whose writings St.
Anselm appears to have known fairly well, was very liberal in his
gquotation and was always ready to substantiate a theological
position by an elaborate exegesis.of a8 text; and St. Thomas and
the Reformers, on the other hand, elaborately used the proof-text
method. St. Anselm strictly diseiplined himself in ‘he matter oft
Seriptural quotation for two reasons. TFirst,as has already been
suggested, the appeal to authority was one whiceh did not carry
weight with his opponents, who were out of'sympathy either with
the whole of the Christian faith or with certain parts of it.

He could not, therefore, entirely chose his own premises for his
arguments. Whether St. Anselm in other ceircumstances or in
other days would have been more "Biblieal" in his technique is a
yuestion which need not be asked. He had a missionary task %o

perform, and he did it in his own way. Secondly, it would be
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wrong to suggest that St. Anselm's purpose was purely dogmatic.

His method was designed to help not only unbelievers, but also
believers - believers who recognised that in a great measure the
difficulties raised by the unbelievers were their own
difficulties, especially when they endeavoured to establish
thought connections bectween their faith and the contemporary

culture so much of whieh they accepted. "Credo quia absurdum"

did not satisfy the intellectual believer of St. Anselm's day,
if indeed it ever has really been accepted as a believer's
attitude to his faithe. "Seeing the faith to be true", clumsy
though the phrase is, is a necessary part of the cet and process
of believinge. It is, in this regard, interesting to find that
the late Professor B.B. Warfield, who is in many ways the ablest
modern exponent of what is known as the 0ld Protestant Doctrine
of the authority of Seripture, should state his method, albeit
inconsistently with certain of his other views, in a fashion
which presents it as not entirely dissimilar to the kind of

operation whiech St. Anselm executes in his intellectus fidei.

Warfield writes: "We first prove Soriptures authentic,
historically cregible, generally trustworthy, before we prove

them 1n3pired“.?u I should go as far even to say that Warfield
has here given us an excellent statement of what St. Anselm
continually attempts in his theological writings. But the doubt
with which we are left is whether anyore in the history of
theology has ever consistently relied solely on the appeal to
Seripture. At any rate, it is clear that St. Anselm's rejlection,

for purposes of theological discussion, of the authority of

Seripture as a premise of argument was due not simply to his



Page 70.
apologetic motive, but 2lso to his discernment of the true nature
of dogmatic exposition, which seeks to make the faith
comprehensible without thereby forfeiting its essential autonomy,
or forgetting its rootedness in Revelation.
(3.2.5.) Ve have now before us the evidence upon which we can
rightly assess St. Anselm's greatness as a theologian. We cannot
use any simple formula or phrase to describe him. For example,
to say tha’t he was a great philosopher of religion is to elass him
with a group of writers, whose'methods and principles were in many
ways different from his. Few, if any,-philosophers of religion
have ever bsen so exclusively concerned with the full dog-atic
themes which oceupied St. Anselm, For that very reason, he cannot
be called a rationalist either: historically, rationalism has
whittled down the Christian faithéwhich robbed it(to a_degree of
its unigue contente. Nor can we swing to the other ex‘reme with
Barth and, seeing in him the prototype of the Barthian dogmatiec
theologian, deny that he had any apologetic interest. Besides,
his sparing use of Seripture would preven®’ us from elassifying
him unquestionably with dogmatic theologlans. The faet that so
many vastly different schools of theology can look to St. Anselm
for inspiration and for actual methodological direction reveals
the danger of prematurely assigning to him the title of any single
sechool, and points to the anachrqnism involved in describing him
in terms which became meaningful only cenbturies after he had
lived and written. We may put the situation hhﬁys. St. Anselm
was the first to formulate the princeiples of theological methodology

and in doing so he included principles which could be used by one

school and rejécted by another, and vice versa. In a comparable
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manner, we might.say that all the 20th ecentury forms of
Bxistentialism stem ultimately from the writings of Kierkegaard;
each could appeal to him as its inspiration, and yet we can sece
how each has developed one aspect of Kierkergasrd's philosophy or
theology to the neglect of some other which he regsrded as equally
important. ' In St. Anselm's case, the apologist can eite his
regard for the unbeliever and his willingness %o accept premises
offered by the unbeliever; the dogmatic theologian can point to St.
Anselm's devotion to the great themes of dogmaties and his un-
willingness to yield any dogmetic position in his efforts to win
the unbeliever; the rationalist even ean call attention to the
manner in which St. Anselm endeavours to establish rational
connections between faith and contemporary culture; while the
philosopher of religion can present S5t. Anselm &s one who reflects
upon the logical implications of a religious experience which he
first receives within a believing and worshiﬁ?ng community. That
each exponent can find Jjustification for his method in St. Anselm
does not validate the charge of inconsisteney in the latter; it
merely confirms our view that with St., Anselm theological
methodology was in its formative period, and that therefore
different methods are to be expected in his writings. Purther,
it should be meaintained that in St. Anselm these different methods
are held in proper equilibrium, so tha® none is allowed to go to
excess, each being held in check by the other. Again, in regard
to Kierkegaard, we could say that in many cases modern
Existentialists have neglected those other aspects of his thought
which Kierkegaard himself held in even balance and whieh would have

acted as a corrective of excess in any one direction. St. Anselm's
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greatness as a theologian, then, lies in the facility with which

he checks one methodl by the other, and demonstrates clearly that
all are necessary to a suceessful prosecution of theological
enquiry. But above all, it is the spirit in which St. Anselm
writes - a spirit of reverent devotion towards the God whose
nature and mighty acts he seeks to desceribe, of profound humility
wﬁieh recognises that theological reflection is itself a gift of

God who is both Deus absconditus and Deus revelatus, and of

sympathetic patience with those who have not been given to see
what he has seen - which secures for him a place in the forefront
of Christian theologians.

(4) It remains now to relate the phrase Remoto Christo of the

Praefatio of the Cur Deus Homo to the conelusions reached

concerning the meaning of the dictum eredo ut intelligam, and to

state what exactly 3t. Anselm is seeking to do in his construction
of a soteriologye. A clear understanding of his intentions is a
necessary precondition of our judgment both of that work and of
the many criticisms to whieh it has been submitted in the history
of theologye. The commentary upon the phrase Remoto Christo will

take the form of the application of the general principles,
established as to the interpretation of the dictum eredo ut

intelligam, to the particular work with which we are concerned.

(4.1.) The presence of the phrase Remoto Christo in the

Praefatio indicates thet St. Anselm is consciously following the
method which he has pursued in his other works, and that the Cur
Deus Homo is not to be separated from them as if it introduced
some quite new prineiple. It 1s the existence of the God-man

together with the atoning value of His Death which constitutes
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the intelligendum or the probandum of the work, the x, the

logical necessity of which is implied by the a b ¢ d accepted
by the critics of the faith whose views are presented by Boso,
the interlocutor. It is, therefore, wrong of Barth to deseribe
the phrase as "not quite unobjectionable", for 5t. Anselm's
whole method does involve setting Christ upon one side as if He
had never been, and acceptance of St. Anselm's method implies
acceptance of the several parts of it. If Barth genuinely
choses to take exception to "the well-known phrase”, then he is
obliged to be much more ceritical of St. Anselm's method than in

faet he is. The occurrence of the phrase in the Cur Deus Homo

is most important; for it serves to bring out the true character

of the credo ut intelligam type of theological enquiry, and to

make explicit certain features of it which are only impliecit in
the other works, particularly his refusal to accept as 2 premise
in his argument that which his argument is designed to prove, or
which his opponents will not allow. By this phrase at the outset
he declares that he will not employ the appeal to authority.
(4.2.) It should next be observed that, by emphasising the

Christo in the phrase Remoto Christo, St. Anselm does not reject

from his premises all the faects of the faith. These he does

employ we have already enumerated in extenso, and their presence

in the work is evidence that it is not a rationalistic deduction
of the Incarnation and the Atonement from general first principles
It is the Life and Death of Our Lord only which he does not
premise. That is, the discussion does not involve the complete
abandonment or cessation of faith as its starting point. A good

deal of faith is required of those who grant the a b ¢ d of his
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argument but for the unbeliever who denies Christ Remoto Christo

is a true description of his spiritual condition. How, then,

can the believer a2lso say Remoto Chrigto? He does not surrender

his faith in Christ but rather by"a willing suspense of judgment™
awaits the argument's conclusion. The best comparable
philosophical anzlogy - and it is only an enalogy - is to be
found in the doubt whereby Descartes suspended all belief except
in clear and distinet ideas, and in those which were logically
deducible from them, until he could be certain of the existence
of the objects of his beliefs. It is as if St. Anselm said:

"We who believe in Christ shal%@or the present place ourselves
where ‘the unbeliever is, denying Christ yet accepting many other
facts of the Christian faith",

(4.3.) While the phrase Remoto Christo represents the "excluded

premise" of the Cur Deus Homo, it draws attention as we have

noticed to the conclusion which the work seeks to establish. As
such, it is not known in the first instance by means of the
argument . It is given to faith aroused in the believer through
his reading primarily of the Seriptures, but also, St. Anselm
would add, of the Fathers of the Church. In rejecting the
given-ness of the Incarnzetion and the Atonement, St. Anselm
emphasises the necessity for the intellectual appropriation of
the great facts of the faith on the part of the believer. He
must see them to be “rue for himself. It is not satisfactory
for him to reiterate Biblical or credal statements about Jesus
Christ. He mus’ assimilate them by discovering their ratio:
and their ratio is no' simply the humanly discoverable reason
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for their occurrence but, as Barth so frequently points out,
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the reason which seemed gnod to God.

(4.4.) In this process of intellectual appropriation, the
believer's attitude to the Atonement undergoes a change. This
change is not merely that of moving from awareness of a belief

to awareness of the reasons why we hold a belief. Rather does
St. Anselm believe that if we follow the €nquiry he submits, we
shall come to know more fully what the Atonement means, and means
for us. It is transition not from faith to reeson, but from a
less complete to a more complete understanding and faith.

Rarth's emphasis upon the credo ut intelligam, &s a principle of

dogmatic #&nquiry in p=rticular, does not allow sufficiently for

the influence that intellectus fidei exerts upon fides. In so

far as the believer is always in via to full understanding amd
faith, to the "sight" of which St. Anselm speaks in the

Commendatio, Remoto Christo will be from time to time not an

ad hoc premise for a theological discussion, buf & spiritusl fact
for the soul that gropes in the darkness for the light of fuller
understanding.

(4.5.) TFor the unbeliever (as distinet from the believer) whom
St. Anselm hopes to take with him on his journey to the
intelleetual understanding of faith, the Remoto Christo will mean

exactly what it says. It is assumed that he will grant St. Anselm
all his other starting-points, without eommitting himself to faith.
But St. Anselm's intention for the unbeliever is not that he should
be led to intellectual assent to the conclusions of faith which

the book will yield; nor that he should feel himself embarrassed

by the logical self-contradiction of not believing. On the

contrary, because advance in intellectus fidei is so integrally
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linked with the development, or more exactly, with the creation

and renewal, of faith, St. Anselm's hope is that the unbeliever
will come to faith as well as understanding of mind and obedience
of heart, Anything whieh heightens one can, on St. Anselm's
interpretation of faith, understanding and obedience, be expectea
to react upon the others.

(4.64) Considering, therefore, what St. Anselm's purpose in the

Cur Deus Homo thils appears to be, a eritic might be tempted to say

that he is aiming at the impossible, namely, the establishing of
historical fact by means of logical enquiry. Historical events -
for these are what the Incarnation and the Atonement are - it

could be said, are established by means of historical ceriticism;

the interpretations of them, of ceourse, being left to philosophiecal
or theological enquirers, who may erect upon them any theory which
pleases them, Now this eriticism raises the large issues of the
nature of historical interpretation and of whether there are any
such entities &s uninterpreted historical facts. But the answer
to the eriticism in St. Anselm's case is fairly clear. His purpose
is to establish not the bare fact that at a2 cerfain date in a
certain country a man who was celled Jesus lived and died - that
faet his opponents would allow; but rather the facts that it was
necessary for man's salvation that there should exist on earth a
God-man, that this Person should die for man's sin, and that the
historical man Jesus was this God-man. These facts are entitled

to the name as much as any bere events %o which no meaning has been
attached - indeed, are more entitled to the name. In other words,
theological interpretation is an essential part of the determinatior

of the facts which constitute the Christian faith, and so ealled
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impartial historicsl crificism is by itself unqualified to

achieve that end. 0f course, the wider implications may be
indicated, though 'hey do not now o&ncern us, namely, that
elaboration of interpretation and erection of theory are
necessary parts of the determination of all historical fact;

and that there is no such process as impartial historiecal
eritieism, or, if there is, it yields but the barest of events,
and these almost meaningless. Faets in order to be fects must
be the becrers of meaning; they must be integrated with *the rest
of human thought, volition &nd action. It 1s Just such
meaning that St. Anselm seeks to discover in answering the

question Cur Deus Homo? and such integrated facts that he hopes

to discover.
(4.7.) With regard, therefore, to the motivating problem of
this chapter, we may say that the following conclusion has been

reached. The Cur Deus Homo is of one piece with the rest of

St. Anselm's writings, in its determination of a dogmatic theme,
in its selection of its premises, and in its method of argument.

It is an example of the credo ut intelligam principle in action,

and in fact serves to illustrate several of the most important

features of the Anselmic methodolosy. A fortiori, there is no

inner self-contradiction in the work between the Praefatio,

with its phrase Remoto Christo, and the chapters of the book

itself. As to method of treatment of its subjeet, the Cur Deus
Homo stands or falls with the rest of St. Anselm's writings.

If there are any internal difficulties within the work, these
must, of course, be dealt with separately and independenfly.

They must also be dealt with only in relation to the method
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which St. Anselm is seeking to follow, and which has so much

to ecommend it.
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CHAPTER II.
"AUT POENA AUT SATISFACTIO™ : Hamartiology

Part A, Introduction

St. Anselm's systematic acccunt of the Atonement,
along the methodological lines indicatcd in the previcus
chapter, does not really commence until towards the end of

Book I, Chapter 10 of the Cuyr Deus Homo, and in the earlier

section of Book I he clears the grcund for his later work.

This section is not, however, merely introductory, for not

only does it embody 9t. Anselm's coriticisms of views on his

subject held by his predecessors in the field of soteriology,
but it supplies Uus with his own motive for embarking upon yet
another theory of the Atonement.

In cc. 1-10 of Bk.I, he deals with the following
subjects: (1) his reascn for writing the book; (2) views
previously held concerning the Atonement; (3) objections to
these views; and (4) preliminary examination of topie: integral
to his own systenatic ac-ount of the Atcnement.

(1) Many reguests, St. Anselm tells us, had been made to him
to set down in orderly fashion the @nswers which he had,
from time to time, given to people who wished to under-
stand "the reason of the faith that is in us;" and,
particularly, questions has been asked for what reason,
ahd by what necessity, God was made man, and brought
life to the world by His Death. Out of the desire to
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meet this exprecssed need, but primarily beceuse it is
blameworthy indolence not to seek to understand what we
believe, St. Anselm accepts the task, putting on record
his reasons for reluctance to do so. For example, any
failure on his part might lead the sceptics to say that
the truth on these matters did not exist; again, a
discussion of the necessity of the Atonement involyas
the investigation of the difficult problems of power,
necessity, will)among others; and, finally, a perfect
account of the Atonementis beyond human possibility,

and his religio-aesthetic taste deters St. Anselm

froz what might turn out to be a erude demonstration

of his subject. Nevertheless, he decides to defer to
the requests, recognising that his treatment may turn
out to be of assistance to some of the enquirers. Here,
then, at the cutset of the book, St. Anselm states the
credc ut intelligem, clearly showing that it is not simply

a methodolégical principle, but a means by which the
religious life of believers may be strengthened in faith,
end by which they may be enabled to <¢eal with those who
eriticise their bellefs.

In a very brief review (I.3 end I.8), St. Anselm recapitus
lates the accounts which have traditionally been given of
the Atonement, and he uses them to iliustrate a gen-ral
principle which he enunciates concerning the nature of the

Atonement. Thus, the extrenities of misery from which
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God delivered us, and the wealth of unmerited blessings
with which He endowed us, are evidence of the greatness of
the love which He bore to us. The very appropriate or
fitting manner in which God effected this restoration or
re-instatement of sinners is sufficient 1n itself to
silence the derision of those who mock the simplicity of
believers, and to constrain them also to praise God's wise
generosity. The appropriateness of the mode of redemption
is illustrated by St. Anselm in three analogical inferences:
(2,1) It was fitting that, as death laid hoii_on the

human race through man's disobedience, through man's

obedience should life be restored. The ogortebatl'

echoes the oonvenientar.a

(2.2) As sin, which was the cause of our damnation, had
its origin in woman, so of woman should the author
of our rightecusness and salvation be born.

(2.3) In the same way, as the Devil conguered man by
persuading him to taste of the tree, so should
man conquer him by bearing death upon the trea.s'

(2.4) To these three accounts may be added a fourth, not
cast in analogical form, given by St. Anselm in I.4,

namely, that it was not proper (non decebat) that

God's destiny for man, His precious creation, should
be frustrated, and that this destiny could not be
achieved except through the 2ction of the Creator
Himself. This account links up logically with

the other three through St. Anselm's use of the word

decere.
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The importance of this review of the theories previously
held concerning the Atonement is to be noted not so much
because of any intfinsic or historical value in it - for it
is very sketchyand brief - as for St. Anselm's reactions to

4

the theories mentiocned, stated by Boso~, the interlocutor. To

these we now proceed.

Boso's criticisms follow two lines, the one directed to the
enalogical inferences and the other to the general. principle
which they illustrate. ©n the one hand, Boqg_objeots to

the analogical inferences as being both p;gﬁnxgg? and

6.

convenientiae They are picturae in the sense of flctions,

7

or,more accurately, images, as Dr. Austin Farrer’ *has now

popularised the term. They are, we would say, the vehicles
of analogical deseription, and not of analogicael inference,
as they were thought to be. It is not so easy, however, to
find a single word or phrase to convey St. Anselm's notion

of convenientiae, which is variously translated as

"logical harmonies" or "congruities.” Both of these

translations miss the connection between Boso's criticism

here, and St. Anselm's use of the words convenienter and épore
tebat, in the previocus chapter. Boso resents the fact that
these arguments are drawn from the realm of the "appropriate"
and do not establish necessity. They assume that God has
decided to save the human race, and are concerned only with
the manner in which that salvation may most fittingly be
accomplished. Boso presses his point home, and insists

that St. Anselm expound his answer to the question, why
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it was necessary that God should become man, suffer and die, in
order that mankind should be saved, In view of all that is invol-

ved in the term convenlentiase, it may perhaps most adequately be

translated by some such word as "proprieties" or "conventions,"
on the other hand, Béso's criticism goes duepara when he
attacks the principle which the several accounts of the Atonement
iliustrate, namely, that the love of God for men is appropriately
shown forth in the manner in which He has redeemed them from the
extremities of @il and suffering. Boso mainteins that if the
matter is left there, then God's omnipotence, wisdom, love - not
to mention His goodness - are compromised: His omnipotence,
because surely God by His Word could simply have accomplished
redemption of menkind from sin, from His wrath, from hell and the
power of the Devil; His wisdom, because a wise person will not do
with great exertion that which can be accemplished with less;
His love, because it has not been demonstrated that in no less
painful way could man have been saved; and, finally, His goodness,
because God condemned the innocent Jesus Christ in order to save

the guilty.”?
On the basis of these two sets of oriticism provided by

Boso, the themes of Books I and II of the Cur Deus Homo can be

clearly defined. Bcok I deals with the general topic that it is
impossible for man to achieve salvation for himself; and Book IT
with the topic that Jesus Christ, the God-man, is the necessary
means of salvation, and that Cod's nature is in no way compromised
thereby. As has previously been said, these criticisms are of

greatest importance, for reasons which may now be explicitly



&t

stated:-

(3.1)

The dictinction between the wonveniens and the necessarium

i® one by which 5t. Anselm abides throughout the book.

As will later be obscrved, he does nof reject the noticn
of conveniens - and in fact he uses it gquite frequently;
but he does so, as it were, with his eyes widen open, and
he does not confuse the two types of argument. He uses
the gonveniens very often either after he has established

the necessarium, cr to elucidate some point for the benefit

of believers, who might not gquibble over the gonveniens so
much as would unbelievers. Sometimes St. Anselm uses the

full verbal forms to make the same distincticn, e.g. betwee

"oportet" and "necesse est", and the intention is always

the same. "Necessity" is the quality of such relations as
are gelf-evident to, or accepted after proof as true by’
believers and unbelievers. "Fittingness," on the contrary,
can only be appligz to such relations or situations as are
seen by bellevers to be the case. Believers may apply
the term in these instances for two reasons. On the cne
hahd, from the general premise which they hold, namely

that whatsoever God does is fitting ("rational® is another
term that “t. Anselm uses in precisely this connexion, ecf,
1.8, p.59, 1l.11) they conclude that any relation set up

by Him or situation crested by Him is fitting on that account
On the other hand, helievers, perceiving the way in which Goc
works, or apprehending through Revelation this nature of God.
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(3.3)
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may create analogies or patterns of similarity between the
different elements in the subject-matter of the Chrihtlan‘
faith. The classical example of such a process is 35t.
Augustine's enumeration of the vestigia Trinitatis in

the De Trinitate. These vestigia ard‘wrongly regarded as

the basis of natural theology in 5t. Augustine; rather J¥§7’
analbgias which he discovers in the created order to the
revealed Triunity of God, as does also St. Anselm in the
Epistola de Ingarnatione Verbi, c¢.13.

These criticisus reweal st. Anselm's real motive in writing

the Cur Dsus Homo, namely, a dissatisfaction with the

customarily accepted ascounts of the Atonement. He sees
them as alternative descriptions of wha: happened when God
delivered mankind from sin, none of them seriously atteupte
ing to understand why God should have willed to save men, o1
to save them in just the manner in which He did. None

of them is a genuine theory of the Atcnement, a systematic
account of the nature and necessity of Christ's Death.

St. Anselm's swift treatment of the eariier descriptions
shows how differently he conceived his task from his
predecessors, and constitutes his claim to be the first
theologian to give a systenatised treatment of the
Atonement.

In these criticisms, St. Anselm virtually indicates the
limiting conditions of any adequate theory of the Atonement.
It must be such as to bring out the true mnature pf the

necessity of Christ's Death, nor should it compromise
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God's essential attributes of omnipotence, wisdom, love

and goodness, either singly or all together. Whatsver

else we may say of 5t. Anselm's discusslon of his subject,

we must admit that he keeps these limits ever in sight.
(8%.4) It has to be observed, also, that St, Anselm does not

endeavour et this stage to show how the difficulties,
raised by Bosoc, cn behalf of certain critics of the

Christisn faith, are to be met. His whole book constitutes

his answer, and es we read it we are obliged to remefber

that its argument hsd a contemporary reference, & word for
the times, without which no theology can be theology.

{(4) To complete this enalysis of, and commentary upon,%the introduc-
tory chapters of Book I, sccount must be taken of certain other
matters which St. Anselm raises. Since these prove to be integral
to his systematic discussion, they will be embodied in the
detalled examinstion of it.

In I.7, the rights of the Devil over man are investigated,
and the traditional) view which had been held for eleven centuries
is refuted. "'  The attribution of the sufferings of Christ
to His human nature, and not to the impassible Divine naure is
the subject of I.8, and is but a preliminary treatment of the re-
laticn of the two natures in Christ, to be dealt with in so much
greater deteil In regard to the sinlessness of Jesus chriaf.l%

St. Anselm, also, in I.9 and I.10, embarks upon a theme to which
he recurs frequently throughout the rest of the work - the resla-
tion of Christ's Death to the Will of God, and the implications

of that relation for Christ's freedom in choosing to die. Though
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he deals with certain aspects of the problem at considerable
length, these shall best be understood in conuection with
his later extencive _a,ccount.l8
From this setting of the stage by St. Anselm, we are
led straight into the systematic treatment of the subject:

gur Deus Hemo.

PART B.

St. Anseln's analysis of the redomptive aotivity of God in
Jesus Christ, the God-man, is preceded, by way of preparation, by
2 lengthy argument intended to establish the thecrem thet apsrt
from Goé man could not have saved himself. Thia arguuent oon-
stitutes the bulk of Book I. The exact relation of this argument
to his assertions about the redemptionficcomplished in Jesus Christ
conctitutes a logical and theclogical problem of first magnitude in
determining what we might cell the corder of St., Anselm's thought,
namely, whether he actually argues from sin tc grace. That problem,
however, muct wait until we have examined the steps end method of
.hig argumentation concerning men'e condition previous to his
redemption. Immediately, then, we shall discuss 3t. Anselm's
treatment of (1) God's purpose for man; (2) the nature of sin; and
(3) God's reaction to sin, in terms of the famous disjunction -
either punishment or satisfaction,

(1) GOD'S PURPOSE FOR MAN (Qued Deus de homine prgposuorat)13.

One of the chief reescns, in St, Anselm's judgment, for
God's initiating the salvation of man 1% {s that thereby God may
prevent His purpose in creating man from being brought teo nought by
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man's sin. This theme, while pre-supposed throughout Book I,

is only clearly defined in Book II, where, in tpo opening chapter,
he gives a concise statement cf what that purpoée is which will

be frustrated epart from salvetion. God oreated man with =
rational nature which was upright, in order that he might be happy
in enjoying God. = The rest of the chapter is an explication of
this opening sentence. #¥an is created raticnal in order that he
may discern between right and wrong, good and evil, greater good
and lesser good; and thai, discerning between these moral aléer-
natives, he may chocse one and &coid the other, love cne and hete

the other. In chcosing the sumaum bonum wihich 2t. Anselm later

equates with God, man chooses it for itsell and not because of
any extrangous conslideratiocn. In addition, therefore, tc
the pover of moral discernmeat, God laparts to the rationel nature
of man the wil: to follow that whieh he loves. It is in fulfilling
his rational nature end chooging and following the right and the
good, that men schicves the hsppiness of the enjoyment of God.
(L.1.) Now, it is obvious that here we have a Christian
anthropology in parvo, and its merits are clear.
(1.1.1). Ratlicnality ils coneelved of as 1mp1y1ng.not
merely the ability to distinguish true from
false prooositions, or valid from 1nval£d
inferences, but also the power to draw moral
distinetions. 35t. Anselu is not saying just
that a being who 1s rationel may also have
the power of ethic2l discernment, as he might
have the ability to appreciate aesthetic
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objects, but more: namely, that a being who
does not have ethlcal dlscernment is to that
extent nct rational. Ethical discernment is
integral teo any definition of raticnalivy,

as the ground for the very existence of
rationality.

But rationality i1s understood as expressing
itself through the affective and conative
modes of conscirusness a8 well as through

the cognitive. Rational natures desire

and will ethieal ends, and it is in reference
to these ethical ends that their rationality
has its specificgexpressicn. Such an inte-
grative psychology of morals avoids the error
to which Kant was driven, by his rigorous
distinetion between reascn and feeling, of
saying that reason wills ends which it cannot
desire. It is in line with Hebrew psychology
which regards man as & unity ané not as a
dualism; and, by its affirmation that God
imparts the will to follow that which is dis-
cerned to be right, it eliminates the fallacy
of all Platonic ethies, that point the way,
but give no power to move along it.

“"video meliora probo-gue; deteriora seguor”

is the stultification of all Platonic ratiocns
lism in ethlies, and a mistake corrected by

8t. Anselm in his linking of the pursuit of
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good end§ and desire for them with the
intellectual processes of discernment.
(1,1.3) St. Anselm, further, interprets the end of
rational nature in aelr-tragsoenﬂing terms.
Rational nature has been creanted for this
purpose that, by discerning, desiring,
and following the good, it may come to emioy
God. Rationality, in shert, is religious in
significance, and man's relation to Ged is
consequently viewed as =2 total response of
the humsan personelity, Mind, will and
affections are all brought into play in
that highest blessedness of rational man
which is his enjoyment of his Creator.
St. Anselu's equation of the sumaum bonum
with Goé implies, on the one hand, that
for him all ethics are ultimetely religious
in charaoter, and, on the other, that God

does not stand beyond the categeries of
morality - a view of S5t. Ahselm's which
is not always remembered by the critics of
his soterioclegy.

(1.1.4) St. Ahselm's assertion that retionesl nature

is created by God to love the sumaum bonum

for itaelf,and onro other grounds, brings
out the non-~utilitarian charscter of the

opening sentence of I.l. The blessedness
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of enjoying God, which was Hls purpose in
oreating man, is not to be regarded as a
pleasant consequence, which is to be antleil-
pateé if he disceras, loves and follows the
right end the good, and, above all, the
sumnum bonum; and which may operate as

an additional incentive to virtue. 1In

fact, this bleasodnaesiﬁ; %%%%%% gtg;;.
discerning, loving and following/ Inciden=-

tally, 1t may be no'ed that St. Anselm

ucses this term to designate God, and not, as
do sc many philosophers, to refer to the
noblest condition of man (of. Kant).

The Monclogion, ce.68, 69 12 fom a very eapt
commentary tc the analysis of rationality

glven in the Cur Peus Homo. There St.Ansels

useg the strongest terms possible to em-
phagse the fact that mer was andowed with
rationelity for the purrose of remembering,

understending end loving the summum bonum.

His devotion tc the highest Good, which 1is
also the supreme Reallty, is a pursult which
is for him unending; and it fills the whole
of his living. The degree of hils guccess
in this pursuit determines the quality of
his life, its happiness or unheppiness, In

other words, love of Ged is the most natural
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expression of man's raticnality, and, as
such, it integrates the whcle of his
perscnality in all of its modes, for it is

no mere amor intellectualis.

We pust, at this early stage, draw attention to a
technique ¢f argumentation which &t. Anselm employs
in this chapter (II.l.} and which might well be
called "the denial of impossible alternatives." He
uses it at least five times, to deny the possibilie-
ties that God might have created man rational but with
out moral discernment, or without love for and

chc ice of the (Qocd, or without the will to,follow

the good; indicating thet had God created man with-

out any of thease capacities, then He would have

created man with a raticnel nature in veain, or to

no purpose (frustraj. Now, gince it is conueivable -

and indeed hes been hald by a long and distinguished

iine of philosophers to be so - thet rationality, as
such, dees not entail capacities of moral discernment,
mcral decision and virtue, it has to be made plainvhy
these alternatives are logically impossible for

Ste Anselm. They are so on two grounds:-

{(1.8.1) First, his definition of the purpose for
which God oreated ratlonal natures, nemely,
that they might enjoy Him, entails those
cepaocities in man which make such enjoyment

possible, andnegates such humen incaepaci-
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ties as would prevent his enjoyment of his
Creator. The true character of St.
Anselm's argupent in I.1 thus emerges:

God iz the summunm bonun. God's purpose

in oresting man was that he might enjoy
Him, Therefore, man must be endowed with

a rational nature c¢spable of the highest
moral insight, affecti-n and endesvour, in
order thet he may fulfil that purposs.

The "impossible alternativesa"™ conflict

with the third proposition in this argupent,
and must, therefore, be denied.

“eoondly, St. Anselm thinks not s¢ much

of the logical incompatibility of the "im-
possible 2lternatives with God's purpose
with man, as of the "unfittingness"™ of a
situation in which God's will should be
frustrated. These "impossible alternatives"
eére religiously es well es logically un-
acceptable. The apprehensicn of the
"unfittingness” which he does not at this
stage attempt to define, St. Anselm seems

to regard as being in scme way intuitive.

It would only ceege to be so if he were to

advance scme fuller snalysis of the rela-

tion of pure rationelity to moral discern-
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ment, etc., instead of postulating a
definitive axiom.
While it has been stated abovetle)that for 3t. Ansela
the definition of reticnality necessarily includes
the ethical references which he specified, it is
worthy of notice that his statements are not unequivo-
cal. The opening sentence of I.l: "Rationalem

naturam @ Deo factam esse justam,... dubitari non

debet: might be trenslated to mean either of twe
things which are not logically hquivalont. Thus
(1.3.1) the sentenee may mean: God created man with
rational nature and also oreated him upright. In thi:
case, man's ratlonality could have been employed by
him for several purposes, not all morally praiseworth
but all equally rational. However, God created this
raticial nature also upright, so that man would ful-
fil His purpose for him. Such an interpretation is
adnittedly counter to what has been said above in
{1.,1.1) but weuld be more in line with accepted
noticns of rationality. (1.372) On the other hand,
the sentence may be read in the 1ight of the next
séntences and given the sense that "the rational
neture with which Cod endowed men at creatisn was
upright gua retional, and its rati-nality would ex-
press itself in purposes, choices and ac“ions which
14 dustice to that fact of its origin;" that is,

the raticnality which was oreated by God in man was
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such as would be self-frustrating in a-morality or immorality.

While the former interpretation is not exegetically impossible,

the lattar}should regard as the more probable, not only

because of its agreement with the sequel, but also because it
is presupppsed in St. Anselm's description, as we shall see,
of sin as the failure of man to subordinate the whole of his
rational will or heart to God, his Creator - a description
which éees man's nature as one whole, and not as loosely
agegregated parts.

(L44)It remains to investigate the form which the God-endowed power
to discern the right and ﬁo follow it will take in man's
actual behavicur, namely, the subordination of the whole of
-man's rational will to the Will of God.

(l.4.1) Such subordination is presented by St. Anselm as being
an obligation, a debt, a debitum, which we owe to
God and which God requires of us; and, in fulfilling
it, we do God an honour which is pleasing to th?

It is a task which calls forth the fullest effort of
heart and will.

(1.4.2) 8t. Anselm wonceives of all our duties as being sub-
sumed under, or as being instances of, this sole
responsibility. C.D. Broad would call St. Anselm an
"ethical monist"™ in the sense that he regards all righ
actions as fulfilling this our duty to God. Alternativ
ly, for St. Anselm, the only thing in msn which is un-
conditionally good is the will which obeys the Will of
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God; the will, thet is, which wills thst end for
itself, end for no other reason. This introduction
of the notich of "The Will of God" establishes, with
greater precision than does II.l., the ends which
the good will wills. II.1 presented the general
idea that the raticnal nature of man, when created

upright, discerns and follows the sumnum bonum;

here, in I.22, God is presented as having a will for
definite situations, with which man must align him-
self. It might not be unfair to indicate the
distincticn between the two presentations by saying

that II.l pictures the sumnum bonum in the quasi-

Platonic terms of the attiraction of the best in man
by God; whereas, I.ll. is more in line with the
Hebraic-Christian conception of God as an active
being, Who haa?quite specific interest in, and will
for the situations in which men have to act.

It must,also, be pointed out that for St. Anselm the
notions of "ought" and "owing a debt"™ are the same,

so that the propositions : ‘the rational nature ought
to subject its wil! to the Will of God," - and "the
rational nature owes God the debt of subjecting its
will to the Will of God," : are logically equivalent.
This equivalence is of supreme importance in the under
standing of St. Anselm's soteriology, but it is most
frequently ignored. For, while etymologically the



77

two notions of "ought™ and "owing a debt™ are identicasl, in
modern thought they have become gquite separate; very few
modern analyses of the concept "oughtness" over_take account
of the debt implication oontainedrin it. Thus, when we

to-day say that "we cught to obey the Will of God," and continu
that "we owe God the debt of obeying His Will," or that
"obedience to God's Will is a debt that we owe tec Him"; we
would generally understand that we had added scmething to the
first proposition, in stating the other two, and had not
merely repeated it in alternative forms. But not so for

8t. Anselm : the first proposition would ccontein nc more

and no less than the other two. our reason for maintaining
a difference between the first proposition and the other two,
would be this that in the first no greund is given for the
"oughtness" of our cobedlence to God's Will, whereas in the
other two the "oughtness" is grounded in the fact that such
obedience is a debt that we owe to God. That is, whereas

we nowadays might seek other grounds for our obedience to God,
suggesting that the debtor-creditor category is inadequate to
describe the relation of coreature to Creator; St. Ahselm

finds the sole reason for such cedience in the fact of man's
owing God that debt, or, more accurately still, St. Anselnm
conveives suchcbedience to be ipso facto the debt that we owe.
Therefore, when 5t. Anselm develops the notion of debt in

the chapters succeeding I.ll, in his investigation of auman
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sin and of salvation, he must not be interpreted in eccnomic
raé@r than in moral or religious terms. 1In St. Anselm,
moral or religicus oughtness is never reducible to econcmic
indebtedness, and all criticisms of his entire theory, such
as that of A.M. Fairbairn'¥ which assume that it is a
"gommercial drama" rest on a ccmpletely false premnise.

(2) THE NATURE OF SIN: OQuid sit peccavel®

It is in terms of this previcus description of man's
obligation as a rational nature to obey God's Will, which is his
just debt to God, that St. Anselm proceeds to define sin as non-
payment of this debt. As he had previously regarded moral recti-
tude and enjoyment of God as a total response of the human per-
sonality to God - mind, will and affections all being involved -
so now, by hnblioation, sin is conveived as the orientation of the
total personality away from God. It is a radical alienation of
man from that Person, Whom, by virtue of his coreation and of the
very essence of his being, he ought to love and follow after.
There 1s no question of & sinless intellect being betrayed by
lustful flesh; both intellect and body expres: the rebellion of
the will which refuses to pay the debt due to the God Who created
them for obedience. While, therefore, in the sequel to I.ll,
St.Anselm speaks almost invariably of sin as failure to pay a debt
it must always be remembered that the failure is of a quite specif:
nature - the failure of the whole man to subject his will to the
Will of God, the failure of a creature to give to his Creator what

He desired from him.
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Other aspects of the nature of sin as outlined by St.

Anselm may be observed, for they amplify the basic conception:

(2.1)

(2.2)

St. Anselm,then, would be
all traditional formal logicians,

inveterate weakness for the pProposition,
mortal"

at. Anselm offers an alternative description of the natur
of sin, when he says, at 1,15, that sin is a disturbance

of "the order and beauty of the universe,” (ordo et

pulghritudo finiversitatis). This description introduces
no new notions, though, on a first reading, it would
appear that 3t. Anselm shows a certain sympathy with
idealistic philosophical or aesthetic views of the
nature of sin; and that this "order and beauty" are
something apart from God. 1In fact, however, "the order
and beauty™ signify nothing more than the course of
behaviour which God prescribed or wills for natural
entities or ratiocnal beings. In the case of rational
beings, this course is obediencé to God, and it is
vidlated when man refuses to subject hinself to God's
direction.

3t. Anselm accepts the view that man's disobedience to
God is the cause of man's death, and there is no doubt
that the death he intends is physical as well as spirite
ual or moral death,ﬂo and it is eternnla'. This fact

is subsgantiated by refereno§ to his treatment of the no:
necessity of Christ's physical and spiritusl death.22*
in complete disagreement with
who have shown an

"All men are
» @8 the Major Premise in their syllogisms. The
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gttribute of "mortality",in St. Anselm's judgment, would not
appear in any definition of man as such — though neither,

of course, would that of immortality. The exact ground which ¢
St. Anselm offers for this view is not absolutely clear. In
his fellowing words in II.ll, where hs goes on to affirm

that "corruptibility™ and "incorruptibility" are not relevant
to the definition of man, the reason he gives is that

neither affects the essentia of man; man is man, whether cor-
tuptible or incorruptible. A fair analogy would be the
relation between the definition of a line, and the attributes
of being straight or curved. A line must be straight or
curved or partly both, but the definition of a line does not
necessarily include any reference to these forms in which a'
line may exist,. A line is & line, whether straight or curved.
When, however, we do use the terms "corruptible” and
"incorruptible," St. Anselm proceeds, we signify that these
facts are the source of man's misery, on the cne hand, and his
happriness,on the other. These terms may be regarded as
shorthand statements of the facts that men who are corruptible
experience mis ry on that account, and ti.ose who are in-
corruptible, happiness.

This direct relation between disobedience and death, =t.
Anselm does not return to discuss after he has given his
account of the Atcnement that is maie by Jesus Christ for the
disobedience of man. Physical death resains even after men

have been accredited by Godwith the merits which their Saviour
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won for them. This difficulty 1s not peculiar to St.

Anselm, however, for it occurs to any student of the

soteriology of St. Paul. 85t. Anselm does not labour the sin =

death relationship — @ fact which sopge, as we shall see,
regard as the gravest defect of this theory — for he is

more concerned with the effects of sin upon God than up¢n man,
and ,consequently, the dishonvuf done to God is for him the
dominating feature of the sin-situation.

We shall not delay long to indicate what 3t. Anselm says on
man's relation to the Devil as a result of his sinning.

He denies thet, by his sinning, man becomes the property of
the Devil: even in his sin he remeins God's. He does admit
that in his sin and as a result of it, God allows the Devil to
harras: him. It 1s generally agreed that in a few swift
strokes St. Anselm destroys a view of the control of the
Devil over man in his sin, which had been held from the
aocogﬂ century until the twelfth. The fact is commented upon

by almost all the writers on St. Anselm's theory of the

Atcnamentza.

(I.7 is the chapter in which this theme is discussed, and

it is constituted by a single speech attributed to Boso.
There is no textual evidence to su-gest that such attribution
is wrong. When, however, we look closely at the speech, we
discover that it consists of a compsratively brief intro-
duetion, which reflects the traditional view of the power and
property rights of the Devil over sinners. and of & much

longer refutation of that view. Since Boso's role up to
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this point in the book, and, in fact, throughout, is to raise
objections and "Anselm's" to answer theg, it would not be
incorreot to divide the speech, assigning the introduction
to Boso and the refutation to "Anseln." Moreover, there

ig a natural print at which the transition cculd take place,

nemely, at p. 56, 1.2 - "non video quam vim habeat®, then

becoming the beginning of "Anselm's"answering speech.)

St. A nselm effirms that man is culpable for his sin on the
ground that he sinned in the first instance of his own free-
willaa&u His present state of impotence to pay that greater
debt, under which he now stands to Coll by reason of his havin
failed to obey Goi and pay his original dabt,ag' is, there-
fore, blameworthy, and provides no excuse for his continued
wrongdoing. St. Anselm,in the passage in I.24 where he deals
with this theme, holds that this present condition of man's
impotence, his inability to do what God wills, is the state
of guilt (culpa). 1Man's present sin has thus a double
character - as failure here and now to pay the debt owed to
God, a debt vastly increased by reason of thet first sin,

and as guilt in consequence of previcus non-payment of debt.
It is significant that St. Anselm raises the problem presente
to all who endeavour to describe the Fall-situstion in terms
of a coherent system; namely, of how it is thet man should,
on the ~ne hand, before the Fall receive the power not to sin
and should, onthe other hand, at the Fall give way to sin.

It 1s not a valid sélution to this problem to help St.

Anselm out by saying that while man received the power to sin
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he did not receive the power to use the power; for not cnly
does such a solution involve an infinite regress, but also

1t fails to realise that in this case the power to use the

power would be identical with the power itself, so that the
regress need never have bgen begun.

(2.5) In conjunction with St. Anselm's affirmation abocut the
responsibility of man (which includes representatively all
men subseguent to Adam) for his inability to obey God, we
must take his further acceptance of the doctrine of original
sin, in one of its forms; neamely, that sin is propagated

throughout menkind in the process of natural genaration.g6

St. Anselm is here seeking to .indicate the universality of
8in among men, or the necessity of sin, as well, also, as
man's solldarity in his sin, and he employs the form of the
doctrine popularised by St. Augustine to this end. It should
be observed that this account of the origin of sin is not
greatly emphasised in this work,avin relation to man's sin,
though, as will be shown later, the subject is of great
importance in relation to the sinlessness of Jesus Christ.2o"
Whet is important for St. Anselm are the facts which the
dootrine states, and which no soteriology of any value can
agford to deny or neglect. It may well be that St.Anselm's
lnsistence on the spontaneous character of 8in, which is a
recurrent theme in his analysisg of 1t, was felt by him to be
irreconcilable with the cruder Augustinlan form of the

doctrine of original sin.

(2.8.) Since most of the critics of St. Anselm have much to say

coficerning his conception of 8in, it will enable ms to
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bring out the fuller implications of this conception if we

examine their charges. Though T.H. Hughoaeg maintains that
"most writers find (3t. Anselm'g)defective view of sin as the

main blemish in his Theory," in fact, the writers on the

subject would appear to be far from the agreement which he

suggests,

(2.6.1) R.C. Moberlyag, quoting "non est alind peccare guam

Deo non reddere debitum” 51makes three criticisms of

this statement ("definition" is his word) of the

nature of 2in, "It mekes sin in 1ts essence quantita-
tive, and, as quantitative, external to the self of
the sinner, and measurable, as if it had a self in

itself."sz

(2.6.1.1) Now loberly's ceriticisms reflect his own general

theory about the relation of Atonement to perscnality,
for he finds the notiol of personality absent from
St. Anselm. But while this notion is a product, in a
way, of the recent advence of the science of psycho-
logy - and we cannot, therefore, oriticise St. Anselm
for being born out of due season - it is not entirely
true to say thet his view of sin is conaéquently
imperscnal, or that for him it lies in the deed and
not in the personality. 0On the contrary, for St.
Anselm sin is an intensely personal thing : it is the
failure of the creature to make that response of will,
intelligence and affection, which he ought, by reason

of his very creatureliness, to make to his Creator.
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wwhen Anselm speaks of sin as robbing God of honour, it is his
way of saying that when we sin we wrong & person,and an in-
finitely great person, not merely a law or a principlo."58
St. Anselm's whole analysis of the results of man's failure to
give God the honour due to Him shows that he thinks of the
sinner not as if he were a Series of bad deeds, but as if
he were a person whc, because of his own sinful nature, can-
not do deeds acceptable in God's sight., 1In fact, Moberly
tries to press too far the distinetion between the "I" and
his deeds : if it is true that sin lies not in the deed as
deed, it is a false abstraction to think of sin as residing
in an "I"which is not doing this deed or th=t. Moberly admits
as much when he says that sin lies "in the "I"™ as doer of the
deed," though he seems unaware of this implication of the
adnission. Against Moberly we must, therefore, conclude that
8t. Anselm does primarily conceive of sin in a perscnal
fashion.

(2.6.1.2) It has, however, to be conceded tc Moberly that st.
Anselm speaks of sin abstractly, for example, in the title of
I.21. But in dolng so, he does no more than St. Paul, who
spoke of the wages of sin being death, or any other Christian
writer who arfirms,say, that the sin of mankind was respon-
sible for the Death of Qur Lord. In every age, the Christian
Church has thought of 2in as if it were an aggregate, or a mas
or even as quasi-personal, and, in fact, in the history of
Christien theclogy understending of the neture of sin has been
8t its poorest and shallcwest when theologians preferred to

speak of gins rather than of sin. Here 5t. Anselm seems
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to be on very good ground : the problem for Christian
theology is not merely thaﬁ there should be sins of
individual sin.ers -- though, in all consciencse, that is
problem enough in itself - but rather that there shculd be
sin, repeating itself throughout the world and in every
Zeneration of history, ever inventing new methods of ex-
pressing itself, new ways of defying God by disobedience

to His Supreme Wiil. 1In short, the Church has very often
regarded sin as if it were scme sort of self in itself, and
so Moberly's chsrge is really a general one, even if it is
correct. When this péiht 's made, Lowever, it is still
very difficult to see how Moberly reaches his conclusion from
the premises he gives. He wants to deduce it from the facts
that sin is quantitat%;g and measurabie, according to St.
Anselm; but these are/very characteristics that cannot be
attributed to anything that is a self. Moberly may have one
or the other, but not both. It is noteworthy that, in the
remainder of his treatment of St. Anseln's view of sin, he
nowhere returns ?o this fallacious picce of reasoning, confin.
ing himself to the ctiticleame of the i1deas that sin is
messurable and quantitative.

(2.6.1.3) While it 1s true that 5t. Anselm speaks of sin ag a failur
to pay 2 debt owed to God, i1t 1s unfair to take such a statem
out of the context of his general treatment of the nature of
the debt owed, and of the sin involved in the non-payment.
Far toc much has been made by unsympathetic critics of st.

Anseln of the commercial and econcmic impiications cf the wor:
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"debt”a4' The primary significance of the term is
religious and moral : a debitum is something I ought to do,
an obligation I cught to fulfil, as well as something I owe.
When it is affirmed that “t. Anselm defines sin as a
failure to pay a debt, in justice to him we must comprehend
within that definitim all that he intended, end not be content
with a caricature of an analogy with financial embarrassment
(2.6.1.4) Nor do I find it easy to follow the intention of Moberly's
assartion that for St. Anselm sin is "quantitative and
measurable.” In one sense no one denies that sin is quan-
titetive: some sins are grester than others; the collective
sin of a soclety or of a class or of 2 nation is greater than
the aggregate of the sins of all the individusl members, as
Reinhold Niebuhr has so compreheBSively shown;end anyone who
confesses his menifold and great sins before Almighty God is
using quantitative language. In fsect, such language is unavoid
able, and no one troubles to aveid it unless he has an axe to
grind. But we may deal with Moberly's criticism in a different
way. It is easy to sec that he has only deduced the "quan-
titative" (in some bad sense) character of St. Anselm(s
conception of sin from his misconception of sin as if it were
for 8t. Anselm a financial debt which could be counted up.
Once that notion is shown to be a misconception, Moberly's
deduction collapses, as does his suggesticn that for St.
Anselm sin is "measurable." In any case, the point which
St. Anselm makes later - one should have said unmistakeably -

is that sin, even the tiniest sin,is imneasurable, for it ought
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not to be committed, even if by it this universe and many

35 In fact,

others were to be saved from annihilation.
St. Anselm{s fundamental Oontentihn in this work is that sin
is such a grave thing that we have nothing by which &dequately
to measure it. As Denney says 86 ngy, Anselm is right in
saying that we ought not to commit the slighest sin for
worlds, which is only another way of saying that even the
alightest.sin involves a responsibility for which there is
no material measure.” It is impossible to avoid the
Judgment, therefore, that Moberly's criticisms of St. Anselm
are quite unsatisfectory, and that they spring from a failure
to sifffﬁhat exactly St. ‘nseln's views precisely were.
(2.6.2) C.B. Stevenssqsxuaulda accept much of Mcberly's verdict on
St. Anselu, and go' = still farther, He regards St. Anselm's
theory as beiung a feudal theory, and his conception of sin
as no more than "an enormous affront, a shocking insult to.the
hoavenly‘majesty."S? In a series of rhetoricel questions,
he suggests that St.Anselm fails to appreciate the unreason-
ableness of sin, ("its real ethical cnaracter":39; its nature
a8 offence against lnherent truth and right. He continues by
saying that on this theory "sin is high treason and not moral
corruption; ..... 1t is indeed a great fault tbut it is hardly
moral fact” and So on in the same vein until he conclul es that

"1t would be difficult to nape any prominent treatise on

atonement whose conception of sin is so essentially unethical

and superficial.” %o These are strong words, but gravely

inagourate. Whether the theory is predominantly feudal is
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a matter to which we shall soon returnﬂl. but in any case
9t. Anselm was not the first to think of God as the
Heavenly King, the Ruler of the Universe, and any religion
or theology which regards God as King is bound to regard
gin as an offence against Him. Stevens' statements at this
point read rather like those of & more than crdinarily
irreverent free-thinker. further, his own conception of sin,
while perhaps ethical, is no more than ethical. There is
a good deal more to sin than unreascnableness, in any sense of
that almost meaninglessly vague term. Nor is sin simply
an offence against inherent truth and right - whatever these
are when separated from the Personality of God. On these
terms, St.Anselm's theory is not ethical, and one is glad
that it is not. It is rather religio-ethical: sin is active
disobedience to God's Will for His creatures, a violation of
his government of the world, and a contempt for the glory
which is His due. Finally, it is only to be conjectured
that for Stevens St. Anselm's view of sin is superficial,
because it is at variance with his own quite inadequate
view: he suggests no other good reascn. 1In fact, Steven's
eriticisms of St. Anselm tell us more about Steven's own
theology than they do about 5t. Ahselm's.

(2.6.3)7.H. Hughes4? is the latest of those who attack St. Anselm's
conception of sin. Towards the end of his discussion he
gquotes both Moberly and Stevens in a maenner which vaguely

suggests that he is in agreement with the quotations from



(3)

IO

them, Having alrendy dedlt with the originals, we may dismiss
the quotetions. In the earlier part of his discussion, how-
ever, Hughes makes statements which the reader can only guess
to be intended as veiled oriticisms of St. Anselm. He writes,
for example, "Sin i more than a commercial matter, more

also than a moral fault or a breach of the 1nw.{1t is more
even than a crime against society... Sin is, 1nlthe ultimate,
a religious term, rather than a moral or a social one. It
holds in the realm of personal relations, and 1is really a mat-

ter between men and God, for in the end it is against God that

4 All of which is perfectly true - but

sin is committed.”
quite irrelevant, if calculated, by implication, to be a oriti
cism of St. Anselm. As wo.havc already shown, for him sin is
no commercial matter - here, Hughes falls into the error of
Fairbairn, Moberly and the rest. It is never for him simply,
"a moral fault,"” or a crime against society” but always a
failure of the creature to make that response of total
personality which he owes to his Creator. His concept is

religious through and through.

GOD'S REACTION TO MAN'S SIN:  Aut poena aut satisfactio

It is tc be remembered that in this section we are dis-
cussing St. Anselm's thought on this subject within the self-
imposed limits stated in the Praefatio; namely, of examining

man's sinful state and of God's reaction to it, apart from the
full knowledge of God and His purpose, which c¢an be derived
from the Revelation of God in Jesus Christ. Nor must we
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comnit the error of supposing that the views set forth
represent St. Anselm's complete account of God's reaction to
sin. The God Who will in this part of our examination be
found to demand either satisfaction or punishment is the same
God Who, according to the later chapteérs of Book II, will
Himself make the satisfaction, thus showing forth His com-
passion and love for us.

God's resction to men's sin, St. Anselmn states in the
famous disjunction: either mak mekes satisfaction to God
for the sin comnitted, or God will punish man for it. Let
us deal with the two arms of the disjunction in that order,
Aut satisfactio

The full oonuoquenée of man's sin we can only properly
estimate when we passto the discussion of God's reaction to
sin. The natural transition to that discussion 1s to indicate
the immediate result of sin to man himself. In a word, the
result is that wherever man as a rational creature owed to God
the single debt of continual obedience to GCod's Will, he
now, as a result pr his sin, owes, in addition teo that
continuing debt, the debt of paying God further honour for
the injury done Him by disobedience. To enforce this conten-
tion, St. Anselm emplcys an analogy from what is taken to be
the practic: of the private (as distinet from the public) law
of his times, If, in private life, I injure the health of
another person, then I am obliged not only to restore that
person to full health, but, by some additional action or gifre,
to meke amends for the harm that I have done him. Such a

gift is proportionate to the injury done - secundum exhonor-
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aticnis factam molestiam. The nature of the gift depends

upon the private pleasure of the person to whom the injury has
been done. It is this additional gift or action which con-
stitutes the satisfaction proper. 2o, when man sins

against God, the situation cannot be put right unless, first,
the original debt owed by every creature to God is paid by
complete obedience of will and mind and heart; and, secondly,
the additicnal debt incurred by the act of disobedience is
pald by sche amends being made. It is this second paypent
which St. Anselm strictly regards as the satisfaction due

to God for sin - as he himself Baya‘4 "Thus, therefore,
everyone who sins ought to (re)pay the honour which he has
stolen from God (by sinning); and this is the satisfaction
which every sinner ought to pay." but, this second

payment in itself i8 not sufficient tc rectify the situation.
Accprdingly, St. Anselm seems very often to suggest that it
is the total payment-of the original and the additional
debts — which is the satisfaction.

(3.1.1)Such being the nature of satisfaction, the gquestion next
arises of whether any one can make the satisfaction to God

which He demands. The negative answer which St. Anselm
gives rests upon four grounds: the first being a rejection
of certain specific actions wit' which men might try to make
anends; the second, the enormity of the debt which men is
required to pay off as a result of his sin; the third, a
certain principle involved in satisfactlion which man is com-

pletely unable to achieve; and the fourth, man's original
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sin and his consequent inability to conquer the Devil.

(3.1.1.1)First, since man, as God's creature, owes to Bod the total
allegiance of his will, and, in fact, his whole self, even
in his unfallen state, according to I.20; there 1s nothing
remaining for him to offer to God, once he has fallen to
make satisfaction for his sin. Boso suggests that he might
offer God the round of duties prescribed by the penitential
system of the contemporary Church, for example, repentance,
contrition of heart, humility, fastings, and all manner of
bedily labours, etc. But since the fulfilment of these
duties is required of man quite appart from his having sinned,
such fulfi ment is no wayfeduces the sdditional debt which mar
has inccurred by sinning. Man, therefore, finds that he
has nothing to offer God by way of satisfaction for the dis-
honour he has done to God. 1In a single stroke, St. Anselm
here destroys what had cbviously become a misconception of
the early medieval penitential exercises; namely, that
of themselves, apart from the Work of Christ, they achieved
forgiveness for the sinner. He thus strikes a blow for
evangelical theology, for justification by God's grace in
Christ as against justification by works, the importance of
which has not been fully realised.

(3.1.1.2)Secondly, man's inability to make amends to God for his
sin is seen to be due to the greatness of even one gingle
8in ageinst Géd. Sin, as the defiance of the Will of God,
should it involve but the slightest glance that God has
forbidden, is heinous. It is at this point 45
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that 5t. Anselm's famous line to Boso appears: "Nondum

considerasti guanti ponderis sit peccatum. Boso has not

fully appreciated the extreme seriousness of sin, if he is
suggesting that it could be removed by soue evidence of
resorse or regret over its having cccurred. One sin against
God is a mighty crime, for we are always in God's Sight,

and He always instructs us not to sindt, ¢ any deeper
reason is to be found for St. Anselm's view, it 1s to be
sought in two directions. On the one hand, his reason could

for total

=

be found in his general emphasis upon God's demaﬁa
obedience from His creatures. Any sin, however g reat or small,
is a violation of that obedience, and, consequently,evidences
oprosition on the part of the creature to his Creator. St.
Paul's view that to break the law at a single point is to
break the whole law is a comparable notien. On the other
hend, the reason could be found conceivably in the legal
standards of 5t. Anselm's day,according to which the gravity
of the orime varied in direct proportion to the dignity of
the person injured. 8o great is t;o dignity of God that any
sin is exceedingly great. Of these two possible reasons, it
seems that the first is preferable, not only because it is
more in line with what St. Anselm has to say elsewhere; 47
but also because it is obvious that St. Anselm's insight is
here religicus rather than legal: he is more concerned with
disobedience to Ood&s Will than with dishonour.

(3.1.1.3) In I.21‘°, St. /Anselm enunciates e principle for the
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deter:ination of the degree of satisfaction reguired to
restore to God the honour of which He has been robbed by
man's’sin, a principle which proves to be of supreme impor-
tance for his argument in II.6 concerning the God-man.
Throughout I.21 St. Anselm has beem illustrating to Boso the
heinousness of what might happen to be even the slightest sin
against God. At I.21, p.89, LL.1 ff, St. Anselm has made

it plain, as is seen from Boso's reply, that éven if some
ginful action is to save the whole universe and everything
that is not God from annihilation, nevertheless, it ought
not to be done. Even an infinity of universes to be saved
would not affect the issue. These things, therefore -

the whcle universe, all that is not God, and an infinity of

universes - constitute: GLhe objects for the sake of which

even the slightest sin is not to be committed. In this con-
text, S5t. Anselm asserts that if, in fact, we do commit sin,
satisfaction will not be complete unless it exceeds this
totality, for the sake cf which we should not have been wil-
ling to commit it in the first instance. Thizs view is interest
ing for several reasons;-

First, while it is agreed that the argument set out above
is essentially part of that discussed in (3.1.1.2), it is
nevertheless important to distinguish the two; for while
the former draws attention to the sericusness of sin, as
vidlation of the Will of God which is consently operative
for His creatures, the present argument finds that seriousness

in the massive considerastions which can never under any cir-
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cumstances justify it. These two different grounds for

the heincusness of sin virtually lead to two different, but,
of course, not unrelated, interpretations of the satisfaction
due to G-d for the sin committed by man. On the one hand,
the satisfaction is determined by the general principle that
satisfaction is proportionate to the offence comnitted (the
ofrence in this case acquiring its extent from the nature of
God end the continual demands He makes of His creatures). 1In
other words, en offence agasinst an infinite God 12 an infin-
ite offence. On the other hand, the satisfaction required is
asserted to be commensurate with all the actual and possible
factors for the seke of which the offence must not be com-
mitted. In both cases, the issue is identical : man can
not make the satisfaction.

Secondly, the amccount here given of the satisfaction whic
man would require to make to Cod for his sin places St.
Anselm's conception beyond the realm of commercial transaction
between equals. The situation which St. Anselm is endeavour-
ing to desoribe is without egact analogy in private or public
law, and it arises from the quite unique reletion in which
God, the Creator, stands to man, His creature. Xven if it be
said that the analogy consists in the use of the term
"satisfaction,” it must be immedistely plain that the analogy
has been: broken through comp.etely in the use to whioh.it is
put‘y.

Thirdly, 5t. Anselm must be safeguarded against a posaibl
misapprehension. From the fact that even the slightest sin
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requires more than an infinity of universes to be offered to
God before He will be satisfied, it must not be concluded
that no sins are more heinous than others, or that God is
less dishonocured by scme than by others., 8Such a conclusion
would be morally deplorable, and it only arises 1f we obscure
8t. Anselm's purpose in this chapter (I.21) which 1s to
show that for no sin (however great or small) can man make
the satisfeetion which God requires. Without denying the
difference between coveting your neighbour's ass and murdering
his brother, St. Anselm does intend to make it plain that
there n?e no simple sins which God e«sily condones without
compronising His Ronour, and from the effects of which we
can wadily escape with a little penance and a few good works.
Fourthly, some explanation ought,perhaps, to be offered
for what seems to be a hiatus in St. Amselm's thought -
between the stetement that sin should not be committed, no
matter how welghty the ccnsiderations entertained in its
favour, and the conclusion that the satisfaction required by
God 1s in excess of all that o ght not to induce us to sin
(1.e. preservation of the universe, all that is not Ged, an
unfinity of universes). The explanation would appesr to be
as follows: St. Anselm balasnces up sinwith these
"welghty' considerations", end sees thet they are not welghty
encugh to justify its being committed. Alternstively, they ar
not equal in value to it. If,then, we do actually com:it sin
we must offer to God, by way of atonement for it, something

which 1s at leest equal to it; i.e. not only these "weighty
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considerations” ("all that is not God" turns out in II.6 to
be that in which 5t. Anselm is most interested) but something
extra which will complete the balance. In other words, our
satisfaction will require to be somet.ing greater than that
for the sake of which we ought not to have committed the sin.
(3.1.1.4)Finally, since man in sinning all-wed himself to succumb to
the will of the Devil in conteampt for Cod's purpose for him,
then he can only make proper satisfaction to God if he cone
cuers the Devil and so honoure God. But because, in thogyall.
man in sinning gave way to the Devil, end so from being
potentially immortal he received from Cod the punishment of
mortabkity, he must, further, to schieve the proper satisfac-
tion effect the viectory over the Devil in a specific way;
namely, by sinle=sly undergoing the affliction of death. But
man, who 1s conceived and born in sin , c=nnot die sinlessly.
Consequently, he is unable to vanquish the Devil in the
fashion required, and to furnish Cod with the satisfaction
which He demands. St Anselm's argumentatiodn%onoernins the

sinless death by which man is required to congquer the Devil
is succinet to the point of obscurity, and indeed is only

to be ©.1. s understcod fully in the light of what he has
later to say on the Death of Christ, who is Himself the Sin-
less One. In the memntime, it should be observed that

even if it is true that the Death of Christ, as Sinless,
involves the conquest of the Devil, it does not necessarily
follow that the sinless death of man {as ¢istinet from that
of the God-man) would be a victory over the Devil. In fact,
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h 5’ariaea grom the Person of

the value of Christ's Deat
Jesus Christ, and not solely from His sinlescness, S0
that the argument given in I.22 (LL. 20-23) is not by it-

self valid.

(3.1.1.5)It is necessary at this point to draw ettenticn to what

(3.2)

we might call a "secondary ground" for the necessity of sal-
vation. The primary ground is toc be found in God's purpose
for rational coreatures; in creating rational beings it is

His Will for them that they should serve Him and give

Him honour by obeying His commandments, and so schieve their
highest blessedness. Bu their sin, they have fémporarily
frustrated Cod's great destiny for them, and go, te achieve
His purpose for them, satisfection must be made to God.
The "secondafy ground” ror the necessity of salvation 2

is that Cod has resolved to substitute men for the fallen
angels. But the men who are to be raised to this glory must
be righteous in Bod's sight - which they can be only if and
when they have made to Cod adequate satisfaction for the
8ins that they have commnitted against Him. Once again,

St. Anselm affirms °C thet it would be unfitting for God to
grant man full blessedness until such satisfaction has been
made, This argument is in the spirit of the times, and

it need not delay us further.

The concept of satisfaction occocupies such a central position
within the Cur Beus Homo, and so much research has been
deboted to this subject, that it is essential to deal

with the mein issues connected with it, at this stage of our
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examinstion of St. Anselm's work; for the interpretation
given to this concept will #nevitably determine our views of
the use which he makes of it as the argument develops.
Historical and eritical research has quarried the mine almost
to the point of exhaustion, and in that field the minor duty
of correlsting the findings is all that remains to be done.
on the other hand, the task of theologieal integration and
inerpretation has not been satisfsctorily followed through,
with consequent grave injustice to the reputation of St.
Anselm. Research has concentrated particubrly on two prob-
lems: the first - what is the origin and history of the

notion of satisfactio? and the sefiond - to what extent does St

Anselm scoppt or slter the meaning of this notion, having
taken it over from his predecessors?

(3.2.1) In the treatment of the first of these problems, the chief
point at issue is that of determining how far the idea of
satisfaction hes been influenced in its formulation by purely
secular factors, such as, Roman public and private law, and
the Teutonic practice of Wergild; and how far by the
eccleciasticel dootrine of penance and the actual
penitential systeas. The first step towards such determine-
tion is suggested by Franks 55, namely, an assessment of the ;
part played by Tertullian in introducing the id-a into theo-
loglical thought, and in coﬁpling it with that of ™merit.”

The latter had already appeared in Hermosss, but Tertullian
systematised it, showing how God Who is the great Law-Giver
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regards as meritoricus actions which His Will does not make
obligatory 57. It is in relation to sins comuitted after
58

baptism, that the question of satisfaction arises™. In

the De Poenitentia, Tertullian is obviously endeavouring to

correct certain evil practices which have grown up in the
Church, through a misunderstanding of the forgiveness of
gins offered in Baptism, Some people, beipg assured that
their sins were forgiven when they were bapfisad, are making
that fact an excuse for unrestricted licence. These

of fenders are urged to practise repentailce in order to
placate God, the Law-Giver Who has been offended by their
ovildoing.59 For God has determined that penitence 1is

the price tc be paid for the re-purchase of torgiveness,50
and of freedom from the punishment of His anger. This peni-
tence, for which the Confession makes ample provision, by way

of disciplinary fasting, groaning, weeping end mourninspl
is the satisfaction by which God is appeased.

There are two ways in which we may interpret the influenc
of Roman Law upom Tertulllan's asccount of satisfaction, which
two interpretaticns disagree as to whether the gatlsr ectinn
is penal or not. O©On the ¢gne hand, Schultz, collaborating
with his colleague Merkel, claims thet in Roman private law
satisfaction is the making of compensation, other than by
direct payment (solvere), to an injured person for damage
done to him or to his property, end it must be performed in a
menner ecceptable to the latter. Setisfaction, in this sense,

iz not the =2cceptance of one form of punishment for ancther.



|22

If we applj this interpretation to Tertullien's concept, the
gdatisfactlio becomes a sub-species of:merit, an action by which
an abundance of merit is established to cencel the sin, and

to win the forgiveness of God. God may either punish the
sinner outright for his sins, or He may pardon Mim after

being placated by his penttential actions; but He does not

édo both at once. On the other hand, according to Roman
public law 62 ¢he satisfection was itself the penalty required
by the law. If this view be the basis of cur interpretation
of Tertullien, then it follows that, in meking satisfaction
for his sins, the sinner is undergoing temporal punishment.
His penitential actions, representing his own judgment

upon his sin, discharge tae eternal puﬂbhmont,‘a and so they
wih him God's forgiveness. They may not constitute punish-
ment equivalent to God's, but they are certainly penesl in
nature. In this case the venia comes through the poena -
even though it is not the pbena of De Poenitentia ¢.l12,

with its slorehouse of everlasting fire.

The truth is thet the influsnce of both of these elefents
in Romen lew is to be traced in Tertullian's view of satis-
faction. Tranks, who follows Schultz, elmest uneritically,
has to admit that the penitentiml actions have a painful and
penal guality, but nevertheless he fasils both to charge
Schultz' enalysis with inedequacy for that reason, and to
recognise that public as well as private legal practice is
relevant to the whole case. Satisfaction in Tertullian,

then, is both meritorous and penal, and his well-known saying
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"gvery =in i¢ dlscharged either by pardon or by punishment,
by pardon as a conseguence of chastisement, by punishment as
a consequence of damnation" At does not invalidete this con-
eclusion, if Tertulliian's argument after the passage quoted is
properly understood. For, while the disjunction, aut venis
aut poena, sesus at first to suggest that punishment and
forgiveness are never applied together. the exclusiveness of
the disjunction is broken down in what foilows. Forglveness
is saldé to come through chastisement which is painful; and
the punishment referred to iz eternsl desmnation, which does
not preclude Cod's punishing tempérally those tc whom He
of fers forglveness through chestisement, Thafefore, whiia it
is to be sdmitted that for Tertullian setisfaction ie not a
substitute punishment of sin extracted by an oﬁtrnged God,
nevertheles:, as Harnack says, it 18 permissible to call it a
"eompensating penalty."®S

On this oconclusicn concerning the influence of Roman law,
in its two forme, upon Tertullian's presentation of the idea of
getisfection, twe comuents may be meade, First, the qualifiad
nature of the conclusion makes it plain that Tertulliaa's

presentatic hes not beem determined by either cne or the other

of the influences that are discerbably at work. The reverse
is rether the case, that he has made free use of ¢nntemporary
legal oconcepts in order to formulate and clarify a systen of
thought which 1s essentially theologicel irn its origin and

in its pature. It is this system which detcrmines the use
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which he will make-or these contemporary concepts, and we err
if we assume that the concepts exactly prescribe the content
of the system. No matter how accurately we are able to

define the use of the concept of satisfaction in either
private or public Roman law, it is still not ccnclusively
proved thet Tertuallian used the concept in precisely that
form. This aspect of the matter simply does not come over tﬁf
horizon of such legelists a8 “chultz and ferkel, who seem tofﬁ
be guits content to settle Tertullian's use of the concept of
satisfaction on the basis of "an exhsustive list of passages

from Roman legal authorities%®

- though Franks should have
known better. Secondly, sufficieat consideration has not

been given to ¢.9 of the De FPoeniteantia, where Tertulllan

refers to what is obviously a quits elaborate aad well-estab-
Lished systemn of Confession. The theologlceal foundation of
this system is some such idea as that of satisfaction, and the
elaboratensss of such a aystem by the end of the 2nd century,
or by the beginning of the Brd, plainly shows that 1t is

no recent innovation. It is this practice of Confession,
which was ' later to develop into the smerament of Penance,
which, I suggest, formed the domineant icea of Tertullian's
thought concerning setisfaction, and tow?§c%he legal notions
derived from the contemporary systems, were subordinsted. The
dominance of the one and the subordination of the others ex~
plains the cifficulty which is encountered by those who endea-
vour to regard Tertullian's idea of satisfacticn as a

theological transcript of a legal term of fixed connotation,
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which remains unchanged in the process. Such crities have,
in fact, committed "the naturalistic fallacy” or "the fallacy
of origins": the fallacy, that is, of assuming that the
nature of an entity has been adequately defined once its orig-
ins have been stated, and that such an entity is no more than
its origins. It is a failcy still still common enough among
ethical evolutionists, anthropologists and sociologists to be
a contemporary damger - but it belongs more properly to
the 19th century.

“hile the examination of Tortﬁllian's employment of the

term satisfactio enables us to determine what might be called

the academic origin of the notion, nevertheless he was
writing some 80C years before St. Anselm, and he cannot be
regarded as exerting any great influence upon the latter. In
fact, the two theologians differ so much in other respects
that it would be improper to name Tertulllian as a primary
source of Anselmic theclogy. For that reason, any close
linking of the two would be both unhistorical and unwarranted
by the content of their writings Such additional evidence
on the idea of satisfaction as we can gather from the writings
of Cyprian, Hilary and Ambrose, and even of St. Augustine,
does not fill out the picture given by Tertullian to any great
extent. The twin ideas of satisfaction as meritorious and
quasi-penal persist, neithsr at any time excliuding the other.
It has consequently become customary to look upon the penitent:

system of the early Middle Ages as the background of St.
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Anselnm's idea of satisfacticn. Certain alterations and
developments, taking place gradually over centuries, of
the system of the Confession, to which Tertulliian bore wit-
ness, yield the medieval sacrament of Penance. For example,
the fastings and mournings, etc., which formed a necessary
part of the penitential discipline of the Confession, and Dy
which satisfaction was made to CGod, have been materialised a
de~-percnalised, so thet the sinner may either make payments
or hire others to fast or sing psalms in his stead. It
appesrs thet this system of comzutations or redemptions was
well organlsed by 5t. Anselm's time, thought not wlthout fre
quent objection from the official church. We saw previously
how Tertullian had allowed a cartein penal character to
satisfaction, in so far as the sin er by puishing himself
antlcipated God's punishment of him. Thie notion is not
entirely absent from the early medieval penance system oithe
for we find such sentences as "poenitere est enim poenam te
but in actual practice the comsutation was so painless for
the sinner thet 1t would be frivelous to regard the satisfac
LT, AP
as poena in any sense. Once again, the question of secular
influence, wheth r of the Irish system of Comutations or of
the Teutonic Wergild, is raised, particular by Cremer, but
also by Loofsag Harnach and Franks. Their conclusion doe.
seem to be falrly uniform: that while no doubt these extra-

ecclesiastical practices must have had¢ some influence upon ti

development of the system of Penance, it is impossible to pre
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thatthis influence is all-determinative. This conclusion
is completely in line with that suggested above concerning the
relation of Tertullian to the Roman law, and the reason for
it is similar: The Church had a long tradition of theology
about penitence, and ths tradition determined the kind of
use its exponents made of contemporary ideas. So long as
that tradition and the theological concepts associated with
it remained dominant, the secular influence could be only
secondary.

(3.2.2) We are now ready to consider the second question which we set
ourselves: hor far does St. Anselm accept or alter the notion

of satisfactio as it ccmes to him out of eight enturies of

usage, in the Church's theology and practice? (¢r, alterna-
tively, how is St. Anselm's use of the term related, by way of
similarity and difference, to that of his predecessors?

Certain enswers come immediately to mind. For example, it

is clear that St. Anselm has taken over the idea that God ex-
pects moral obedience as a debt due to Him by His oraaturea;
and that failure to obey places the sinner in a state of d ebt.
Faced with this situation, God may, according to His goodm
pleasure, choose one or other of two alternatives. He may
punish the sinner, or He may receive from him some satisfaction

which e tones for the dishonour done to Him - aut poena aut

satisfactio., At that point, the differences between St.
Anselm and his predecessors begin to appear, As we shall see
later, no great case can be made for the view that 3t. Anseln

regards gatlisfactio: as "compensating penalty."
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He does not in his reference, at I.20, to the contemporary
penitential disciplines, sugzest that these are in any way
penal; and #ven when he treats of the Death of Christ (e.g.
at II.ll), though emphasising the difficult and painful
character of that Death, he does not regard it as a penal
substitution. It should be noted , too, that the link
between satisfaction and penance - 8o close both in
Tertullian and in the penitential system - i1s entirely
absent from 2t. Ahselm's conception. In fact, at I.Z20,
his main sontention is that penitence is not satisfaction.
In his discussion of the Death of Christ, there 1s no sug-
gestion that the satisfaction orffered by the God-man is
"yicarious penitence.”

It is, therefore, undeniable that 5t., Anselm by employ-
ing the concept of satisfaction 1is necessarily committed to
certain intepretations of the relations holding between God
and man, and of the nature of sin; but it is equally plain
that St., Anselm builds the concept and the interpretations
fmplied by it into a fabric of thoughtwhich differs essen=-
tially from that of his predecessors, either in the field of
The logy proper or in that of peni tential practice. The
meaning of the word as it appears in Anselmic sotericlogy
is to be discovered, therefore, not by an historial analysis
of previous uses of it, but by an examination of the place
which it occupies within his scheme. For in a very real
sense, he builds up his own interpretation of it as the work

proceeds, so that in the end we have a guite new conception.
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This purpose he achieves particularly by the associaticn of
satisfaction with the Death of Christ - an original

departure in the usage of the term - and as a consequence,

in this new reference, the word acquires significance, im-
plications and shades of thought, which are not to be found
nor should éne expeot to find them, in its previous history.
This kind of occurrence is frequently happening in the history
of the theologlical language and usage. It happened when the
words "ransom"™ and "propitiation"™ were applied to the Death of
Christ by the earliest writers; in the new reference these
words were "baptised™ into & new meaning, which had certainly
associations with the old in that the same words were still
used, but in which these associations were radically trans-
formed. A similar occurrence is taking place in modern theo-
logy, with such words as "erisis," "existential"™ and "dimen-
sion"y to mentien an obvious few. For that reason, I should
say that most of the historical and oritical analysis of the

notion of satisfactio,as it appears in writers prior to St.

Anselm, has been downright misleading, for it has created the
impression that St. Anselm is bound in his employment of
the notion by the interpepations placed upon it by his pré—
decessors.

This conclusion enables us to deal briefly with a matter
of which much has been made by the critics of St. Anselm;
namely, that his thought is determined by extra-religious,

secular considertions, such as the practices of Roman Law



130

and the Teutonic Wergild. It is suggested that these in-
fluences may be direct or indirect. 1In the first case, St.
Anselm is said to be affected by the practices bedause he 1
lived i» & world in which they were customary. In the second,
he is said to have been influenced by them through their
prior influence o" such writers as Tertullian or on the ex-
ponents of the Penance system. The answer previcusly given
as to the inconclusive character of the charge that Roman
law effected Tertuliian, and the Wergild, the Penance system,
is here imnediately applicable, and the =harge of indirect
influence of these secular practices upon 3t. Anselm must be
édropped, A fortiori and for the same resscns, the charge of
indirect influence cannot be maintained. Not only did sSt.
Anseln sit very loose to interpretaticns of satisfaction
accepted by his predecessors, but, further, he had certdin
theological concepts - such as the justice, righteousness,
honour and love of GCod, but meost importent of all, the aseitas
of God - which predetermined the meaning which subordinate
teras would have within his system. It isiuzgfoourse, to make
e counter-assertion tc this anslyeis which I have given of
the situation, by saying that it is really only a matier of
private and arbltrary cholce whether we hold that these
dominant theclegical ideas of St. Ansela deterﬁined the

'form in which he presented that of satisfsction, or that it
is his idea of satisfaction that dominsted and dictated

the others. Thet i1t is not a mat er of private choice is

sesn, I should reply, from the fact that the latier alternative
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is only arguable on the assumption that “t. Anselm adcpted

& previously fixed conception of satisfaction to which the
rest of his theology was made to conform. Once we demcnss
trate that St. Anselm's interpretation of satisfaction is not
reducible to its antecedents, then that assumption 1s
disproved. On the other hand, when we establish the position
that the Anselmic icea of satisfaction can cnly be under-
stcod in terms of the general Anselmic theology and soterio=-
logy, then the former becomesthe cily possible alternative

To put the situation differently, St. Anselm's procedure in

an
the Cur Deus Homo is not: given/a priocri 1idea of satis-

faction, then God must be so-and-so and do so-and-so in orde
er to save fallen mankind; but rather : given that God's
attributes are mercy, Jjustice, rightecusness, omnipotence,
love and (if we may for the present €all it an attribute)
agseitas, then He will save mankind in a manner which is not
only conformable to these attpibutes, but,in fact, is more
completely expressive of them than any other event in the
whole history of the relations of God and man, namely, by
means of a satisfaction offered by Himself, It is in the
description of God's act of salvation in the Deus Homo, and
not in the setting of Roman Law or Teutonic Wergild that the
notion of satisfaction finds its proper place.

It 1s their equivocation on the relation of St. Anselm
to his predecessors, their concern with, and even their
eriticlsm of the extreme views on this subject (for example,

those associated with Cremer), couPled with their failure to
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to give the notion of satisfaction its own peculiar and
rightful basis in St. Anselm's theology, which I find to
be the fundamentally unsatisfactory characteristic of those
who have dealt extensively with these topics. The errors
to which this equivocation leads may be seen from illus-
trations of criticisms made of St. Anselm by selected writers:
(2.2.3) Ritschl's 69teohnlque of criticism is to elicit whatlho
calls "features in Anselm's theory which are 1ncompati$le."
His starting point i3 a rigid distinection which, he claims,
exists in 3t. Anselm betwesn the glory of God and the justice
of God. When relations between God and man are determined by
the glory of God, then God is presented as the superior, the
Sovereign in a morasl universe Whose subjects must maintain
the order and beauty of that universe by obeying His will and
glorifying Him; whereas, when the idea of the idea of the
Justice of God is regulativé, God and men are regarded as
equals on the enalogy of the sphere of private rights, where
relaticns are fixed by contracts between persons of co-
ordinate status. These two views of the relations between
God and men are inconsistent, says Ritschl. Introducing with-
out explanation the term "honcur of Cod"™ to replace that of
glory of God, he pursues the inconsistency farther. He admits
that the equality of God and man igplied by the private right
analogy is ™modified™ by the idea of henour: for it is God's

honour which has to be satisfied,and for which reparstion
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has to be made by the offending sinner. But, he continues,
this modification serves only to emphasise the egquality of
God and nan, giving as his reasson the fact that in private
law such ccampensations can be offered and received only by
those who are not subordinate one to the other. Therefore,
either 5t. Anselm should adhere to the notion of the glory
of God and insist that, for the sake of moral order in tho_
universe, God should punish all sinners and allow no satis-
faction - for satisfacetion holds only betwsen equals, or
he should lay exclusive emphasis upon the possibility of
satisfaction, made even by a third perty, by mutual srrange-
ment hetween the injured end the offendesr, Ritschl would

force S%t. Anselm's disjuncticn, gut poena sut satisfaotio,

upon the author himself, and demand that he make his choice,
for he cennot have both, even iy the form of & disjunction}?0
This statement 1s the case for the sileged incompatibili.
ty of the glory eor hoﬂour of God and the justice of God,
as St. Anselm describes these attributes. It would be
difficult te icagine enything more fonfused or better de-
signed to misrepresent St, Anselm, Important because of the
Ipopularity which this kind of criticism has enjoyed, but alseo
relevant to our imuediate purpose, certain initial inacocur-
acles may be observed. The glory of God as distinet from
the honour of Cod is by no meens as clear @ concept in
3t. Anselm's thought as Ritschl insinuates. In fact, the
phrase "the dignity of God"™ appears falrly freguently and
shéuld have been considered by Ritschl along with the others.
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Again, the relation between the justice of God and the honour
of God is not antithetic but complementary. The position

is that God's justice requires that His honour should be
satisfied (as is so clearly suggested in I.13) and there is
just no evidence for Ritschl's suggestion that God's hogour
requires one thing and His justice another, or for his con-
tention that St. Anselm's compromise, the alleged modification
of the attribute of God's glory by that of His justice, in-
troduces actual tensions in his system of thought. The

absence of such evidence, and he does not offer any, disposes
of his case. What Ritschl has meally failed to see is that
after all analogy is only analogy, and that no «nalogy, par-
ticularly on its negative side, should be pressed to its
extreme limits, The purpose of the analogy referred to

by Ritschl 7/ was to show that, just as in our dealings with

a fellow-man we require to make some compensation, over and
above exact payment, for the fact of having done the injury

to him, so, in our relation to God, we must not only pay the
debt we did not pay when we sinned;, but we must make amends
for having sinned. In fact, in the light of I.2172, what

St. Anselm could be construed as saying is this: « fortiori,
when I sin against God I ought to make the very greatest amends
possible for the dishonour whiuh I have done to Him. Equality
between God and man is far distant from Anselm's thought and
speech, either directly or by igplication; indeed, such an
imputation stultifies the whole argument of the Cur Deus Homo.
Besides, 1t is grossly unyarrantable to bring in the charge
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by literal interprdation of the detail of an analogy. The
truth is that,whethor St. Anselm is thinking more particu-
larly of the justice or of the glory of God /n relation to
man, he nover loses sight of the fact that God and man are
unequal. If there is a fundamental contradiction in St.
shselm's thought, it is not to be found in this guarter.

If there is no textual or other basis for Ritschl's
eriticism of St. Anselm: namely that there is sz "incompati-
bility between the glory or honour of God and %he Justice
of God, why should Ritschl have been so keen to hold that
there is? Thi answer is to be found in the motive which
prompted our own encuiry, namely, that of discovering how
over-emphasis on the historical antecedents of sertaia
elements in St. Anselm's thought led to distorted presenta-
tion of his views. Ritschl rightly recognises that there
are traces in St.Anselm of the influence of both public and
private law -though, we we have seen, they are no more than
traves, and though he does not state his case sufficiently
clearly by indicating whether he is thinking of Roman Law
or Teutonic Law, or which aspects of these legal systems he
has in mind. He,again rightly, recognises that these two
systems of law as vaguely described by him are incompatible
in certain respects. His next step is the false ona; Oon
the assumption that St. Anselm takes over without modifica-
tion the two incompatible systems, he cohcludes that the in-

compatibilities persist into the Cur Deus Homo. He even

tries to insist that St. Anselm should have followed the
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practice of public law more rigorously than he did.
what he does not appreciste is that ot. Anselm uses concepts
which have affinity with 1-gal practice of one kind or
another, in the interests of his general theory, stedfastly
refusing to ailow previous usage to d etermine is own inter-
pretation. Ritschl,had he followed up his own suggestion
concerning the modification of the private law conception
of reparation by the idea of God's glory, would have reached
e position similer to that which has been cutlined above.
Instead, however, he prefers to affirm that this modification
serves, in some way which he does not make clear at all, to
illustrate the incompatibility for which he &s arguing,
(8.2.4) Franks’> in a strain similar to thet of Ritschl, sffirms
a fundamental antinomy in St. Anselm's theory, on the bnaia.
of the analogy used by St. Anselm in 1,11, though he gives
different reasons from those of Ritschl. On grounds, rirst,
of 8t. Anselm's=ssartion that, after injury to some person,
we must mlke amends for the wrongdoing by an action or gift
which pleases him; and, secondly, of the fact that in priv-
ate law, "the measure of satisfection is simply the good plea=-
sure of the offenfed person,” he concludes that for 3t.
Anselm there 1s no absolute necessity for man to make satis-
faction to God. Absolute necessity has to be imported
from public law of the Teutonic variety, in accordance with
which the princeps is obliged to enforce all compensations
for injuries done and so maintain public peace. This

absolute neauuity) 80 runs Frank8' comnen}, has to be impor-



137

ted, in order to remove the laxity of arrangements made
by private law. On the analogy of the princeps, God 1is
conceived as being necessarily bound to remove anythijg that
disturbs the peace and order of His reglm. Franks is here
making a eriticism hinted at by Ritsch174] though he makes
it much more lucidly than the lJatter, and gives it a some-
what different form .

In answer to Franks, it must be said that close exa~

mination of the ipsissima verba of the text would have

preventéd the fallacious interpretation of St. Anselm which
he here attempts. St. Anselm states quite plainly that
restitution of the health of the injured party and compen-
sation for the fsct of the injury done are both obligatory.
He speaks in the same terms of moral necessity mncerning
both; and for St. Anselm moral necessity is absolute.
Whether in fact, sccording to privete law, the payment of
compensation &s distinet from restitution is absolutely
necessary, is beside the point. It is plain that in I,.11,
which is St. Ansclm's opening discussion of satisfaction, he
regards the payment of the compensation as being in no way
arbitrary: it is morally, and not just legally, obligatory
on the offender to perform it, and, therefore, necessary.
He offers that affirmetio: as peing ethically self-evident,
and attempts to give no explanation either from private or
public law to account for why it should be so. It is idle
eriticism to say that because St. Anselm's iliustration is

somewhat similar to situations which occur in private law,
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therefore 3t. Anselm is fettered to the detail of that law,
and obliged to recard satisfaction as non-absolute. There,is,
then, no need to say that Dt. Anselm has to pass over from
private law to the analogy of public law to prove the
necessity of satisfection; because, on the one hand, 5t.
Anselm exhibits no anxiety to prove the necessity of
satisfaction - he states it as a fact of moral experience
and, a fortiori, of our relationship to God; and, on the
other hand, he emphasises the necessity of satisfaction
without passing over to public law at all - the necessity
he regards as inherent in any situation where injury is done
to some person in private life. 1In fact, I should affirm
that St. Anselm throughout his dfscussion of satisfaction is
considering more particularly the moral rather than the
legal aspect of any analogies he uses - a point which Franks,
Ritschl and Mozley all miss,

Franks, it will be recalled, reached his conclusion
about the non-necessity of satisfaftion from the premise
that "the measure of satisfaction is eimply the good
pPleasure of the offended person.” This premise is as false

8s the conoclusion which he draws from it. St. Anselm states
one would have thought unambiguously, that the compensation

must be in proportion to, or in accordance with, the extent
of the injury done. The actual form, however, of the fom-
pensation will be determined by the p&asure of the person
injured. Thus, given that an injured person has alrendy

received restitution for injury, it is judged that & gs
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€x 84 gre a1l equal compensation for the injury (all being
a¢ditional , of ccurse, to the restitution). The good
pleasure of the injured person is the sole critericn of whether
gl , say, is to be preferred to any of the othorlthree.

It is, therefore, quite erronecus to h-1d that "the measure"
of the compensation is simply "the groéd plessure of the offen-
ded person;:"™ the mensure of the compensection is solely the
gravity of the offence committed, This fact is borne out

by the order in which St., Anselm has arranged the sentence

dealing with this topicvs:“ ta gqui bonorsm allouius viclag,

noa sufficit honorem reddere, si non secundum exhonorationis

factam molestiam aliguld, guod placeat 1111, quep exhonoravit,
non

restituat,” By placing theaaeoundum ees. Moleting before the

aliguid, ©St. Anselm draws attentlon to the lmportance of

the wrong committed as the determinant of the degree of repa-
ration to be made. Had the pleasurs of the injured party been
the sols measure of the compensation in St., Anselm's opinion,

then the phrase secundum... molestiam would have followed

quod placest 1111, In any case, when St. Anselm ocomes

to deal with the measure of satisfaction to be ocfieved to God
by the men who has sinned against Him (I.ac.ai) then the mat-
ter is put beyond doubt. He plainly affirms that the satis-
faction to be made to Cod must be comnensurate with the
offence oomnitted,?sana throughout I.21 he indicates that

by catisfactlicn he means the payment of honour beyond the
debt which is cordinarily expected by the craaﬁor from His

c¢reature. The notion of "proporticnate sompensation™ is
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not, however, there the entirely "new principle” which

Franks claims it to b,?9’ for even on Franks' own inter-
pretation of the compensation which 5t. Ansdm suggests is

to be made to the injured person, the plessure to be given
him,must be in proportion to the wrong done to him; and, so
by analogy, the satisfaction to be made to God must be
proportionate to the gravity of the dishonour that wb have dox
to Him.The whole issue is not one of linguistic or syntactical
nicety. TFor, if it can be shown as I belleve it has, that
St. Anselm, on the one hand, regards the payment of some
definable compensation in addition to restitution as absclute-
ly necessary; and, on the other hand, affirms that such com-
pensation is determined in degree by a retrospective con-
sideration of the gravity of the offence given, and only

in form by the hedonic consequences produced by it; then,

it follows, by analogy, that satisfaction is not scme arbie
trary offering which God may or may not demand of sipgners _
according to His private pleasure, but is, on the contrary,
an absolutely necessary obligntiog upon all sinners,

Our examination of the relevant criticisms made by
Franks has. therefore, yielded results similar to those
reached in discussing Bitschl, nemely, thet he interprets
Anselmic notions too uneritically in terms of their histori-
cal antecedents and parallels; that such interpretation has
not only had insfifficient support in the text of the Cur Deus
Homo but has adtually produced misrepresentations of such
texts as have been employed. They have both failed to
realise that our first responsibility is to interpret
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St. Anselm by St. Anselm, and that the Cur Deus Homo 1is
autoncmous in its logic. A true appreciation of thesef acts
would have saved them from some of their more extreme in-
accuracies, a closer scrutiny of the Anselmic text and method
from the others. It must finally be said in favour of them
both that they did not go to the absurd lengths reached by
Harnaock 78, who wrote of 8t. Anselm "mythological conception
of God as the mighty private man, who is incensed at the
injury done to his honour and wlll not forego his wrath

till he has received an at lsast adequately great egquivalent.”
Nowhere does Cod appear in the Cur Deus Homo as God of wrath;
He is the Creator, the Lord of all, and St. Anselm is no more

guilty, if no less, than any other theologian of like stature;

satisfaction is as much associsted with His justice as with

His heonour, and has no arbitrariness to it. Harnack's
account is corude caricature, based more upon a refusal to
see in 8h. Anselm anything but the legal concepts of his
day, than upon any profound knowledge of his theology.
Aut Poena.

If the proper satisfaction 1s not made for sin, then
in St. Anselm's opinion there is only one alternative, namely,
that God should punish the sinner. That this is the scle al-
texnative, S5t. Anselm emphasises by indicating the impossi-
bility of God's forgiving (by which, as we shall see in the
sequel, he means "condoning") sin, and the incongruity of
the non-punishment of sin. The double emphasis is made by
means of an equation which he snpplies at I.12 L.ll1l. To
forgive sin (without satisfaction being made for it) is
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eguivelent to not punishing it. St., Anselm develops his
argunent by examining both sides of the equatio-n, beginning
with the incongrulty of the non-punishment of sin. His reasons
for the necessity of punishsment (if no satisfaction has beem
made) are explicit:-
yYirst of @il, if the sin be unpunished, then the sinful and
the sinless should receive the same treataent from God;
secondly, this impropriety is unde-lined by hls affirmation
thatqthe rightecusness of man is under a law wshereby God
mekes retributicn proportiocnate to the extent of righteous-
nwga or unrightecusnsess, ﬁhieh men achisve, Consequently,

£ sin be not 'wpunished, end iT no satisfsction be made to
God for it,then it is subject to no lew whatever, aud beccmes
freer even then righteousness, which is quite unfitting.
Bt. Anselm's mesnkig here is: wheress rishteousness 1is
subject to the law of obeying CGod's Will on every occcasicn, an
to the generel restrsints placed upou the meubers of a moral
society, and is in e certain sense unfree; on the other hand,
unrighteousness would, on the premises of the present argu-
mert, be free from any such law of obedience, ana Jiom thess
restraints, as well as frox the moral sanctions imposed by
God ~ganctiocns which St; Anselm belleves to be essential to
the order of the universe. Thirdly, if unrighteousness
goces Iree end unpunished, then 1t beoomes like Cod, Who is
Himself subject to no law -~ which 1s the height of incongruity
In fact, however, we ghall discover socon thet 8t. Anselm

modifies this rether extreme statement coneserunins God's freado:
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in the next few speeches in I.12. Boso rather oxpgrtly in-
dicates the conclusions which follow from an unqualified
assertion of this kind, and 5t. Anselm, in modifying what
he has said at I.l2, 1LL.290-30, virtually rejects his third
reason above-mentioned.

Before leaving these three ressons which St. Anselm
gives for the necessity of punishment of sin, if no saticsfac-
tion is made to God, three comments might be made.

(3.3.1.1) First, the nature of St. Anselm's arguuent in each of the
three cases is identical. He indlicates a consequence which
will follow if sin is unpunished; this consequence, he says,
is seen to be unfitting when considered in relation to God,
and it is, therefore, rejected. It 1s obvious that each of
the three arguments, then, dependz upon a prior notion of
what is proper or improper in God; the nature of this prior
notion seems to be self-evident to St. Anselm and Boso at this
stage of the argument. DBut when we come to the next stage of
the discussion of the impo-sibility of forgiveness, we
discover that vastly different conclusicns are drawn from it
by St. Anselm and by Boso. In fact, the real distinetion
between this present discussion of the nececsity of punish-
ment, and the next concerning the impossibility of forgiveness,

is that between the conveniens and the neccssariun.vs

(8.3.1.2) Secondly, these are mingled with the appeal to the ritting
in God, as we have seen, references to God's moral*zpvern-
ment of the universe, which will be stultified if certain
events take place. This theme is so common throughout the
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whole of the Cld and New Testaments that it is idle to look
anywhere else than thers for St. Anselm's source. Any sug-
gestion that St. Anselm is here describing God simply as if
He were the civil ruler of a mecieval state is both unscholar-
ly and amusing.

(3.3.1.3) Thirdly, these three arguments constitute only preliminary
bouts in St. Anselm's tackling of the problem., They
denonstrate the necessity of punishment, through the -
exposition of the impropriety of non-punishment; and they
would carry weight perhaps with Dbelievers but not with

unbelievers, whc seek the necessarium, In the argument

to which we now turn, St. Ancselm's aim is to dcmonutrato the
impossibility of forgiveness without punishment and apart
from satisfaction. He thus brings us closer to the heart
of the problem, bnd, by the space which he devotes to it, the
argument is regarded by him to be of great importance.
(3.83.2)8%. Anselm's equation was’'": o forgive sin is equivalent
to not punishing it." It remains for him to deal with the
first side of the eguation. The general ground for the re-
Jection of forgiveness as a pessible manner in which God may
deal with sin is that such forgiveness would conflict with
God's government of the moral order. The exact nature of
this conflict is the subject of a very interesting dialogue
between St. Anselm and Boso.
Boso's arguments for the necessity of forgiveness are
twofold. On the one hand, since God comnands us to forgiwe
otherssr, it would be self-contradictory for Him to demand
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of us what is improper in Himself. On the other hand, since
God is so free that He 1s subject to no lawsg;:gi is so kind
that nothing kinder can be imegined; since, finally, nothing
is right or proper except He wills it; then it seems curious
that He should not will or be permitted to forgive wrong-
doing.

8t. Anseln's replies are as follows: Fiest, God
instructs us to forgive those who have wronged us, lest we
should treat them with vongeanooas. Vengeance is God's
prerogative, and we daire not trespass upon it. Those earthly
rulers who take measure of vengeance do so ;a the instrumentas:
of God's vengeance. It is plain that St. Anselm has here
avo!ded this real issue raised by Boso, who, presumably,
has also in his mind some such passage as Bk. 6 35-36,
when the ground for our beiné merciful i1e the very fact which
St. Anselm here chooses to neglect, namely, that God is
merciful; or the parable of the unmerciful servanxaé} where
the implicetion is that being greatly forgiven by God we
must also forgive those who have sinned against us.

Secondly, S8t, Anselm arguesaslthat God's freedom in
will and action is bounded by considerations, internal and
essential to His own nature, of good order and propriety, as
St. Anselm calls them. God is not free in the sense that He
may will what is not right, or uhdertake some deed of kind-
ness which igcontrary to His dignity (or "worthiness"), or
lie. Right is not right because God wills it, nor could
right become wrong if God chooses that it should be so.
God would have to cease to be God. He would require to change



140

His nature entirely, in order to will what is not right and
true. If we do say "If God wills XY, then XY is right,"
we must add that this assertion can only be made of things
which are worthy of God's willing, of things which God can
will without ccntradicting Mis own nature or viclating His
own moral ordering of the universe according to His wiLl and
Nature. Very sucecinctly, however, St. Anselm concludes that
since it is impossible for God to exercise His liberty, His
will, His kindess, except within the limits of what 1s Jjust
and right, He cannot forgive the sipner without punishing him.
St. Anselm tries to elaborate on this positicn by his con-
tention®® that the punishment of the sinner is just and the
non-punishment unjust, because the one ministers to the
honcur of God and the other detracts from it. In short,
it is the fact that non-punishment or forgiveness of sins is
intolerable in a morally ordered universe that constitutes
the ground for its rejecticn.

Before we pa s to the discussion of this important

argument of St, Anselm's, let us indicate its logical form,
which is as,follows:-

To forgive sins violates the moral ordering of the
universe, Whatever violates the moral ordering of
the universe does not minister to God's hapour.
Whatever does not minister to God's honour is unjust.
Wjatever is unjust is a contradiétion of God's nature
A contradiction of God's nature is scmething which
God is not free to permit.

Therefore, God is not free to forgive sins.
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The full significance of St. Anselm's argument may be
indiceted in the following terms:-

(3.3.2.1) Pirst of all, St, Anselm's analysis of the nature of God's
liberty is an important contribution of theclogiocsal thought,
though as Schmitt stateaay, the argument is sdumbrated in
St. Augustine, De Symbolo C.1, n.2 . To understand that God's

attributes eo~-exist in Him under the limiting conditions which
each imposes upon the other: to recognise, too, that these

attributes constitute an integrated unity and not a loose
aggregate, 1s a corrective both to false interpretations

of the Divine nature, which congeive of it as unlimited in
ite liberty, and to the theclogical text book treatament of
the Diwine ettributes which does not appreciats the neces-
gity of considering their interactions upen esch other,
However much we disagree with 8t. Anselnm's statement in

T.13 L.17 that "highest justice is none other than God Hiuself
we can Tind nc fault wth the theclogical weight which has
prompted the statement, namely, that God's sttributes are
essential to Himself, not sccidents which He ¢an chenge at
will, but elements in His very Being, which cannot be oha@éed
without caming substantiel change in the very neture of ﬁéﬂ,
3%. Anselm,in a feow lines, states a positicn which no valuﬁé
tarism even though it spring frem an emphesis upon the _ 3
transcendence of God, can ever finally deny, namely, that God
wills right because it is right, and that He would require te
cease te have the nature which we know Him to have, in oqurﬁ\
to will what was wrong; alternatively, that whatever the “

transcendence of God may mean, no éefinition of the concept
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which implies God's superiority to human moral categories.

It would seem that voluntarism of the kind popularised by some
Barthians trying to?iore Barthian than Barth has gained iss
strength from the false assumption that it constitutes the
only alternative to & type of Platonism, which regards

valuez {or "Ideas") as more ultimate than God, and sets them
over against Him as the supreme realities which limit His
Being and aotivity. 8t. Anselm, however, impl.icitly demon-
Sstrates that there 1s a third way, a live option to volunta-
rism and Platonism: it is thet the moral notions are neither
more ultimate than God's nature, nor are they willed to be
what tho;ieaa it were, arbitrarily by Him: on the contrary,
they are co-eternal with Him, as existing integrally to His
very Being. Therefore, to ask whether God wills the right
because it is right, or whether the right is right because
God wills it, is to ask questicns which by reason of their
false premises do not admit of a true answer, the false
premise being, in the one case, that the right is logically
or ontologically prior to God, and in the other thah right

is arbitrarily made right by God's volition. The correct
description of the situation, which these two questions are
seeking, is that God wills the right befause he is God, &nd
righteousness being essential to His Being He cannot will
otherwise. For St. Anselm, therefore, moral concepts are
personalised in the nature of God ~ a view which is literally
stated at I.13, L.19, but which is reflected also in his

88.
identification of God with the Sunanum bonum,
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(3.3.2.2.) When we grant the validity of St. Anselm's starting point
in the discussion of the,poesibin&y of God forgiving sins
without enforcing punishment or demanding'aatisraotion, we
are not thereby committed to his conclusion - that God is not
free to forgive sins., While it is true that God is not free
to will anything which violates His essentlial nature, it
remains to be proved that forgiveness of sins belongs to that
class, It is self-evident that Cod is not free to lie,
for lying obviously contradicts God's nature as Truth. But
forgiveness of sins does not, prima facie, conflict with
God's nature, for as Boso, in raising the whole problem
indicates asforgivenesn of sins seems to feollow from the kind-
ness of God, than whom nothing kinder can be imagined.

Two features of St. Anselm's reply stand cut. On the one
hand, he does not & riously return to Boso's association of
the forgiveness of sins with the kindness of God. Neglecting
that association entirely, he sets forgiveness of sins over
against the justice of God, and argues for the contradiction
at that point. It may be said severely that 5t. Anselm is
~avoiding the issue, or that he prefers not to raise the ques-
tion of the possibility of an internal contradiction in the
very nature of God Himself, between His kindness and His Jus-
kice. Ferhaps a more accurate account of the matter is that
St. Anselm, in this portion of his work, is confining himseif
within the self-imposed /Sét-down in the Praefatio, and that
he can see God's kindness or mercy only in the redemption
achieved for men by the Cod-man, and only His justice in His
dealings with men apart from that redemption. The kindness



150

of God, from which Boso argues, then, would have mo place
90
in a discussion conducted within the terms of ratio justitiae,

He could, however, justifially be asked whether St. Anselm,
by this exclusion of the kindness of God,dces not render his
whole discussion in the major part of Book I rather artificial:
and whether his statement that justice is none other than
God Himsolrgl should not have led him on to say thaf love
is none other than God Himself.

on the other hand - to come now to the seconé feature
of St. Ahselm's reply to Boso - while his treatment of the
problem of whether right is right because God wills it is
valid, his discussion of the rightness of Cod's forgiving
sins is guilty of an ignoratio elenchi. Despite the

sorites92i, which St.Anselm seeks to prove that forgiveness
of sins is a violation of the principles of justice and rec-
titude, he does not succeed in demonstrating that forgiveness
of sins is in the same case as, say, lying. The sorites is,
in fact, scarcely syllogistis at all, in so far as for St.
Anselm anything which violates God's moral ordering of the
universe, ipso facto, does not minister to God's honour,

and eo ipso violates the principles of justice. There is

no real logical sequence from one stage to the other, so that
they could easily be set down in reverse order, without affec-
ting the general argument in any way whatsoever. "To vidlate
theprinciples of justice,"” "to dishoncur God," "to violate
God's moral ordering of the universe" are for St. Anselm

equivalent phrasés. To Boso's assertion 93that forgiveness
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of sins is perfectly proper in a God than whom nothing kinder
can be imagined St. Anselmj in effect, responds with the
assertion that forgiveness of sins is not proper in a God
Who is Himself justice. I.13 does not advance the argument
beyond the general position reached at I.1l2, p.70, LL.27-30;
it merely re-states that counter-assertion in terms that
appears to be more self-evident to Boso.

It might be said that we have now disposed of St.
Anselm' s reply to Boso, by showing that he produced no
geunuine argument to show that forgiveness of sins is unjust;
but before such a conclusion is categorically stated, it is
necessary to mention certain considerations which compel
us to qualify it. An advocate for St. Anselm might say
that 8t. Ansella can not be expected to demonstrate the

manner in which forgiveness of sins conflicts withiod®s justic
and he might add that for St. Anselm the conflict is gelf-
evident; as is the conflict between God's truthfulness, and
lying. The notion of self-evidence is at any time fraught
with dirficulty; but its significance in the present situatio
is plain. To know the nature of God's truthfulness is teo
know the impossibility of God's lying: that is the ground
upon which 3t. Anselm would exclude God's lying, rather than
its contradiction of God's own commandment not to bear false
witness. 3imilarly, to know the nature of Ged's justice is
to realise that He would not allow in Himself anything which
contradicted His Jjustice, which 8t. Anselm would obviously
define in such a way as to include the suspension of the

moral order, and the &émplementation of the moral sanctions.
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If then we want to qQuarrel with 9t. Anselu(s v$cwu on.&gz‘
impossibility of God's forgiving sins (always, be it
remenbered, unier the double condition of the sin not being
punished and of no satisfaction being made, we must concen=-
trate not so much upon the logic of his arguments as upon
his theological conception of justice in God, upon which

the arguments rest, and particularly upon whether His justice
is to be defined partly, at least,in terms of bringing punish-
ment upon sin, It is just there that forgiveness of ainﬁ
presents to us a different problem from lying, in that,
whereas inability to lie, or, to put it pcsitively, an
eternal adhenence to truth, or self-consistency, is ob-

viously involved in the definition of truthfulness, the
punishment of sin 1s not formany of us necessarily a part

of the definition of God's Jjustice. The gualification in-

volved in the phrases "to us™ and "for nany of us" is most

important because clearly justice has come to have a differ-
ent connotation for the modern mind from that which St,
Anselm accepted, We tend to include in it such ideas as
impartiality, integrity, egquality, dissinterestedness, ideas
¢oloured in meaning by the politiesl, social and eccnomie
usage of the term. The problem is fundamentally, therefére,
one of sel¥-evidence and definition, rather than of validity
of argument.

(3.3.2.2) The fact that St. Anselm takes such care with Boso's
questions assures us that he was not insensitive to what is

now known as the "Liberel™ view of the Death of Christ., It
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is interesting that Boso's questions anticipate accurately
the kind of objection which was later to be raised by those
who disagreed with the so-called "objective."account of the
Atonement, and also argued that it was God's nature to for-
give anyway - "c'est son métier" When we cleave through
the sorites and the equivalent statements in which St. Ansela
clothes his thoughts we find that essentially his antagonisa
to the "Liberal™ view of the Death of Christ is implied In
the two demands which he here makes of sny adequate doctrine
of the Atonement. First, it must not be such as to conflict
with Cod's moral ordering of the uniwerse, i.e. 1t must take
full cogaisance of the gravity orf sin, anc of the conse-
quences which must necessarily feliow upon sin in an order 4
in which moral velues are both significant and operative.
Bosg's presentation of the "Liberal” c¢2se bringzs him into such
conflict as he himself in the end adnits. 3St. inselm appears
har?&c have laid his finger on a most important feature of
any complele soterliology, for however much we asuphasifie thé?
kinéness of God, we cannot e gape the fast of Qod's Judgmem%,
e fact more resl to us even than those who knew only the Lew.
Seconddy,amy adequate dootrine of Atonement must ecme tq '%
terms with the justife of God and not simply traat it as {f
it were removed by Cod's love or mercy. Even although St.
Angelm has limiteé his discussion in Book T almost excluaiva-‘\

ly to the ragic justitiae, neverthelees he describes one

attribute of God 's nature, which he nowhere rejects in Book
II, and which, moreover, is recognised by all but the

adherents of some sentimental varieties of therlogy as an 1n—_i
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controvertible attribute of God. We may quarrel with the
precise connotation which St. Anselm gives to the vmqi- and
in guarrelling we must be completely sure that we are not
substituting some sociological or econonic concept for one
which cught to be strictly theological - nevertheless, on

the cne hand, the attribute remains even when God is known

as a God of love; and, on the other hand, the fact upon which
he secks to base hls whole delineation of Jjustice, namely,
the necessity of God's moral ordering of the universe,
cannot easily be refuted.

As St. Anselm refers on two other occasions in Book I to

this theme of the possibiijty of God forgiving sin, it is
necessary for us now to consider them; for while they do not
alter the original thesis of I1.12,13, they throw added

light upon his general position.
94

(3.3.3.1) Boso finds difficulty this time in the sentence in the

Lord's Prayer "Forgive us our debts,” and statesfhe difficulty
is in the forp of a disjunction. Either, we have alreadyppid
God the honour which is due, and made satis raction for our
sin, in which case it would be unnecessary for us to pay for
forgiveness; or, we have not made the necessary satisfaction
for our sin, in which case to pray for forgiveness would be to
ask God to do scmething unbecoming. It may be cbserved that,
in dealing with the first part of this disjundtion, Boso makes
a rather obscure statementgsz "Surely God is not so unjust

as to demaend a second time what has been paid." Thids state-

96
ment is to be related to that which has preceded it:
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"For if we have paid that which we owe, why do we pray that
(God) should forgive it?" by a suppressed statement.
This last quoted sentence indicates that having paid the
debt and being free of any demand that God may make upon us
for it, we no longer stand in need of forgiveness. ;i g
however, we tharesrter'atill reguire to pray God to forgive
our sins, we imply that Géd is still demanding payment of
the debt, which ex hypothesi we have just paid: in other

worcs, God is demanding payment of our debt to Him twice
over,

Sf. Anselm's reply to 303097 is simple and direct,
namely, that the supplication for the forgiveness is still a
pari of the payment of the debt; in other words, the payment
of the debt is not completed until that supplication has been
mede. St. “nselm adds that Boso will understand better the
answer given to him when he has listened to St. Anselm's
exposition of the reasons for Christ's Death. In the light
of what has gone before, it is difficult to see what 3t.
Anselm has accomplished by his reply to Boso, and, in fact,
it would appear that Boso's question is still unanswered.

In the préceding speeches of I.19, 8t. Anselm and Boso have
both been talking about the punispment which men must endure
if he does nct make the satisfection regquired by God,

and abotit the blessedness which will be his if he makes
satisfaction. On these terms, Boso's dilemma remsins unsolved
and St. Anselm's answer is no answer. The prayer for
forgiveness demanded by God is a second payment and, therefore

unjustly expected of man. But, in Book ITI, the solution of
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Boso's problem presents itself. The satisfaction for man's
sin is not offered by man but by the God-man through the
special merits of His Death. That offering does not, of it-
self, redeem all men and annihilate their sins. They must
appropriate "the benefits of His Death", and they do so by
scme such prayer as Boso quotes.gB If, therefore, we
paraphrase solutio (payment) as "all yhat is required by
God before forgiveness can be completed,” then St. Anselm's
statement at I.199° is correct: the prayer for forgiveness
is actually part of the payment, as a rasult of which for-
giveness comes to the sinner. Harnacﬂoo is particularly
oritical of this reply of St. Anselm to Boso, describing

it as "the vitiated conception of our prayer to God for
forgiveness, that it 1s a part ef our satisfection and that
it can never in itself effect forgiveness.™ Harnack here
comuits the error of ignoring St. Anselm's plain ingunction
to us to read his reply in the light if what he has later
to say on the Death of Clirist; when so read, it bears

none of the vitiation suggested by Harnack. As to the
latter part of Harnack's oriticism, it must be said that
what he regards as a fault in 5t. Anselm is actually a
correct statément of the situation. For the Christian,
the prayer for forgiveness does not "of itself effect

fmi-"’-u- -
forgiveness" if theraby we mean that it is a necessary

and sufficient ground of forgiveness, apart from the. . o
saving work of God in Jesus Christ. The Christian be iéves .

that his prayer is but the last in a long series of much
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mightier events, which began with "the Lemb slain before
the foundation of the world."

(3.3,3.2) At I.24, LL.13 ff., St. Anselm works towards a conclusion,
which, while it is fundamentally a restatement of his view
expressed at I.12, p.7¢, LL.27-30, gives that view in
sharper and even harsher terams; and,further, it is
prefaced by a different scries of assertions. The conolusiéﬁj
is that forgiveness is a form of mercy which is contrary to
God's justice, ahd, because it/wculd inveolve Him in self-
contradiction, it is impossible for Him. Once again , God
is conceived of as one with His Justioéoz' and, consequently,
what conflicts with His justice is regarced as conflicting
with Cod's nature as a whole, and, therefcore, as an impos-

sible course of action for God . ¢n this occasion, forgive-

ness is linked not with the kindness of Go#@ (benignitas'ai)

but with the mercy (misericordia) of God, which, whatever

other forms it take, does not take that of forgiving
sins, no satisfeaction being made.

St. Anselm prepsares for his conclusiop by a consideratio:
of two possible pbjscte which a merciful God might be con-
ceived of as achieving by roégiving ainz, ooth of which con-
siderations lead to untenable conclusions. The first alterna-
tive is that God should absolve man from payment of the debt
under which he stands because of his heving sinned against
God, a debt which he ought spontanecusly to pay but which
because of its enormity he cannot. The second is that God

should set man free from the punishment which He was about

ta 1nflint unan Him:r memaloc Shat AP ol dme Pucam bl
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against his will, the blessedness, which would have been

his had he obeyed Ged's Law, The first alternative is
rejected on the ground that it is equivalent to God's
absolving man from a debt which God could never have received
from him in any case, and constitutes a mockery (derisio)

of God. The mockery consists in the fact that God is forced
into & certain line of action, not by His own will, but by
man's feilure. The second alternative is unsatisfactory,
because by relaxing punishment of guiity sinners, whose
{nability to meke recompense to God is their own responsibili-
ty, God raises han to bledsedness becauss of his sin104,

From JI.24, p.93, L«30, to I.24, p.94, L.7, St. Anselm
emphagises his now comuon principle that final blessedness
of enjoying God in glory will not be given to any who have
not pald to God the full debt that 1is owned to Him, or who
have not madgdg.equata satisfaction to God for their sin.

At this point, 3oso's despalr concerning God's merey reaches
its nadir, as he realises that theme i& for man no escape

Irom God's Jjustice., St. Anselm, in trying to relieve that
despalr, draws a distinction which is significant, but which
he dces not develop, namely, betwesen God's general mercy
(which we might translate as "Providence”) which He shows

vhen He saves men and beasts and that final mercy by whioch

He raises men toc eternal blessedness, This final mercg&s.
however, only shown to those whc have been conpletely forgiven,

and such forgiveness is only for those who have made adequate

satisfaction for all their sins. Once again, we have the notic
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of forgiveness which St. Anselm intpoduced at I.1l9, p.86,
LL. 8 ff., that forgiveness is indissclubly related to
forgiveness. ra.éis){wﬁc'rw 2

If we review St. Anselm's discussion of the forglveness

of sins throughcut Book I.loe

, we find that there are two
distinet interpretaticns to be given‘of the term. On the

one hand, he equates it with the non-punishment of sin,
no'recompense being mede to God for it, and in this sense

it 1s strongly condemned on the grounds already examined.

Cn the other hand, he equates it with the non-punishment of
sin, when the sipner pays the debt, which he has inccured by
ainning. Under these circumstances, GCod recognises

that His honour has been upheld, and $ha$ the moral order

of the universe safeguarded. He consequently absolves the
sinner from all responsibility for past sin. In fact, it
cculd be said that there are for St. Anselm two species of
forgiveness of sin, the one possible and the other impossible
for God, according to whether the necessary satisfaction

has or has not been made. Tt is a great pity that St. Anselm
did not use different words for these two senses (he uses
dimittere throughout), for they are two quite different con-
ceptions of forgiveness. The reader also, then, would be
spared the degeption of thinking that the statements of I.24
contradiot those of I.19, It will be important to x'am.ember'07
that St. Anselm regards the latter sense as a genuine form

of forgiveness, and not simply as an altemnative to forgive-

ness or the remission of sins without punishment. In other



160

words, St. Anselm's full theory will be that it is through
satisfsction that forglveness takes place.

(3.3.4) It will be discovered frcm & close examination of sorites
given in (3.3.2) and of our comments givea in (3.3.2.2.)
from St. Anselm's equivalent phrases "to violate the prin-
ciples of justice,” "to dishonour dod,"etc., that whereas
in J.12 and I.1l3, St., Anselm fully deals with the assertion
that the non-punishment or forgiveness of sin is a ¥iclation
of God's honour, he has not examined the obverse of
that assertion; namely, that the punishment of sin ministers
to the honour of God. This questicn is dealt with in TI.14
and the allied problem of whether, in fsct, it is a real
possibklity thet God's honcur can .be in any way impugned,
is discussed in I.15,

(3.3.,4.1) The problem, as stated by Boso in his customary artless
way, is this: While it may be conclusively demcnstrated
that the sinner, by meking satisfection to God for the sin
that he heas commitﬁed, restores God's lost honour, it is
by no means ohviocus that the punishment of the sinner,
elther itself does honour to God, or in doing so restores to
God the honcur that He lost through man's simning. The
problem could be illustrated from ordinary lsw. A pcor man
robs hls neighbour's garden, eating of the fruit and vege-
tables he has stolen, and he is apprehended. Being unable
to pay from his possessions the equlvalent of the things
stolen, and to make the additional payment reguired tc make
amends for the fact of having stolen for the dishonour done,

he is physically punished or incarcerated. Such punishment
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cannot make good the neighbour's loss. Similarly, it is
possible that by man's sinning God lost something which
could not be restored by man's punishment. Accordingly,
Boso contends, St. Anselm must show, on the one hand, that
the punishment of the sinner redounds to the honour of God,
and, on the other hand, what the nature of the honour thus
accomplished is,

St.Anselm's reply takes the form of a general assertion
that it is 1mpos§1ble_ror God to lose His honour. The grounds
for the general assertion in this particular case are that
either man gives spontaner usly to God the honour that is due
to Him, by obeying God's Will or bymmaking adequate satis-
faction should he actually sin; or God puts him in subjection
and receives the honour from him against his will, thus for-
cibly demonstrating that He is lord. What exactly it is
that God wrests from man, St. Anselm demonstrates by means
of a strange and rather strained analogy. Just as man in
sinning took from God what was His, so God by pudshing man
takes frem man.whut is his, i.e. what it was in his power to
have, had he not sinned, namely,his eternal bliss. In this
way, man repays to God, even though sRainst his will, what is
his own. What God takes redounds to Hi8 honour, in the very
fact that it is taken away. Thus, God proves that the sinner

and all that is his are in subjection to Himself.
' 108

Since Boso at the beginning of the next Shapter says

of the above argument: "Placet quod diqip", we must pause

to discover whether St. Anselm has properly met Boso's
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difficulty. It would appear not, for the following reasons:
First, it is guite false to equate what is man's with what
it is in his pover to have if he‘pina not, i.e. his eteéernal
bliss. Obviously, that bliss is prhoise}y wpat man does not
have. St. Abselm pictures God as taking.rrnm man a reward
which is the very nature of the case, because of his sin,
man could not possibly have rec-ived. Secondly, it might
be said that Dt. Anselm appreciates the relevance of Boso's
question, whether honour can be done to God by His punishing
the sinner. Honour can only be done to God by His receiving
some payment - that is e general principle in the whole of

the Cur leus Howmo; consequently, God must hypothetically

give man something, so that man can meke repayment. The
result is s highly artificial argument. Thirdly, it is
difficult to see just why “t. Anselm should be trying to
maintain such an impossible position, especially in the

light of I.20, where he argues sc emphatically that the
sinrer has nothing with which to meke repayment to God. In
fact, the theme of this chapter (I.l4) flatly contradicts

the whole contention of Book I, that man is completely unable
to make satisfaction for his sin. Fourthly, 5t. Anselm un-
Justifiably makes a great deal of the fact that God wrests
submission frcm man, whereas actually, as St. Anselm hes desc
bed the situati-n, God does not. The sinner continues to sin
his heart is still turned against God, for it is against his
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will that he gives God the hypothetical gift; he does not
submit to God, and the dishonour continues. 1In & word,
the whole discussion is unfortunate.

(3.%.4.2) Boso (perhaps sensing the inadequacy of this previous
argument) reises yet another awkward problem.log' If it
is contended that God continually endeavours to safeguard
His honour, why then does He allow anyone to infrince 1it,
even in the slightest degree? Boso's question restsbn
a conclusion accurately drawn from the ear.ier chapters
of Book I. Throughocut, God is described as (One Who at every
turn in his relations with the sinner jealously protects His
honour. If the sinner does not make satisfaction for his sin,
then God will defend His honour by punishing him. The proper
amount of satisfaction to be made to God, could the sinaer
accomplish it, is in direct’ relation to the immensity of
the dishonour done. Even the righteous man who obeys the
Will of God as e rational creature does so to maintain the
honour of God. How, then, says Boso, does it come about that
a2 God so continually concerned with His honour, should ever
allow anyone to violate it?

In answering Boso's question, St. Anselm gives virtually

two replies. First, he maintains that nothing can be added to
or taken away from God's honcur, @0 far as he is concernned

(quantum ad illum_pertineﬂ}lo His honcur, like Himself, is

incorruptible and imnutable. That fact is the sheet anchor
of the discussion. Secondly, St. Anselm, realising that the
first answer in itself is a setting aside of the problem
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which Boso raised, endeavours "to save the appearances.”

In spite of the unchangesble charaoter of God's honour, human
beings scem to increase that honour, when theycooey God's

will and submit to Him, and to diminish it, when they discbey
Him. God's Will for the universe iz that it should exhibit
strict order and beauty by each creature fulfilling the func-
tion for which Cod crested it; The sinner, as far as he is
concerned, disturbs that order, but only uhder the permissive
Will of 0G&éd, Whose supreme wisdom turng the perversity to
order and beauty. While 3t.Anselm does not go so far as to s¢
that sin and evil themselves have a pl=ce within the pattern
of the order and beauty of the universe, he does say that
satisfaction for sin and punishment of sin have such a place,
for God in meny ways brings good cut of evil If it were not
made plain that God conforms human perversity to His general
plan for the universe, then two undesirable conclusions, or
"impossible alternatives™ would follows first, the perver-
sity would be ailowed to persist as a continual violation of
the order of the universe, and constitute a deSormity of it;
and, secondly, God would appear to rail in His moral govern-
aent of the world. These two results are unfitting, and,
therefore, impossivle. 3St. snselm combines both of his rep-
lies in his conclusicn: Qod, 28 far as He is concerned, can
be hon-ured or.éishon.ur&dby no-one; any humen being, as far

.a¢ he i
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concerned, only appears to do so, when he either
subnits His will to Cod's or withdraws such submission.
Thls chepter (I.15) is perticulsrly interesting, not

only befause of its plece within the Cur Deus Homo, but also
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because it represents St. Anselm's attempt to deal,with a

111. The problem

perennial problem of all types of theism
is fundamentally the problem of evil - though it is not raised
in the form with which St. Augustine, according to "The

Confe ‘sions"®, concerned himself in his immediately pre- Chris-

tisn days,tBe form, unde malum? For St. Augustine, the

problem was: how is it that evil exists in a world which has
been created by a good God? Nor is the problem raised in
the form which 1s the usual corollary teo that just mentioned:
how is it that an omnipctent God allows evil, which is a
denial of His whole nature, to persist in a unliverse, where
His Will is law? St. Anselm's difficulty i=s more akin to
the latter form of the problem, and it is: how is human sin
td be reconciled with the immutability of God's honour, and
with God's moral government of the universe® His answer may
be commented upon in the following terms: -

First, there would seem to be a fundamental incompatibi-
lity between the general conclusions which St. Anselm is here
seeking to establish, and the dominant theme of the whole

of the Cur Deus Homo; namely, of asserting,on the one hand,

that any loss of honour to God thrcugh man's sin is a mere
appearance, and that in itself God's honour remains unchanged;
and, on the other hand, that the gravity of human sin, even
if the smallest sin, consists in the fact that it robs God

of honcur due to Him from His creatures, and that adequate
satisfaction must be mede to atone for the dishon-ur. There

is no way out of this incompatibility by saying that 3t. Ansel:
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does admit that dishoncur is done to God by viclation of the
order and beauty of the universe; for the purpose of I.1l5

is to demonstrate that though this appears to be so, in actual
fact God's essential honour is in no way affected. In short,
the introduction of the theme of I.1l5 threntens to cut the
nerv§ of the whole argument of the book.

Secondly, it is extremely dcoubtful whether any analysis
of human sin, which regards it as an appearance, a "seeming
to be so," is truly Christianh. Sin has to be regarded as
reai, not only es far as man is concerned, but also as far
as God is concerned. 8in creates = reletion of estrangement
between éod as He is in Himself and man as he is in himself.
To suggest that this relation is illusory in anyway 1s to
weaken the whole conception of sin. .

Thirdly, St. Anselm reaches his conclusion thst Cod's
honour only seems to be viclated, by employing a distinction,
the relevance of which would have to be questioned; namely,
God's honour as it is in Himself, and His honour as,it is
expressec in the order and beauty of the universe., The dis-
tinction is admittedly valid. God's honour existed before
the world was crested, and there were human beings to fulfil
or defy His Will; and that honour expresses itself now and
maintains itself in a world well-ordered morally - though
that is but one of its many forms of expression. Butijia the
use which St. Anselm makes of the distinction which is to be
questicned. He wants us to believe that by defying God's
Will in the universe, and thus disturbing its harmony, we
do not dishonour God as He is in Himself. From the quite
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legitimate beliefs that the honcur of God can be - indeed
is - expressed in other situations than in a morally well-
ordered world, and that a disturbance of that order is not
a violation of all the methods 1n:£33'a honour mey be ex-
pressed; He seems to conclude that it is, therefore, not
a real viodation of God's honour &t all. Ged's hcnour is /i
involved, even though perhaps not so completely in any
situation in which Ve lays His imperative uponr e human
being, 28 truly as it is in some loftier situstion in which
he might eonceive of Tim as entering into reletions with S
angels; and a human refusal to obsy that imperative is dia-?
honoureble to Cod, as He is in Himsel?, and does not simply
seem Lo be so.

Fourthly, af ccurse, it is rethsr obvious that it is the
concepticn of the immutability of God's honour which is the
distorting factor in the whole of 5t. Anselu's argﬁmant.

The theory of the immutability of God¢ has had an influence
on theology disproporticnate to the truth of many of the
popular interpretations of it. The thecry iz too often

cast ia the mould of rlatonie or Aristotelizn thought, .
which antithesises the vizible as changeable and 0orrupﬁih13;§
and tha invisible as unchanging and eternasl. In Hebrew- | '1 |

Christian thought, the immutability of God 1s construed in '
)
terns of self-consistency, which pemmits of the kind of change

which might be expacted in One who ism a living God, Who

e

enters continually into historical relati-ns with His people; |

i,

giving Himself supremely to them in a historical Person; and
¥ho 48 a moral God re-mots to their words and deeds. Change=~

lessness of the kind, with which St. Anselm's conception shows
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certain arffinity, is a metaphysical rather than a religious
category, as is seen also in the further Platonism of
distinguishing God's henour as it is in itself, and as it
appears in the world of phenomena. St. Anselm is not,
however, wedded to this conception, for he sotn shows in
the sequel that his sympathies with CGreek metaphysics are
not so profouné as those with the Christian doetrine of God.
Fifthly, even if we did allow St. Anselm his premises,
his distinction and his Platonic background ss in this
chapter (I.15) we nevertheless discover that his €ifficul-
ties are not resolved. It is, for example, no easy task to

determine the function of the voluntas perﬂittons%lz the

permissive will. The tera,when first read, suggests,

that the sin of the sinner, since it is a human action, can
only be done by the strength which God supplies to all His
creatures to keep them in 1ife; but God would wrongly be
said to will the sin of the sin-er. The conclusion is eva-
ded by means of the notion of the permissive will. 8t.
Anselm,partly at least, oconveys this intention by his use
of the phrase, for he is seeking to preserve Sod's sovereignty
within the moral order and to protect His goodness from all
question, and cannot, therefore, impute the sins of evil

men to God. The permissive will solves his problem - super-
ficially, at least, However, St. Anselm uses the notion in

a rather strange way which suggests that he has more in mind
than we have just stated. His general theme in the preceding

sentencel?d is that, whether a man or an angel obeys or dis-
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obeys God, he is still subject to God's Will and govern-
ment; by changing from obedience to discbediencs, he but
flees from under the Will which commands to the Will that
punishes., But he makes the transitlion under the Will of God
that permits it. St. Anselm, then, conceives of three
possible modes of the Divine Will - lmperative, punitive and
permissive. The permissive Will is not simply that

which allows o man to sin, without denying him the physical
strength tc do the =action, but is alsc that by which a man,
who has discbeyed God, finds himself pessing under the
shedcw of God's punishment. 1In this sense, the permissive
will is the punitive will in the process of going into
operation.

Yhe notion of the permissive will in ite former sense
raises the question of whether St. Anselm is prepared to
allow thet sin does disturb the order end beauty of the
universe, At I.15, p.73, LL 6-9, he affirms that he who
dishenours God disturbs this order and beauty. The addition

of the phrase guantum in se est - which might be variously

translated es "as far es he 18 concerned " (i.e. from a

humen point of view, we must say that God is dishonoured,
though from God‘'s side we ‘now that this is impossible);

or as "as far as in him )ies" (i.e. as far as he has the power
to go, he dishonours Cod, but God immedistely inbdervemes and
prevents total or permenent disorcering of the universe) -
does not alter the admission thet sin Introduces disharumony

in God's world. Even though, by means of satiefaction or
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punishment, God restores order, there has been disorder;
and even if God brings good out of evil, evil still does not
become good. St. Anselm fails to understand that he is try-
ing to maintain more than anyone could be reasonably expected
to maintain; namely, boththe absence of deformity in the moral
order and beasuty of the world, and the almdghﬁnass of Geod's
moral government. He seems to feel that the letter depends
upon the establishment of the former,heidce his elaborate“
arguments to provelthe former. Few dogmatic theclogians
would accept the depefidence of the latter on the complete
demonstration of the former, or would be prepared to argue
for the former at all.

At the beginning of I.251l¢h1n answer to Boso's permis-
sion about the possibiiity of man's salvation, because of
his inability to make satisfaction to God, St. Ansel: replies
that such pessimism is a challenge to those who d eny that
Christ is necessary to man's salvation. By means of a series
of startlingly swift jumps, he proceeds to show to Boso why
mankind must of necessity be saved by Christ. There are
three possible fates that may attend sinful man: he may be
saved by Christ; he may be saved in srme other way, he may
not be saved at all. Even unbeliwers are prepared to admit
thet the last possibility is false, so that the cholce lies
between the first two. St. Anselm, however, arrifms, as al-
ready proved, that if salvation does not come through Christ,
then it does not come at all - which he regards as disproving
the second possibility, and as establishing the first. The
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premise upon which even unbeliwers would not join 1ssue,
namely, that God's purposes would be frustrated if some men
were not raised to ultimate blessedness, is repeated as
giving strength to tﬁo whole argument, and as, therefore,
proving the case against the unbeliever completely. Where-
fore, either satisfaction can be made to God outside the
manner indicated in the Christian faith - which, in fact,

no argument can ever prove - or that faith must be accepted,
as a logicael necessity. Boso then pleads that the convincing
logic, which has demonstrated man's inability to make satis-
faction to God, may be extended to the proof of &ay1 the
subject-matter of Catholic belief concerning Jesus Christ
and the salvation which He wrought for mankind.

(4.1)The latter half of this chapteri!® - with its recapitulation
of the general conclusion of Bk.I; namely, that man by reason
of his sin has put himself in so great a debt to God that he
cannot possibly pay it himself; and with its plea from Boso
that St. Anselm should demonstrate with logical sequence the
necessity of the kind of salvation which the Christian faith
affirms in Jesus Christ - is much as we should expect it to
be. Not so the former half of the chapter, which presents
the following difficulties.

(4.1.1)St. Anselm suggests that the argument of Bk.I has not only
proved the impossibility of man's saving himself, but also
the necessity of salvstion by Jesus Christ. It is by no meaﬁs

the case that the proof of the first position carries with
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it the proof of the second. If it did, we should quite
rightly expect St. Anselm to make more use of this fact than
he does in Bk.l. If it did, too, the continuity between

Bk. I and Bk.II would have been more sustained than it is.

In fact, St.Anselm does not develop his argument in Bk.IT
from this point at all. He begins de novo, using only the
general conclusion of Bk.I, that man's payment off debt to
God by himself is a moral and logical impossibility.

It is premature for St, Anselm to introduce reference

to the "value" of the salvation which Christ accomplishes
before he has &escribed Who Christ is, In Bk. II, the
value of Christ's Death is proportionste to His Person. Un-
til it is actually demonstrated that the payment made by
Christ is vastly different from that which any other person
could make, then the believer is justified in questioning
beth the ppesibility and the necessity of salvation by Christ,
precisely because he dces not know how it is af}oomplished.llG
In view of these reather obvicus difficulties, it must be
contended that St. Anselm has introduced this sectiondl?
not in the interests of logical counsistency, or even for
the sake of rounding off the ccnclusions of Bk.I, but rather
for dramatic purposes. In an almost perverted and roguish
way, he indicates the course which his argument must take

if it is to accomplish the task which Boso gave him, that

of demonstrating the necessity of ths God-Man for the salva-
tion of mankind. These 1S no doubt that T.25, p,95, LL.18-19
contains the theme of Bk. 1I, namely, the description of the
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way in which the Death of Christ makes human salvation
possible, and the sin of man makes Christ's Death necessary.

To that subject we now turn.
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c ER I11
DEUS-HOMO : Christology

9t. Anselm's frequent use of the name Deus-homo,
which @chmitt hyphenates in II.6 ff, suggests that the
EZnglish translations of the title of the work, Jur Deus
Homo, require revision, to be brought more into line
with the central theme of the book. The translations given
are: "Why was God made man?"l ang "hy God became man?”z
aothlassume that 2 question mark is ¢t~ be found in the title,
whereas Schmitt omits the guestion merk. In view of the
fact that frow II.6 onwards 3t. Anselm is seeking to demon-
strate why The God-men is required for the cnly salvation
possible for man in the light of his inordinate debt to
God because of his sin, it would be wise to retain this
euphagis in the translation of the title, and to suggest,
literally, "why there should be a God-man;" or, in peraphrase,
"The reascn for the God-man," His whols argument develops
arcund the theme cf the God-man, the unity of His Person,
the necessity of His two natures, and the value of His Death
as atonement for the sins of mankind,

8t. Anselm prefaces his discussion of the God-man with
an examination 4in I1I1.5 of Boso's suggestion that, since
God seems to save us of neceasity lest His purposes for mén
should be frustrated and He Himself bqinvolved in inconsis-
tency, salvation is not if His free grece., Since his argument

at I1.17 (in Schmitt's division of the chapters) is an ampli-
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fication of his views given in II.5, it mey be included in the
discussion, At ll.ﬁ, St. Anselm gives two answers to Boso's
sugzestion: first, that while God is admittedly under the
necessity of accomplishing the salvation of man, that necessity
arises ~ut of God's gracicus decision to create man and to
bring him to perfection; and, secondly, that God knows no
necesdty except that imposed upcn Him by His own nature and
attributes., These answers are obviously connected, but they
are distinguishable and call for separaste treatment,

(1.1)8t. Anselm preparesd s for his first answer by saying that
there are two kinds of necessity operative in the conferring
of benefits; in one case, the benefactor against his will
does the kindness; and, in the other, the benefactor of his
own free-will submits himself to the necessity, or, as we
should say, freely undertakes the responsibility of conferring
the benefit. From the moment of his undertaking the res-
ponsibility, in the latter case, then necessity is laid upon
him of fulfilling the responsibility. That kind of necessity,
which springs from no external compulsion is not properly
called "necessity" at all: rather is it grace. And the
thanks of the beneficisry is due to the benefactor. It is
noticeable that ét. Anselm throughout the chapter plays on the
double meaning of the word gratia as "thanks" and "grace."
He agrees with Boso, who initiates the ambiguity in his speech
at the beginning of the chapter, saying that it is only a benef
tion done of grace that deserves thanks., St. Anselm illustrate
his answer with two examples; that of the necessity of honourin

a promise freely made, and that of the dFoipline of the religio
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life, even though the votayy freely elects to live that
kind of life. A fortiori, even though God by His creation

of man and by His promises to him imposes upop Himself the
responsibility, and in that sense, necessity of honouring
these promises and completing His creation; nevertheless,

the creation, the promises and their fulfilment all stemu
from God's grace. St. Anselm's point is well made and it is
worth making. But it is significant that, in his application
of the principle iliustrated in the two examples to God's
grace in conferring benefits, he cmits the word "hecessity"
altogether, which indicstes his unwillingness tc regard the
second type of necessity mentioned at the beginning of his
argument as strictly necessity at all, This unwillingness

is shortly to re-appear.

For he introduces what I have called his second reply to Boso
with the statement that "God does néthing by neoesaity."4
Here he quite clearly does not have in mind the second type
of necessity already noticed in II.5; but the first, which, ir
11.175, he says is always of two kinds: either coercion or
preventiocn. God is not subject to either of those nor is

He subject to any impessibility,for both mecessity and im-
possibility are dependent upon His will., St. Anselm cannot,
Rovwever, avoid use of the word "necessity" for, as soon as he
continues with the argument, he says that when, as it were,
from the necessity of avoiding inconsistency, God does Some-
thing, this necessity is that of maintaining His own
integrity. This integrity He derived from no other buy
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Himself (a_se). Consequently, the nececsity which it imposes
upon Him, the necessity of consistency is not properly so-
called -~ again the embarras ment over the word ™necessity.”
It is, in other words,the necessity of self-determination.
So, an unchangingly good God will necessarily bring to per- I
fection that which He has begun in man, and He will do so of
His own free grace.

while it is true, therefore, that St. Anselm q:périqnoss
difficulty in deciding whether to assign necessity to dﬁd's
actions or vélitions, it cannot be said that there is any
confusion in his mind on the matter, or that there is any
self-contradictions in his atatamenta when they are put in
their proper context. WNecessity of coercion or prevention
is denied of God; the necessity imposed upon Himby His own
nature and attributes is affirmed. It is, moreover, most
important to draw attention to the phrase a se which St.Anselm
has used, for it is destined to play a major role in the devel-
opment of his position? For the present we record that the
phrase is linked with the idea of God's self-determination
in His activity in accordance with His essential natiire. The
phrase is the root of the word aseitas, which, while not
actually used by St. Anselm himself, is a neat expressien for
a concept which is of complex connotation. It is significant,
too, that St. Anselm introduces the conception at the climax
of his argument as if it represemsd his mature Jjudgment on
the question of the application of the idea of necessity to
God's actions,

(1.3) To the question of whether God ever acts under necessity,
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St. Anselm provides in II.1l7, also, a somewhat different
answer from those mentioned in II,E, in spite of the
similarities at the points already mentioned in (1.2).
Dealing, first of all, with the question of whether 1t can
truly be said that "God cannot do" certain thinge, he inter-
prets the sentence not as the denial of any pewer in God,
but as the affirmation that God has in Him e certain power or
strength which nothing outside of Himself can subdue; that
is, nothing can compel Hia to do that which it is said He
cannot do. An ordinary situation illustrates the point.
Thus, when it is said that "this mannot cannot be conquered,"”
we do not assign any weakness to him, but rather mean that
there is in him some power which no-one else can conguer.
So when the statement is made that it is necessary for God
to do this or not to do that , the intention is, says st.
Anselm, that nothing has the pewer to ccupel Him to do this
or prevent Him from doing that.? when it is said that
it is necessary that God should speak the truth and not lie,,
what is meant is that so great is God's stedfastness in the
truth that nothing can comstrain Him not to spesk the truth.
It is possible to write off this discussion as an early
Scholastic analysis of the nature of necessity in God, or as
an elaborate attempt on St. Anselm's part to extricate himself
from a rather too nice problem of his own choosing. In fact,
however, it is more acocurate to see in his discussion a very
true account of the nature and operaticn of the God of the

Christian Revelation. For St. Anselm is drawing attention to
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what might be called the dynamic quality of God's nature.

His God is a moral God in sction. It is not sufficlent, in
his opinion, to say simply that God is identical with truth,
or consistency, or righteousness. It must, in addition, be.

said that God in His actions conforms His will to the dic-

tates of truth, Consistency and righteousne:ss even though
these have in Himself the scurce both of their being and
meaning. From this conformity of His Will He will allow
nothing whatescever to turn Him aside. While, therefore, the
two arguments of II.5 present to us the kind of constraint
which is placed upon God by His promises to man and by His
own nature, at 11.16, St. Anselm brings ocut God's reaction
to that constraint as the reaction of & moral will which
refuses to be deflected from its stedfastness and integrity
by any contrary influence. Such, then, is the proper setting
for the arguments which St. Anselm offers in relation to the
nature and value of the Death of Qur Lord: the setting of a
wholly moral God, Who initiates salvation freely of His own
grace, and Who in bringing that salvation to completicn
willingly submits Himself to the necessities of consistency,
truth and righteousness. Any interpretation of St. Ansela's
soteriology which contradicts that pesition has failed to that
extent to ufiderstand the truly Christian charscter of his
thoughts about God and the Atonement.

Turning now to St. Anselm's actual treatment of the Perso:
of Jesus Christ, we find that his argument unfoldé itself in

a geries of definite statements on the following themes: the
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dktent of the satisfaction due to be made to God for man's
sin; the divinity or the deity of the Person who alone can
make such satisfaction; the humanity of the Pebson; the com-
presence of these two natures in one Person, and the sinless-
ness of this Person, Who is the God-man,

Broadly stated, the task which St. Anselm is set in Bk.
II is to make clear who the Person is Who is able to repay to
God the debt which man has incuered by his sin, and how, in fac
he achieves this end. The argument by which he establishes the
Person ot the Mediator is stated in II.6, with brevity out of
all proportion to Lhe central position which it occupies in
8t. Anselm's thought. The steps of the argument are fairly
precise: they set forth the gqualififations of Him Who is to
be capable of offering to God the adequate satisfaction for
man's sin.

Due satisfscotion can only be made to God, if he who
undertakes the task is able to provide something which ex-
ceeds in walue all that exists apari from God, omne guod
praeter Deunm est® The consideration of this condition need

not now detain us, for it is a re-affirmation of a view
enunciated at I.21, and previously discussed.? It 1is
notewerthy that St. Abselm used this proposition as the starti:
point of what is the central argument of his book, even though
he did not elaborate it to any great degree in I.2l. It will
be revalled that, after maintaining that not even the slightest

sin should be contemplated, though its commission would pre-
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serve the whole universe, all that is not God agd an infin-
ity of universes, St. Anselm affirms the principle that,
consequently, the satisfaction to be maie to God for sin must
exceed all that for the sake of which it ought not to be
cogmitted.

Next, in order to establish the Deity of this Person
who is to repay to God's honour the satisfmction necessary
for men's sin, St. Anselm stipulates twb.oonditions which
the Person must fulfil. On the one hand, he must be abls to
pay of his ;wn (de suoc) what exceeds all that is bensath
GoalC, This stépulation is not so arbitrary as may at first
appear, for if the Mediator could not give "of his own",
then he would be beholden to the person from whom he had to
obtain what he paid; and a regress would then be set up.

In addition, beaneath 8t. Ahselm's discussion of satisfac-
tion in Bk.I, there is the general assumption that the Person
who makes the satisfaction must offer a personal gift te

God of obedience and worship, and this assumption rules

out any possibility of his giving something which is not his
own. On the other hand, the FPerson making the adequate
satisfaction to God for man's sin must be greater than all
that 1s not God, i.e. He must be God Himself. That is, so
great 1s the debt incurred by man for his gin - a debt
measured for the purposes of the present argument, in terms
of that for the sake of which the sin ought not to be com-
mitted - that none other than God Himself is in a position to
pay it. What, in fact, St. Anselm is asserting now is that
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it is the_person of Him Who makes the satisfaction, which
gives to His offering the great value that it has. His
intention is not only that no one less than God Himself is

in possession of physical objects, such as an infinity of
universes, that might be greater than all that is not Cod,
and sorone othér than God can make that immense offering;
but, further, and more important still, none but God has

the uprightness of Will, the purity of heart and the truth-
fulness of mind, which are essential in any one seeking to
make satisfaction for sinful men, It is advisable to emphasi-
ée this contention of St. Anselm's at this stage, for he
later rests the merits of Christ upon His Person, having thus
early prepared for that kind of exposition of the nature

and significance of the Death of the God-Man.

Having established the Deity of the Perscn capable of
making the satisfaction necessary for men's sin Against God,
8t. Anselm proceeds to argue for His humanity. He does so
most fully in IIX.8, where he offers three grounds for his
view. 8t. Anselm cdoes not make it clear here whether the

homo of the Deus-homo is man as such, Humanity ip general,

or, on the other hand, a partifular man, At 1118, p.lo2,
LL.26,27, he speaks of God assuming humen nature, but as the
chapter develops it b comes plain that he is not thinking

of the abstract universl, but of something more particular.
The "concrete universal” of a later logle is perhaps closest
to St. Anselm's intention. The view of the efficacy of the
Death of Christ which he gives us later in Bk,II, moreover,
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depends upon the particularity of the manhood of Jesus
Christ . There is confirmation of this conclusion in

Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi, c.ll, when St. Anselm after

arguing in the early sections of the chapterfof the Chalcedo-
nian view thet the Word d4id not teke a humean persona as well

a8 human natura, concludes with the worde: "But since the

Word of God and that man assumed by the Word is man, it is true
to say that the same person is God and man; but by the name,
"God® is to be understood the Word, and by the name 'man' is
to be understood the Son of the Virgin.," 8t. Anselm's purpose
here is to make it plain that the manhood which the Tord assum

was not general manhood - the Word was not mede quilibet homo

(p.29, L.9) - but this particular man, announced by the angel
(L.1C) and born in this precise way.

His first ground for asserting the humanity of the
Mediator is that, as it is man who has committed sin, so
it must be man who makes good to God for the dishonour done
Him. 8Since Adam and ive have propagated the sin that exists
among mankind and are notthemselves able to make satisfaction;
therefore, some one born of them must achieve what they cannot
The A. and M, trenslation lof II.8, p.103, LL.3-5, includes
an error which both ignores the Llatin text and contradicts
the whole sense of the passage in which it appears. ".... ite
nullus nisi vel ipsi vel qui de illis naseitur, pro peccato
hominum satisfacere debet™ is translated thug: "(New since fros
Adam and Eve =in was propagated amcng 2]l men) therefore,

neither of these two,nor anycne born of them, cculd etohe for
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the sin of man." If the A. and M. translation were accepted,
then St. Anselm would be contradicting himself when in the
next sentence he asserts that some one of the descendants of
Adam and Eve should make the satisfaction, which they cannot
make because of their sin. While the A. and M, translation
is patently incorrect, it draws attention to a difficulty
which Bt. Anselm later faces, 12¢he sinlessness of Jesus.

If it is the case that sin is propagated among all men

(in omnes homines),15 then any one born of the line of

Adem and Eve seems to fall beneath the universal curse. It
must be said in St. Anselm's favour that he is not insensi-
tive to the problem, though the suggestion is that he has
rendered the problem doubly difficult for himself by inter-
preting "original sin" in terms of physical propagation.
But, then again, that kind of interpretation has only begun
to lose its general popularity in orthodoxy in recent times.
We cannot blame St. Anselm for not living in the 20th century.
His general theme St. Anselm develops in a sentencel?
which seems to lend weight to the criticism made by Gustav
Aulén in Christus Vietorl®, nemely that St. Anselm does not

treat Atonement as the work of God from start to finish.

"Just as Adam and Bhe whole race would have sﬁood by itself
without the support of any other creature had he not sinned;
so it is fitting that the same race after the fall should rise
@nd remain upright through itself.” This is the second
ground for the necessity of the human nature of the Person
Who makes due satisfaction to God for man's sin. The

previous argument rested on the identity that must exist bo-?}
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tween the person who committed the sin and the Person, Who
makes the satisfaction; whersas now St. Anselm is establish-
ing identity of means, and per se 1s the key phrase, in
what looks like an analogical argument, As by himself

would man have stood, so by himself shall man rise. A

full consideration of this criticism of II.8 must be post-
poned until we deal with Auleén's general attack on St.
Anselm. But we may for the present 1wote that St. Anselm
does not regard the relation between the manner in which man
would have stood had he not fallen, and that in which he is
fimally raised up after the Fall, as a necessary logical
connexion. It is important to obscrve that, whereas he

uses the phrace "necesse est" when epeaking of the identity

of the Person making satisfaction with the humanity which
sinned, he now uses the verb "gportet.” The simidarity
is fitting rather than neoassaryla. 3t. Anselm must not be
8o much concaived of as providing us with an analogicel
argument which would convince the unbeliever, ss drawing an
aralogy between the means by which men would have remained
sinless had he not succumbed to temptaticn, and the means
by which he 1s to be redeemed. In 2 wbrﬂ, we have here

an analogical desoription in faith - enalogi® fidei would

not be an unept characterisation of the position - and not
analogical argument,

The third method by which St. Anselm endeavours to
eatablishlthe humanity of the Mediator is one with which we
are alresdy familiar - that of the "lmpossible alternatives®:
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At II.8, p.103, LL.14-18, St. Anselm uses this method in two
connections. In the éariier part of the speech (LL.1l0 ff)
he has argued that because God created humen nature in Adam
alone, therefore He clearly demonstrated that 1t was His
intention to accomplish His purposes for the human race
through Adam; that is, it is God's Will that man should
facover his proper status by the asction of a member of
Adam's race, Now, if some being other than one descended
from the line of Adam is the means by which satisfaction

is made for man, then notomly will God be frustrated in His
purpose deglared in Adam's creation, but, further, man will
not come to the true dignity of his destiny. The twe
conclusions represent the "impossible alternatives™ in the
present argument. Therefore, St. Anselm implies, God's will
must be fulfilled, and man must rise to his true dignity
through scme member of his own race. The Mediator must be
a descendant of Adam.

It will be readily seen that there are two biemisea
which St. Anselm accepts as self-evident for the purpcse of
this argument. The first is that by creating human nature
in Adem alone, God indicates His intention that man shall
be redeemed through Adam's descendant, The second is that
man would not achieve his f%rue destiny if someone other than
man were responsible for his redemption. In regard to the
latter, we can say that man would come under the bondage of
this other being, and his finel state would be worse than
his first, for he would be yet farther away from givinj
God his total allegiance and obedience. With regard to the
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first premise, it may be pointed out that it belongs to Hhe
class of postulates which even those who do not accept the
neoésaity of the Atonement are prepared t; accept.

The rest of II.8 is taken up with what now appears to
be a very artificial desonstration of the Virgin Birth.
There being four weys in which God can make a human
being, by a &an and a woman, which 1s the normal method
within the creatéd order; by neither men nor woman as in
the making of Ekve; and, finally, by woman without man;
and the first three having been aliready employed by God
it remained for Him to demonstrate His ability to accomplish
the fourth, This He did in the Virgintairth. This ingen-
ious argument is supported by another of the analogical
inferences discussed recently above: as through a woman
and a virgin and and evil were introduced into human life,
so 1t iz £itt1ng!® that the Person who is to be the source

of human good should be made of a woman and a virgin.

St. Anselm, towards the end of the chepter, places Deus-homo

and virgo-mulier in juxtapositicn. That St. Anselm does

not himself believe that these inferences wil! carry the

convietion borne by strict logical inference is evidenced

by his description of them as Eicturaelg, and by his use of

the vero, pinge™°

In getting forth in detall 5t. Anselm's views on the subject
that the Person making satisfaction for man's sin must be a
member of the human race, we have gone ahead of the actual

section of the Cur Dsus Homo, . where St. Ahselm argues that
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that single Person should be both Peus and homo. It was
necessary to do so because 5t. Anselm's argument for the
Deus-homo presupppses what he had to say on the humanity of
the Mediator. We now retrace our steps to examine St.
Anselm's arguments, as given in II.6, p.l0l, LL.16-19, and
II.7, p.102, LL.11-21, for the necessity of the existence

of the Ged-man, i.e. for the existence in one Person of the

Deity and the humanity which have been proved to be the
essential qualifications of any cne who Seeks to make
satisfaction for man's sin; and, thereafter, to discuss his
views on the necessity of the Incarnation of the ¥Word, or
the Second Person of the Trinity, rather than either of
the other two Persons, as stated in 11.9, where he refers

us also to the Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi.

(5.1)The Unity of the Person of the Mediator is maintained in the

following termsi-

(5.1.1)At 17.6, p.1l0l, LL.16-19, God is asserted to be the only
One Who is in a positicn to pay the enormous debt underwhich
man stands by reason of his sin against his Creator. On the
other hand, man is the guilty person and he is the one who
ought to pay. God alone can; man must. Therefore, satis-
faction has to be made by One who is Deus-homo.

(5.1.2)At II.7, p.102 LL.,11-21, St. Anselm comes to the heart of
the problem, and argues for the necessity of the game Person
being God and man. The previous discussion, given in (5.1.1),
is amplified from the statement that unless the same Person

is God and man, then the satisfaction necessary will not be
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made, for the following reason. Let us assume, he argues,
that the Person Who is God is not also méan; 1l.e., that one
and the same Person is not both God and man. Then the
Person Who is God is under no obligation to méke any satis-
faction; God has committed no sin, ahd there is none greater
than Himself to "hom He owes any kind of honour owbbedience.
on the other hand, the person who 1s man, while he is cer-
tainly under the gravest obligation to make amends for his
sin, is by reaaon‘or his very sinfulness impotent to do so.
If, then, there is nc identity of person of God and man

in the Mediator, God's purpose cof redemption will be frus-
trated. Accordingly, the Person Who is to make the satis-
faction required to unite in Himself the Deity which
possesses the ability to pay the enormous debt, and the
humanity which owes the debt; that is, He must be perfect
God and perfect man, both natures existing inviolate in Ome
Person. There will be allowed no changing of the human
nature into the Divine, or the Divihe into the human; no
fusing of them into a third, which is not wholly either;
for in each of these three instances God's purpocse of
salvation would be frustrated. 8t. Anselm 1is here
obviously confessing his allegiance to Chalcedon and its
four adverbs, but ia basing his confession on grounds
characteristic of his own theology. It is, incidentally,
very interesting that R. Hooker, in his "Heclesiastical
Polity"al, in a few lines, states a completely Anselmic
soteriology.
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(5.1.8) Since this discussion of the necessity for the two natures
to reside in one Person is crucial in the development of
S8t. Anselm's theme, we must look at it closely.

First, by establishing in this way the unity of the
Person of the Deus-houo, St. Anselm seeks to bring together
the warp and the roof from which the texture of his theory
of the Atconement is tc be woven. His rejection of the
possibility of satisfaction being made through two separate
persons - one, de. and the other, man - indicstes that
for him the unity is no logical riotion, as it appears to
be in some treatments of the two natures and the (One Person:
elaborate discussions of enhypostasia often sive this im-
pression. It is essential to his whole scheme of salvation
that the nature, which has the power to make the satisfaction,
should be united through (ne Person with the nature, which
bear:s $h» responsibility for the sin. Otherwise, redempton
for man would remain an impossibility. More precisely stil!,
the Person Who makes the satisfaction, in virtue of His
Divine nature, is tha same Person who bears responsibiliity
for sin, through His human nature. It is] therefore, quite

absurd that Harnac:k:‘?‘a

should say in a derogatory fashion
that "Anselm... continues to use the two-nature dostrine

as a hallowed tradition."™ O©On the contrary, St. Anselnm,

so far from tresting the doectrine as a tradition, accepted
simply on that ground, quite unmistakeably holds it to a
central feature of his whole scheme, without which it would
be meaningless.

Secondly, if we examine St. Anselm's statements about
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God's and man's relation to the satisfaction required for
pan's sin, we see that they are really two-fold. 0On the

one hand, he says that God alone can make adequate satié-
faction for sin, and man alone ought to make it. 0On the
other hand, he says that Cod ought not to make satisfaction
for sin, and man cannot. It is noteworthy that St. Anselm,
quite without hesitation, and for obvious reasons, uses the
first statement in the argument for the necessity of the
Deus-homo for human salvation; the one Person can and ought.
~Had St. Anselm followed the line of his second statement,

he would have reaches a vastly different conclusion, ip fact,
precisely the opposite of that which he intended, namely,

the impossibil ty of salvation by the Deus-homo. The one

Person ought not (gu& Divine) and cannot (gud human).

Of course, “t, Anselm's reply coudd be that, in His mercy,
God has elected that the former alternative should occur -

& God-man, able to make amends and assuming responsibility
for sin. Such a reply would constitute, however, a departure
from demonstration by logical prinoiplea; in the rationalistic
sense of this phrase, and an admission that from the point

of view of reason alone the possibility and the impossibility
of salvation by the Deus-homo are equally valid. So, it

might even be said, his whole argument has broksn down at

its centre. This conclusion has, however, to be modified

in the light of two considerations. oOn the one hand, as

his work develops St. Anselm shows that the reason for the
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occurrence of one alternative rather than the other is dis-
coverable not in its greater retionality (in the rationalist
sense, again) but in the nature of CGod; and, on the other,
we must wait until St. Anselm has demonstrated why there
had to be a Cod-man before we can make judgment as to
what he really means by "rational proor."23
At II.9, St. Anselm shows that he is aware of the incomplete~
uasé of his argument as he has o far developed it. He has
stated the case for god's becoming man, or assuming human
nature, but it remasins to be demonstrated which of the three
Fersons of the Trinity becomas incarnate, He trles to pass

cver the issue with a brilef reference to the Epistola de

Incarnatione Verbl, but Boso insists on a brief rehearsal,

at least, of the reason why the Son had to undertake this
partiocular work. Gt. Anselm's proof in reply to Bosco's

request consiste of two reductio ad absurdum argupents

and two arguments for the more fitting (convenientius)

situation. The reductio ad absurdum asrguments are: first,

the Incarnation of either of the other two Persons of the
Trinity woulq entail the exlstence of two Sons, the Eternal
Son and the Son born of the Virgin, and the inferiority in
dignity of the latter to the former - which is impossibls
if the Personz of the Yrinity are all equel; secondly,
particularly if the Father were incarnate, then the Father
would be the grendson of the human parents of the Virgin,
end the Eternal Son, being the Son of the Pather Who had

thus assumed humenity, would be the grandson of the Virgin -
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which, in St. Anselm's opinion, produces the absurdity of
two grandsons in the Trinity! Without delaying over one
rejoinder to, at least, part of this fantastic logomachy,
namely, that the result would be not two grandsons, but a
grandson and a great grandson, we may say that in Christian
dogmetics the Doctrine of the Trinity rests logically and
epistemologically on the Doctrine of the Incarnation.
Christians believe in the Doctrine of the Trinity, because
it is only in these terms that they can understand the true
nature of the Revelation of God in Jesus Christ. They do
not first believe in the Doctrine of the Trinity, and find
themselves subsequently faced with the very éifficult task
of proving which of the Three Persons will become incarnate.
Cullmann's strictures on the methodology of dogmatio
theologians who follow the Trinitarian, as distinct from

a more Christocentric, exposition of the subject-matter of
the Christian Faith, are relevant to St. Anselm's treatmet
at this point.

8ince St. Anselm, at II.9, p.105, LL.7-9, explicitly refers
to his letter on the subject of the Incarnation of the Yord,
we may emplify his short statement in the Cur Deus Homo

from hie  lews given at length in that work. The letter
consists of a‘langthy commentary upon,and criticism of,

a statement which Schmitt rightly assizned to Roscelin e
"If," says Roscelin, "the three Persons in the Deity are
only one thing and not three things, each 3eparately self-

existent, like three angels or three spirits, in such a way,
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however, that they are entirely identical in will and power;
then, the Father and the Holy Spirit are incarnate with the
Son."aa Before dealing specifically with these statements
by Roscelin, St. Anselm in C.l enunciates the principle of
credo ut_intalliggm eand then goes cn to state scme of the
logical and epistemological views of those contemporary
dialecticisns, who have so presumptucusly tried to dispose

of Chriestian bellefs without firet committing themselves

to God in the obedience of faith; e.g. that universals are
nolses and have no ebjective reality; that colour and matter
are indistinguishable, s also are human wisdom and spiritsg
that reagon, which ought to be the supreme judge of everything
in humen e xistence, is so confused with maperiél imagery

thet it cannot diffe entiamte itself from the leatter, nor can
it rightly élscern those things which it onght to contemplate
in lsolation from all else. With suech dimlecticians, st.
Anselm edopis the a fortioril argument: if they cannot dis-

eriminate the common humanity in all men how igprobablo is it
that they shall disgern ons God in three Persons. If they
cannot differenti=te s horse and ite colour, how much more
@ifficult will it be for theam to distinguish between one God
and the intre~-Triniterian reletionships.

Two comments on St. Anselmn's treatment of these contem-
porarybdialecticians might be made. First, eince it is general
ly agreed that 5¢. Anselm and Abelard constitute our main

scources for the views of Roﬂoelinz this passagozvrrom st.
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Anselm's_®pistola de Incarnatione Verbi is of great impor-

tance. But it must be used with the greatest of care. For,
while St. Anselm refers to Roscelin's views on p.4, he does
not say that the views expounded on pp.9-1l0 are necessarily
all of them held by Roscelin. Carre's treatment of this
passage is, therefore, unsatisfactory for this reason that
he implies, bulhis Hantion of the charge of Tritheism brojght
by St. Anselm against Roscelin, immediately after guoting the
"contemporary dielecticians™ passageas,that the views of
the latter were also held by Roscelin. We may put the
gsituaticn thus: the Epistcla does not enable us to say
which of the logical and epistemological views set down by
St. Anselm in his statement of opinions of contemporary
philosophers were held by Roscelin, and which were not.
Seconcly, in the Epistola we do not receive any precise
ac ount of the way in which the "nominalist" theory of uni-
versals, or the denial of the distinction between substance
and attribute, affects the Doctrine of the Trinity, or,
more accurately, the intre-Trinitarian relationships.
After c.l, p.9, L.22, St. Anselm never again uses the phrase
flatus vocis, and only rarely (e.g. at c.2, p.13, L.22, and

¢c.4, ps17, L.3, does he use the word nomen, (from which, as
is wellknown, the term "Nominalist™ is derived) and then
not as a definition of a universal. St. Anselm rather con-
fines himself to the examination of the quotation from
Roscelin and indicates only in a general way, and by impli-

cation, the inadequacies of Nominalist logic as an instrument
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of orthodox Trinitarian statement. 1In other words, his purpose
is to draw out the impikications (heretical, as he claims) of
Roscelin's position as stated in the gquotation, and not to query
its logical pre-suppositions. The ccnelusion cculd then be
drawn that the views of the "contemporary dialecticians" con-
stitute an illustrativeinterpolation, which we must not try to
integrate too closely with the main argument of the letter.

When 8t. Anselm comes to deal coritically with the guotation

from Rosoelinzg

he adopts two lines. He accuses Roscelin of
Tritheism, and proceeds thereafter to set forth an orthodox
account of the relaticns between Nature and Fersons within the
Trinity. It is within this latter account that the passage
occurs (e¢.,10) which forms the immediate link with the Cur Deus
Homo, II.9. The interest, for our purpocse, of the comparison
of these two passages from the separate works lies in the study
of the two different ways by which St. Anselm approaches what
is virtually the same argument. Let us, then, examine the

approach which he makes in the Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi

fo the question of the necessity for the Incarnation of the Word

rather than of elther of the other two Persons of the Trinity.
St. Anselm's criticism of Roscelin in ¢.2 is that he is

comuitted to Tritheism. Roscelin's stated case is as follows:

if the three Persons in the Godhead are one thing and not three

things, then the Father and the Holy Spirit are incarnate with

the Son. B8t. Anselm assumes that Roselin has gon;Tio say:

since it is generally agreed by all Christians that the Father

and the Holy Spirit are not incarnate with the Son, then it is
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not true that the three Persons are one thing and not three
things, i.e. the three Persons are three things, like three
angels or three spirits., The impiied argumznt is a hypothetical
syllogism with the demirl of the consequent validating

the denial of the antecedent. Of course, St. Anselm would know
independently that Roscelin favoured Tritheism, for in the

Epistola ad Fuloonamsohl says: "I hear.... that Roscelin

says... that three GCods could be truthfully postulated if
tredition allowad:‘

A subsidiary oriticism which St. snselm makes of Roscelin,
in ¢.3, on the basis of the quotation from Roscelin, is that
Roscelin interprets the proposition: "The three Persons are one
thing or substance,"in what St. Anselm c¢alls a Sabellian fashion.
That is, by his attack, Roscelin refutes Sabell!ianism, but not
orthodox Trinitarianism. Roscelin seems to assume, suggests
8t. Anselm, that if, say, Father and Son are one thing, whatever

is true of the Father is ipso facto true of the Son, and

whatever can be affirmed of the Son cannot be denied of the
Father. If the Father is Begetter and Unbegotten, these proper-
ties must be pr@dii}ad of the Son. In the same way, if the Son
is incarnate, then Bo also the Father and likewise the Holy
Spirit. On St. Anselm's interpretation of the situation, Rosce-
1in regards, for the purpose of his arguments, the three Persons
as being in fact one Person.°l Of course, the question could
be put with regard to St. Anselm's interpretation of Roscelin,
whether he does not effectively reduce the latter's account

of Trinitarianism not to Babellianism (which is quite definite



192

in its retention of three Perscns), but to what we should now
call Unitarianism or an © ?dnitrerontiated monotheism,

Still referring continually to the quotatién from Roscelin,
St. Anselm proceeds “2to show how orthodex Trinitarianism
differs from Tritheism, on the one hand, and the so-called
Sabellianism, on the other; to argue that human nature waQ taken
up into the Son gua Person of the Codhead and not into the
essential unity of the Godhead, which the Son shares with the
other two Personsaa, and to demonstrate why it was that the Son
was most appropriately 1noarnateda4. |

While dealing with these main topics, he discusses other
issues, e.g. the omnipresenc and omnipotence of 30655; Ged as

summnum bonumasg the Nile, its source, the river, the Lake (or

Delta) as a vestiginm Trinitatis,svand 80 on.

In his statement of orthodox Trinitarianism, St. Anselm
follows fairly orthodox lines; and the implied reply to Roscelin
is that he does not truly understand or distinguish properly the
way in which the three Fersons are one and three at the same
time. Father, Son and Holy Spirit are not several but one as

regards substance o8

, each being substantially God, or as re-
gards the nature of God.%? pug they are three in respect of

their Persons, 40 or personal propertiedl 1i.e. generatio,

filiatio, processus. Within each Person it is legitimate,

therefore, to distinguish between that which is oommon,oomnunisfl
to Him and the other two Persons, and that which is predicable

only of that Person. It is because Incarnetiocon falls within
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the latter member of this distinctich in regard to the Second
Person of the Trinity, that it is unwarrantable to predicate
Incarnation of the other two Persons. Incarnation is not a gom-
mune, & common property of the three Persons of the Godhead;

it does not belong to the substance of Deity; it is a proprium
of the Son. So, at ¢.9, St. Anselm can argue that at the
Incarnation the “on assumed humenity "not in the unity of His
nature, but into the unity of His Person."?3 Incarnaticn is

- a personal woerk of the Son, not s substantial work of the Godhead;
and not, therefore, to be attributed to the Father or the Holy
Spirit, When Cod smssumed humanity, the nature of God and the
neture of man éid not become one snd the same: rathef was it
the Seccnd Person of the Godhead, end the person of man,which
were identified. St. Anselm uses this statement for a reductio

44

ad absurdum™, showing that if the three Perscns are incarnate
then the three Perscns becoming identicel with (the person of)
the same man, become identicel with eech other. Therefore, if
one Perscn of the Godhead is incarnate no other cen be.

At c.10, St. Anselm sets himself the task of showing why
it is the “on Who should dost fittingly be incarnate, and here

we make our link with the Cur Deus Homo, IT7.9. The similarity

of the two sets of arguments is striking: they are of the same

kigd and they ocour in the same order; two reductio ad absurdum

arguments, and two of the convenientius tyre. 0f the

reductio ad absurdum arguments, the first differs from its coun-
terpart in the Cur Deus Homo, in that here St. Anselm thinks

not of eilther of the other two Persons being incarnate, but of
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the Holy Spirit explicitly. The resultant inequalty of origin
of the two 2ins is menticned in both works. The sesond grgument
about) the two grandsons in the Trinity is the same in both works.
It shculd be said of the argument in thefpistola that it givew
the impression of dealing more carefully with the conseguences
that follow when the other two Persons are gach conceived of as

being incarnate. The first convenientius argument is the same

in both, while the second is much fuller in the Fpistola, mainly
because St. Anselm wishes to emphasise thatman's own will was the
MENGAE 5L Whu sta ARnh Lok Wik A/ELaNRDRE Ba- 1ha "Image of God."
He Who was the true Image of the Father most fittingly should
restore man, He Who was the Truth could alone cure falsity‘s'

A comparison of the Epistola with the Cur Deus Homo, and

particularly of the péints at which these fairly identical
arguments occur, ylelds the following céncluaiona:

First, the similarity in meaning of the two titles might
lead us at first to expect that St. Anselm wae dealing with the
same theme in the two writings. By this time, it is obvious that
this 1s not the case. In the Epistola, he tries to answer the
question of why the Vord cnly is incernate, and not the other two
Persons. He does not touch the problem of why there should be
an Incarnation at all, beyond saying that it is a proprium of
the Second Person. In the Epistola, there is a limiting of the
range of the credo ut intelligam principle; that is, he

agssumes, and does not seek to give a rational proof of the fact
of the Incarnation, whereas he does apply the principle to the
dependent problem, given the fact of the Incarnation, of why the
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Son should be the Person Who is incarnated. 1In the_Cur Deus
Home, on the contrary, the central issue is the necessity for

an Incarnation. In this work, St. Anselm merely cites the
argument given in the Epistola for the necessity of the
Tnearnation taking plece in the Person of the Son - and then

at a period somewhat late in his analysis, having already spoken
frequently about the Incarnatirn of the “on, as if it were assum-
ed that the Son was the proper Person to become incarnate.

To put the matter briefly and in Barth's symbelism:: in the
Ipistola, the fact of the Incarnation belongs to the a b ¢ 4,
and the Incarnation of the Son is the X ; whercss, iu the

Cur Deus EHomo, the fact of the Incarnation is the x, and the

Ineernation of the Son fells within the a b o d.

SBecondly, ¢.10 of the Epistola, on the nescessity for the
Incarnation of the Word, occupies a central place in the develop-
ment of the thought of that letter. TUp to that peint, St. Arselm
has ghown only that if any one Person is incarnate, then it is
impossivie that elther of the other two should also be 1noarnat3?
But this necessity for the Son's Incarnation is a central issue,
though St. Anselm does not seem to realise it, in the Cur
Deus Homo. Why 1s the Son the Parson most fitted to the
subject Who offers the setisfasction which man cannot offer? The
question, then, of the necessity for the Jon's Incarnation
takes on a somewhat difrerent form within the context of the

Cur Deus Homo, which renders the citation of the answers given

in the Epistala qulte inadequate. The failure of St. Anselm
to doal with this question, too, in terms of satisfaction, the
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key concept of the Cur Deus Homo, constitutes a grave flefect
in 8t. Ahselm's execution of his argument.

Thirdly, had St. Anselm given us an exposition of this
kind, he would have corrected an error, not only in his account
given in the Epistola of the intra-Trinitarian relationships
ané of the "personal properties™ of the Persons of the Trinity,
but in most orthofox Trinitarian statements on these subjeots.

This error consists in separating too rigidly the opera ad intra

Trinitaetis from the opere ad extra. It ls generally agreed

that Christiens know that God is Trinity in Unity and Unity in
Trinity from God's regelation of Himself in Jesus Christ.

That Revelation 1s, as Karl Barth would say, the ground of

the Doctrine of the Trinity. From that ground, Christians go
on to speak of the work of the ¥irst Person in Creation, and of
the Third in Sanctificetion, making full use of the knowledge
of God as resealed in the created order, and in the spiritual
life of the Church and ita members. In this way, the statement

of the opera ad extrs Trinitatis develops. But, and here the

error atises, when discussion of the opera ad intra Trinitatis

begins, many doguatic theologians seem to think that they must

turn their backs on the opera ad extra and give an altogether

separate account of the opera ad intra. The result is - as

can be seen so clearly in St. Anselm, or in the more modern set-

47

ting in Heppe ‘= that the most abstract terms are used for the

differentiation of the three Persons: to the Father, the property

of generatio or paternitas 1is attributed; to the Sén, filiatio;
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and to the Spirit, processio. Each of these properties is a
relational property, 2nd as such tells us nothing about the
Person Himself, It simply says that He stands in a certain
relation to one or both of the other two Persons. It would be
wiser, then, not to pretent that these "personal properties®
define the Persons, but rather to d esoribe the Persons in terms

of the opera ad extra, and to confess graaif;gnoaticism con-

cerning the intra-Trinitarian relaticnships. The problem

which St. Anselm sets himself in the Epistola de Incarnatione
Verbii may seem artificial; but his handling of it is even more
artificial than it need be because of his keeping the whole
exaninetion on the intra-Trinitarian plane., The problem of

the Cur Deus Homo is not artificilal at all, just because it

begins from the situation of God and man in relationship. That
situation must always be our starting-point for the investiga-
tion of G&d as He is in Himself; and it must save us from the
excesses of too detailed intra-Trinitarian theology.

(6) We return new to St. Anselm's treatment of the Person of the
Deus-Homo. In the speech, II.7, p.l02, LL.1l1l-21, St. Anseln,ia

using the phrases verus hcao and perfectus homno, raises a problem

which has always been of great interest in Christology, and
which on examination throws a more light on his position at this
stage of the work. The problem is that of whether St. Anselm
holds that it was sinful humanity that was present in the Deus-
homo. The sinlessness of Jesus Christ 1is a topic of such

importance that it will merit = treatment independent of the
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imnediate issues raised in 1I.7, taking account, also, of
views stated in 11.10 and 1I.16. The evidence arranges

itself in a fairly definlite way, thus:

(6.1) At first the question of the sinlessness of Jesus Christ

(6.2)

(6.2.1)

might appear to be answered outright by St.Anselm's use of
the phrase perfectus homo, but,in fact,the meaning of the

phrase is to be interpreted, on the one hand, by the other
phrase menticned above, verus homo , which clearly shows
that St. Anselm intends by "perfect man"™ one who is thae
man or very man, and not that "new man" to whom he later
refers at the beginning of II.8; aund, on the other hand,

‘sto the fact that in cne Person no violence

by his reference
is done to the completeness of both aztures, in the light
of which "perfect man" would mean "complete man."

The citaticn of the phrases verus homc and perfectus homo

leaving the sinlessness of Jesus Christ still open, we may
prepare for the discussion of II.1l0 end II.1l8 by consider=
ing how 5t. Ansela's own logic would lead to two seemingly
contradictory pcsiticns.

¢n the cne hand, in 11.6-8, as 8t. Anselm continually
affirms that the homo in the Deus-home is the nsture which
ought to make satisfaction, because of its responsibility
for the sin; as, toc, St. Anselm's whode position rests on
the contention that this sinful and impotent nature is
unitéd in one Person with the divinely comp@tent nature, it
would appear toc be conclusive that the humen neture which

belongs to the God-men is e sinful humen nature. This con-
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clusion oould be seid to be confirmed independently by two
considerations: first, by St. Anselm's emphasis on the fact
that the person to make the satisfaction must be born of
Adam's race, and stand beneath the curse of sin and evil
which Adam propagated; and, secondly, by the fact that had
it been sinless humanity that was joined with Deity ;n the
Person of the God-man, then thet humanity would be under

no debt to Zod and under no necessity to make satisfaction.
St. Anselm might, on this analysis of his thought, be
regarded as placing himself within that Patristic tradition,
which affirmed that "what God did not take He did not
redeem.” TFurther, it wil! be recalled that, as already
indicated,4d it was not manhood in general that was united
with Deity in the Person of the God-man, but a concrete
instance of it, which embodies all the definitional
characteristics of manhood. St. Anselm, it might be said,
could only avold affirming that Jesus Christ had the

sinful nature of man by holding, either, that sinfulgess
d1id not pertain to the essential being of man as set

down in the definition of man, or that in some way the
Word, in assuaing complete human nature, avoids the sinful=-
ness which is characteristic of gan in his fdl len state.

As we shall see later, it is the latter alternative which
8t. Anselm finally adopts.

On the other hand, if the human nature, joined with the
Divine nature in the Deus-homo were sijful, then that nature
would be under an infinite debt to God for its own sinful-
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ness. A single sin ageinst God is so grave - & glance which
God forblds must not be made even if the salvation of the
entire universe 1s at stake - that it mquires greater satis-
faction than any man can possible make. @Auch satisfaction
as the human nature in Jesus Christ, therefore, could offer
through being joined with the Divine nature would be required
to stone for its own sin, and would not be available for

the rest of menkind. 5t. Ahselm's lstér argument (particu-
larly at 77.19) éemonstrates thet the salvation of Christ's
sinful brethren depends unon the merits achieved by the

Deus-hoso. A sinful homo in the Deus-homo would negate

such a possibility. These consideraticons seem to lie at
the back of the statements 1 IT.16, p.ll7, L1.3-8, that
the God-man cannot be the reconciler of sinners unlass He
Hiznself be sinleas, and that He is derlved sinlessly from
the sinful human mass. While, therefore, one part of St.
Anselm's logic seems to demand that the human nature taken
by the Second Person of the Trinity shoulq be sinful,
another part of it demsads @ sinleas homo in the Deus-homo.
It remeins,now, to exaamine 3t, Amzelm's arguments for the
seconé alternative, which is his cholcs between the two
offered by his own logic.

£t. Anselm's explicit cese for the sinleszness of Jesus
Christ cconeists of three mein contentiens: first, that it
is necessitatec by the Person of Jesus Chriatgo, secondly,
that Jesus Christ wes unable to sin®!, and, thirdly, that

the essumpticn of a sinless human neture from the masca
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peceatrix is & Divine mystery. 8t. Anselm's discussion

of these contentions shows both his own concern about the
ecntradiction within his logie, or, perhaps more accurstely,
the contradiction in the situation itself which tends to

defy the logic of his degmetic; andé his anxiety to establish
a position which is so imrortant for the development of his
ergunent on the nsture of the Death of the Deus-~homo.

Despite 8t. Anselm's earlier emphasis, in II.7, that the

two natures in the God-man de not intermingle to produce

a third nature, which i1s a2 mixture of both; at IT.10 and

13, and 11.17, he presente a view which is very similar

to the Lutheran comnunicatio idiomatun. There could be no

sin in the man who is to effect salvaticn, because he

would be God. The unity of the Ferson of Jesus Christ is
the mediunm through which the sinlessness of the human nature
is guarantesd. That cne Person could not be sinful as
regards [is humsn nature and sinlass asg regards His Divine
nature. As one FPerson, Who is Cod primarily, even though
He is also man, He is sinless. The sinlessnecs of the human
nature derives, then,{rom the Person of Jesus Christ. In
TI.10, p 106, 1L.13 and 135, the ille home and the iste
refer not to the human nature of the CGod-man, but demonstra-
tively to this uan, Who is the God-men. So, at IT.10,
pP.108, 1l1.13i-12, 8t. inselm is ssserting that the human
nature poscess sinlessness, because the Person, Who is Jesus
Christ, is sinlessly Divine. From IT.10, we can say, then,

that the sinlessness of the humen nature is me iated from
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the Divine through the Person. This type of transference

belongs to the genus idiomaticum of the Lutheran des-

eription. At II.16, a difficult pbint of interpretation
arises, namely, as to whether St. Anselm does not go

beyond the affirmation of the genus idiomaticum to the

genus majesticum, that is, to the view that certain

pivine attributes are predicable of the human ngture (in
addition to being predicable of the Person of Jesus Christ)
In 71,16, he is discussing the question of whether Jesus
Christ is ignorant, or omniscient, and, on the ground that
His ignorsnce would hinder the work of salvation, which Cod
intends through ¥im, he ccncludes that He has the omniscience
of God Himself. The implicaticon of this conclusion is that
the humen mind of Jesus Christ has ncne of the defects of
the ordinary human intelligence, but is, rather, endowed
with the attributes of the mind of the Divine nature. While
it is true that the problem of the nature of the knowledge
possessed by the Incarnate Lord has never heen solved -
Dr. Leonard Hedgson holds that it is cur greatest contempo-
rary Christological problem; while, too, it is possible
that it is a problem, which can only be reverently stated
and never solved; it does svem that St. Anselm settles

the problem outright by saying that the Deus-homo has no

ordinary human intelligence, or that His humen intelligence
has Divine attributes. In the light of I.16 - though St.
Anselm 1s not there spediically examining the ginlessness
of Jesus Christ - we might be justified in making an
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analogical inference, and in saying that im St. Anselm's judgment
the goodness of the human nature of Christ is a dekivative of
the goodness of His Divine nature. If this descripticn of
St. Anselm's argusent be correct, them H.R. Mackintosh's
statement 53 that "The Lutherans... became responsible for what wa:
really a theological innovation, by definitely teaching that
Divine attributes may be predicated of the human nature™ of Jesus
Christ, is not entirely true. Indeed, St. Anhselm's statements,
in later chapters, that the merits of the Death of Christ derive
their infinite value for mankind from the fact that the Divine
nature communicetes its worth tov the human nattre, demonstratg
that St.Znselm held to "a réal transference &f properties from
one s8ide to the othar" which Mackintosh regards as a Lutheran
iunovation.

Two comments must be made wmpon the Anselm form of the

communicatio idiomatum . First, the transference of properties

is not total. To sinlessness we may add omnipotence and wisdom 5%

but not lmiortality. 56. The Deus-homo chooses a mortal human

nature, because that pr perty is necessary to the means by which
God has willed to save mankind. This principle is for St. Anselm

determinative of the degres to which the communicatio idiomatum

takes place. Secondly, in spite of affirming this comasunicatio,

8t. Anselu does not confound the two natures. Not only does the
comuunicatio itself depend on their remainin: distinet, but the

whol#@ trend of his later analysis of the Death of Christ becomes
meaningless, if one nature passes over into the other. 8t.

Anselm 1s not culpeble either of Tutycheanism or Docetism.
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This fact, that there occurs in St. Anselm a foreshadowing
of the Lutheran communicatio idiomatum , in its fullest form is

of great importance roqého history of Christology. In St.
Anselm, this theory rests upon what is effectively an enhypos-
tatic interpretation of the Chalcedonian symbol rather than an
anhypostatic. The Perseon of Jesus Christ is the subject of the
humen nature and its attributes and not only of the Divine
nature and its attributes - as we have already clesrly indicated

from the Cur Deus Homo. Just because the human nature is enhypos-

tasised in the Persona of the Verbum, the communicatic can take

place. The importance of this Anselmic porticon 1s threefold.

First, it indicates feirly oleerly how the lLetin Church had
developed an enhypostatic tradition in Christology, comparable
to that represented by Lecntius of Byzahtiom end John the Damas-
cene, even though it had no word exactly correspcnding to
ivuzowvurns ; and how it used that tradition to preserve the
humanity of Jesus Christ, and to avoid& the pitfalls of Apollina-
rianism Whateve else we say of St. Anselm, we cannot accuse
him, as we can so often the Greeks, of minimising the humanity
of Jesus Christ or in being anti-historiosl in his view of the
Incarnation. The entrance of the Word into history, into the
human scene, is the great fact with which he has to come to
terms,

Secondly, the existence, side by side, ~ an enhypostatic

position with a communicatio idiomatum theory in St. Anselm is

itself evidence for the views that the Lutheran theory was not

innovation but was rather the re-emergence of a quite orthodox
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tradition stemning from Chalcedon itself, and that this theory
was not invented to support a dootrine of the Sacraments. Too
often in popular presentations of Lutheron theology, the doctrine
of the Sacraments is regard-d as the logically prior feature of
that theology, and as necessitating a certain interpretation
of the Person of Jesus Christ. The reverse is the case:

Luthera Christology, which, as we have seen, belongs to a guite
orthodox tradition, is the ground for his doctrine of the
Sacraments.

Thirdly, St. Anselm's thought on the subject of the one Per-

son and the two natures provides us with a multum in parvo of

the history of orthodoz post-Chalcedonian Christology -~ particu-
lgrly if we supplement the statements 1n the Cur Deus Homo with

those made inC.ll of the Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi. 1In

this lattér place, 3t. Anselm outlines what we call the anhypos-
tatic position?az "When the Word was nade flesh, He assumed
another nature, but not anolter person,” for, in the Incarnation,
He retained the Divine Ferson.d’ This anhypostatic tradition
is not the last word, however, for it becomes the basis for the
foundatlon of the anhiypostatic theory, which asvolves a

commnunicatio idiomatum position. The humen nature, which has

been stated to be without a persona and, therefore, impersonal,

is in the Incarnation is enhypostatised in the persona of the Word
made flesh., The one Ferson is both God and man®®,  Accordingly,
not only is it psssible to speak of this one Persen in terms of
Deity and humanity;59 but, further, the same celiection of proper-

ties {(colliectio proprietatum), since it belongs to the Word and
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the human nature which He has assumed, may be alternatively

8o In other words, because of

predicated of each in turn.
the unity of the Person of Jesus Christ, transference of

peoperties takes place between the natures. The Epistola de

Incarnatione Verbi, then, provides us with substantially

the mame account of the relation of the Person to the two
=

natures, as does the Cur Deus Homo ; and with a picture

of the development from Chalcedon to Lutheran theology.
(6.3.8) In II.10, we have “t. Anselun's lengthiest discussion of
the sinlessness of Jesus Christ, and here.he tries to answer
two guestions raised by Boso. The first is: could Jesus
Christ sin? The sccond is: if He could not sin, then is
His righteousness necessary or praiseworthy? In both
cases, St. Anselm raises the question by means of an argument
of his own, and the form and c-ntent of his argument prescribe
also the limits of his reply to the fundamental issues. The
two issues are closely connected, because the establishment
of the necessity of Christ's sinlessness would appear to
contradict the generally accepted view that Christ's
righteousness merits the highest praise that man can give Him:
involuntary virtue in every other instance is unpraiseworthy.
(6.3.2.1) Could Christ sin?
Boso's intenticn is to establish the sffirmative answer

to the question, namely, peccare potuit. At the outset he

agserts that he will abandon the accepted premise of the
disocussion on the Death of Christ, namely, that, the fact
of the Incarnation being set agide, the necessity of the
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existence of such a Person, both God and man, can be ration-
ally demonstrated - a premise which is soon re-asserted at
17.10, p.107, LL.10,11% and he proceeds to refer to an event
in the life of J&sus Christ. Our Lord 1s quoted in St.
John's Gospel, 8.55, as saying: "If I should say, 'I know
(the Father) not', I shall be & liar like unto you." Boso
points out that it is guite conceivable that Jesus Christ
couléd say the words "I know (the Father) not,” by themselves
and out of the context of the other words in Jo. 8.55.

Not only is this situation conceivable by us, but accord-

ing to the actual text, Jesus Christ did Hiaself conceive

of that possibility, as is showh by the opening words "If I
should say." Since, therefore, Jesus Christ thought of
lying as a real poHssibility for Him; and since lying is an
instance of sinuing; it is difficult to aveié the ccnclusion,

peccare potuit.

Before proceeding to St. Ahselm's treatment of Boso's
statement, we may draw attention to certain features of it.
First, it is en argument for the possibil ty rather than
for the actuality of Christ's sinning. Boso, that is, would
agree with St. Anselm that Christ was sinless; he would,
at this stage, disagree on whether this sinlessness was
maintained in spito of an ability to sin or wes due to an
lnherent inability to sin. The temptations of Cur lLord might
have provided Boso with a better illustration than that which
he employs , to make a strong case. A8 it is, his illus-

tration almost completely obscures the issue. Sefondly, he
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has in fact offered us two arguments for the posse peccere

position; neither of which is valid. On the one hand, he

is saying that anyone can imagine Christ saying, "I know not
‘the Father;" and in doing so can imagine Christ lying. Here
Boso hasg committed the simple fallacy of confusing the
conceivable and the possible, a c-nfusion which frequently
occurs in everyday life. A centaur is a conceivable object
of the imagination for the layman, but the student of

human and animal anatomy and physiology knows that it is im-
possible for such & being to exist. For centuries, the
existence of the Antipodes wasijconceivable, but advances in
astronomy and geography soon demonstrated not only the possi-
bility but the actuality of the Ahtipodes. In other words,
to the untutored the differencesbetween the conceivable and
the possible, between the inconceivable and the imp ssible,
are saarcely, if ever, accurately defined. It falls to the
expert in each field of knowleige to demonstrate the limits
of the possible, and the impossibility of much that is
popularly conceivable. Theréfbre; in Boso's illustration,
it is conceivable to anyone who does not know Christ, that
He could lfe; but for anyone who has a close acquaintance
this conceivable becomes impossible, or, at least, its
conceivability does not imply tts possibility. on the
other hand, to come to the second argument which Boso sub-
mits - Christ Himself énterteined the possibility of lying,
when He 8poke the words of Jo. 8.55 - a reading of the rest
of the verse would hage saved Boso the folly of submitting
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such an argument at ail. For Qur lord merely states
the pos&ibllity of His lying to deny it ocutright. "But I
do know Him, and keep His saying." Wwhat Boso has regarded
as an instance of Christ's conceiving of Himself as possibly
sinning is in fact & circumlocution to make perfectly clear
that Christ could not possibly sin by lying about His know-
ledge of the thhar..

The substance of St. Anselm's rcply to Boso is that
the possibility of Christ's sinning depends on His volition,
83t. Anselm prepares the way for his answer by a series of

61

short statements ™" on the relation of potestas to voluntas.

Omnis potestas sequitur voluntatem i s his opening sentence.

Potestas is usually translated as "pover" but such a trans-
lation loses the close Latin connection between the noun,
potestas, and the verb potest (peccare) which had been the
subject of Boso's pr vious speech. The English trenslation
"power" actually causes a breach im the continuity of

St. Anselm's speech with that of Boso's which is not present
in the lLatin, Even so, however, it is impcortant to notice
that, when using potestas in the Latin, St. Anselm is not
arguigg for abstract pessibilities, but is, im fact, saying
that the question of whether anyone is able to do this or
that depends upon whether he wills to do it. "Potestas" is,
therefore, better translated as "ability" than as "power,"
All ability, that is, to initiate action, says St. Anselm, is
a consequence of boliticn, and this ability exists only in
so far as the will initiating the action is free. . For



b

example, I have the ability to speak or walk, if my decision
to do so is a free volition. On the other hand, I may be com=-
pelled to do certain things, in whish case I am under
necessity and the ability to deal with me in this way resides
in an agent other than myself, who is free. The affirmation
that a person can do or not de a given action rests on a prior
consideration of whether he is free to will it. The question
of Christ's ability to sin must, therefore, be discussed

at & deeper level than Boso's examinaticn, namely, a2t the
level of Christ's volition., At that level it becomes imaued-

iately clesr that Christ cannot will to sin. Peccare non po-

tuit quia non pbtuit velle peccare. Bie conclusion is
that we may say peccare potuit, so lorng as we preface the
statement with the words, 8i vellet, if He should will it.,

but that it is much truer to say peccare non potuit, since

we know that He could not will to sin.

Two possible views might be taken of St. Anselm's
answer to Boso. On the one hand, we might say that he has
added very little to the soluti n of the problem which Boso
raised. Boso, in holding that Jesus Christ was able to sin,
also virtually held thet Jesus Christ was able to will to
8in -~ sinning being in most cases an sct of velition. To
this view of Boso's pesition, St. Anselm has set up an un-
argued, categorlcal negation of it, by saying theot Jesus
Christ cannot will to sin. Boso could guite easily accept
the fact emphasised by St. Anselm, that abidity to do any-
thing ls a consequence of sn act of volition, and still cite
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his example; thus "it is conceivable that Christ could will
to say: 'I know not the Father'". In cther words, the
fundamental problem remains, whether you describe it as

that of whether Christ could sin, or as that of whether He
could will ‘o sin. ©n the other hand, it is possible to
take a more charitable and no less correct view of St.
Anselm's purpsse. By relasting man's ability to do this or
that to the volition wikh expresses itself in action, St.
Anselm is drawing attention to the inne: aspect of all overt
behaviour, and, by distinguishing ability from hecessity,

is indicating that actions are to be judged not by their
outward appearanee, but by the will from which they proceed.
When, therefore, he discusses the possibility of Christ's
sinning, in terms of His will to sin, St. Anselm implies
that Christ, being Who He is, cannot possibly sin. As 3t,
Anselm presents his case, it could ssem that he regards
Christ's inabii ity to sin as self-evident. But such a view
is noteso arbitrary as it might at ri;st appear to be,
because there are, in fact, no grounds beyond Himself upon
which Hls sinlessness ¢ould be based., He is limited in this,
@8 in so many other respects by His own nature. In brief,
there are some actions which are not open pssibilities for
a Person such as Jesus Christ. To do them He would have to
cease to be Who He is. St. Anselm, we could say, therefore,
has argued at this point for a positiony which is theologicale
ly very sound. '
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(6.3.2,2,) Boso's second question arises in regard to the sinless-
ness of the Cod-man, Whose existence St. Anselm has establishe-
ed - Boso mentioning that they are now reverting to their
original assumption that Jesus Christ had not existed;

If Christ could not sin, is He righteous of necessity

and His righteousness, therefors, unpraiseworthy? DBoso's
statement of his case is that of a rather immature student
of moral philoscophy. He is drawing out the igplications of
8t. Anselm's ansver to his own previous ststement on the

posse peccare. If it be true, as St. Anselm heclds, that

Christ's sinlessness is besed on His inability to will to
sin, then two consequences follow: first, He is virtuous

of necessity (ex necessitate); secondly, His virtue is net

in the g?at meritorious. Cod conly assigns morsl worth to
the actions of men and angels, because being created in such
a way that sin was a real possibility to them, they slected
of their own free-will to bs virtuous. To have moral value
at all, an action must be consciously willed in preference
to some other action which constituted a genuine nlternative
at the time of choice. Action of this kind is the expression
of a free-will., Wherever a righteous sction is dene without
the wrong action bezing in anyway a possible alternstive,
there you have acticnaccording te necessity.

In answering Boso, St. Anselm ,first of sll, employs:

a reductio ad absurdum. If Boso's positlon is correct,

then it is impessible fo praise God. Secondly, since it is

undeniable that God is to be praised, St. Anselm
e
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uses that fact which Bose cannot truthfully deny, to prove
why it is that the angels are to be praised, and what is the
nature of Christ's sinlessness. Whatever God has, He has

2 gse (from Himself),His righteousness 1s an expression of

His own nature, As he says in enother connectiogsz’ cod is

not constreined or forbidden tec do anything by any external
necessity. The ground fer our pralise of Ged's Perfectionsis
thet He hes them from Himself. The angelis, he continues,

are worthy of praise in their sinlessnese, for that same
reascon that they have it from themselves, E£t. Anselm's task,
then, is to show how the angels resemble Ced in this respect,
and, by ﬁefeating Beso's iogio'at this paint, to prepare the
way for asserting the freedom and pralseworthinese of (hrist's
rightecusness. The rightecusness of the angels is to be
praised, not because they hed the cpportunity te sin and
refrained from dchg so, but because they have now achieved

@ sinless or rightecus ceoadition. This condition they may
be gaid to have conferred upon themselves, cn the general
principle that he who doaétgravant something frem occurring
is responsible for its occurrence; they did not stend in the
way, by availing themselves of the opportunity to sin, to
prevent theuselves from Decoming sinless, and are accordingly
to be regarded as the authors of their own sinlessness.

St. Anselm here equates "having conferred ginlessness on one-
self" with "having sinlessness from oueself"™ (the phrase A se

having already been applied to God), and he nes to add that
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this is the only way in which a oreature can have something
from himself, For this righteousness, the angels deserve our.
praise. In a quick stroke, “t. Anselm adds that since there
is no constraint or prohibitionos their rightecusness does
not follow from necessity but from free-will. St. Anselm has
laid the basis for the final assertion to which he has been
all along moving, that since the God-man will have a se
every good quality that He possesses, the human nature deriving
the attributes of the Divine through union with it in one
Person, then His sinlessness will follow from free-will

and not from necessity.

The conflict of opinion between Boso and St. Anselnm,
brought out so clearly in BK II, 10 p 107, L.10 to end, is
fairly closely paralleled in the history of Kantian and post-
Kantian ethics, and particularly in the controversy over "the
right and the good." 64 Boso's position is, in principle,
the Kantian position, namely, that moral worth and praiseworthi
ness cannot be established unless the action is done in the
face of morally unworthy alternatives - Boso would sumaarise
these under the posse peccare and Kant would speak of
"inclinations," It is significant that Kant beginping from
premises similar to those of Boso encounters precisely Boso's
difficulty about God's goodness. Kant meets the aituation 65

by saying that the perfectly g od-will is not obliged to
obey moral laws, obligation existing nly for beings with
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"gubjective imperfection of the will," 1.e. beings who experi-
ence inclinations, and that "ought"™ 1is here out of place

because the holy will of God is "of itself necessarily in union
with the law"66 This was exactly the conclusion which Boso
realised to be 1ncompatiblo_with his premises GV' and it is
generallt agreed that Kant would require to meodify his provicus
analysis of the good will to allow for a more consistent account
than he gives of the goodness of God's will. If Christian piety
supports Kant, logic favours Boso. St. Anselm, on the other
hahd, observes the goodness of & person whose actions are good,
not because they are always done in resistance to temptation, but
because they flow from an upright character. As professor

A.E. Taylor once said: "We have no high regard for the charactedr
of the person. who has to go through an intense moral strugzle
with temptation, every time he passes a public-house, or seces
loose change lying on a friend's desk. " For a truly great
moral character, many of the temptations which afflict weaker
beings, do not exist as live possibilities., 1Iu short, the good-
ness of the character affects rightness and pralseworthiness of
_aotions even when no odnrlicting ineclinations are present to pro-
vide obportunity to sin. St. Anselm, then, regards the goodness
of God as normative of all goodness - whether it be of the angels,

of man before the Fall, or of the Deus-homo - and in giving prior-

ity to the good over the right, he has been followed, albeit
unwiftingly by the theistic moral philosophers, such as A.E. Taylor
L. Arnaud Reid, M.C. D'Arcy and W.G. de Burgh. If Boso was
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aware that by taking as his starting-point an analysis which
covered the righteousness of coreatures, he was involved Iin grave
dirficulties in trying to describe the goodness of God; then

St. Anselm realised that his was the converse problem of describing
the goodness of crentures in terms of the kind of goodness and
‘praiseworthiness than he ascribed to God. He has, therefore, to
explain why God's goodness is not to be called necessary but is
spbntanecusly free and therefore laudable, and in what way the
gosdnes e of angels is degeribable in snalogicml terms.

The nature of the freedom of the wil. - whether in God,
angels, man or the God-men - iz, therefore, the chief issue :
betwesn Bese end £t. Anselm. In thelr dislcgue it 1s possible
to detect three views of freedcm. According to the first, free-
dor conslgts in the power to cheoose between sinning and not
sinning. Such is Bose's concepti-n. &econdly, freedom is the
pover to act without constraint or prohibiticn of any kind from
without., Thirdly, freedom is self-determination, the ability
Yo act in acc rdance with cne's own nsture, and with the proper-
ties of that nature, properties which one has & se and not frem
any other psrson. Both of these latter views appeasr in °t.
Angelm's speech (IT.10, ppr.l07, L«27-108, L.12); and while the
former of them suggests thet 3t. Anselm is comuitted to complete
irdeterminism, which i 2 true acccunt neither of Divine nor of
humen action, the lestter represents his more fundamental position.
It is, in addition, the poaitien which is the proper counter to
Boseo's previo 8 speech, for there Poso had maintasined im reply to
St. Anselm that the sinlessness of the God-man must be unpraise-

worthy because it was the noceasary outcoue of the sinle=s Divine
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Nature in Him, 8St. snselm's ocunter is, in effect, that the self
is only truly free when it is self-determined, when its actions
are the exprec:ion of its true nature. What Beseo had called

acticn ex necessitate, “t. Anselm would c2ll acticn of the truly

free-will, becsuse it 1s action a se. In Ged, Whese nature is
goodness, truth, mercy and so on, His ections are praiseworthy
because the nsture from which they proceed is preisewcrthy. 1In
the ¢ass of the angels, who sre sinless, thelr scticne may follow
in a sense necessarily fro: their being, but they have their sin-
lessness a se and are, therefore, St. Anselm holds, completely
free in their volitions. It would be unwarrantable to develop St.
Anselm's positicn further, because he states it all too briefly
and without illustration, but we shall consider it immediestely

in the light of the evidence cof the De libertate Arbitrii.

It would not reguire much elaboration to develop from St. Ansela's
deseription of freedom, the view which Hastings Rashdall®® adopts
in his resction against determinism on the one hend, and indeter-
minism on the other. Once more, i1t iz to be noted that the
notior of gseltas, which £t. Anselm ha:’ used in dsescribing

God's freedom in electing to save mankind, is emplcyed in his
erowning argument this time for the sinlessne:s of Jesus Christ
and for the freedom on which 1t is based. TYet it would be foolish
to shut our eyes to the defects in 85t. Anselm's presentation of Hs
| cass. For example, he does not provide a really coavincing
argumnent for the gimiiarity of the agséitas of God and that of

the angels. In fact, he cught to have realised that aseltas
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belongs properly only to God and not to any of Hismcreatures,
however righteous. But, as so often in St, &nselm,‘ie says
- a true thing in a wrong way, and we mus'! give him the credit
of the true thing.
(6.3.,2.3) St. Anselm's views on the freedom of the will stated in the

cur Deus Homo, Bk.11.10, may be smplified by reference to
what he says in the De Libertate Arbitrii. 1In this treatise,

St. Anselm is diascussing the precise issue of whether and in
whet way freedom of the will can be attributed to the apos-
tate gngels and the Tirst man who fell; nevertheless, through-
out ha makes many assertions on true freedom of the will

which render a comparison with the Cur NDeus Hcomo valuable.

In the De Libertate Arbitrii he expounds at length two

views with which we are already familisr, The first is

 the negstive view that ein does not consist in the power to

sin or not to Si"gg. for then fréedcm of the will must be
denled to God. Conseqguently, the definiticn to be given
of freedon of the will must bs guch as tc include both
human end Divine fresdom, which is exsetly the point which
3t. ‘nselm makes in suggesting to Boso that his theory of
morel prajigseworthiness would prevent us from préising God,
¥he is not equally free to sin or not to sin.ma In other
words, abillty to sin mist not be included in any definition
of freedon of the wili .7l The second view expounded is
that freedem consists ia the absence of cosrcive or.
preventative power 72 - an echo of thes indeterminist view

of the Cur Deus Hemo. There appears, however, & third
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view in the earlier treatise, namely, that the power of
preserving righteousness of will solely "for righteocusness
sake" is a perfect definition of freedom of will.73 He has
prepared for this conclusion by a lengthy discussion in c¢.3
on the non-utilitarian character of willing righteousness =
g fact to be emphasised centuries later by Kant in his
theory of the autonomy of the goodwill. The free-will is the
will which wills righteousness for its own sake and not
for sny extranecus reasons. 't might appear that this %
account of fresdom is somewhet different from the self-

determination theory of the Cur Deus Hosmo, Bk.IT.10. But

this is not exactly 2o. In the latler passage, 3t. Anselm
regards Divine freedom,rightenusness and praiseworthiness
as the type, and these attributes in the angels as ectypal.

In the De Libertste Arbitrii, the type which he is discussing

i the freedom of creaturely wills - those of man and an-
gels, whose frecdom consists in being determined by
rightecusne e. Had he applied this type of freedom to God,
phen since rightecusness is one of the perfections of God'§
nature, God's freedom would be seen in datefmination by Iﬁ\
that righteousness which belongs to the easence of His being,
i.6. in self-determination. Nevertheless, nad St. Anselm

employed the De Libertate Arbitrii coneeption of freedom

as determination by rightecusness, in his analysls of the
righteousness of angels in the Cur Deus Homo?4} then he
would have arrived at a less artificial explanation of why

we praise ithe angels for their righteousness, than that they
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confer sinlessness upon themselves and, therefore, have it

a se. For he establishes the analogy between the freedom

of God and the freedom of the angels at the wrong point.
Both God and the angels are free in their actions in

that they are determined by rightecusnes: and integrity;
but whereas, since these perfections are essentially

one with God's being and nature, e has them a _se, the
angels have them a Deo, gnd only in a creaturely and deri-
vative sense a se. We praise the angels‘fbr their sin-
lessness, which consists in complete determination by the
righteousness of God; and God for that righteousnes: which
He Himself is.

After the elaborate arguments of II.1lC, tc establish the
sinless of the Cod-man, it comes as a surprise to find

3t. Anselm at I1.16 advencing a position of "reverent
agnosticism”™ in regard to the menner in which Cod assumes
humanity sinlessly from the sinful mass of the husan race.
If I1.10 wes addressed to the that of Christ's sinlessness,
11,16 deals with the how of Christ's sinlessness. Qnce
again Boso's importunity provides the occasicr for the
declaration of the /nselmic view. If it be true thﬁt all
men have come under the curse of the sin of Adam, and are
born ain;éfaff if, teoo, satisrsction is to be made only by
one who is born of that lineage; 7® how is it possible for
some one so born to be sinless, and o to achieve the neces-
ary satisfaction? St. Anselm's reply 77, repeated in
this same chapter’®, ig that};e cannot understand how, for

the purpose of reconciliaticn between God and man, God takes
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a human nature that is sinless; then we must accept the fact,
reverently admitting that in the hidden secrets of so lofty
e subject there are matters which lie beyond our knowledge.
This we do know: that the salvation of man could not be
achieved except CGod in His wisdom and power tcck the siniess
human neture which would alche be adecuate for His great
purpecse. This "inscrutable work" of God surpasses human
thought and penetreticon.

while the spirit in which this chapter is written
ecannoct but compel our admiration, coming in the midst of
so many "arguments about it snd ebout," nevertheless it
represents what some critics would regard as » defection
on 8St, Anselm's part, in two directions, from the main
principles of the Cur Deus Homo. On the cne hand, it

might be pointed cout, while it is simple for the purposes
of exposition to meintain that IT.10 examines the that of
Christ's sinlessness, end TI.16 the how of His sinlescness;
it is yet wrong to believe that the two issues are isolable.
Ne matter how convincing his arguments for the sinlessness
of Jesus Christ may be, if he cannot demonstrate how this sin-
les ness is posgsible, then his purposes are defeated. II.1l0
requires for ita completion the demonstration of the subject
of I1.16; otherwise, the prssibility and the reality of the
Ged-men remain open questions. On the other hend, ot.
Anselm's appezl to reverent agnosticism could be con-

strued as a virtual esdmisgsion that his a'‘empt at intellectus

figeil has falled at a cruciasl point, and that the guestion
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of whether men's salvation can be accomplished is not to be
settled purely by a2 theoretical examination of the possible
qualities of the Deus-homo.

while a fair caese can be made for the oriticism that
St. Anselm has failed in these two directions, it is not so

sericus as might at first appear, for the following reasonsi-

(6.4.1) The case for the sinlessness of Jesus Christ is more

(6.4.2)

accurately related to the Atonement than to the Inearnation,
What, in feect, 8t. Anselm goes on to do - and here lies,

in his judgment, the justificetion for the sinlessless of
Jesus Christ - is to show that the Atonement is not possible
except on the basis of Christ's sinlessness. In fect, a
strong position would be to argue that the assertion of the
sinle«sness of Jesus Christ is an inference backwards from
the Atonement, and not a direct implication of the Incar-
nation. For most theclogilans, who affirm the sinless-

ness of Jesus Christ, do so on the grbund that ctherwise He
could not be the Seviour of sinners,

It might be =dded that if St. Anselm achieves proof only of
the that but not of the how of the sinle'sness of Jesus
Christ, then he has achieved all that he recuires for the
purp:se of his soteriologica=l theory. The that and the how
may be inextricably linked up, but if St. Anselm has satis-
factorily demonstrated the that, howcvsr complete his failure
in regard to the how, his subseguent argument is not thereby
invalidated, 1In fact, some of the worst errors in the field
of dogmatic science have arisen, when theologians have either

professed an excessive and unwar anted knowledge of the how
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of God's Being and Actions; or, on the other hand, having
discovered the difficulties of establishing the how , have
prematurely denied the that,

Should it be granted that St.Anselm has falled tp demonstrate
the how of Christ's sinlessness, 1t is doubtful whether

this admission is a really seriocus criticism of his theo-
logical ability, for few theologians, if any, who have sgreed
with 8t., Anselm's premises concerning sin and the solidarity
of Christ with sinners, have ever achieved success ir this
regard. Some even have regarded their failure as a good
reason for the contention thet Christ assufied a sginful

human nature. St. Anselm evidently prefers hils reverent
agnosticism to that alterna%ive, whiech would have too

many disadvantagecus implications for the rést of his

theology.
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CHAPTER IV.
ILLA BEDEMPTIC : Soteriology

St. Angeln's presentation of the doetrine of the
Avonsmont consisis of four themes: (1) the voluntary nature
of the Death of 6ur Lord; (2) the value of His Death;

(8) theapplication ¢f the m rits of His Death:; and (4) His
Deatiy ag an example Vo mone The intorest in their presen~
totion lies not solely ia the development cof esch particular
thewme, but perhaps more 8o in the relaticn fhich each of

these themss Lears to tiw others, end all ¢f them to the
revious Greatment 85 The

AF&I“GJ!- of Jasus Ch.r‘.'lﬁ't.

St. Anselm passes from his treatment of the Person of
Josus Chvisti to that ef Hia YWork by @ang of a discussion »
ef the guestion, whether Cur Lord diled of necessiiy or net.
That discussiocn atl IT 10, 1l 1o muevhst bricf and out of
Froportion te its importance for his view of the value of
Christ's Death. What is there stated can, however, bde am -
plitied by reference to two other accounts of the same
matier = I.8-1C3 and IT. 16,17~ which oceur in the examina-
$icn of othor problems. Sinee 1% is our contention that
Ste Lnmolm is best understood 1n the light of 211 that he
hag to say on any particolar subjeet; and since it was
aluo 3%. Anseln's practice to take,za reod, argmonta that
he hod used alsewheie; we shall br..g together forxr single
treatnent his seversl discussions of the voluntary nature
of the Death of Cur Lord.
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(1.1) In Bk. I, before St. Anselm has properly begun his
argument concerning the reason for the existence of a
God-man, and while he is still spparently bandying words
with Boso, he devotes much energy to the discussion of the
question, whether Christ's Death was veluntary or not. 1In
I.8, Boso states the problem which St. Anselm must face,
and with him, all theologians who have ever maintained the
orthoflox position in whatever century. Granted that the
¥ill of God is never unrnasonable? how is it possible for
Him to submit that man, who was His Beloved “on , to the
ignominy of Crucifixion, or even to permit such a thing to
happen to Hia? Boso further refines the problem to a dilemma

If God could not save sinners except by this unjust (which,

for Boso, is also unreasonable) treatment of an innocent man,
what of His omnipotence? Yet, if He could and refused to
do sc, what of His wisdom and righteousness? In his
immediate attempt to deal with Boso's problem, St. Anselm
endeavours to save God's wisdom, righteousness and
omnipotence by the doubtful method of proving that God
neither willed nor permitted Chr;st to die against
His Will; and that Christ's Deeth is to be properly
understood in terms not of His pbedience to the compelling

Will of the Father, but of His own fre--wili. This method is
doubtful, because not only does it involve St. Anselm in

some sirained exegesis of certain Scriptural passages whiéh
Boso promptly cites (e.g. Phil, 2.8 ff; Matt. 26.39), but
in addition it confliets with St. Anseim's main thesis
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that the salvation of man was initiated by God and executed
in thePerson of the Eternal Son made fiesh. As to Bosu's
dilemsa, the whole work is an attenpt to resolve 14, and to
show how through the suffering of the innocent for the
guilty, no ecoupromise 1a suffered by God's wisdon, righteous
neoss and omnipotence, - or, morc strongly, how it is only seo
that Cod's attributes can ba properly indicated. St. Anseln
progent answer to Boso's question is not irrelevant for it
provides ve with his tentative Jirel attuigy on a major thene
of his sataeriologye.

(Lo2) I» T7,9,10, St. Ansela glves a fuller sccount of the relatio:
of Christ's Death to the will oi the Futher, and to His cun
frea-will: but since this secouwt s clocet undoubiedly the
neat obsoure passage in the whole work, 1% o difficult
to deteraine what Ste Aol wunba Yo prove, aad what he
dons motnally prove; and to ceuviel hlx of dovaright self-
contrafdiction. In the courase of the argument, he adoptae
the following positionsse

{1.2.1)%0 boein with®, he meintaius that Chilst's Death was not
due So lis obedieuce to the spocific volitlion of the Futher
that He should diej; but ollowed &8s o 4iwmsct consequence
of iils slleglance, damandad vy uvod, o trath and of
rishteousness. That is, God cajolins that In every asituc-
tion the ratiocnal sreaturs shall not diverge Lron trulh or
rightecusness; but He cunuoel be @218 to Iqulire the aotusl
individual acts of obedicace Lu the procime situations in
whiech rauunai ereatures fiand Shenaelves in endeavouring teo
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fulfil His injunctions. He does not require Christ te die
= but e does Trequire of Hia as of all rational ercatures,
that He should invariably keep ids lawa of trutha and
rightoosusnesse.

Two comments may be mado on this short 4lssussion, and
thoy sezve to show how confasing St. Ansela's argumant reall:
f8. Firaet, he vislates the sinple loglesl peinciple of
de omne ot de ulle; whatever ie true of all members of a
clasy is true of auy cue of them singly. He vants te say,
on the onc hand, that God ¥guires of Jesus Christ cbedience
o His laws in evexry situstion; ami, on the other hang,
thut God does not reguire Juul that paiecvlay aet of
obedienes which fusuce in the situution of His erusifixion.
Secondly, @ 18 speuking of Jesum Christ as 42 Eﬂ ware
only a Pational creature {(a pesitlan which he re-afrfirms
in .9, aad later ot ¢ woot in ortant polnt of His arsment
Tieil), a statescul poxulusibls porhaps in the cuse of
extrowe Letoticiste, but not in one who holds so firmly
the compresence of the 4wo satures in Onr Lord's Persone
Mext” aad contianiag v1th his establishment of the view
that God 614 not requim the eath of Christ, he submits
the gmwund of the sinlosunsss of Christ. Tt wovld be laven=
Sabieo for God ¢ compel a Juot mun to porish; thercfore,
Christ uust have dled of Mg om free-will. St. Anselm
chovses hdu pamga to mtum o t!w there which he has
Just Loft, throwing Doso =nd his readers into confusion
by allowing that God may lagitfimtely be said to havo
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deuanded of Christ His Deathe God cogmanded Christ to drink
the Cup that led to His Death, which 1s a porfectly
Seriptural view, but one which is a refutation of that which
he had been upholding at the beglmning of I.%. He takes the
mtter further yoi when at 1,9, p.62, LL.23 £f he says that
the Son, with the Father and the Holy Spirit, had decreed
that il should show forth the wonder of God's 1 rey"not
otherwise than by His Deathe” ste snsels, then, has tacitly
admitted part of Boso's position, namely, that Christ suffers
death in obediencs to God's wWill = @ poaiticn whieh he had
hoped at first to avold. His tusk now Loconws that o show-
ing that even on this adulssicu Christ's will io die is His
own free-will.

Towanis the end of L.9%s i dissusnion of Our Lord's
gtasouent, "Father, if iv he Loesible, 1ot thism cup pass
L2 me3 nevertheless, not wiat I will dmt vhas Thou
wilisest,” St. /mseinm expiaing $hail the "ay will® refarred

to by Josus Christ 1s the matural human will to self-~

prose vallion. Bariier 1s thiz aans oha,—:_:terz he has
referrzd %o the "upright™ husan will of Jesus Christ, as
deriving not from hwmaniity dat fron §ivinity, 30 that the
will to self-pregervat ionm is not 1teels sa ovil thing, the
presencs of whieh in Christ sokes HAn ainful, nor is it
allowed to becouw an &vil thing by opprosipg the Divine

will iz Christ. Such i® the uweitly of Christ's nature

that the hunan w1l ‘n Hi: ig slweys subhordinoted to the
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Dibvine. ™The will of the Masther,” the nature of wihich he
now ingeniously explains,® is not that the Sea should dde,
bui that the hwean race should not be restored exeest nan
do sousthing equal ia value to the Death of the Som. In
effect, St. Anseln is saying that the Father's will 1is
that sither man olifevs sow thing equgl ia value %o the
Death of Chwriat, or man ghall not e saved. It is the
Son Vho effectlively wills the £imt of these siternaiives,
and o does 30, recogaiaing that The adeond ulternative
ia not s real alternative for o good and omulpotant God,
Vho cannot Tuciadn what fe iz and se: Hie sraation of man
9531542103 by humn sin. Tho Pathor thon may he satd to
uiil the Death o2 the Jon, Dessuag He virtually leaves
840 Jon ue altermtive but denth, 1f nan $s to be saved.
The Son,by reason ¢f the uprightness of Yis will, makes
that will of the Father His own, or, pasrhaps mors accuratge
iy s %he Pather wills what the Son wills, oneas the Son wills
whay 18 acceptadble te the Mathar.
This argunent 1a go Sertusug, that it dancrves
farthe r exanination. '
(Le2.3.1)In the middle of the argamext, 5% Ansela re-affirme the
pesition which he hald grevicusly boen m!ntummg, that
the Pagher does not will the Dosath of Josus Christ. lie
souns to focl obliged to Qo so i ana—» o Bnso's states
nea%,at the end of Y0, tnt Christ dled more through &
gonpalling will %o obedlence than of Hia spontaneous

Mot /los:fu'm
veltione Tot his wholo sshoms of sotariolegy breake dom
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and he ends by allowlag, with qualifications whieh conesde
the whole point, that the Fathor 414 will the Death of
ths Sone

(Le24342) Throughout the lavier hall of I.9, 5t. Angd m seenms,
mo st of the time, to be saying that the will of Jesus Christ
ig merely a human will, and that 1ts uprightnes: is a gife
of graee, glven by the Father o the man, Jesus. In fuet,
much of St Anselm's diffieulty in mesting Bose's |
gtasement at the end of I.8 arises from this very view.

How can a human will be other than under the coupulsion

of obsdience %o the Divine WIlL? Yet,with the two=
nature theory of the Persen of Our Lord, which St. Angsla
sanepts, 1t should have beon poessible, 4o faet, it would
appear neceusary for hiw, to sey that Jesus Christ has
uprightness of will & ge, and not, as 1f it were another
thing, 3_&29. Hig Will and God's Will are one, 8o

that the obelience, under which Jesus Christ ls placed,
orizinates not fron outside® Hinself, but is an inner _
conpulsion, and fres hecsuse selfw-originating. This posie
tion S5te Anselm does atate in J.10, but 1% comes 2lmost as
an afterethought, am s not properly related to the diffi-
cnl.t!.ea%aa bogen eneountering in I.9, and of which it is his
oaly proper selution,

(Le2a4848) The turning-peint in 5t. Ansoln's argument, namely, his
interpretaticn of the Will of God to be that He will not
allow the human race to be saved, unless man does something
¢qudl in value to that Desth U whieh tije Dews-houo
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guffers, is a statement which is quite meaningless at that
stage of the book. It is a refaerence to the theory, whieh
he dovsiops at T.21 and IX.8, that the satisfuetion for
his sin to be offered by man to God st be soms thing greate
than all that is not Godj; and that the Deus-houo 18 the .
only Parsen Who can make mach an efforing.  In effect, God
gnacts that, unlesz man san offer as satisfoction to Hinm
for sins comuitted somothing whieh has the infinite velue
- gf the Death of Christ, an offering which man as einner

earnot make, thon he will be denied salvation. The refer-
enes 1s, at the samwe time, of interest; for in Bk.II St.
Ahm!.m.mver axplici¥ly saye that the Death of Christ is
geaater in velue than all that s not God, though thy |
avgunent of BKe ¥ would have led us to expecot this proposi-
tisne The introduetion of sme important a theme in such a
cagsual and cboeure mamer fa further evidenes of the con=-
fusicn of this whole chapter.

(L.2.8,4) Dospite the couplexities and even the selfecontradictorie
nass of thess vicws of 5%, Ansels, they supply sufficient

ovidence to dlapeze of T.He Highes' or:ttietmu.' that
gatisfaction to God "muat have coue not fron the sufferings
and death of Jesus, but fron His willing surrender to the
Pivine will and purprse, fron His obedience to the cone
selouaness of veecation fron Cod and all this involved."
Apart f2ou the Zuet that in $he  aragraph f£ron whieh this
quotation 1s taken, Hughes seems aboui in equate satisfaction

mind at all
with sontentuont, and not %o have any tcchaledl meaning in ,
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to the confusion of his whole eritiecismj by failing to
follow the tortuous note which St. Anselm's argument takes,
he has grossly overasimp.ified the Anselule theorye.

(Le3) When we continue in ¥,10, whieh purports to throw further

(le3el)

(1:342)

light on this same themd of the relation of Christ's Will to
that of the Father, we find that 5¢. Anselm, while ree-

af ‘irming previous, and mwiag additionsal accounts of the
matier, doca not yet selve Boso's problem, In fagst, Ste
Ansels now states the several ways 1n which the Father may
be sald to have willed the Meath of the Soni=

The Pather, we are now told s Gives the Son the will to ade,
for according to His humanity, He has not the will %o #se%
righily = a stepy farther than oven Boss wanted 40 £0e

Cngs wgain, Ste Ansolm seans e overlook completely %he
presence in Ghrist of a Divine mturey so fer,in I.9,

end 1,10, he in monothelite ‘n his interpretation of
Christ’c declsion to dle. Thia faet is caplicitly
ptated lawr? when "Christ's making Hiweell obedient unto
Death® im presented as a perfect exasple of the free obedinge
of "the rationsl ereature” whoe wililingly followe Cod's

will for hin. The part which the Divinensture piays in lis
choige of death 18 completely fgnorsd at this stage, and

the oversight -1a all the mors gerious in viay of the
importance which S5t. Anselm attaches to fhs pregunce ef

the Divine naturs as glving yalue %o the Death of Chriat.
M;ainl‘?' the Father comanded the Son to die of His own
frag-will, which alnost mekes an absurdity cf the paradox of
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the Divine imperative and human freedon.

Besides, his statement becomes unnecessary, once the
previous view = of the Father giving the upright will te the
Son = is accepted. That will would by its nature be free,
end it is, therefore, superfluous for God to require 1% to be
fros.

God, adds 5t. Anseln, may be undarstood as willing the
Death of Christ, on the one hand, becsuse He apyroves of
the end which Christ sceks to sceomplish therebdby, namely

-the selvation of many and, on the other hand, because He

gots not smtually prohibis Hian fron dying. These two
interpretations of the manner in which Cod wills the Death

of Christ come as an ansti-glimax afieor the othors, and they
£ollow f£rom the dissinetion betwoen the legislative and the
poerniseive will of God - a digbinetion later to be rejected so
vigoreuely by Jean Calvin Nor do they roally solve

Boso's problem whish wass Doos God will the pesath of Christ,
and, Af so, 1s Christ's obedience Lree? St. Anselu is now
gaying that God wills Christ's Death after it takes place =

a view whieh, 1f taken on ite own as & full aceount of the

matter, is a gontradiction of what he hag just saild.

It comes rather as & surprige that £t. Anselm should
suddenly at this péint 15 introduce the omnipotence of Jesus

Ghrist as a ground for His free aceeptance of His Death in
chedience to God's Will. Commenting upon Jo. L0.19£, where
Our Lerd says that He lays down His Life of Himself, because
He hag the povaer doth to do 8o and to take 1t up again,
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5%+ Anselm sees the Death of Christ é&s issuing from the
power and will of Christ, and »ightly affirms that it is
freoly willed by Christ, without any external compulsion.
This view, while it 18 an essentlial part of St. Ahselm's
answer to Boso's problem, comes too late in the present
diseussion to be of any real value. For not only does

8%, Anseln not relate the will of the Omnipotent Son te

that of the "rational ereature”in whonlle is incarnate =

he seems to be quite content with two totally separate wills
which in no way interact; but, also, he does not integrate
this explanation of Christ's freedon with the others alroady
given, As the late Profeasor A.H., Taylor said .'m anothe»
connection, it savours sauewhat of knocking his opponent
down with the butt, having fa‘led to ai charge him with

the bulleta. It is rather significant that after St. Anselm's
display of arguments, Boso should repeat what he hué said

at I.8 = that 1t is improper for God to pormit the Son to
die this kind of death, adding that the willingnes: of the
Son does not reduce the impropriety. The motivating protlem
of the whole book then comes into focuss why should the
Death of Christ be the only means by which man ¢an be saved?
A% 1110 and II.ll, after he has described the Persn of
Josus Christ, and before he goes on to state the nature of
His Death, St. Anseln resurns to question a1iscussed at
I.8+10, nanely, the veoluntary nature of that Deathe This
discussion 1s the basis upon which the later analysis of the
value of Christ's Death rests, for St. Anselm will show
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that Christ must offer to God sounething which He does not
oWe t0 God as a debt. That offering will be His own Death}
therefore, 1% must be established that Christ died fréely,
and without any externally imposed coumpulsion te do 80.

His arguments this time, by couparison with those of I.8.10,
are brief; and deing a repetition of two ulready given,
need only de stated. In II.10, he malntains that the voluntal
nature of Chidst's Death rests upon His sinlesshess. It is
orly siniers who are obliged to dle. I He dies, He dies
frecly and of iHls own choice. In Il.ll, the arguient used
late in IX.1ll is re-affirmeds since Christ was according
to fHig pivine naturc eummipotent, then He had powsr to lay
dowp His Life and take 1% up again,

(Lo5.) But the theme of the voluntary nature of Christ's Death
has a relentless hold of St. Ansela, and he returns to it
oneo more in IT.,16. This time the problem arises in rela-
tion to the sinlessness of lary, the mother of Jesus. He
has bren maintaining u’that Miry participated 1, the clean=-
siog fron sins accaglished by the Death of Christ, and that
in that purity of hers file was born. It 18 necessary, so it
would seen, that He should dies to ensure the purity of His
own birth of a virgin. 5t. Anseln takes the matter up at
conaidorable length.

Hapoating briefly the resulis of the discuasion held
in 17,10, as to whether Christ could 1lie or not, nomely
that Christ could He if He willed to lie, but bucsuse of
His nature, He does not wil ., and that the virtue involved
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in net lying springs fron Hiaself (a se) and is not imposed
on Hin by any power beyoud IMH; St.Anaglm arguing
analsy caily, suggests that beyond doubt Christ conld refrain
Lroan dyiag 1T He willed t¢ but He did not will to, and

this "wllling not to die™ is o 36 « Accordiagly it wes

- dfrooly und not oy any compulsion that He died. Boaelvﬁlilll
to understand how Christ jws the will %o dle & se, and,
saageguantly, 3%. Ansels haz to axpand his armmmente.

Tha favwmtabls TiLi of Cod i2 coneiPained by no necessity
extarnal to itsslf, and, oven ae was deuensirated in IT.5,
when He appears %0 agt nagessarily begsusa of some proulse
whinh He has nado, He acts frecky in she firat inastance

iv making the prosise. The Dous-hono is one with God as
regards His divinisy. Chrias's wiil has thae sane chavaster=-
i3tic as God's will. I8 aeta of 1%s own powor, and without
conatraint 2roa aaybody. Thorefore, Hia will to dle is selfl-
ariginating and free. In othar words, He haa the Jolition
to 4ie 3 me. Boso still stodfustly refuses’sto mes how
Christ 414 not die of necessity, and endeavours o tumm

the Slalicesic sgalinat St. Anseln by arsuing that, If Christ
wm*é £rg> to aic, He wag Lfrse net to 4ie, and fres, there=
o2, %0 make 2 true statessnt (namely, thet He had willed
fmomtahly %o die) Dalse. S%. Anseln, aftér charging Boso
with bogegling over nothing, sota out efresh et II.17. ¢o
show how the eategeries of ussennity and impensibility are
inagrileabloio Gode 19 That i true of God fmn eternit)
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to eternity is true also both of the nature and the will

of the Deus-homo. When it is affirmed that Christ could
not but die, nc inference is to be drawn that He was
impotent to continue in life, but mther that, He having
willed to die, nothing could constrain that immutable will
to change, Even the Virgin herself, accepting the
prophscy of isaiah 53.7, believed that He died solely
because He willed to die.

St. Anselm now, as & result of his reference to
prophecy, endeavours to shpw that the existence of a
prophetic statement concerning Christ's Death does not
compel Him necessarily to die. He employs Aristotle's
distinction 20 between prior (praecedens) and posterior
(sequens) necessity, the former efficient and causative,
the latter not effecting anything, but merely occurring
as itself an effect. The former is illustrated inusuch a
statement as: "The sky revolves because it is necessary
that it should do so” 2! and the latter in such a statement
as: "You talk of necessity becsuse you talk."™ The dis-
tinction couléd be stated more formally, in this way: an
exam'le of the first kind of necessity is, "A.occurs
because it is necessary that it should occur; "™ and of the
second, "It is necessary that B. should occur because it
occurs,” In the férmer case, the occurrence is & deduc-
tion from the necessity; and, in the latter, the necessity
is a deduction from the occurrénce. Natural events in the

physical order obey the former necessity; the latter ;
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applies to sc¢ts of human voiition, which issue spontanecusly
from the will and are not determined by snything outside

cf themselves, and, St. Anselm adds, includesthe singular
and future prrpositions menticned by Aristotlaa% In the

De cOncordiaaa, St. Anselm discussing the question of whethe:

God's foreknowl cge of human acticn effects the freedom of U
persons acting employs thissame distinction in order to
afiirm that whet Ccd foreknows is the postericr necessity,
anéd that His foreknowledge does not imply pricr necénsity.
While he uses the same distincticn, he illustrates it iR a
somewhat different way, which elarifies further the desérip-

tion given in the Cur Deus Homo. "s stick is not always

necessarily white, for at some time before it was white it
could not have been white."®%  But a white stick is at the

mcment of its being white, hecessarily white, because neithe
before nor after it was white could it be at the same tiame

both white and not white.®® what, in fact, St. Anselm here
affirms as a form cf necescity is the law of Contradiction.

A. cannot be both B, aid not B. at the same time, and necess
ty attaches to this impossibility. He goes on to apply this
interpretation to past present and future, saying, in effect
that pastness is necessarily a characteristic of past events

and so on for present and future. When this De Congordia

illustration is used in the interpretation of the example of

posterior necessity in the Cur Deus Homo, then that example

i® to be understocod thus: "You talk of necessity because
you talk; for it is impossible that you should be both

talking and not talking at the same time." (Of course, it is
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doubtful whether this posterior necessity is properly
called necessity at all - though the problem becomes
nominal once we discover what St. Anselm is endeavouring

to say. The De Concordia illustration is inadequate, on

the other hand, in so far as it employs an inanimate
object rath:r than a human willto show how posterior
necessity operates.

To return then, tec the relaticen of prophecy to the
Death of Christ: in the Cur Deus Homo, St. Anselam concludes

that the relation is not one of prior necessity, as Boso ig
trying to say, but posterior necesity, because the Death of
Christ originates from His will and is freely chosen by
Him. If the significance of the =mnalogy of the De Concor-
dia may be drawn out: Jjust as there is in the nature of
whiteness itself - spart from what the stick may or may
not have been in the past - that whicia necessarily prevents
a stick from being both white and not white at the same time;
and since it 1s white, it is necessarily so and naoesﬁarily
not other than white; so, the necessity for Chrizt's Death
is to be discovered not in any circuustances beyond Himself,
particularly im past prophecies, which coapel Hiam to die
0y prior necesaity, but the nature of His Will itself.
"o necessity precsded lis wily, = 8 Tn asomplate the
argument: "Christ diedj therefore, prophecies coneerning
His Death were necessarily true" iz thiz trus statement;
the false ons is - "The propheciss were true; therefore
they made Christ's peath nesessary.”

lfuch of this diseussion of the voluntary nature of

the Death of Christ covars ground that is now familiap,



but certain features of it require closer examination:-
(1.5.1)In contrast to the arguments he used in I.8-1C, St. Ansela
is now basing the voluntariness of Christ's Teath almost
exclusively on His Divine nature, and on the fect that His will
has the same characteristics as that of God Himself. It was
only late in I.10 that he took account of the Divine nature of
the Deus-llomo, and then it was the idea of cmnipotence
(mentioned also at IT.ll) and not that of aseitas that provided
the solution., It is clear that much of Boso's diffjoulty at
11.16 and 17 arises from the faots that previcusly St. Anselm
has besn talking of the Will eof the raticunal creature,, of the
humenitas of Christ's ferscn, and that he does not now attexnpt
in the slightest way to show how the wil! of the raticnal
creature is integrated with or overcome by the Will of the
Divinitas. It uadoubtedly does credit to St. Anselm's honesty
as a thinke- that he should repeat so frequently Besc's cbjec=
tions, and his doing so is an Indiestion that he is well aware
of ali the difficulties involved in saying that the Will of the
Eternal 3on Incarnate is identicsl with the Will of God Fternal.
Once again he aanticlpates later davelopments in Christological
thought, for BSoso's objections, if fcllowed to logical con-
clusions, would lead to the depotentiated lozos of XKenotizisn.,
But St. Anselm is clearly awsrse that the difficulties atten-
dant upon such a view - for example, concerninz the nature
of the "freedoa™ or\christ in chonosing death - ars zreater
than those encountered by his own position, that the Will of the
Deus-homo is the Will of God.
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(1.5.2) The arguments provided in 1I.16,17 are further evide:uce
of the supreme importance in the theology of 9t. Anselm
of the cconcept of the aseitas of God. It is not quite
accurate teo describe this concept as sn attribute of God.
for it is essential to all of His Attiributes, amd even
seems to determine the form which they take. For example,
his interpretation of Cod's omnipotence is besed entirsly
on thia idea. It is, therefore, a description of God's
entire nature, and just as it is often said that God is
Sdentical with His attributes - for example, that God is
Love rather than loving - so it is perhaps truer still to say

that God's nature is aseitas. - It is not easy to find any

singzle word to translate it, for it represents a number of
English ideas: self-sufficiency (for exampie, at 1I.18, p.

129, Jesus Christ 1s gaid t- be norfecte 31Vl sufficiens in

His Divine nestuvre), independence, self-crigination in vo-
lition, freedom and, above all, grace and graclousness.

The concept is, as we should expect, tc be found influen-
cing most of St. Znselm's accounts of God end of His

actions: it enters into his description of God's greace,

of God's initiative in purposing man's salvation, of His
volitional acts, of Christ's sinlessness and that of the
angels, and of Christ's decision to die, whiie it afrfects,
too, his analysis of humean behaviour. Significantly
enough, it is the argument based upon the aseitas of God
which finelly silences the indomitable Boso, and would
appear, therefore, to be the argument which St. Anselm

considered to be the strongest of all, Allowing, as was
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previously mentioned that he does not seriocusly consider
how the Divine Will is related teo the humen will in Jesus

Christ, we may say that it is the argument which is most
convineing to the modern theoclogian who sesks in Cod Him-
self the grounds for His acticns and find in Hia the cori-

terion of Revelatlon.

(1.5.3)By introducing the distinction between pricr and posterior
necessity, St. Anselm really contributes nocthing to his
immedinte argument which is rect already implicit in the
notion of aseitas. Besides, he mekea the task of his
interpreter more difficult by equating the distinetion
betwesn these twe types of necessity, with that betwaan
causal necessity end epontaneous husman veliticn, and vir-
tually with that between universal proprsitions, on ths
one hand, and singuler and future propositions, on the
other. In the end, he has to return anyway tc the notion
of_aseitas to account for the fact that it 1s posterior and
not nrior necessity that attaches to Christ's Will: He
died because He willed to die, and no prior neceassity com-
pelled Him.

Unsatisfactory as this philosophical excursus is, it
does throw light obliguely on St. Anselm's ecncepticn of

his whole task in writing concerning Cur Deus Homo. In

establishing the reasons why theres shculéd be a God-man,
he is not thinking of logieal premises which, as it were,
causalliy compelled God to become man, of a prior necessity

which determined God to sct in this way end in no other;
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sp that given the premises or knowledge of this necessity,

we could have forecast the Incarnation. It is posterior
necessity which attaches to the Incarnation because Ged hav-
ing willed it, His Will is free. The Incarnation took place,
therérors it was necessary that it should teke placej and

not - it tcok place because it was necessary that it ehould
take place. When, therefdre, we seek the reasons for the
Inc=rnation, we dc so remembering that these did not compel
God to act ss He did, for His volticn was g se and spontane-
ous. But we are wise after the event, and being =zo we
look for the posterior necessity. It is by setting St.
Anselm's distinction in thiswider context that we understand
what it really means. In natural occurrences, if we know
antecedents a b ¢ d.... 1, we can deduce that event X will
occur in accordance with certain previcusly known established
causal laws., In situations where bumen veliticns are invol=-
ved, even if we know a b ¢ é ....n, we do ggg:zgat X will
necessarily occur, for we ¢o not know whether the agent will
will to act in just that way: the friends whom we know

best not infreguently act cut of character. It is the will of
the agent which up to the moment of his scting is not fully
knowable, which determines the event. Now St. Anselm does
not deny that even in situations, in which humsn agents act,
aantecedents a b ¢ d...n are present, and to that extent he
is notlA coamplete voluntarist in ethical psychology. He does
deny that the event is explicable purely in terms of

abc¢deeeoonn @as its complete cause; its "real nece-sity"
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(his phrase) lies in the will of the agent. So, when he
examines‘why God became man, he can hclé, on the one

hand, that this decision issues spoantanecusly from God's
will, and, on the other hand, that the antecedents

abec d... n (Ged's purpose in creating man, man's disobedi-
ence and sin, the replascement of the fsllen angels by man,
the need for satisfaction to be made by a Cod-man, and so
on) may be investigzated and set down a2t length. Had St.

Anselm held that the Will! of God was alone relevant to'tho
Incernation, and that the Incarnation was unrelated to any

antecedents: then he would not have written this work. By
regaraing the antecedents as related to the Inecsrnation

by a posterior necessity, he establishes at one and the
same time the facts that this Event issued froam the Will of
God, and that,nevertheless, it took its form from the
circumstances in relationlto which it occurred.

(1.5.4)1It is noteworthy that Harnack.zylargely again following
Ritschl, has ignored the significance of the arguments of
I1I.16 to prove the voluntary nature of Christ's Death, and

- the place of the notion of aseitas in thal argument. In-
stead, he sees, on the one hand, St. Anseln's attempts at
proof of the freedocm of the man in the God-man} and,on
the other, the contradictions in which he is involved in
this proof, for example, that this 3an, like all rational
creatures, must in all His actions, including His Death,
seek the honour of God in full obedience, and cannot,

therefore, die freely. But, as we have secn, St. Anselm
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by his continued return to the question of the voluntary
nature of Christ's Death reveals his own dissatisfactiocn
with the earlier arpuments; and he makes it plain that when
advancing the case in which he really believes, he bases
Christ's freedom upon His Divinitas, and, more particularly,
upon His aseitas. It is doubtful, then, whether these
earlier acoounts are properly described as contradictions:
they are rather first approximaticns at an answer, tentative
soluticns of a problem, and their inadequacy is to be seen
- by us, as it was by ©t. Anselm himself - in the  ight of
his maturest judgment. Harnack's isnoring of the noticn
of aseitas in St. Anselm, and of the emphasis laid by him
gpon the Divine nature in describing the true character of
Christ's freedom in dying, is to be explained, but not
justified, by his desire to interpret St. Anselm as holding
"that it was the man Jesus who died and that he is our

Mediator." 2°

When we come to examine the theme of "the value of
Christ's Death, we are-approaching the clinmax of St. Anselaz's
argument in the Cur Deus Homo, and it is characteristic of
this book, hhough not of his other works, that he should

condense his arguments into a chapter and 2 half - I7.1l1 and
IT.14. Once again the brevity creates difficulties which
could easily have b=en resolved had he secen fit to give to
this subject the extended study which he allows to others
less important., 1In establishing the value of the Death of

Christ, St. Anselm endeavours to answer two questions: the
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£irst?9why the Death of the Deus-homo should be especially
valuable and acceptable in Goé's sight; the secondf,wny the
offering made in this Death should outweigh the sins comnit-
ted by man for which the Deus-homo is required to make
satisfection.

(2.1)The answer to the first question follows very swiftly from
these premises to which St. Anselm has argued in other parts
of the book. The first is that an offering must be made
which will satisfy the honour of God. The need for satis-
faction was the case made in I.11l, 12, 19 etc., as the only
alternative to punishment, which meant annihilétion for the
sinner. The second premise is that this satisfaction
can only take the form of an offering which is greater than
everything that is not God, or is less than Cod, or is under
GodSt. This offering the Deus-homo must make from Himself,
for nothing outside of Himself will be of sufficiently
great value. To give Himself, in obecient living, to God is
not adequate either, for such is the debt which every rationsl
creature owes to God. It is only by giving Himself to death
for the sake of God's honour, that He makes sufficient satis-
faction to God. This offering He can make, because He is
without sin, and not under the necessity of death. There,
then, is the third premise of the argument: this offering
which Christ mskes, He makes completely rreely.aa It is
only by dying of His own free-will that the Deus-homo can
make to God sufficiently great satisfaction for the dishonour
done to God by man in sinning.
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Such is the central core of the argument, but St.
Anselm complicates it both near the beginning and towards
$he end. Early in the argument, after stating the first
premise mentioned above, and saying that the Deus-homo

must offer Himself or something from "imself, je writous3
"He will not be able to give Himself or anything from Himself
to God, as if to scmeone who did nbt have it, so that it might
become His own, since every creature belongs to God."” This
senténce {s difficult in many ways. It c-antradicts the immedi-
ately previcus speech of "Anselm." It sugrests that the
Deus-homo is a creature whose relation to God is the same
as that of other creatures - a sugrestion which is re-
affirmed two speeches later SAEnd one which misrepresents
St. Anselm's conception of the Perscn of Jesus (Christ.
Moreover, it would, if taken literally, stultify the
remainder of his argument, for it implies that the creature
cannot give to God anything which is not already God's, and
that this man cannot, therefore, offer to God even His Death.
In fact, this sentence, taken with that of two speeches
later, together lay St. Anselm open to the charge that he
regards Christ as a man in His Life, and as God-man in His
Death. The cnly possible interpretation of the sentence
under debate, which will integrate it with the previous
speech, could be stated thus: Thne offering of Himself
or of something from Himself, which the Deus-homo makes to

God is of a kind different from that made by "every creature”,

who because of his creatureliness ca: only give to Cod what
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is already God's by right. But, even so, this interpretation
cannot be reconciled with the words stated two spe ches
later, where the pPgus-homo is said, by cbeying Cod in

upright living, to be giving God what "every ratiocnal
creature” owes to Cod. The conclusion sceus inevitable

that the sentence cannot, as it stands, be raliionslised.

The solid presence of the clause, guoniam omnis creature

Dei est, mekes any simple textual adjustment well-nigh
impossible, and there the matter must rest.

The other complication of the argument offered by
2t. Anselm to ascount for Christ's [eath ccmes, when he
discusses 25 the "rational fittingness" of the death of
the person making satiefaction to Cod. The argument he
offers is analogiceal and it consists of several consecutive
questions, which make the seme point. If man sinned out of
self-indulgence, is it not fitting that he should make
satisfaction to God in suffering? If, allowing the Devil
to congquer him, he dishonoured God, is it not right that he
-8hould satisfy God's honour by conguering the Devil? Is it
not seemly that he who removed himself as far as possible
from God by his sin,should make the maximum self-surrender
to God, by way of satisfaction? Man can only achieve this
most difficult and most painful kind of satisfaction, if he
gives himself to death for the seke of God's honour. The
character of the argument impiied by these gquestions must be
carefully noted: it is not calculated to establish tha logica
necessity of Christ's Death. St. Anselm has alresdy done so
in the previcus speeches of II.ll. He is now saying that,
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given the necessity of Christ's Death, it may also be seen
to be fitting and pr-per that He should die to make adequate
gatisfaction to God; but this fittingness and propriety are
seen only by the believer, or by the perscn who has accepted
the previous arguments. That is, a certain aesthetic quality
attaches to the Death of Christ in St. Anselm's opinion, but
the demonstration of that quality is not, in itself, suffi-
cient to prove why Christ died.
Before proceeding to the examination of 1II.14, which

is really the completion of the argument of II.ll, and keep-
ing in mind what have been called "the ccmplications™ of
the srgument, it is necessary at this point to meke certain
observations @#pon the position so far established.

(2.1.1) However sympathetic we try to be in the interpretation of
the earlier "eomplication”™ of St. Ahselm's argument, we cannot

escape the conclusion that he has virtually thought of the

homo in the Deus-homo as offering to God the satisfaction
which He requires for man's sin. The repetition of the
term creatura puts this criticism beyond all question.

#hy he should do so - when he has so carefully argued the
case that the Deus-homo alone can offer satisfaction - is
quite inexplicable. - A perfect man could have done all that
St. Anselm requires of the person making satisfaction,
according to ITI.1l. It would, therefore, appear difficult
to see¢ why St. Anselmssshould have reminded us that the
offering made to God in satisfaction should be greater than
anything spart from God; for the logicel seguel to that

reminder is to say that the Deus-homo alone can make such
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an offering. Certainly, no creature can make it, yet it
is with the offering of the "rational creature™ that St.
Anselm deals as his argument develops.

(2.1.8) Having said that "reason taught™ us that the satisfaction
to be mace to God for men's sin must exceed all that is not
Ged, St. Anselm makes no attempt within this present chapter
to show how the offering made by Christ in His Death is of
Just that value. NMow he does return to this question in
II.14, but some indication of the con ection between the
two facts is necessary at II.ll, for otherwise that argument
consists of a premise from which no conclusio» is shown to
follow ,

(2.143) Further, St. Anselm rests his argument upon what id a very
dangerous distinction between the kind of obedience which
Christ showed in His life, and the -elaticn i3 which He
stcod to God in His Death. The Holy Seriptures provide no
ground for any such distinction; in fact, the evidence
there provided is qguite to the contrary, namely, that
Christ's obedience to God, both in Life and in Death, formed
one single pattern. S5t. Anselm seems here almost to hold
that Christ's Death was not suffered in obedience to Cod's
will, and his scteriology would be the poorer for such an
implication, ;

(2.1.4) It is ,again, regrettable that the connection between sin
and death is so fortuitous in St. Avselm's present presen-
tation of his theory. The Deus-Homp cannot offer up anything
of His life to Cod as an adequate satisfaction; the alterna-

tive is that He offers His Death, which is a possible
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satisfaction, since being sinless He is'not required to die.
If any other offering would have been adequate, He could
equally well have made it. There is no inner necessity

which reguires the Death of Christ rather than anything

else as the proper satisfacticn. The aesthetic arguments

of the "second complication"” really carry noweight in this

matter, for they rest, for such logicsl strength as they

have: upo: the demcnstration of the value of Christ's Death.
(2.1.5) Perhaps the meost interesting feature of this argunent of

IT.11 is the fact that, in orser to establish the value of

the Death of Christ (as against the Life which He lived

a8 a creatura rat.onalis, stedfastly obedient to the will

of God), he has to employ the notioa of supererogation.

The idea upos wihich the whole argument turas, namely, that
christ, in dylng, doces something extra whichgod 's Will does
not enjoin, aand which His own nature dcoes not necessitate.
In other words, the notion of merit is intimately conjoined
with that of satisfsotion; in fact, the iatter cannot be
understood except in terms of the former, 1t is especially
important tc take notice of this ceonnection, for Ritschl's
suggestion 375hat, at II.19, 3t. Akselu "substitutes for the
ides of satisfaction the 'difrerent -ne of merit" 1s quite
inaccurate. Alresdy at IT.11l, ot. Aneela has used the two
ideas together: it ls because the Deus-hiodo i= able to give
God scomething which God does not require of Him (and so to
establish "merit™) that Fe can make the necessary satisface

tion te God.

(2.1.6} As to the setual cherscterisatio- of the position which
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St. Anselm reaches 1 II.11l: while St. Anselm does not draw
his argument to any conclusive statement, we may fairly

say that the position is ne of vicarious or representative
satisfaction. The Deus-homo, as homo and representative
of the human race, makes that offering to God for human
sin, which the race cannot make for itself, If the word
"gubstitution” were not so frequently used in the phrase
"penal substituticn" - and St. Anselm's theory cannot with-
out considerasble explanation be cslled "penal™ - then the
phrase "substitutionary satisfsction” would not be inappro-
priate. ¥en ~ught to make the satisfactlicon, but the Deus-
honmo substitutes Himeelf for man s2nd achleves that end to
the honour of God,

(2.2) Having demcnstrated that the Death of Chriest is particularly
valuable (or meritoriocous) in the sight eof Cod, St. Anselm
has now to face the guesticn of how its ¥alue is sufficiently
great to excead the sins of all mankind and fto render it
the satisfaction which Ced requtrea; In II.14, he endeavéurs
to deal with this precblem. After the discussion, in 1I.12
and 13, of the topic of whethir the Deus-~-homo shares ipn the
infirmities and in the ignorance of ordinary mankind, Boso
presses for an answer to the quasti n: 1if, as was shown in
I.21, a single glance contrary te the will of God shall not
be taken, even though an infinite number of worlds is to be
saved thereby, how can the Usath of the Jeus-homo exceed the
aoumerous and enormous aiﬁa of all mankind?

(2.2.1) The seversl steps of the arpgument demonstrate the logic St.

freelm adopts to reach his conclusion:i-
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(2.2.1.1) He begins by compelling Bosc's agreement to certzin
statements; for example, that he would not slay the peus-
homo, even if by so dolng he could save frcu destruction
everything that is not God, nor would he do Him the slightest
hurt for that end.

(2.2,1.2) This "Judgment of the heart" is justified on the greound
that a sin done upon His Person immeasurably exceeds one con-
ceived apart from Him.

(2.2.1.3) The problea then beccues: why is It that no sias (apart
from sins done to the Ferscn of God) can exceed the harm
done to the bodily life of this mam? Or, how great 2 good
is that (Life) the destruction of which is so evil?

(2.2.1.4) Goods are properticnate in thelr grodness to the evil of
their destructicn. If the evil of destroying that life
exceeds the wmass of human sin as an evil, then that life is
an iwmcouparably ;preatsr geod than these sins are evil.

(2.2.1.5) Sins are despicable lii proportion to their evil character

eand that life of the Deus-homo is lovable in proportion

to its goodness, and mere lovable than the sins are despic-
able.

(2.2.1.6) Therefore, Christ's giving of this so good and so lovable
Life (which is the egquivalent of His raceiving death) is
sufficient tc pay the debt owed for the sins of the whole
world., This givipng ie said also to conquer all sins and to
exceed them £ll ip value - with the exceptic of sins that
Scuch the person of God.

(2.28.2) vhile it is necessary, for the purposesof the fuller comuen-
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tary which is to follow, tc have the complete argument be-
fore us, it is possible to state it in a much condensed
form, as follows: It is a moral and psychclogical impossi-
bility to Sontemplate the committing of any hurt to Christ,
even to save the whole world from its sins. One sin done in
hurt to Christ exceeds all other sins. Therefore, His Life
is so incomparably great a good that it surpasses all human
sins; and when offered to God :n Christ's acceptance of
death, it pays off the debt resultingfroa human sin. Let
us, then, examine the argument more closely:-

(2.2.2.1) 8t. inselm takes as his premise a psychrlogical judguaent
- cor tuum indicat --9 as to the evil of deing bodily harm

te Christ, and draws a conclusion about how great a good His
Life 1s as an offering to Sod. Here he has conzitted the

fallaecy of hysteron-proteron. We judze it rspugnant to do

bodily harm to Christ, because we know how good and lovable
He is; and it is incorrect to argue that His Life is an
incomparably grezt zood becsuse we are unable to think of
doing Hi~ hurt. So, too, it i3 a prior truth that the evil
involved in the destruction of goods 13 proportiom te

to thelr goodness, and not the revarse. HJaving mentioned
the impossibility of our deing Christ bodily harm, St.
Anselm would have been expected to add that this impossibilit)
springs frem our knowledge of Who He is, the Deus-homo -

an expsectation created by his elaborate analysis 5901' the
moral qualities of the Deus-howo. The purely psychological
premnise from which he commences is grossly inacequate to
support the important comclusicn, which he enceavours to

draw froa it,
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(2.2.2.2) It is dirficult tc reconcile what St. Anselm says in
this chapter 2bout the "great goodness™ of the Life of Christ,
with his remarks in II.11, that in abiding stedfastly 1n_
righteousness, He gives to God only that which God requires
of Him as a due debt. pgHis Life as such has no special merit,
for we must interpret it in terms of deeds done and words
spoken, and in these terms it cannot be an offering (datio)
adeguate to satisfy this honeur of CGod. There aust be some-

thing more invelved in the acceptic mortis than there is in

the datig&itae, and St. Anselm by ldentilylug the iwo, has
obscured the real poiat at issue, which 1ls: why is a
peculiar, ad itional value to be attached to the Desth of Christ
which is not found simply in His Life? Tws answers to this
question are pozsible. The customarily accepted view is that
answer can caly bDe given once we establish an internal rela-
tion between human sin and Christ's Deathj and that =t,
Angela's fallure to establish that relsti-n smounts to a
eirtusl breakdown of his arzument et this, verhaps its most
important, turning'point. Oon the other hand, ard this is

the view forkhich we shail later argue4&38t. Anselm may
revise his contention that Christ owes Cof His Life, but is
free to die, and say that because of His aseitas, that im-
portant sttribute of the Divine neture of which St. Anselnm
wakes so much ir this work, all that Christ does, in Life

or Death, is done freely. The datic vitae then becomes

the offering of something that has abundant merit in the sight
of" God.
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(2.2.2.3) On two occasions during the argument,adsﬂu Anselm refers
to sins done against the Person of God - on the first,
saying that ne sins except cne done to the Person of God
excesd violation of Christ's physical body; and, on the
second, that Christ's eccepting of desth outwelghs al. the

sins of men, which do not affect the Person of God. The
first reference is in line with the general trend of the

éiscussaion, but the second reises gueries. The sins for

which sgtisfaction must be made by the Deus-homo are

gins deone to the Person of Codg why, therefore, should
ft. fnselm suggest that thaae ars to be_excluded frow

the number which the Death of Christ exceeds in value?

And hrw, ir they are excluded, can the Death of Christ be
Pggarded as adequate satisfaction? The answer to the
latter guestion is that the Death of Christ would not be
aflecuate satisfaction under such circumstances; and that,
thereforse, St.Anselm has not yet aolvedwhis problem of

liow the Death of Christ exceeds the many sins of mankind,
for the chief sins for which satisfaction ought to be macde
are, as he has so extensively shown in Bk. I, those which
dishonour God and do injustice to His Ferscon. The answer to
the former question is to be found in the fact that St.
Asselm has been dec-ived by Lis own argumentalion, Thus,
from the premise: a sin done in hurt to Christ is greater
then all the sins done apart from His Ferson, with the
exception of sine doue to the Person of God, (& true state-

ment, for hurt done Lo Christ is a sin against the Person of
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God); he concludes that the Death of Christ (the offering

of the "great good"™ of His Life) exceeds and, therefore,
makes satisfaction for, all the sins comuitted by men,

with the exception of sins done to the Persor of God (e
statement which contradicts what he hss sajid sevemal times
previously,‘ﬂ that the offering of Christ's Life is sufficien
to remcve the debt owed as 2 result of the sins of the

whole worlé - totius mundig and one which does not follow

self-evidently from the premise) . 35t. Anselm's argument

on this point is nmost unsatisfagtory.

(2.2.2.4) In interpreting the relation between II.1) and JI.1l4

{2.3)

we have mwaintained that the former.dapends on the latter
for its completion. II.11 is desiszned to prove that the
Deeth of Christ exceeds the sins of men; and II.14 to show
how it exceode them. The upshot is that 1I.14 fails in its
purpcase; and, in faect, yields the opposite result that

the Death of Christ is not suflicient tc remove those sins
for which satisfTection 12 mest urgently required, namely,
injustices agninst the Person of God.

Before proceeding to the third thsme, it 12 necessary to
deal brielfly with a subject which ia related to both the
second and the third themes; namely, how the Death cf Christ
is ef’ectual for the salvation of those who were act alive
at the time of Mis Death. The subjeot i3 dealt with i~
11.16%3  1ue problem 1s solved by mears of an illustra-
ticn., 4 king 1s sc offended by 21l ecf his subjects that

he requires of them the penslty of death. One person,

however, who is lnnocent end beloved of the king, promises
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to reconcile all the guilty people, who will accept his
counsel, by some outstanding service on a date fixed by the
king. Wheoever is unable to be present on that date is,

nevertheless, nct cut off from pardon, for he mey plead

the deed at any time before or after its occurrence as a2 basis
for forgiveness for a2ll psst sins. Should it happen that any,

after receiving forgiveness, should again fall into error; |

then pro¥ided they meke worthy satisfaction and amend their
ways, they will agein receive pardon through the efllicacy

of the same covenant. In the same way, the efficacy of the
Death of Christ extends veyond His contemporearies. This
brief analdgical argument has ccerbtain noteworthy features:-
To begin with, “t. Anselm has rightly draw:. attention to the
universal efficacy iz time a&nd space of the Death of Christ,
and of the ‘tonement achieved by Him. FHe sgecs the Death of
Christ as the basis of 211 the forgiveness wvhich God has
offered to men !n history - nct only after Christ but 2lso
before Him; anéd he insists on the latter, because he is

anxicus to ensure the purity of the Virgin of whom Jesus was
born.

It must not be held against t. Anselm that he speaks of

the man, whe sins after receiving forgiveness, as recuired to
make worthy satisfaction. No doubt the satisfaction which St.
Arselm has 1n mind is that of the peiitential system: peni-
tence, fastings, bodily labours (ef. I.20). But he cannot

be thought, as a result, to be accepting these as adequate
for man's redemption, and to be renouncing the views of I.Z20.

On the contrary, he is plainly speaking of the man who has
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already received forgiveness through the efficacy of the
covenant. Such a person, he says guite rightly, must pro-
duce evidene of his contrition and new resolve to be a bette

man; the word satisfncero“icarriea no further implication.

In addition, this satisfaction is offered only through "the
efficacy of the covenant,” and the forgiveness which ensues
comes not simply as a result of the satisfection, but through
the continuing efficacy of that covenant. Aulén completely
misses the point when. he uritos4s that, as regards penance
for sins committed after Baptism, "Anselm, like other lLatin
theclogians, allows that men can earn merit in God's sight,"”

That is just where St, Anselm is completely and characteris-
tically different from "other rLatin theclogians. " §St.

Anselm's views are here both theologlecally sound and prac-
ticslly realistic: on theone hand, he recogaises that thp
penitential practices do nothf themselves remove the debt

owed to God for human sin - only the Deus-homo can do that;
on the other hané, he is well awarelhat even the redeemed
man lapses into sin, that he requires the disciplines of
fasting and bodily labours as the vehicles of contrition and
that, in submitting to these disciplines, he is not estab-
lishing any rights to forgiveness, for forgivensss is made
effectual only through the efficacy of the covenant
estabiished between the king and his beloved subject.

It is clear, then, that St. Anselm corrects the dangerously
false theology at the basis of the penitential system, but
he is also most explicit where Tertullian, at the best, only
leaves us guessing. In the De Poenitentia, Tertullian
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fails to relate penitence after baptism, the subject con-
cerning which the work is written, to the Atonement wrought
by God 1o Christ, whereby, consequent upon penitence, for-
giveness of sins is possible for sinners . He even suggests
in ¢.5 that the origihal penitence, after which the sinner
receives his first forgiveness is itself satisfacticon offered

-to God., Admittedly, St. Anselm uses the word satisfacere,

as we have @lready observed, in relation to penitence after
the first rorgiveness of sins, but nowhere does he suggest

as does Tertullian that the originsl forgiveness wes

offered as a result of penitence which in itself satisried
God. It is easy to see how a suggestion such as Tertullian's,
which regards penitence as itself the satisfaction required
by God in order that He should forgive sins, could develop
into the excesses of the penitential system, and to a neglect
of emphasis upon the Work of Christ as the condition, not
only of forgiveness, but alsc of repentance itself. St.
Anselm, with his simple illustration of the king and his
rebellious subjects and the beloved subject, integrates

sanctification with justificat'on, and is never in danger

of confusing the former with the latter, or vice versa.

(3) In pessing to the third theme of St. Anselm's preser-
tation of his soteriological scheme, namely, the application
of the merits of the Death of ﬁhriat, we must first state
his case as he conceives it.‘s}aturning in our commentary
to discuss the question of the relation of his trestment

of this theme to that of the previous one. His main inten

tion is to demonstrate in what way the merits achieved by
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Christ in dying, freely and without obligation to God to do
so, are made available for men, whe owe to Cof an infinite
debt for their sins against Him. Arriraing‘g that St.
Anselm has already sufficiently clearly proved the immeasur-
able value of the Life of Christ as payment for the debt
created by human sin, Boso asks his teacher to show 1o what
way it is adequate payment for human sin. The that has been
established: the how is yet tc be proved.

(S.1)After a prejdminary objecticn by Boso concerning the valiue

(3.1.1)

of Christ's Death as an example of adher ce to righteousness
in the face of persecutiony; on the grou:d that many others
have set such an example apart from Christ; and St. Anselu'a.
reply that noncgart from Christ has done so freely; the ar-
guaent setiles down to a discussion of whether Christ diqd

not really cwe His Death To Cod, once Ee knew that that was
what was most pleasing ic Ced's sight. The general principle
¢cited by Bogo is that every creature owsz toc Cod 211 that

he is and knows znd is capable of achieving.‘s In develop-
ing the discussicn, St. 2Anselm in effect tskes two lines:

the first being of great importsnce for the view which he
will finally present of the vealue of Thrist's Death for
sinners; the second belip 2 parallel arguzment to those he
presented conecerning the application of the notions of
"impossibility"” and "necessity"™ to God's action.‘g We shall
deal with the two iines i+ ©t. Anselm's order.

Iin the Christian life, there arise from time to time morsl
situations 1. which the Christian is faced with two alterna-

tive courses of =ction, either of which is morally permis-
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éible, and neither of which is definitely command=d by the
moral law - thcugh one is better and more acceptable in
God's sight, for example, virginity and marriage. From this
distinetion, St. Anselm draws two inferences. (n the cne
hend, the person who chooses virginity, say, may legitimate-
1y expect scme reward from God for doing what is in excess
of duty, and it is tc be remembered that St. Ansela is

bere referring to creatures, and not to the Deus-homo

speoirixally.so

This inference is teken up again in rela-
tion to Christ's Death in IXI.19. ©On the other hand, once

the person hes made his preference, say in favour of virgnity
as before, then it may fairly be held that he ought to

pursue that course - & viw which leads on to the examination
of the notion of"ocughtness" as applied to Cod's actions.
When, therefore, it is said thst a man cwes as adebt tc God
(or "ought” to take) a certain course of sction, which
represents his maximum and optimum of achievement, the stgte-
ment is true only with the gualificatio that when God actu-~
ally wills such a course is it owed to God. If GCod does

not will it, then the term "ought™ is applied in the secondar:
sense alread, mentioned: a man ought tc abide by hisllecision
once he hes made it, though he ought not neoessarilyfhnke
thet decision rather than the cther, egually permissible
under God's Will,

The treatment of "oughtness" in reference to God's actions

takes & form which is now familiar. It belongs to God to
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meke or not to make creatures; but ohce He has decided

to create, then iie ought to abide by that decision. It is
an "oughtness"™ which springs a se , and is not imposed on
Him from without. In the same way to Christ it belonged

to die or not to die; but once He had made His dzcision,
then He was bound to achicve what He had willed. In respect
of His Divine nature, Christ is self-sufficient and under
debt to na-one, so that He requires to render nothing to
any person. His decisicn to die arises from Himself 51
end He 1s free in His choice of deathj but once He has made
His choice, He is bound by it.

The way is now prepared for what is, in effect, the final
52

argument of the Cur Deus Homo Other statements are

made in the remaining chapters,but no major addition is
made to the position now reached. As St. Anselm hiaself
says: "Let us now (boerve by how convineing an argument
humaen salvation can be deduced from these premitsom."s8
The “on, by reason of His free Death which He offered to
God as a gift, must Meds be recompensed by God for this
great deed. But since all that is the Father's is His also,
and since, ton, He has committed no sins which GCod might
forgive in return for this gift and thus cancel the debt
to God cre=ted by them, the guestion arises of how God
can make recompense for the Death of Christ. The answer
given by “t.Anselm is that God makes over the wsward to
those for whose salvation the Son became man, and to whom

He held up the example of persisting in rightecusness even
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unto death. When this transaction is coapleted, the
sinful men are forgiven the d~bts they owe, for they are
given that which by reason of their sins they lacked.
Comcerning the achievement of participation in such grace
and the manner in which he is to live by it, Holy Serip-
tures everywhere provide instruction.

(3.3) Most of the iuportant aspects of this third theme of St.
Anselm's emerge from 2 compariscn of it with the previcus
theas, as follcws:

(3.3.1)Against Ritschl's suggestion 5@'thﬁt it represents an
alternative account of the nature cof Christ's pDeath - a
subtle change frox the notion of satisfsction to that of
nerit - we must insist thet his thiré theme is a develop-
ment of the second. At 11.14, where the secconé theme is
completed, we are assured thet the "great good™ of the
Death of Christ is adecquate to remcve the debt of human
sin. 2t I1.18, 19, we are shown how in fact it comes about
that the offering made by Christ can redéd und to the good
of sinful wen. ¥We have alresdy z2een how “vieeriocus
satisfection™ seems to be a fair deseription of the view
glven in IT .14. Tn IT.18,10, 2"%¢. Anselsm uses the term
"satisfactio” but cnce - which fact may lend a prima
facei plaus’bility to Ritschl's case - aand, on this
occasicn, in a recapituletory speech whick is not closely
related to the rest of the argument of the chepter. But
he does use the notlcns of debt, payment, cancellation

(or forgiveness) which clearly indicate that he is still
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withi: the realm of discourse of satisfaction. The compari-
son of II.1ll with II.l4 has already ylelded the conclusion
that the notion of satisfaction requires that of merit
for its completion; the final speeches of II.19 show that
the merits won by Christ would be vain if not diverted to
the purpuse of paying man' s debt to God incurred by his
sinning. That is, satisfaction without merit would be
jmpessible; merit without satisfacticn would be purposeless
In any case, while satisfacticn is pot menticned in II.18,
it clearly underlies the whcie of the iatroductory speeches.
At a first glance, also, the noticn of "vicariocusness”
seems to be absent Ifrom this third theme. In II.1l9
particularly, the situation is not that Christ offers His
Death to Goé on behalf of, or in the stead of, man for
his sin; but rather that Christ offers His Death to God as
a gift which fAe was pot recuired to give, whereupon God make
over tc Christ's brethren the rewerd due te Christ. The
final stage of the transacticn, in which men pay back the
gift to God ror they have nct anything else with which to
pay, is loft unstated but definitely implied. It is not
just to say that St. Anselm has abandoned vicariousness for
sone totally different conceéptlon of Christ's offering of
His Death to God§ it is much nearer the truth to hold that
Ft. "nselm by the more extensive description, is endeavour-
ing to show how "viecariousness™ works, how it is effectual
unto the cancelling cof the debt of human sin. Concefived
of in this way, 11.18, 19 present a development of the
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of the themes of "vicaricus satisfaction” and "merit,” and
provide fuller evidence of how the two are inseparably re-
lated in St.Anselm's soteriology.

(3.3.2) Harnack 99 :01lows Ritschl in making the same mistake of
failing to s e the connection between merit and satisfaction
in the Anselmic scheme. ™If God's suffering establishes
merit, it does not contain strict reparation; but if it
contains satisfection it establishes nc merit.™ his geueral
contenticn being that merit is foreign to the satisfaction
theory. In this view, Harnack shows himself curiously
unaware of the long associastion of merit and satisfacticn,
in Tertullian, for example, but still more conspicuously
in the penance system, and of the conseguence that merit
had become,in fact, part of the satisfaction theory.

But more strictly in St. Anselm, Christ's suffering
establishes merit, the reward for which is received not

by Christ but by the sinners, who need that very thing

to make adequate satisfaction (reparation) to God; and

it contains vicarious satisfaction just because it establishes
merit. Harnack's contenticn is admittedly true super-
ficially - and if held without any 0lose examination of

how “t. Anselm has worked his theory out: it is that if
Christ by His Death is engaged in gaking satisfaction, then
He is peying what iz owed to God, and is not establishing
merit. St. Znaselm's ptoblem, as we have seer, is the
slightly different one of - how is Christ able tc make satis-

fagticn and how does vimricusness work? His snswer is -
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by Christ's establishing merit which 1s_trnnsrarred to
sinners. It is gquite wrong for Harneck to say 57that

St. Anselm passes beyond his theory of satisfaction when he
deals with the merit of Christ, for the third theme of his
sbteriologicel argument is an essential development of the
second, both merit and satisfacticn being involved in

both, as the text bock indicates and implles,

58uses this sane line of theurht to make a éifferent

(3.3.} Froanks
griticism of 7t. inselm. “If Christ's satisfaction only
exactly purchages the remission of sins, it is clear that
there 0an be no superfluous merit to win eternal life."99
Franks gives us no indicstion either as to the textual source
in St. inselam of his premise, or as to the relevance of the
gonclusicn to 2t. Anselm's theor: of Atonement. Nowhere
does -‘3t. Anselam speak of Christ's Death exactly purchasing
remission of sins! exact guantities are alien to his des-
cription of the value of Christ's Daath; On the other hand,
it is doubtful whether Franks'coneclusion would trouble St.
Anselm at all, His position has been that sin has prevented
man from fulfilling that destiny which God intended for hinm,
when He first created him. (nce proper satisraction is made
for that sin, the way is open for God to fuliil in man His
purpose for him - a purpose which would inciude eternal
1ife, in sdditlen to olher things which 5t. Anselm specifical
mentions, such sus, sverlasting happiness and enjoyment of
Himsell. Satisfaction by resoving the debl of sin, secures

for hLim the other ends which God intended for him. St. Anseli
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is not like the CGreek Fathers, exclusively interested in

the Death of Christ as the basis or source of eternal life;

and Frenks' statement almost amounts to a criticism of

8t. Anselm for being a Latin and not 2 CGreek theologian!
(3.3.4) The treatment of this third theme corrects what we dis-

covered to be & major defsct in the second. There we sawd0

that 3t. Znselm by speaking on two occasidns,inll.ll, of the

creatura, who makes to God in ceath an offering not required
of him by God as a debt, gives the lapression that it is the

homo in the Deus-homo, who makes the satisfaction to Godj
and that, in I7.14, he did not draw upon his view of the
moral character of the Deus-ho@o to prove why His Life and
Death should have sufficient value to conguer the sins of
mankind. Continuing for a time ia this same strain in I.18,
and still uslng the word craatura?lst. Anselm eventually
makes it clear that it is the Deus-lomo, VWho offers to God
the gift of excess merit, and that He is z=ble to do 3¢ because
He has =ll things a se. Inh respect of His Divine naturs,
He owes no-one anything at ary time; He is selfssufficisnt.
The excess merit through which adequate satisfaction can
be made to God for human gin, originates in the Ferscn of
the Deus-Homo. It is both interesting and important that
St. Anselm should produce this account of the nature and
value of Christ's Death as his final argument, for the follows
ing reascons:

(3.3.4.1) Tt justifies the lengthy discussion which St. Anselm had
previously conducted on the Person of the Deus-Homo. As

already mentioned®®in IT.11 and 1I.14, 7t. IAnselm seemed



275
almost to affirm that the excess merit, required to cancel

the debt due to God as a result of human sin, could be
achieved by a perfectly gcod man, who was under no necessity
to die, and who could, therefore, offer to God the gift of
His Death. At that stage, the anB8lysis of the Person of
Jesus Christ appeared to have been unnecessary. Now, it

is clearly stated that the value of the Death of Christ

derives from the value of His Persen. (Qnly the Deus-homo
could.aohieve this excess of merit.

(3.3.4.2) St. Anselm's transition to emphasis upon the importance
of the Divine nature of Jesus Christ within his scheme and
his use,at that point, -nce again of the notion of aseitas
are psrallel to his methéd of treatment of the freedoa of
Christ in electing to die for mankind. There, the argument
based on aseitas finally settled the doubts of Boso: here,
when St. Anselm has used the conecept, a se, in yet another
reference, namely, to show how it is through the merits of
Christ that men arefaved, Boso exclaina6§ "Nothing more
reasona¥le, acceptable or desirable, could the world hear."
In both cases, it would be wrong to suggest that the produc-
tion of the concept so late in the argument was accidental.
The evicence, to the contrary, is too compelling. sSt.
Anselm, having offered certain arguments which may be well
received by some, but which he himself rejects, keeps his
best wine until the end; and bases both the freedoam of
Christ in chrosing to die and the merit which attaches to that
Death upon the aseitas of the Divine nature. In both cases,

the final argument removes the difficulties which Boso and
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his readers feel to Le inherent in the preliminsry asccounts

of necessity and the merits of Christ's Death. For exampie.
the difficulties raised by St. Ansela's statement®4that the
death of this man exceeds the sins of all mankind, except those
that touch the Person of God, are removed when it is made
clear that sins against the Deus-homo are sins against God,
and that these are the very sins for which satisfaction is

to be made and cen be mae. Also, in the treatment of the

ge ond theme of the soteriology, particularly at the end of
II.14, the argument has broken bscause St. Anselm had not

been able to show how acceptic mortis was particularly meri-

toricus in the sight of Cod if it was identified with datio
vitae and that vita was cne of obligatory rightecusness.
When the notion of aseitas is introduced, then whatever the
Deus-hcmo does, in Life or Death, is full of merit, for He
owes no-one anything. If, therefore, we are anxious to find
any difference between the secon d and third themes of St.
Anselm's saccount of the Atonement, we must not, with Ritschl,
Harnack and Franks, define it as & transition from satis-
facticon to merit: the real difference lies in the fact that
inthe former the notion of aseitas is absent, and in the lat-
ter it is present.

(3.3.4.3) We can now eanforce more strongly that conclusion which
was stated in -ur earlier discussion of the relation of
aseltas to freedom in christ?5 conecerning the supreme im-
portance of this concept in the Anselmic theology. We habe
already seen how it recurs ic his treatment of many subjects;

it appears now as the means by which St. Anselm solves the
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chief problems of his bock - why Christ should die and how
His Death accomplishes the salvation of sinners. It must,
therefore, be maintasined that this is the dominant idea of the
whole book, and is, therefore, to be regarded as regulative
of St Anselm's conception of God's nature - as justice,
righteousness, mercy and love - &nd of God's actions in
Creation and Redemption. As has already been upheld in
Chapter 2, any analysis of the argumentation of the Cur Deus
Homo, which interprets it as simply an analogical inference
from Teutonic lLaw or early medieval Penance “ystems, has
missed the deeper sigrificances of the work; for, while
analogies from these spheres are present, they are, heverthe-

less, se¢t in subordination to the dominant notion of the

sgeitas of God, and in that setting are radically transforamed.

For that reason, the Cur Deus Homo provides excellent procf

of the close relation of St. Ansela's sotericlogy to his theo-
logy, not only in methodology, Lut also in essential sub'ect
matter. |

On several occasions, in his discussions of his second and
third themes, 5t. Anselm introduces the idea of the Death

of Christ as an example of stedfast perseverance in the way
of righteousness, no matter the misery or the suffering which
it entails. The populer distinction is dremn between subjec-
tive and objective theories of Atonement, and it is, there-
fore, of interest that St. Anselm, who is normally presented
as an exponent of the latter, should find a place within

his scheme for the former kind of thsory. The references
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are of two,kinds:-

In II.11, aeII.IBG? the general contention is that the

Death of Christ does not have only & Cod-ward reference,

nor is its significance exhausted in the fact that Christ
offers it up as a gift to God by way of private transaction.
His Death iz a public event, with, as it were, a horizontal
reference. It provides an example of the price that is to
te paid by those who earnestly seek to obey God's Will.

In 711.19%8

, 8 different emphasis appears "In vain will men
be imitators of His example (of dying for rightecusness'
sake, If they do not share in His merit.” The difference
is of importance; for, in thlis sentence, St. Anselm has
criticised effectively all theories of the Atonement, which
find the full significance of the Death of Christ solely

in its exemplary character. It is only redeemed man, man
who has shared in the fruits c¢f Christ's work, who can begin
to folleow Christ's example, and whe can make an offering
acceptable to Cod. Unredeemed man is still so overwhelmed
by the burden of debt that he :nows nothing of the
rightecusness in which to persévere. In terms of the pépu-
lar distinction, a subjective theory by itself is a mockery

ef man's conditicn; but it is not so totally false thast it
cannot find & place within a more complete account of the
Atonement. That St. Anselm should ohserve this fact and

that he shcould anticipate lster ckiticisms of subjective
theories, does him greast credit.

It must by this time be obvipus that St. Anselmle
Cur Deus Home is one of the most severely criticised of

all the important writings on the Atonement, and that the
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eriticism comes from thinkers of every shade of thcought.

The major criticisms are reserved for that ssction of his work
which we have just examined - his specific trestment of the
Death of Christ. A source - criticism of the criticisms of

the Cur Deus !lomo is an interesting study, for arguments

appear and re-appear in the commentators, each mixing"the
tradition™ with his own private variaticons®?. wnile,
therefore, each produces a formidable list of fallacles, errors
or demerits of the soterisclogy of St. Ancelm, Lthey are,

because of repetition, raducibls to 2 nuaber much smaller

than the aggrepatae.

(S.1) The most searching criticisms of St. Anseln are submitted
by A. Harnack,70 those of the othar cramentators being
variations of, or deductions from, what Harnsck said.

(5.1.1) Cne of the earliest charges brought up by Harnack 71 38
that St. Anselnm is content with "the doctrine of salvation.
as deucnstrating the possibi ity of the redemption of the
individual frou: sin." It carries no essurance, no gertitudo
galutis , to ths distressed conscience of sinful mer that
they personally are redeemed. At the most acecrding to
Harnack, 5t. “nselm says to some, thast, if they live piously,
they will be saved, thus: *"If thbu fulrillest the command-
ments of Sceripture, then the great provision of the God-man
has an ¢ffeet feor thee,”

Ca behalf of 2t, Anselm, certain definite replies

must be mace te Harnack's charges:-

(5.1.1.1) To begin with, it is wrong to say that 3t. Anselm

demonstrates only "the pessibility of the individual's
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redemption from sin.”™ The pessibility of the redemption
of the individual, if it enters intc the argument at all,
is & deduction from what St. Anselm actually dexnc nstrates,
namely, the objective ground of human salvation. 1In his
own terminology, he was ccncefnad with the "raticnal
necessity” of man's salvaticon by the God-manj but even when
we transeribe this notion in the more modern one of "object-
ive grguud“ we are still dealing with scurething different
from roscibility. For the believer, Le was endeavouring
to ansver the guestis.: upon what besis does the forgive-
ness of sins, which I Know to be = reality, rest? And for
the unbeliever, the questicns he was aasweriag were: Is it
necegsary for wy sins to be forgives, and If so, how is this
end to be sccesmplished® The guestlco of the possibility
does not arise for the believery ir it Jdoes lfor the unbeli-
ever, it is a question seccndary to those with which St. An-
selmn deals, Thus grantecd that It is necessary, the unbelieve
might sey, for my sine® to be forgiven, and that the ground
for such Torgziveness has been estoblished iu Jesus Christ and
dia Death; then It is legitimete for me to deduce that it
is possible for my s3ins to be forziven. Such a deduction
is permiseible from St. ‘nselm's argument, but 1t is not the
subject with which he 1s primerily conscerned. 7Tt is,
accordingly, insccurate to accuse 3St. Ansela of demonstrating
only the poesibllity of redemption.

¥hen It is maintsined th@ St. Anselm, i: the first

instance, addresses himself to the questiocn of the objective
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ground of salvatio:, we are saying no core and no less than
we weuld say of any theologian who expounds a theory of the
Atonement. The purpose of such a theory is to set forth

the objective ground or condition of saivation, and this
statement is as true of the so-called "subjective" theories
as of the "objective,"™ for both agreed that salvetion

comes from a2 source beyond the sinnor himself, whether it be
the moral influence of an example of utter self-sacrifice
or the payment of & debt or the endurance of vicarious
punishment . The inadequacy of this criticBm of Harnack's
is due to the fasct that he has igncred what we might call
"the paradox of redemption." in one sense, manking is
redeemed by the Death of Qur Lo.sd;in another and eguaily
true sense, we are not yet redeemed, forwe are still in via.
We h&ie been saved; yet we are being seved ‘fwjﬂﬁﬁ'9¢' ).
For the most part, St. Anselm, like many other theologians
in treating of‘the Atonement, deals more with the former
stateuent thaﬁfgha latter.

(5.1.1.2) Harnack has a very strange view of the way in which

gertituco salutis arises: he seems to think that it can

come as a deduction frcﬁ a theory of the Atonement. (n

these terms - Lo take the extreme case - an agnestic logician
could deduce his own salvation from the statements in a
"unive:rsalist" account of the Atonement; yet his conslusion

would be far-reasoved from what we know as certitudsd sslutis.

In fact, such certitudo comes in an entirely &ifferent way -

through the moving of the Holy Spirit in the heart of ths
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sinner, so that in penitence and in response to the offer
of God's grace in Christ Crucified and Risen, he receives
forgiveness of sins. And, further, there may be - and there
often is - forgiveness of sins and redemption without

certitudo salutis. Many people would miss forgiveness

if they waited until they had certitudo; and many people
would have certitudoc, who missed forgivenes=, 1f gertitudo
were deducible logically from a theory, as Harnack suggests
it should be. COne is grateful that it cannot be derived
fron St. Anselm's theory: the theory is all the better
for such a defect,

(5.1.1.3) It is 2 great pity that Harnack should reduce St. Anselm's
concern for the individual - which is not absent from his
work, though he deals primarily, as we have seen, with the
questicn of the objective ground of salvatiou - to the
gross caricature that if the sinner obeys the com.ands of

Seripture, then the work of the Gol-man is efileciuasl for
him, or, as he says later, that it is those who live piously
who shall be redeemed, and redeemed bocause they 1ive
plously. Harnack seews to be tent upon making St. Anselm's
theory one of justificstion by works - what he calls "an
cld-world, acdieval, Catholic Christian theory. Nothing
could be further frem the truths What St. Anselm actually

says is as rol;ows:72

God will not rejecti any ocne who
approaches Him ‘m the name of Jesus Christ. In order to
enter into and particigate in the Uivine Crace and live in
1%, we must follow @he proper method of epproech to Ged set

down in the Seriptures. What he wmeans is this:
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that though God's grace has been so abundantly at work in

the Death of Christ, nevertheless these events do not magical-
ly achieve the red-mption of individuals. Each sinner must
do what the Scriptures prescribe: hear the Gospel, repent

of his sins, turn to Christ for forgiveness and salvation,
and give evidence for his having been forgiven by his new

way of life. The "pious living” so disdainfully referred

to by Harnack is for St. Ahselm part of the consequence

of receiving the redemption offered in Christ, snd net a
condition of receiving it. Salvation iz sc¢la graiia in

the Cur Deus Homo, as can be seen so unmistakteably in II.20,

where St. Anselm explicitly says that the sin.er has nothing
wherewith to redeem himself, Cod, we are todd, says to the
sinner: "Take my Only-Begotten Son and offer Him for thyself,:
and the Son says: "Take Me, and redeem thyself.” Curicusly
enough, Harnack gquotes this very passage himself.75 but

fails to see how completely it refutes his previcus ecriticism
Incidentally, it crestes difficulties for the doctrine of
particuler salvation, which “t. Anselm had advocsted at II.
16-18 - & point which Harnack again misses.

Another of Harnack's major criticisas ™ (echoed by Denney75)

" is that,t&nraasISt. Anselm claims that he establishes all

the details of the doectrine of the Atonement by strictly
logicsl steps, at one of the most important turning peoints
of his arguments he substitutes the convenientius for the

negessarium 10 Jesus Christ, having offered the gift of

His Life to God in death, must receive from Him the reward

due for so great a deed. Upon whom, then, St.Anselm asks,
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should He more fittingly bestow the reward than on men?

%e have previously seen 77 Bow St. Anselm uses two forms

of argument, the cne normally for acceptance by beilevers,
the other for unbelievers as well as for believers, so that
Harnack's criticism is superficially convincing; but it is
not unanswerable. The answer is, in fact, to be founéin
the same speech in St. Anselm's writing . For he goes on to
say that those to whom God assigns the benefit are those

for whom - as the logic d his discussicn has demonsirated -
the Son was made men, His own kindred and brethren. The

convenientius, then, is not absclute; it iz relative to a

necessarium already established. In feet, it wculé be

superfluous for St. Anselam to re-introduce the necessarium

at this peoint, for he hes already shown why the Cod-men should

necessarily die, namely, for the salvation of His rollow—mgg.
The argument of I1I.192 mucst, therefore, be taken along with

its premise as staeted in II.7 and 8, and in that context
the cconvenientius loses its foréfe, and, we might add, its

apperent arbitrariness. Denney's statement 79 that
"tChrist) has no definite use for His Death" - which is in
the same tone as Harnack's criticism - leoses its point,
also, when it is realised, that the use to which Christ
shall put His Death has been determined by St. Anselm in
the earlier chapters of the book.

(5.1.3) Much bs made by Hernack, as well as by others, 80 of the
criticism that "the Death of Christ is entirely severed from

8l

His life-work 6n earth and isolated" —,and that this Géd-man

need not have preached and founded a kingdcm, and gathered
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disciples, he cnly required to d10182

Certain imnediate reflecticns may be made upon these
words of Barnack., Tt 1g to be admitted, for example, that
§t. Anselm holds that the relstion of Christ's life to CGod's
Will is @ifferent frcm that of His Death to God's will,5®
and he has Lo frce the difficulty thet if the acceptio

sortis 1s equ'valent to the datlio vitae, then Christ is

oniy offering to CGod something which has no merit in itself.
e have already urzed that that interpretation of St. Ansela,
while justified by his statements in one part of his work,
is to be corrected in the light of his later employment 84
of the ccncept of aseitas to deseribe the whole of the
Ingarvetion, both the Life and Death of Jesus Christ. Cn
the letter interpretaticn, Christ offers to God in His [eath
the life, so fully desceribed in the Gospels, of mercy and
loving kindnegs, of good-widl and stedfast cbedience to Cod,
so that by means of the notion of aseitas St. Anselsn, so

far from imleting the Life ¢rom the Death of Christ, links
them together in one single pattern of Divime actlica and
ga]lf-offering. At the same time, it is rather ex.reme of
Harnack to su-gest that the Deus-Homo "only required to
die.” Granted that while St. Anslem's work is called Jur

Deus Homo, he treats oly of the Atonement, and noi of

the. many other aspects of the Incarnation, suggesting,
perhaps, to scme that he ignores the significasnce of such
other aspects. Nevertheless, from the start St. Anselu makes

1t clear that he intends to deal only with the Atonement,
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and thet this is the limit within which he precposes

guaprere intellectum. After all, he was not writing a

complete dogmatic, which could be expected to include

even a complets Christology; the Zpistola de Tncarnaticne

Verbi in itself shows that S5t. Anselm had other things to
say concerning the Incernation which do not appear in the

Cur Deus Homo. But St. Anselm would claim - and his

claim wculd be correct - that the Atonement was the purpose

of the Incarnaticn. We may make many other statements

conce rning the Incarnation - about its e sentlally revela-
tory nature, about the moral enlightenment thet resulted,
about its influence upon history - but the reeson for 1its
taking place was that Cod might redeem men froas sin. It

is with that issue thsat St. Anselm coges to grips, admitted-
ly for the time ignoring other very important matters, but

rightly convinced thet that subject merited separate treoat-

ment. "For to this end was He man, that He might die"eﬁ

is a preposition which no Christian can finally deny. But
it is fellecicus to think that this preoeosition logically
impl 'es that His lLife was valueless or unimportant, or that
St, Anselm thought it so.

g6

5t/ Anselm's theory with a "quite Gnostic antegonism between

Hernack, in a disappointingly brief statement, charges
Justice and goodnes:." Of all the antinomies or contra-
dicticns alleged to exist in the theory, this is perhaps the
most difficult to comprehend. St. Anselm says often that

God is Himself good and the source of all goodness, while
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the Son %hose Will is one with the Father's is in full
agreement with the decision that the honour end justice of
0od esre to be satisfied. It is guite impossible tc make
any case for the distinction of qualities of Father and “on,
or to cite any convineing texts in support.

(5.1.5) A more luportant criticism comes from Harnack 87 shen he
says that in St. 2nselm "the category of the inner moral
necesgsity of the geod and holy even for God is consistently
confoundedwith that of reascn (ratio)." Denney 88 has the
same charge: "(The Atconement) is deduced by what St. Anselm
calls a raiional necessity, and belongs toc the world of meta
physics, not of sp ritusl experiencs.” The value of
these criticisms lies in the manner in which they serve to
elicit what have now been proved to be the fundamental ccne
cepts and characteristics of this much misund-rstcod work:

(5.1.5.1) Harnsck is quite correct when he suggests that St. Anselm
equates "the category of inner moral necessity" with ratio.
His error - and it affects his entire interpretation of
3t. Anselm - is his deseription of this equaticn as a
"gonfusion™ in St. Anselm's mind. For there is no confusion
in the sense that St. Anselm regards as 'dentical two things
which are éiffe ent, namely, moral necessity and ratio. |
In fact, 5t. Anselm is saying that these two things are cne.
Ratio as it exists in God 1s the archetype of allfationality
consequently, as we have seen,8? in his definfition of ration
ality in man, S5t. Anselm includes the noticn of morality.

When, therefore, at I.Bgo St. Anselm says that "the Will of
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nod is never unrcasonable,” he does nol mean that a rational
necessity externsl to Sod's nature constrains Him to abide

by its laws, but rather than the ratio by which His Will ls
élrected is His own essentisl being, morsl as well as reason-
able. "The inner morel necessity of the good and the hely™
vhich Hernsck #o insistently claims is &bsent from “'. Anselm
is what St. Anselm meens in feot by retic.  This reply
removes the second part cof Denney's criticism, also; the firs
part teing slmcst identical with Herneck's. The raticnal
necessity with which “t. Anselm desls s n theclogical and
religious, ane not simply a petsphycical catezory, except
mayve in the widest sense of the term. It belon-s to

“the wolld of spiritual exrerience” « thouzh 8t. Anselm
would happily not have used that kind of rhrase - because ggj
is essential to God's nature. "Raticonal m=cessity", in 3t,.
Anseln, is not to be interpreted as & ahsracteristic of the
steps of his argument, dbut rather as a quality of his theory
as a whole; and the ratio by whish it is held tozether is the
Iatio of God's belng. St. Anselm has hera drawn cur atten-
tion tc & most important aspect of thsclogical doetrines,
nsmely, taat we do not accept them only because they are
established by a series of arguments, each of which is logica
1y valid and unassailadle, but becausa, &¢ & whele, they con-
vinee us of thelr rationality, and because we sce in them the
expresslon of the ratic of God Himself. It is this ratic
which we discover tc bs absent Ifrom egnestic or atheistic

thecries, hewever velid their steps of reagoning may be,
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(5.1.5.2) It is most surprising that both Harnack and Denney should
make this kind of criticism in view of St. Anselm's repeated
analyses of the application of necessity to God's actions, and
to those of Jesus Christ. These analyses may be at times
confused; if we do not follow carefully the sequence of
3t. Anselm's thought, we may even call them contradictory.

But their sheer freguency makes any ipnoring of their
major content inexcusable. The conclusion of all these

analyses is uniform - ,namely, that God is not compelled to
aet or prohibited from acting, by anything cutside of Himself,

whether it be s natural or s rational necessity. When He
wills to act rightecusly and justly, He coes so spontanecusly
and with g view {¢ mainteining His self-consistency. In
Him, we finé inuney moral necessity at itz highest and purest,
and it takes the fora of self-determinaticn®l When He
promises to scl mercifully ané graciocusly towards His
creatures, He nccessarlly does 3o, but this necessity springs
from His own nature which will not permit Hia to promise
falsely, but constreins Him (o abide by His given word.
(5.1.5.8) The previous reply to the two writers quoted - eand it is
applicable tc ell who write in a similer straingz ~ may be
alternatively steted thus: thet they have failed to realise

the importeance of the concept of aselitas in the Cur Deus Homo.

For ©. Anselm's finsl view on the applic-tion of necessitas

to God requires this concept for its proper exposition.
The nceecessity which constrains Hia to be self-consistent snd
msintain His integrity springs from Himself (a se), and from n

other perscn or thing. When we become fully aware of this con-
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cept, then we discover that at the heart of the Cur Defis Homo

there is -~ notrational necessity - but Divine Grace; and that
even God's Justice expresses itsell only in accordance with
the demands of His aseitas. Froa this interpretation of the
work, two important consequences follow. First, it is no
longer possible to =rgue, as lMczley cdoes 93 , that there is =
sheer dualism at thehbart of it betwsen different moral
qualities, justice and love or mercy, for they are synthesised
within the ncticn of aseitas. Qmit thet consideration,

es do Mozley and the others, and duelism is the inevitable
result. Seccondly, we are compelled to take a different view
ef St. Anselm's methodology frox: that ad:pted by those who see
it as purely raticnalistic. No atheistic or non-Christian
rationalism couldhirrive at St. Anselm's conclusions from gener
first principies. His ccnclusions spring from an understandin
of & God, Whose nature is supremely 2seitas, and his purpose

in the Cur DUeus Hoamc is as much to create thati understanding

in the unbeliever's heart as if is to convince him of the
csogency of his arguments. It is, accordingly, as true to
say that his conclusions are calculatsd to supoort his premie
ses a3 it 1s to mesintain the opposite. BEBelizf in the total
scheme of salvation, or, more accurately still, feith in the
God Who has thus acted so mightily unto salvetion, is St.
Anselm's end. IT the clumsiness of the ebstracts may be

pardoned, he intends to establish the necessitss of aseitas3

not the necessity involved in formal loglc or natural law.
(5.1.5.4) Of course, it would be quite p-rmissible to take = "short

way” with Harnack and I'enney, and draw their attention to IT.2:
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where St. Anselm asserts, in effect, that the framework

ofthe whole argument of the Cur Deus Homo, so often concerned

with God's justice and man's sin, is a framework of Divine
grace. Nothing could be plainer than that Cod willed to

save the world by the Deus-Homo, not primerily to satisfy

His justice, or tc meet the demands of logical necessity,

or yet to svold frustration of purpese, but for mercy's sake.
when, therefcire, the Father and the Son make their appeal

to the sinner, they plead the chsllenge of mercy, and not the
irresistible character of the logic which somehow necessitate
the Atonement. This chapter may be dismissed as a devotion-
al aberration from the chilly rationalism of the rest of

the becok. Cn the contrary, if we regard aseitas as the
supreme interpretative concept of the rest of the book, we
diescover that II.2C says in simple language what St. Anselm
has been saying in a much more complicated theological

styhe elsewhere.

Che of the greantest failures of St. Anselm's theory-in the
opinion of Harnack and Denney - is that it does not regard
the Death of Christ as penal in charecter. "Here no innocent
cné suffers penalty for the guiliy" says Harnaokgi, and
Denney, elaboreting the verdict, holds that “Anselm, by
defining Chriat'a_neath merely as an elternstive to the

punishment of sin.... has practicelly made it meaninglesa.95
te

Despite the ilmportance which they both attach to this cragism,

neither is it so final as they suppose, or does it justify

the extreme conclusions which they draw froa it, as to its
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basdness or its meaninglessmness,
The following consideratirns, unnoticed by either, must
be borne in mind:
(5.1.5.1) Those who agree that the term "penal™ ought to be applied
simpliciter, in describing the Death of Christ, have

ignored two important points. The first is that the notion
of punishment cannot be defined in a manner acceptable to
all. It has been variously described as retributive, reforam-
ative, and édeterrent in character; 8c that Lo say that the
Death of Christ is penal is to beg a very large question, and
is, in fact, to mislead a geaneration which has, through
advances in social theory, become acutely aware of the variety
of possible 1ntefpretati:ns té ve given g the notirn of
punishment. 7The second fact, which hes Leen igunored, 1s

fhat even if the idea of retribulicn is held to be the cdcmin-
ant element in punishment, nsevertheles:= the torm "penal”

canniol be applied simpliciter to the Death of Christ.

For in re ributive punishuent thres factors asre involved -

the retrospsuilon to ths crias previcusly ccanitted, the
preportioning of the gain inflicted to the dsgree of badness
of the crime, zné the visitatlon of that pain upon the person
ccanitting the crime. It is this third factor - one which

1s essentizl to the concept, for withcut it crime would go
seot-free and the ides of retribution wuld be negated -

which must be aﬁsent from any sccount of the l'eath of Christ.
Tven the most rigid pensl substitutionary theory, which bases
its positirn upon the fact that Cur Lord stands substitute

for the entire Pallen human race, hes to fece this difficulty,
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are going to insist on literal meanings, be described as
quasi-penal. 3Such being the case, it is pcssible to make
either of two replies on behalf of St. Anselm to his crities.

On the one hand, it could be argued, since the primary
sense of "penal” 1s not applicable anyway to the Death of
Christ, 8t. Anselm is free to employ somemother form of des-
seription, which incorpdratas the first two factors involved
in the noticn of punishment, but which stops short of using
the term "penal” because of the sbsence of the third. In faect,
that is very much what °t. Anselm does: he takes account of
the enormity of the ckime which is human sin, and he
proporti-nately relates the suffering of Christ tc that
crime. (n the other hanc¢, it could ve simply said that the
term "penalty” 15 cnly secondarily used in reference to the
Death of Christ, to signify that which Christ suffers as a
recsult of humen sin; and that, in this sense, provided the
quatification is clearly stated, the Death cf Christ is a
penalty. &£o heincus was man's disobedience to God that

nothing short of the datioc vitae of the Eternal Son of Cod

could atone for it. That datio is surely pemalty in as
strong & sense as &8Ny held by pensal substib&gnarr ﬁheories.
That view surely,tco, refutes the repeated criticisns penney
that in S5t. Anselm there is no real connection between sin
and the Death of Christ: it is this real connection which
holds the enti e book together in & single piece.

(5.1.6.2) Both Denney ané Harnack also, however, fail to recognise

the meaning of poena in St. Anselm's disjunction: aut poena



294

aut satisfactio. The punishment which St. Anselm envisages

for sin, for which no satisfaction has been offered in the

manner described in his argument, is the anaihilaticn of

the sinner (mors agierna ]95 or, at least, the etsrnal tor-

ments of hell. With that extreme notion of punishment

in his mipd, it is not surprising that he doces not regard
satisfaction as penal. For that kind of punishment thers
can be nu substitute punishment. What, therefors, °t.
Anselm presents is the altarnative method in which God
deals with the great fact of bumsn sin, nanely, satisfac-
tion. It womnld not be ipaccurate, éither, to conjecture th
recent or contemporery sbuse of the penitentisl system
affected 3t. Anselm in the formuleticn of his rigid dis-
juncti n. Tertullian had hinted®? that the penitential
performances of the sinnor discherged eternsl punishament,
but commutaii-n of so many of these performances into less
exacting tasks had almost removed the element of punish-
ment. Substitute puniskments for the aternal punishment
of Gecd had, one mizht say, lost, all significance in
ecclesiastical thonght and prsetice by St. Ansela's time.
He affirms, therefore, that there is but cne punishment
for slas, however great or small; and that the cnly alter-
native thereto is not some easily macde offering to a
prieat or abbot, but the Incarnation amd Death of the
Eternal %on of GCod, which has its roots in Divine mercy
and grece., In such 2 tontext, it becomes more obvicus why

St. Anselm should himself be reiuctant to transfer the notio
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of punishment from one side of his disjunction %o the cther,

In his criticism of 3t. Anselem, Gustav Aulén (Christus
vietor") raises metters neglected by most other eritics,
for they spring chiefly from his own theory concerning the
nglessic idea" of the Atonement. The variety is refreshing,
_though some of his criticisms stand or fall with his own
thesis. -

On the basis of the "classic 1dea”™ of the sttonement, sccor-
ding to which Goc reconciles the worléd to Himself, as being

both Reconciler and Reconciled, by carrylag through in Christ
a victorlous struggle with the powers of evil; Aulgn puts
the question: ™Does Ansela treat the atoning work of Christ
as the work of God Himeelf from start to rinieh?"9€  auien
recognises th at, in St. Anselm, it is Coé ¥Whe initistes the
whole scheme of recemption, but emphsgises that that fact
does nct snswer his guestion. Vor, in St. Apselm's theory,
it is men who has sinned, and it is man who must meke the

satisfacticn. HMan cught to do 1t, but cannct: Gecd cught not,
but cen. Therefore, "God becomes man,™ His argument, Aulen
continues, is designed "tc show how the Men appears who is

eble to zive the satisfaction which God absolutely ﬁemanda;"gs

end he conclucdes that, in St. Anseim, the satisfaction offered
by Chrlist "ls not in the full sense God's vicrk of rademptinn:u

1) It is at once obvious that sulen hax derived his ceriticism
from a mistelken concepticn of the Jeus-homc, of the relatior
of the twc nstures in this one Perscn, and of their respective

relalicns to the satisfzotlo ofreved in the Death of Christ.

The mislake is (ne of emphasis rether than of outright mis-

representet ion, Acccerding to Aulen, St. ifnselm says that
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satisfaction i3 offered to God by & Man, Who is also God.
what 3t. Anselm does say is that satisfaction is offered to
God by the God-man. Aulen ignores St. Anselm's uses of the
name Deus-~-homo, ss & single concept, and he misses the point
of the title of the work, which is not "Why did God deccme
man? ™ but "Why the God-man? " In fact, the sentence

"peus homo factus est,™ cccurs most infrequently in the

course of the work, St. 2nselm preferring to speak of the

peus-homo, with the suggestion of hyphenaticn which Schmitt

uses 50 regulariy. In fact, the burder of St. Ansela's

werk, as jylenm rocognises though he does not appreciate the
impliceticzs of such recognition, is that man cannot maske the
satisfsction required by God. It is the Livine nature of '
the Deus-houo which achieveg sufficient merit for that
purpose. There Is, as we have nc:iced, much evidence for

8 thecry of cowmunicatic idiomestum in £¢. Anselm's Christo-

logy, but it does not involve the view, which Aulen thinks
St. Anselm holds, thal the homo takes cover all the attributes
of the Deus, and, as it were omn ¥His own, cffers to God
satisfootion adequate to ateone for the sins of all kenkind.
That discontinuity in Divine scticn, in Incarnaticn and

Atenement, which ‘ulen is sc¢ anxlous to establish ns a
feature of the Intin theory of the Atcnement, as sgainst the
continuity affirmed in the "elaszic icea”, is not rightdy
attributed to the Anseimic theory. God's decisicn to redeeam
men, tc become incarnate in the Deus-hcao, to sufier =né

tc éie, forms for “t. Anselm 2 coatinuous line; and Aulen's

case 1is not compiete.
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(5.2.1.2) Once this initial reply is made to Aulén's criticism,

(5.2.2)

it immedistely becomes evident that either St. Ansela's
theory is in much the same position as the "classic idea”

so greatly favoured by Aulen; or the latter is theclogically
inadeqguate. On the one hand, just as God in Jesus Christ
conquers the powers of evil which held man in bondage and

g0 ef'fects reconciliation between man and imself; so God-in-

Jesus Christ, the Deus-homo, makes the satisfactlon to

Himself whioh He Himsell requires. In both ceses, God

tskes the initiztive; He 1s inearnate; but it is the Divine
nature in Jesus Christ which does the werk which is effec-
tual unto salvation. The Atoneaent i= as "directly the

work of God"0l in one case as in the other. On the cother
hand, if Aulen hélds that, on the "classzic icea" the atoning
work of Christ is literaily the work of Geod from start to
finish, then he is committed to a theologically inadecquate

view of the Person of Jesus Christ; for he reducss to zero
the part played by the humen uature of 6ur loxd im the

Incarnation and tiae Atonement. In fact, he would finé
difficulty in avcliding either the cha:ge of Locetism or

the criticism that he regards the humsn sature of Christ as
an instrument used by the Uivine nature tc schieve itz victor
over the Devil and the powers of evil. At this point, the
Anselmic theory is c¢leer to the truth than the "eclassie

idea™ as Aulen presents it; 1indeed julen's criticdsm,e
St. Znselm has brought te 1light a very important defect eithe
in "the classic idea™ or in Auléa's presentation of it.

The other eriticisms which Aul;n makes of the Anselmic

sotericlogy are much l<ss important than the rfirst, but they
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are significent and must be considered. After making much

of the juridiesl conceptions implied by the notion of
satisfaction, ané identifying St. inselm with "the legalism
of the medieval outlmok“,lcz he expresses amazement that

the post-Reformation theclogisns should accept the Anselmic
theory =e the basis of their soteriology, even though this
was so completely at cne with the tradlsion which the Reform-

ers rejected with their theme ef sola gratia. It is now

unnecessary for us to repeat our views on St. Anselm's use
and mastery of his legal snalogies, but it must be maintained
that Aulen has misccnstrued toth St. Anselm's telation to
"the medieval outlock” and the central theme of the Cur

Deus Hcmo. There is much that St.inselm does neot share

with "the nedievel outlook™ - for exemple, his theological
methodology, his conception of the relation of faith to
reason, his views on penance, to mention but 2 few; the re-
action of the Thomists and the Neo-Thomists to “t. Anselm

being confirmatory evidence cff this contention. Further,

it is sola gratia that is St. Anselm's theme, and cnly the
most unsympathetic anéd superficial reflesction upon his argu-
ment could yleld any other conclusion. 1In fact, in some ways,
St. Anselm by lightly touching upon the “penal"” character of
the Death of Christ could legitimately be said to be closer

to the principle of sola gratia then some ,at least, of the

post-Reformation theclogians, who reduced the scheme of sal-
vation to & tidy system of punishment. That continuity in
the ord:r of justice which Aulen alleges to be so marked a
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feature of the latin type of theory of the Atcnement is not

so conspicuously present in St. Anselm as Aulen thinks it
to be. Aulen's all too facile classification of St. Anseln

with the post-Reformetion theologlians, as if he were their
complete prototype, has led to certain falsirieation, on his
part, of St. Anselm's views. To this unsatisiactory state
affairs must be sdded Aulen's togieady willingness to reject
whatever does not agree with the “"classic idea” - for
example, S5t. Anselm's repucdiation of the idea of & ransoa
paid to the Dewil - a willingness wh.ch is due %o his

failure to recognise that the "clessic icea" of the Atcneament
is not properly calied a "theory' of ithoe sbtcusmeant, and thet
the seed thcughts of cther "ideas" ¢r "theorles" are as

scriptural as those for the Christus Victor view.

L very sericus criticism of the 2nselmic theory is briefly

nacde by J.EKE. Vazley,los when he says that St. Anselm, by
working cut s satisfscetion which more than pays the debt owed
to Goé by man as a result of his sin, robs the idea of for-

#iveness of 81l relevance. It does so, because, once the
adecuate satisf-ction has been made and the grievous dis-

honour done to God has been atoned for, then there is nothing
left for God to forgive.

A consideration of this criticism will reveal some of
its essentizl fallscies:-

First of all, the criticism rests upen, or, at least,
strongly sugzests a quite wreng conception of forgiveness,
namely, that of God's indulgent condonsticn of the sins
comnitted against Him. Mozley ffipgls dissatisfied over the
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fact that St. Anselm has so effectively gstimated the extent
of the satisfgetion offered by Cchrist, that no possibiiity is
left of Cod waiving consideration of ahy sins that man may
have committed. Mozley is quite correct in saying that,

in St. Anselm's judgment, there are n- sins =hlich God can
treat in this way: his discussion of "the single glance
forbidden by God" is evidence sufficient on that score.

But St. Anselm would go further and insist that such conni-
vance on God's part as Mozley suggests is not forgiveness
(ef. I.12).

What Mozley fails to recognise is that the whole process

of satisfacticon, initisted within the Godhead and continued
in the Inecarnation of the Eternal Son and in the Death of
Jesus Christ, is re ardel by St. Anselm ag that which forms
the ground of God's forgivensss and through which it takes
place. This is whet KAonement means, and this is how
forgiveness works. Therels, then, sctually notliing left over,

which God could be thought to deal with in some other and

‘quite arbitrary way. In his statezment of the inner nature

of the Atonement, St. Anselm has shown that there are three
attributes of God which must in noc way be comprouised -.
God's freedom, His justise and His love. His fresdo:z is
compromised, if Cod is sclely determined in His will to save
the world by some inner necessity of His own Being, or by the
sinful condition of man. His justice is compromised, if

He allows =in to gzo scot-free; and His love, if He has no
regard for the final blessedness of those whom He once

created. A theory of the Atonement has to be evolved within
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these limits, and forglveness must be concelved ol as

falling within them. OSt. Anselmiuis a theory about for-
giveness or it is nothing at all. Hozley's eriticism

that it iz not = theory of forgivene - misses the whoie point
of St. fnselm's discussion.

¥inally, it might simply be said of Mozley's criticism that
it could be brought against any theory of the Atonement

with the exception of one which regards forgiveness as God's
mere condonation of sin and remission of it without cost

to Himeelfl or.to man. Any prorer theory of the Atonement
sndanvours to set forth the grrunds upon which, or the
conditions unier which, forgiveness is made possidle for

God without compromise to His essential nature in one
attribute or asnother. TPenal substitutionary theories show
how One has undergone God's punishment in the places of ths
many guiity; the "classic idea” bases the possibiiity of
God's forglveness upon ths reccnciliation achieved by Hié
own victory over vhe Devil and the powers of ¢vil; the theory
of "vicarious penitence" regards Christ as alone achieving,
on behalf of sinnews, that depth of penitence which the gravi
of their sin merits, and which makes forgiveness a possibilit
for them - to mention but a few examples. In esch case, the
idea of forgiveness is made irrevelant - in Mczley's sense

of the term - for there is nothing left for God to Fforzgive,
if by "forgive" we mean "to remit unconditi nally." ¢n the
other hend, each of these theories, St. Ansela's inocluded,

recognises, and indeed rests upon the aasumption that
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forgiveness can only take place when certain conditions are
fulfilled, even though God Himself thrcugh the God-hen is
the cnly Person Who can possibly fulfll them.

It is now possible, after this detailed examination of
the meny criticisms of St. Anselm's theory of the Atonement
to sumuerise the chief errors from which these criticisms
have arisen, and to indicate the dominant themes of the

Cuar Deus Homo.

(6.1) Perhaps the most obvious error of 211 comumitted by the

critices is thelr fallure to appreciate the Anselmic dislectic,
The dialogue in which the study of the Death of Christ is
cast is more than 2 useful but somewhat unneces¢sary form,

as it sometimes becomes in later dialogues cof Plate. It is

a live discussion and meves as such 2 c¢iscussion would,

when & persistent interlorutor refuses immedicstely to be

put off with unsatisfsctory ansvers, or when he returns

leter, after the dicscussion has moved on, to criticise
enswers which, upon reflection, reveal certain fallacles.
Boso has a real rersonality ané is no mere fell fora clever
master. That fsct requires us, in sssessing “t. Anselm's
views on any toplc, to survey his complete judgment, snd not
tc eriticise him on any penultimate statements. Almost
invariably he keeps his good wine to the end. ¥any of the so-
called contradictions in St. Anselm, then, are to be discovere
by comparing the tentative answers which he has given to
Boso's questions - for example, his varicus asccounts of the

freedom of God or of Jesus Christ. But they are regarded as
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contradictions, or set down as defects of his theory, only

so long as we fail to recognise that he himself regards them
as but partial solutions to problems, for which he has reser-
ved final solutions to be given later in the book.

St. Anselm's use of analogy, and indeed the use of analogy
in genersl, has been consistently misunderstood by his critics
Any writer is free to employ whatever appropriste analogy

he chooses; but he is not fettered to asvery element in the
source of his analogy. The history of the part played by ;
such terms as oudia and UmocTuns in the development of
the Decectrine of the Trinity wculd otherwise require to be
re-written. The energy expounded upon the scurces of St.
Anselm's cnalcgzlies reveals great historical and eritical
acumen, but little sound theclogical judguent. In his

hands, concepts, that may be shown to have kiaship with Romam
or Teutonic law or with the penance-system, undergo trans-
formation in the new contexts in which he sets them. Their
theclogical reference alters thea in some cases beyond receg-
niticn. Ocneentration upon the origins of the snalogies

was no doubt Inevitable in 2 period when "{he argument from
origins” was so widely acuepted, not only in seculer but also
in theclogical fields of study. Once the fallacies of that
argument ars pointed cut, 1L is pessible to do greater justic
to St. Anselm's use of analogies.

Toc 1little troudble hes Leen taken, even by critics so sympa-
thetic as Jemes Denney, to underctand what St. Anselm means
by rationel neceasity, or, in general, what his methodological

procedure is. To put the case briefly: 3t. Ansela's purpose
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is to show how the Atonement follows from the nature and
will of God Himself, and not, as the critics hold, from

some rational nccessity external to God which constrains

Him to act as He does, initiating a proce=s which rasultshe
in the satisfacticn offered by the GCod-man in:tead of punish-
‘of sinners with the torments of eternal firs. Nor, even in
terms of that stricter purpose, is St. Anselm meintaining
that the Atonement follows by & rational necessity from God's
essential Being, asg if God could not be God withonut redeem-
ing mankind. FHis prolonged examinaticn of the propriety

of applying the term "necessity"™ to God's actions and to
Christ's in decidirg to die for the sins of His brethren,
together with his emphasis upon God's merecy as the source

of salvation, leaves us infiov doubt that for °t. Anselm the
Atonement, was an outflowing of Livine Crsce, unmerited by
man and granted as God's greatest gift to him in Jesus
Christ. Rational necessity only enters in at the next
stage of the discussiocn when, granted thst God of His Grace
wills to save sinners, St. Anselm endesmsvours to show the
form which such ssivatior will take. But it is a rational
necessity of a limited kind, for it is operative only
within a limited sphere of reference; and it is not likely
to be accepted by those whe rsject these limits, or who
equate it with the raticnal nacessity of a feormal logical
system. In cther words, St. Anselm is mainteining that in
order to interpret aright the Deathof Christ we must under-
stard the ressons why He diéd. In setting forth these

reascons, he does what the exconent of any sotericlogiecal
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theory does, and is, therefore, no more cpen than any other
to criticism directed at his notion of rational necessity;
for it is the raticnal necessity, in the limited sense denoted
above, which all theories seek to expound. St. Ansela's
exposition has the merit, above many others, of bringing out
elearly the elation of necessity to Grace within the scheme
of salvation from its orig;n to its completion.

{6.4); The gravest srror of all committed by those who have para-
phrased the vur Deus Homc and criticised it in such detail

has been their failure to detect the part plsyed by the notion
of aseitas, or,more simply, by the phrase a se , in the
argument. This error.is sarious on two accounts. ¢n the one
hand, this ides, recﬁrring as it so freguently does at the
climax of St. Anselm's discussion of the major topiecs of

the book, acts 33 & thread holding the whole argument together,
If we neglect it, then the argument boccies a disjointed
series of discussions, with no sustained interest; the pcint
of the argument of the book, simply as an argumen;.paases

un observed; and the dramatic unity of the work is misunder-
stocd. Cn the other hand, St. Anselm's conception of God

and ol His purpcse 1o redeem mankind is utterly falsified.

It is <nly by drawing out the full implicaticons of this

notion of aseitas that we cen mfute the charges that the book
is an exercise in Scholastic logic at 3ts worst; that God's
Justice iz over-emphasised at the expensa of Qod's mercy;

that God for 5t. Anselm 1s simply a feudal baren writ large;
and that forgiveness is commercinlised, if not rendered

impossible, by the interpretaticn he gives of it. vhen,
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however, the importance of this concept is fully appreciated,

the Cur Deus Homo emerges as the grestest theologicali work

of St. Znselm -~ greatest not simply because he does, in

relation to the theory of the Atonement his mest original
work, bui mere 0 becsuce he gives there, thouzh in less
systematic form than in the other works, his most msture

account of the Nature of God.
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