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CHAPTER OWE

"REMOTQ CHRISTQ" :METHODOLOGY

The problems which have exercised most, if not all,

of the historians of soteriology in regard to the :Cur Deus Homo '

of St. Anselm might, with certain justification, he described as

secondary. These problems have ranged from the alleged "'ritheis

and ?^onothelitism of St. Anselm, through such questions as his

dependence upon 'Teutonic legal concepts and the early medieval

penance system, to the issue of whether St. Anselm ultimately

reconciles the justice and the love of God. An undue concern

with such problems has, in the history of Anselmic study, obscured

the primary problem presented to us by the ''Cur Deus Kono ?,

namely, what is the relation of this work, and the method which

St. Ansclm employs in it, to his famous principle of 'credo ut
1

Intel! i gam'1 ?

Wherever the matter is mentioned it is not taken to be

a problem at all, the assumption 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 mistake 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 credo ut inxelligam principle (such as C.C.J.Webb,

E. Gilson, and E.L.Masoall, to name but a fev;) have been more

interested in St. Anselm's theistie philosophy than in his

soteriology; whereas those who have been writing abou+ the latter
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(such as J.K.Mozley, Janes Denney, ?Jl. Hughes, A.RItschl, and

A, Harneck among many others) have not had the more strictly

theiatio theme before them, St.Anselm, therefore, is presented

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

one hand, as the first Christian formulator of the Ontological

Argument, an argument which v;a3 to have a famous, if not also

notorious, history at the hands of St, Thomas, Descartes, Kant

and Hegel, and as the first theist really to put the credo ut

intelllgam principle explicitly and continuously info action; and,

on the other hand, as the theologian who gave us the first

systematic account of the Atonement, It is rather surprising

that his commentators - no me!ter how divergent their own

theological or philosophical positions may be - are almost

unanimous in their praise of his performance in the first role,

and equally categorical in their condemnation of him in the second.

This outrageously disproportionate assessment of St, Ansel1?'s

abilities in the two - not unrelated - spheres of theological

enquiry has arisen because of a failure to realise that it is one
r

person who is playing the two roles, that his thought is now twofold

but single, and that consequently any assessment of his abilifies

in the one sphere intim ely affects that of his accomplishments

in the other. The outright condemnstion of St, Anselm's

soteriological work ha3 had this other depl rable result, that it

has led to the neglect by do,ma tic theologians in general, Karl

Barth being the quite conspicuous exception, of St. Anselm's views

on the other great themes of dogmatics, such as, the Doctrine of

the "'rinity, the attributes of God, the procession of the Holy Spirit

the freedom of the will, and so on. I' is, therefore, only when
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we seek to understand St. Anselm's thought 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 primary

problem in interpreting the 'Cur Deus Homo", emerges. No major

Christian thinker has sui'ferea quite 30 much as St, Anselm from

the hit-and-run tactics of historians of theism and soteriology.

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

to the credo ut intelligent principle is not raised at, this stage

ox our discussion simply for polemical reasons, or because there

is any intrinsic value in adding to the many nroblems to be found

in the writings of St. Ansalm. Occam's razor would deter us on

the second score, and the vastness and grandeur of St. Anselm's

thought make polemics at any +ime a course not lightly to be

embarked upon. We dare not, except at grave peril of missing

much that is good for us, dismiss unthinkingly anyone who prays a

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

examining it we shall be the better qualified to understand what

St, Anselm is endeavouring to do in the "Cur Deus Porno", and to

appreciate the method in which he is doing it. The importance

of theological procedure or methodology was for St. Anselm

paramoun , and therefore worthy of consideration in relation to

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

"Proslogion" with which it has been most closely associated in

the past. On the other hand, this problem is held to be primary
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because it provides a setting in which to place the others. If

we are first clear as to what St. Anselm thinks of himself a3 kek

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 criticisms of St. Anselm's

soteriology have sprung from his failure to comply with the

soteriological theories f his critics; and too few of his critics

have been sympathetic enough to realise that any great thinker

must first be interpreted in terms of his own premises before we

enter upon extraneous criticisms. A study, therefore, of this

primary problem will take us direct, it is hoped, to the central

moaning and purpose of the 'Cur Deus Homo".

Interestingly enough, Dom F. 5. Schmitt, by placing

the Commendatio operls ad Urbanum Papam II and the Praefrpia in

sequence before the actual text of the work, in the most recent
2

edition of the Sanetl 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 credo ut

intelligam principle does arise there in minature, though it can

only be seen in its true perspective and its fullest implications

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

rest of 3t. 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 Sohmitt.
3

One of the manuscripts places it between the Prae and the

chapter headings; others, between the list of chapter heading's and
4 5

the text of the work; one at the end of the work , while, of the
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remaining manuscripts, some place it in the appendix to the
6

letters of St. Anselm , and others treaL it as the Prologus to
7

the jjpistola de Inoarnatione Yerhi - so that in view of the

evidence ±)om Sehraitt takes a rather bold line in placing the

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

states what we recognise from hi3 other works to be the credo ut
_

8

intelligam theme. 'I judge no one to be blameworthy", he writes,

"if, be'ng established in his faith, he should wish to employ

himself in the search for its reason". Adding that Holy

Scripture invites us to seek out the reason for our faith when it
9

says: "You shall not understand unless you have believed" , he
10

affirms that "I think that the u derstanding which we have in

this life stands midway betw en faith and sight: the more one

advances to that and-, so much the more, in my judgmerr, does he

approach sight, to which we all aspire". This theme of the
11

Commendatio appears early in the "Cur Deus Horn-)" , when Boso,

the interlocutor, says, •Just as correct procedure demands that we

believe the deep things ox the Christian Faith before we discuss

them with our reason; so it appears to me to be negligence on our

part if, after we have been confi med in our faith, we do not
12

endeavour to understand what we believe". In other words, faith

is a necessary pre-condition of intellectual comprehension of

Christian truth. So far from being reprehensible, intellectual

searching is obligatory upon believers and unwillingness to under¬

stand what it is they believe and the grounds upon which they

believe it is moral negligence.

In the Praefatio, however, we find what app ars, on

the surface at least, to be a vastly d'fferent position, and now
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our problem cornea into view. After explaining that he proposes

to deal with the subtest of why there should be a God-man, St.

Anselm says that he will divide his material into two books. In

the first, after disposing of certain arguments of unbelievers who

try to show that the Christian Faith is con rary to reason, he

promises that 'Christ being set aside (renoto Chr'sto) as if He

had never been, he will prove by logically necessary steos that
13

apart fr>m Him salvation of man is impossible". In the second

book, he continues, upon exactly !he 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 could only be

accomplished 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 tha it is not a

rhetorical boast or a 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 unbelievers and win them over to Christianity;
1 ^J-

indeed, at 1.25 , 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 strictly dogmatic. St. Anselm is,

therefore, not simply attempting to bu Id up the faith of believers

by suggesting reasons for the faith that they hold. He offers

arguments which, in his opinion, will convince unbelievers; for,

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

steps which they musf admi■ to be logically necessary to
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conclusions which they will hold only on grounds of reason and

which will he identical with statements accepted by Christians

on faith.

Here, then, is the difficulty which the comparison of

Corcmendatio with the Praefatio raises. In the Commendatiq,

understanding proceeds upon faith; without the latter, the former

is impossible. Underslanding moves within the boundaries of

faith; and while it may map out the territory with a thoroughness

and an accuracy which faith cannot possibly achieve, it never

abandons faith or goes beyond it. "I believe in order that I may

understand". Eut in the Praefatio, faith and the subject of 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 affect the argument

as it develops, '"he claim is made that unbelievers can be lea to

the doctrines of faith, in this case, to the Incarnation and the

Atonement, by way of reason'ng which is as convincing for them as

it is for Christians. ihe aim outlined in the Praefatio is borne

out by the method of argumentation throughout the book.

Unbelievers are shown how they can come to understand even thou h

they do not believe. '"he implication is that the logio, by which

they thought to substantiate unbelief, in fact carries them to

understanding of the faith, if not also to belief in Christ Himself

as their only Saviour, The principle involved almost becomes:

intelligo ut credam.

Two "short-cut" solutions of the problem, thus presented,

and a third much longer, suggest themselves. Hirst, it could be

argued that the "Cur Deus Homo", i3, in view of the phrase remoto
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Ghristo, definitely not an example of the credo ut intelligam

principle operating in regard to the doctrines of the Incarnation

and the atonement, and that this work constitutes a departure on

St. Anselm's pairt 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. I is, rather, faith's logical

refutation of the objections of unbelievers, who maintain its

irrationality. ?o resolve the difficulty created by the explicit

statement of the credo 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. P.S. Schmitt before the Praefatio, and for setting 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.

Secondly, it could be maintained that the "Cur Deus

Homo" is an instance of the credo ut intelligam principle in

action, but that St. Anslem has not carried out his task

thoroughly, or tha^ he has introduced a conception - that of

remoto Ghristo - which, though he does not realise it, conflicts
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with the main aim of his work. To support such a solution,

relevant evidence could again be adduced. For example, the

entire work stands within what we might call a framework of

faith. In 1.3 we are reminded that it is of God's love and

compassion that Atonement occurs at all; and in 11.20 God's

mercy which might seem to have been obscured by so lengthjr a

discussion of His justice is re-affirmed. All of St. Anselm's
logical deductions and inferences could then be 3aid 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 conflict 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 accept, on the other. This solution,

however, rests upon such a low estimate of St. Anselm's

intelligence, that is 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 Gommendatio with the Praefatio - a problem,

which we have begun to see, is not confined to these two short

statements, but extends to the interpretation of the entire "Cur

Deus Homo", and of what St. Anselm is tryin 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 criticisms 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 i)eus Homo '

with a general understanding of his main themes and special

theological techniques. Conversely, they have not heen able to

appreciate the extent to which the TCur 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 - credo ut intelligam -

an assumption totally unwarranted by the history of the

interpretation of the saying. The method, then, which 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 principle credo 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

remote Christo to these conclusions.

(1) Apart from the brief reference in the "Cur Deus Homo", 1.1,

the most important accounts of the principle, credo ut intelligam,

occur in the Prosi :>gion, 1; the Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi,!;

and tie Commendatio of the "Cur Deu3 Homo" (which we have already
T5 *

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, e.g.,

De Processione Spiritus Sancti, or the Dp Concordia, have never
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been considered in discussions of the principle in action.

(1.1) The Proslogion.

The first explicit statement of the principle is given to us in
t*

the Proslogion at the end of c.l, and its occurence there deserves
.. .. .. - » A

careful attention. The whole of the chapter is a prayer to God,

of great devotional intensity, in which 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 teach 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. '"hen he says: "I do not attempt,

oh Lord, to soar to ^hy height because I do not in any way compare

my understanding with Thine; but I do desire to understand '"hy

t uth 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
.

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 c.2 of the Proslogion ("That God
18

truly exists") with the words : "Therefore do Thou, oh Lord, <ho

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 tha^ Thou art that than

which no greater can be thought". Even the fool who says in his

heart, "There i3 no God", understands what he hears when this
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definition of God is spoken. Prom that point the logic of the

entire work stands revealed: it i3 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 is

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 logic. The

evidence yielded by the Proslogion which is likely to prove valuable

in our determination of what the credo ut intelli -am dictum truly

means, must, therefore, be indicated. It is with such evidence,

too, that any interpretation of the dictum must ultimately come to

terms.

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

St. nseim is aware of God'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 "'hEe. 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 beholu Thee, and I have not yet done
19

that for which I was made". nihe will to believe is there but the

reality seems to be lacking. If the phrase Deo rernotq were too
extreme as a description of c.l., then certainly Deo longinquo would
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be quite appropriate. That mooa, that attitude of St. Anselm's is

not a pius 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.

(1.1.2.) When we reach c.26 of the Proslogion, we discover that St.

Anselm's mood has changed. How he speaks of the joy which he has
20

found - "an abundance, yesi ana a superabundance" - and he wonders

(for he has not yet found his completest certainty) whether this is

the joy, which "eye hath not seen nor ear heard". This change of

mood from c.l. to c.26. is so marked that it appears permissible to

conclude that the address to God, xifhich occupies cc.2-2E, is the

process in and through which St. Anselm has been taken from

uncertainly concerning God to joy in His presence. Yet it is in

these chapters that he has been discussing the implications of the

definition of God as "that than which no greater can be thought".

He has been seeking to understand (intelligere) what is involved in
HI

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 calculated to convince "the fool"

of the falsity of his thoughts concernin : God. This issue is left

in no doubt when the details of the correspondence between St.

Anselm and Gaunilo are carefully examined. herein lies what might

be called the dual character of the process of intellectus: n the

one hand, it leads St. Anselm to fuller faith; and, on the other

hand, it is intended by St. An3elm as the means by which the

unbelief of "the fool" will be dissolved.
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(1.2.) Epistola de Inoarnatione Yerbi,!.

In the Epistola de Incarnatlone Verb! t Roscelin (who is not

mentioned by name, hut can he easily identified from the Epistola
23 £4

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

mritheist and has confused orthodox Trinitarianisra with

Sabellianism, Anselm gives a lengthy account of the credo 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 ought to dispute about the Catholic faith until

he has loved and lived according to it. It Is preposterous to

try to ascend by understanding and v,ithout faith to the positions

which faith holds. mhe 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. ""he necessity for a g od will, as well as true

faith and a correct understanding, is similarly emphasised by

Anselm in the De Concordia, I. <^.2: "He is not said to have
correct understanding who does not re flate his will according to

understanding; nor is he^said to have anything but a dead faith,

who does not rightly will to act according to faith, for to that

end is f ith given." Only then with will morally uaright are we

qualified to embark upon the intellectual understanding of our

faith. In o .1 of the Epistola de Incarnations Verbi, the whole

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

not understand. For he, who has not believed, has not experienced;
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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 r'rinitarianism

is being defended against 'ritheistic and Sabellian interpretations;

and the necessity for the Incarnation of the ord rather than of

either the other two Persons of the Trinity is demonstrated.

Epiatola yields valuable editions to ' he evidence

of the Proalogion.

(1.2.1.) On the one hand, it is more definite in Its account of

the nature of "he credo which is the precondition of the intelligo,

or of the fides which is nece sary for the proper intellectu3.

Faith involves the entire personality of the believer- conation,

affection and cognition; he must live aec rding to the commands of

God; his heart must be strengthened by God, and his attitude to Cod

be worshi ful and humble; and his eyes roust be illumined so that

he may see the things of faith. It is in the la'ter mode of 'he

believer's consciousness that the beginnings of in^ellectus, of

underst: nding, are to be found. I" is because of the resence

of this cognitive element even in fides that i should not be

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

rational. Of course, this comprehensive character of fide3 is

no iceable in the Proslogion, o.l, in St. Anselrn's statements

about his spiritual longing for God ana his desire to know God;

but the Spistola, which is less devotional end more theological in

its quality, brings out that character very emphatically. There

is no doubt in St. Anselm'3 mind that it is only the committed

believer who can 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
26

not know',

(1.2,2.) On the other hand, if we relate cc.2ff. of the Eplstola to

c.l and regard the whole work as a theological and dramatic 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 faith seeks

to understand the content of the faith. Wow 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 ^ritheism of Roseelin,

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. Paith comes to fullest intellectus

through a conversation, a dialectic with urfaith. 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 as the

locus classious of the credo ut Intelligam principle in action.

Nowhere in the work, or in the covering Eplstola ad Lanfranoum

Archleplscopum, or in the PrologU3, i3 any mention made of the

principle. In fact, in the Prologus, St. Anselm tells us that

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



Page 17.

condition, that he should not appeal to the authority of Scripture,

but conduct his enquiry in a simple style, using commonplace

arguments and enforcing his case solely by the necessity of

re son. mhe Monologion fulfils the prescription to the letter.
St

In the Prologus, Anselm tells us that there is nothing
A

in the work which is in conflict with what St. Augustine says in

the De Trinitate. Starting from the empirical general'.sation that

"all men seek to enjoy those things which they think to be good,"

he affirms that 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 ha piness...and as to the many

other things that we necessarily believe concerning God and His
27

creatures." He so maintains his argument that in the end he hS3

proved, by a liberal use of the Platonic doctrine of Forms, not

only the existence and attributes of this summum bonum and summe

magnum, but also his three-in-oneness. It is only in the last
28

chapter that he says: "Therefore it appears, indeed it is

generally asserted, that this is nothing but what is called God,

and to this highest essence alone is the name of God assigned."

At no point in the previous seventy-nine chapters has Anselm, in

his own opinion, drawn on the Catholic faith of the Church: at no

point has he gone so far even as to mention God. He has taken the

unbeliever from a premise that he would admit to the fullest

Christian conclusions.

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

quote his well known principle, yet the method which he follows here

is so completely identical with that of the "'rosloglon cc.2ff.,

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

to two important features of his methodology. "he first is
29

:'auotoritate seripturae.. .nihil". Vith the example of St.

Augustine's De !Tlrinlta.te obviously in frnnt of him, with its

repeated appeal to, and exegesis of Holy Scripture, St. Anselm

chooses to avoid such an appeal, no doubt thinking of those who

would not acoe t Scripture 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 can in doing so. The second

important phrase, which occurs later in his works, is the sola
30

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

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

common ground which he and the unbeliever will both recognise

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 intellect,us fidei

by means of an argument which is designed to convince someone

who does not know "the one nature...which is alone self-sufficient
31

in its eternal happiness". In the process of the argument

you can 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 Platonic Doctrine of the Forms, and the sola
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ratlone condition is thereby observed. At the same time, every

opportunity is taken to draw out the fullest implications of the

Doctrine of the ^rinity 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 St. Anselm to make

explicit the inner logic of the Doctrine of the mrinity and of

the Attributes of God, which is thought to constitute the claim

Monologion to be regarded as an example of the fides

quaerens intellectum.

(1.3.3) As has been observed, it is not until c.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

which he must affirm the existence of a aummum bonum, who is also

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

omnipresent, and so on. That "highest Essence", St. Anselm

affirms, is what the Christian means by God. The very manner in

which St. Anselm makes this affirmation shows that the rational

argument by which he has reached it is not the ground upon which

he himself believes in God. Obviously, he would require evidence

independent of that supplied by the argument to enable him to make

this concluding identification. Clearly, of course, 3t. Anselm

means that the rational argument hs3 helped him to understand

more adequately the nature of the belief which he had held

previously on o her grounds.

(1.3.4) When we compare St. Anselm's starting point in the

Monologion with that of the Pro3logion and the Epistola de

Incarnatione Verbi, we readily discover that no general principle
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can be established as to the point of departure 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

intelleotus 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 ascribe. 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 conclusion.

(2) The variety of the Anselmic evidence on the maxim 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 actual contradictoriness,

of the interpretations which have been offered in the history of

the study of St. Anselm. A consideration of these interpretatios

is a necessary next step towards the definition of St. Anselm's

method and purpose.

(2.1) C.C.J.Webb, in his "Studies in the History of Natural
St.

"heology," has many kind things to say of^Anselm. In his
judgment St. Anselm has laid the proper foundation for philosophy

of religion, by maintaining that 'his philosophy cannot begin

in vacuo, but requires material which can only be assimilated

in faith, from the corporate religious experience of the community

into which the philosopher is born. Refusing to be trapped by

any false distinctions between Natural and Revealed ""heology,

St. Anselm sou :ht "to discover in the content which faith gave



Page 21.

him the rational connexion with principles which were, or seemed

to he, 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
' - " m " * ' " " 11

g p— 1' * ■ "
rational self-justification*'. Writing particularly with

reference to the Prosl )gion, he adds that, while the treatise

is "able to serve as a 'short way with unbelievers",' the purpose

of St. Anselrn's method is to offer justification for faith in

two ways: on the one hand, by demonstrating that it is logically

inferrible frogi general principles of reason; and, on the other,

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 criticisms:-

(2.1.1.) Webb does not do sufficient justice to what might be

called the "apologetic interest" of St. Anselm's writings. It

would be wrong to say that this interest is predominant in St.

Anslem, but "the fool who 3aith in his heart, There is no God"

is never far from his mind all thSugh the Proslogion, and Gaunilo

does not allow him to forget him in the later exchanges. ""he

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. Whatever 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
cxcxe-frtecL

as using premisesAby unbelievers to form part at least of the
basis for Christian conclusions, and, therefore, as endeavouring

to carry 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

intelleotus. ^'he former criticism is made, because in fact St.

Anselm nowhere conceives of himself as obliged to apologise

abjectly for his faith, or to justify it at the bar of

contemporary reason as if that were the final criterion of the

truth of his fides. Uefensiveness 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 justify...saving faith in God; but

only to understand it - a very different and far more modest
36

office". 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

rational principles of the day because these principles are

ceepted not only by those against whom he 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 Scripture or the say-so of the Fathers; then it is in terms of

the common intellectual categories of his day that he will do so.

^here 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 themselves from the metaphysics of their

time and to construct a non-metaphysical theology, but all too

plainly demonstrated their acceptance of the majority of the

categories held by their contemporaries.

(2.1.25.) Further, Webb's account of St. Anselm's procedure: "the

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

the absence of any dogmatic 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 argument

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 it would appear that Webb wants us,to

link the phrase with his statement that St. nnselm provides the

proper basis for philosophy of religion by seeking to construct it

within the living experience of a worshipping eommu;ity. 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 conclusions. 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



Page 24.

sufficient to cause us to doubt such "freedom". St. Anselm may

forswear the authority of Scripture, but nevertheless he moves

quite clearly within the limits which Scripture 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.
557

Webb differentiates his interpretation of St. Anselm from what

he regards as two false a counts of his theology. ""he first

account is given by ,Tthe 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 credo ut intelligam the classic instance of e

"tied philosophy", a philosophy bound to a dogmatic authority. In

contemporary literature are 4o be f und examples of each type of

interpretation; and here E. Gilson is selected as the representative

of the former, and A.E.Taylor of the latter.

Etienne Gilson treats of St. Anselm's methodology in a

m: nner 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 as follows:- to believe first the mysteries of

faith before discussing them with reason: to compel oneself, next,
28

to understand what one believes. Even if 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 hav nothing to do with anything but reason alone. He
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begins from rational principles and proceeds to rational

conclusions, and establishes by the evidence of reason and

natural knowledge the truth of all that an independent study
39

of revelation could show to be true. However, either because

he has become a little conscience-stricken over his extremely

rationalistic interpretation of St. Anselm, or because he now

realises that there is more to St. Anselm than simple rationalism,

Gilson adds that in St. Anselm's view if reason wishes to be

completely reasonable, if it ho es to satisfy itself as reason,

it can best achieve these ends by exercising itself on he

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 logical

arguments which reason provides for faith's positions.

Gilson's treatment of St. Anselm I find to be both

confusing and enlightening. It is confusing 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 come to an

understanding of the propositions of faith without reference to

Scripture and solely by means of rational principles. Besides,

in his affirmation of the rationalism of St. Anselm, he ignores

the place which faith as devoted trust and consecration of will

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

c . 1. Gilson's account also, however, proves to be enlightening,

in th$t it points albeit inconsistently to two possible solutions
of the credo ut intelligam principle. First, it could be taken
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to mean that faith prescribes the conclusions towards which the

understanding may move by means of logical argumentation. If

we had not faith we should be unaware of what the conclusions

were which reason ough 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 nature. It is in seeking to establish as logical

conclusions the propositions which faith holds on trust that

reason is really rational. In other words, it is only as I

believe that my understanding fu otions properly.

(2.3.) A.E.Taylor.
40

A.E. Taylor outspokenly attributes to St. Anselm that view which

we have seen to be present, somewhat contradictorily, 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 'hink things out,

you are inevitably led to the positions which faith holds. "1aylcar¬

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

intelleoturn will be led to a western Christianity in the

atmosphere of 11th Century Paris or Canterbury, to l3lam at the

Court of Baghdad or Cordova. Taylor, who shared with a small

number 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 toward
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St. nselm, a fact no doubt due to his well known predisposition

towards St. Thomas Aquinas. 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 as a little bit of nonsense; and to dismiss 3t. Anselm as a

somewhat u ^worthy representative of Christian theology, a pigmy

beside the giant that was 3t. Thomas Aquinas. How what I may

call "the feel" of St. Anselm's argumentation is no1' that of a

man who is engaged in either of +he pursuits just mentioned.

The Impression you gain - and the impression increases, the

more you read of St. Anselm - is that he is genuinely working

out a case. There is an earnest dialectic of belief and

unbelief, and the issue of that dialectic is, you are convinced,

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 dialectic of

Intellectus. His soul is in his writing, and to deny this

fact is to miss the sincerity which is one of the supreme

qualities of St. Anselm's whiting.

(2.3.2.) It is a 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 theological truth which aylor attributes to him -

that of authoritative tradition, and that of rational, or pseudo-

rational, justification. He may have come to know hi3 theological
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conelusions through his acquaintance with the Church's traditional

d ctrine, hut 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 aylor's is only another form of the "rational

self-justification" interpretation given by C.C.J, ebb, and it

need not further detain us.

(2.2.3.) It is no criticism, either, of St. Anselm to suggest

that arguments which would convince the native of Canterbury would

be rejected by the member of the court at Cordova. 3t. iinselm

never thought otherwise. In each of his wri ings, those with

whom he is arguing must be wii-ling to accept certain premises from

which to commence. If they reject these premises, then the

discussion could not continue. Now in most of St. Anselm's

tvritings, these premises include propositions which no Mohammedan

would ever accept; no Mohammedan, therefore, would bo expected by

St. Anselm to accent 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 fact 3t. Anselm never attempted to be.
41.

(2.4.) John Baillie.

We have from the pen of Professor John Baillie a much more

appreciative and penetrating analysis of St. Anselm's maxim;

credo ut intelligam, and of his concept, fides quaerens

intellectual. Transla'ing he latter phrase as 'belief in search

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

Anselm, the intelleo tus is pre-conditioned by fides, which is
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not simply blind acceptance of an established theological traditior

but a total response of the human personality to the prevenient

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

fides, nor does it rationally justify fides, but it certainly

does provide the believer with a deeper comprehension of what it

is that he believes. Fides, in other words, formulates the

conclusions towards which the intellectu3 must work, and here,

in direct opposition to A.E.Taylor, Professor Baillie has a high

word of commendation for 3t. Anselm, who in his opinion has

brought to light one of the essential characteristics of the

methodol gy of the so called Geisteswi3senschaften, namely, what

R.G.Collingw ou termed "the reversible character" of their

argumentation. In the philosophical and theol gical sciences,

we not infrequently know our conclusions to be true independently!

of the truths we may adauce 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. Anselra,

therefore, would fall completely within this tradition, and his

proofs concerning od's existence, nature . nd attributes would be

taken to further the believer's appreciation of what he in fact

believed on other grounds.

While Professor Baillie'a treatment of St. Anselm is

illuminating, and while it does justice to aspects of his

theological procedure which are obscured by others, nevertheless

there are difficulties in regar to certain details worthy of

comment:-

(2.4.1.) Professor Baillie's analysis of the relation of fides
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"k° intellectus rests on the assumption that throughout the

process of inteliectus the fides as fides remains unchanged.

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 truth of these last three words. They would not correctly

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

could not be said to imply in St. Anselm, at that point, the

existence of anbelief firmly held". The firmness of the belief

is reached only through the lengthy process of the intellectus.

Accordingly, 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 fact, 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 forcefully.

(2.4.2.) 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, "here is no God", into

living faith in God, bu' he certainly did estimate tha+ his

closely knit argument would remove not few of the difficulties

which were keeping "the fool" froip faith. By a process of

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

inference must assist faith. So, if it cannot be denied that

"it is not as a result of an inference of any 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 always be left open so long as men are rational - and, one

might add, rationalising - beings.
44,

(2.4.3.) Professor Baillie, following along the same line

which we have just discussed, further maintains that it is St.

Anselm's intention "not to show us why we already believe in

(God), but only to convince us that we already believe". Thi3

estimation of St. Anselm's intention is scarcely in agreement

either with Professor Baillie's description of St. Anselra's

meth id or with St. Anselm's actual writing. F~>r Professor

Baillie's interpretation had been that St. Anselm, in the fides

quaerens intellectum, is endeavouring to understand the faith

and not to convince himself or the unbeliever that he believes;

and, further, that St. Anselm's conviction ("belief already

firmly held") rests on grounds other than the arguments he

advances. Tf 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 o+her hand, we do llow that St. Anselm

aims at convincing, 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 according to which of his

works we were considering. Thus, he aims at convincing his

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

men seek to enjoy those things which they think to he good")

that certain beliefs which he accepts logically imply certain

other beliefs which he does not accept, but which are affirmations

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

does appear to be attempting to convince his opponent, who does

not believe in God, that hi3 unbelief commits him to logical self-

contradiction; in short, to show him why he should believe that

God exists.

(2.4.4.) To the question of how, if faith in God does not rest

upon an argument, the construction of an argument can b. expected

to lead to correct understanding of faith, Professor Baillie gives

an answer sis follows; the argument is "the clear explication of

a logic 1 structure which had-been already 'implicitly' contained

in the mental process by which the faith was originally
45

acquired". Professor Baillie, advancing this account as a

suggested defence of St. Anselm's method of theological procedure,
46

goes on to reject it. The reason he gives is that since

knowledge of the reality of God comes through "our personal

encounter with Him in the Person of Jesus Christ", it cannot be

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

Professor Baillie, and allow that the principle credo ut intelli ai

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

pre-condition of the quaerens intellecturn - 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 result of the search - nevertheless, v/e may join

issue with the attempt to find a logical structure "implicit"
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to my mind, carries with it the implications that it is this

"implicit" logical structure which constitutes the ground of thaf

initial act or attitude of faith, and that the intelleotus fidei

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. Anselm. He would, perhaps, ra'her

say that the ground for he credo which "seeks understanding" is

the authority of Scripture, the testimony of the Fathers, hut

supremely - to use Professor Baillie's own phrase - the God who

has mediated Himself to him through both. With reference to the

Proslogion, it is impossible to see how a 1 gioal structure is

implicit in the "unbelieving belief" of c.l; if there were, St.

Anselm would be a much happier man at that point. The following

chapters of the book supply something which is neither implicit

nor explicit in c.l. but which satisfies the need so skilfully

there stated. :.uite apart from any appeal to St. Anselm's works,

we could simply say, in criticism of Professor Baillie's suggested

defence of St. Anselm, that it is not ultimately possible to

understand what it means. If the logical structure is properly

"implicit" in the credo which goes Oi to 3eek understanding, then

the believer is not ex hypothesi aware of it at that moment.

When 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 awareness of any such structure with which 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

"implicit" grounds for the article of faith which he establishes,

are on the contrary quite convinced of the untruth of that

article. In such cases, it would be a playing with words to

say that they implicitly believe what they explicitly disbelieve.
47

(2.5.) Karl Berth.

Having listened to Gilson's strictures upon the rationalism of

St. Anselm, and having observed the delight with which Webb hails

the fact that St. inselm ha3 laid the proper foundations of a

philosophy of religion, we come, not without some surprise, upon

Karl Earth's most commendatory treatment of St. Anselm's

methodology. His "Fides Quaerens Intellectum", which is an

analysis of and a commentary upon St. Anselm's proof of God's

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

importance for any examination of Karl Earth'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 "Kirchliche Dogmatik". In fact, it

could with some fairness be maintained that St, Anselm exerts a

greater determining influence upon the methodology of Karl Barth,

if not also upon the content of bis writing, than any of ^he

other thinkers, such as Kierkegaard, Doatoevsky, Luther and Calvin

with whom his "source critics" so often associate him. He is

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

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

own method in theology, his very enthusiasm makes it difficult

for the reader to discriminate 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 subject and

deserves the most careful treatment.

(2.5.1.) What Barth has to say concerning the credo ut intelligent

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

around his characterisation of fides and intellectus: •»

(2.5.1.1.) Drawing on the Je Incarnatlone Yerbi, c.l., Barth makes

it plain that for St. Anselm the fides is obedienee-belief. It
48

involves the right act of will in relation to God, and until the

enquirer has placed himself at the point of that obedience he is no1-

qualified to embark upon the intellectual enquiries that follow.

Belief and obedience are to be comprehended within the single

experience which St. Anselm calls fides, for, only as faith takes

place within an act of living obedience to God, is it truly faith.

Barth sees St. Anselm here a3 standing within what J.V.Langmead
49

Casserley calls the "existentialist tradition".

(2.5.1.2.) Fides or credere is under no circumstances, however,

to be regarded as irrational, or illogical, or distinct in kind

**rom intellec tu3. Tntellectus 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 latsr developed into a doctrine of

Proclamation.) Faith involves the intellectual apprehension of

a certain set of words occurring in a logical and grammatical
50

context, or, as Earth says, the knowing of a vox stgnlficans 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 intellectu3, with which fides i3 one in
5T-

kind though it differs in degree.

(2.5.1.3.) But, further, faith seek3 for a fuller understanding

of itself. Barth refers to St. Anselra's use of such words as the

"longing", the "hungering", the "thirsting" of faith after under¬

standing, this desire of fai^h being proper or essential to its

very nature. The fact that I believe in itself constitutes a
52

challenge to me to understand the faith that I believe. Faith

does not pass out of itself - there is no c<'s chu0 ^qs -

to understand itself. It so proceeds by means of its own inner

logic, and by the sheer compulsion of that logic.

(2.5.1.4.) At the end of the process of intellectus, a further

affirmation of faith takes place. Then faith declares that the

truth at which intellectus has arrived by proof is the ""ruth,

which is Christ, in Whom faith believes. The beginning and the

end of intelllgere lie in faith. On berth's account of the

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

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

by faith of itself : faith.

(2.5.1.5.) The success or non-succe3s of the intellectus in
uO

arriving at its conclusions, Bar'h most emphatically points out,
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does not affect the reality of fide3. I" 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.

(2.5.2.) Intelleetus, as we have already seen is the continuation

of a process already present in fide3. As such, it is described

by Earth as a meditation upon what is put before it by faith.

Each Denken (literally, thinking afterwards or reflection) is the

phrase by which Earth translates the intelligere. This reflection

is circumscribed in its limits beyond which it cannot at any time

pass, by the fides. This general description of the relation of

the credere to the intelligere, Barth makes specific in several

direc tions:-
54

(2.5.2.1.) There is a description to begin with, which as above

indicated Professor Baillie was to state in kindred terms some

years later. It is this that the intellects is a 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 logical s+rueture 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 logician who understands the vast conceptual

system upon which this simple arithmetical equation rests, and

which it involves for its truth.
RR

(2.5.2.2.) Next, it is maintained that the believer in saying
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"credo',' affirms that so-and-so is the case. hen he goes on

and is quaerens intellectum, he is endeavouring to discover

how or how far it is the case, quomodo sit. The intellectus

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

it does it ceases to he intellects. In o+her words, the

intellectus has to recognise that there are certain limits set

to enquiries about the how or the how far; beyond these limits,

the questions are directed at the that, ana must forthwith be

restrained. Berth adds, by implication that the intellectus
56

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

of the credo is to 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 intellectus explicates.

(2.5.2.3.) 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
57

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 distinction, not to be found in St. Anselm, between

an "exterior text" and an "interior text". The "exterior tex1-"

(of Holy Scripture, 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. Vie cannot read off the latter
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the understanding rmi3t solve, namely, the problem of what it

"means". The "ejCterior 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, r 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 distinction creates its own problems,

for the "exterior text" seems sometimes to mean, as above

suggested the words which infidels, in their scorn, and believing

Christians, in their honest doubts, as well as the educated and
£8

the uneducated can all understand, and also.the inner significance

which the faithful who have not embarked upon the search for

understanding, have grasped. Alternatively, legere seem3

sometimes to be applied to the activity in which believers and

unbelievers alike read off the words written in Scripture or

Creed, and to that activity which the believer as a believer

performs in affirming his credo, before proceeding to intelleotus
—

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

ambiguity in Barth could be dissolved - and thi3 may be his

intention - if we see that the legere of the faithful who reads

his Scripture 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.E.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. Scriptures 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 appeal t authority. In the probare

which is an alternative description of the intelligere, St. Anselm,
So

so Barth argues, refuses to "lead into the field" quotations

from Scriptures 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 credo or the Holy Scriptures. Putting the same p int in a
61

slightly different way, Barth says elsewhere that the Truth of

Revelation is God's giving of Himself, but in Dogmatics this

revealing action does not take place in a flash, but through a

laborious advance from one partial human insight to another. In

this laborious advance, the dogmatic enquirer must not rely simply

upon the authoritative given-ness of Scriptural statements, but

rather will he assume the responsibili y of discovering the

thought and language in which the Church can say to the

contemporary generation what the Apostles and Prophets said to

theirs. It was, therefore, this refusal to rely simply on the

authority of Scripture which St. Anselm intended by "his well-

known but not quite unobjectionable fo mula," 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 a priori. For this reason, Barth can maintain

that the intellectus fidei does not Reject Holy Scriptures as

the source and norm of its thinking, and that the Scriptures and
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credo 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
62

its possibility.

(2.5.2.5.) In the light of what ha3 been expounded of Earth's

analysis of St. Anselm's methodology, the reasons for Earth'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 seeks 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
63

regarded as "a patron saint of natural theology". 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 Earth's general explanation of his concern to deny

rationalism of St. Anselm, and it is as '"ollows:

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. Anselm, then, proceeds to
-in. 64

show how certain other articles withAthe credo, abed,
logically imply x. The person, therefore, who accepts abed

cannot, without logical self-contradiction, at the same time

deny x. St. Anselm uses what such a 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 Earth 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 reconciling Death of Christ. Although he does not

explicitly say so, Barth could well he taken to mean that the

unknown-ness of the Christological x is intended by the phrase

Remoto Christo. ,T,he abed 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;

GodTs relentlessness in His negation of sin; the incapacity of

man to redeem himself; and, finally, the aseity and honour of
65 66

God. Commenting upon an almost identical list, Barth 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 Scriptures 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
67

theology". 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., a completely rationalistic method) to

that maturer method without exhibiting some embarrassment or

giving some indication of a break in his development. This

argument is really analogical, the method of the earlier works

being determined from an examination of the later. Secondly,

says Earth, 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 a b c d

as the starting points recognised by faith in its search for

understanding of i'self. Thirdly, in these works also it is

possible to discern the elements of faith in the starring points

of the discussion: thus, in the affirmation of the

incomprehensibility of God, of the indirectness of all knowledge

of God, of creation by God, and of His singularity and aseity.

Or as Barth puts it elsewhere, God is present to the enquirer in

the earlier works "generally as the discoverable object of his
68

search". In these ways Barth endeavours to bring the earlier

works into line with the methodology which he has so convincingly
69

established for the later works. Fourthly, Barth endeavours

to draw a distinction between the Monologion and the Proslogion

and to argue that the Monologion deal3 no with the question of

whether God exists, but with that of the nature of God. The
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Monologion uses the Neo-Platonic technique 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'3 contribution to the study

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 Earth that

we can embark upon any criticism of his analysis of St. Anselm's

thought . It is just because Earth has taught us so much about

St. Anselm that we are able to make such criticisms as we do

offer.

(2.5.3.1.) There are certain matters of minor importance which

need only be briefly mentioned. Por example, Earth seems to

mis-state even his own ease (quite apart from St. Anselm's) when

he affirms that the faith from which the intellectus begins is

firmly held, and that no success or failure in theological

enquiry affects the certainly of faith. Earth often draws

attention to the prayer of c.l of the Proslogion, with its

longing no' just for fuller knowledge, but for deeper assurance

of God's nearness; faith at that 3tage is not "firmly held" -

it is only after the endeavour to understand, which covers the
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co.2-25, that something approaching assurance a-pears. 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 that any advance in the intelligere (intus legere) affects

the manner in which fides reads the sentences of Scripture and

the credo, and therefore affects fides itself. Barth would not

have compromised his own principles in any way by making this

further assertion; as he so often say3, the intellectus is

intellectus i'idei. Of course, it is most probable that Barth

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

times equates the intellectus fldei with theology; and he is

understandably not prepared to say that theology, which is for

him a science, can in any way affect faith, which is a total

response of the human personality to God's address. He has to

allow, too, for ne 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 that for some people at

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

if it is not actually created by the intellec4us.

Barth as we have seen, su :gests the view also put

forward by Professor Baillie, that the intelleetus is an

explication of a logical structure implicit in the initial act
70

of faith. The criticism made previously is here als: relevant,

though this further question may be raised, namel. , of whether

this account of the intellec tus agrees with that which Barth gives
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later in the "Fides Quaerens Intellectum", that the intell eetus

consists in proving that an x, unknown at the beginning of the

process, is established by logical inference from abed, certain

sentences of the credo. Earth could, no doubt, answer this

question in the positive, but ho then would be virtually affirming

that the intellects fidei has a double nature. On the one hand,

it demonstrates to 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 c d is unknown. On the other hand, to the

person who disbelieves x, the relation of logical implication

between x and a b c d is proved, and he is shown the impossibility

of not accepting x. Whether a single method of demonstration can

really 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 which Barth does not deal, but

which are of paramount importance in the decision as to the

"apologetic" 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 proberc (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. ^he x is determined in each case by the unbeliever

(sometimes in a restricted sense) who will not accept this or ^hat

sentence of Scripture 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 Terbi,

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

Filloque aa in the De Prooessione Splritus Sancti. If, therefore,

Earth is willing to agree that the intellectus may he described

equally well as an explication of the inner logical structure

implicit in simple faith and as the proving of an unknown x to a

person who accepts articles a b c 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 doe3 determine the form which the explication takes

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

as both explication of an implicit structure in fides and as

demonstration of the logical necessity of x, then immediately

Professor Baillie's objection is relevant; namely, that fides

is an implicit inference. "he only way of avoiding the

objection is to affirm that, in the intellects, the probare

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

consequence of defining the intellectus as bot logical

explication and demonstrative proof is that it is doubtful !■',

in face of such a methodology, the claim of ''no apologetics in

St. Anselm' can still validly be maintained.

(2,5.3.2.) Earth'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

logical inference from certain premises, abed, which these

opponents do accept; and that the denial by them of x involves

them in 1 gioal self-contradiction. "Earth, it will be remembered,

also holds that the abed which logically imply the x are all
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sentences of the Creed or 3cripture. The importance of this

analysis obliges us to consider it carefully.

The first question that must he asked, is whether

Barth's formula explains all of St. Anselm's works. Quite clearly
71

he has a good case for the later works, for as he points out

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 Cod-man in the Our Jeu.i Homo. But it must he

remarked that these works are of a more strictly dogmatic

character than the earlier works, which take account of the

positions of unbelievers in the more extreme sense of the term,

and which have at least a prima facie apologetic purpose.

Accordingly, it 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 St. Anselm's

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

"the fool" of the Prosloglon); rather, do these opponents accent

many of the views to which St. Anselm subscribes. ""he abed

of the later works, therefore, are also articles of faith, end

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 ox "nature to Persons" which we have in the De

Incarnatione Verbi, and of the rel tion of Holy Spirit to Father

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

Anselm is a most systematic theologian, and his writings form

a very precise progression, therefore, it is no more true to

say that the abed are articles of faith, or sentences of the

Creed, though they obviously are so, than it is to say that the

abed are the conclusions reached in the earlier works. If

this view be correct, then Berth argues invalidl.y when he

endeavours to find the method of the later works in the earlier

works, for the earlier works form the systematic foundation for

the later. To establish his case, he must demonstrate that the

alleged Anselmic method of deriving an unknown x from Scriptural

or credal sentences, abed, is to be found in he early writings

of St. Anselm.

Such a demonstration, as we have seen, Earth does cl".im

to give but the several reasons for the view that the argument

from abed (being Scriptural or credal sentences) to an unknown

x is present in all his works, are not adequate. Thus, his

contention that, if St. Anselm changed from one method to another

i his writings, then we 3hould 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 pattern. I ohould

agree with Earth that had St. Anselm altered his method of

theological enquiry, then we would have had some indication.



Page £0.

But such agreement leaves open the question of whether fhe later

works are the key to the earlier or vice-versa - a question which

must be decided on grounds other than the unargued statement that

St. Anselm's methodology is uniform throughout his writings. ITor

does Barth really solve the problem when he maintains that it is

in the earlier writing of St. Anselm that the credo ut Intel11gam

maxim is first clearly formulated. If Barth interprets the

credo ut intelligam to mean argumentation from abed accepted

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

cannot invoke the credo ut intelligam principle in support of one

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

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

of faith in the starting point from which the discussion sets

forth, namely, the incomprehensibility of G-od and the indirectness

of all knowledge of God, etc. But surely here Barth is

misconstruing the evidence in order to establish hi3 thesis. For,

on the one hand, it is incorrect to maintain that either of these

elements is a premise from which the general argument proceeds to

its conclusion. Certainly they are mentioned at the beginning

of these works, but such mention does not constitute them

"premises'1 for the sake of argument. In fact, in the Proslogion,

the incomprehensibility of God is something which St. Anseln feels

to be an obstacle in the way of fuller faith, and he longs to

comprehend God better. The rest of the work is devoted to that

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

we find that '■he whole argument hinges on the Platonic doctrine

of the Forms, and on a fairly uncritical acceptance of that
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doctrine, too. Hor is it accurate to say that v?hile his

technique is Neo-Platonic, 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 Heo-Platonic

technique could work other than upon a content which was,

partially at least, Heo-Platonic. In addition, the chief premise

of the work, as we have already seen, is the empirical

generalisation that all men seek after that which they think to

be good. It would be absurd to regard this proposition as an

artlculum fidei. In the 3ame way, too, in the Proslogion, while

St. Anselm says that God for him i3 'that than which no greater

can be conceived", nevertheless he is not saying something that

belongs peculiarly to the Christian faith. In fact, 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 expected to agree to this account of God in

the initial stages of the argument, because he is unaware of the

implications of such an account, and because he could be understood

to say that if the e is a God then He must comply with such a

description of Him: anything less would not be God. Even in the

Gur Deus Homo, from which Barth draws a lengthy list of first

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

certain concepts, notable that of satisfactlo, upon which the

entire argument depends and which is not to be found in either

Creed or Scripture. Finally it has to be said that he

Honologion does not depend upon he Prcslogion in the way which

Barth suggests, namely, as leaving to the Proslogion the

question of God's existence and itself dealin only with
5V
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nature of God. Quite obviously St. Anselm regarded the

Prosloglon as a more concise proof than that given in the

Hon logion of the same conclusion.

In fact, Earth 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 Scriptual or

credal sentences to certain dogmatic conclusions. There lies

the greatest weakness in Earth's analysis of St. Anselm's

methodology, and it is a weakness which amounts to self-

contradiction. All that Barth shows is that St. Anselm does not

ccept as authoritatively given, but as to be proved, the relation

between the premises abed 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 c d as authoritatively given. In

fact, Berth gives his position away quite clearly, when, dealing

with the a b c d of the Monologion, he mentions St. Anselm's use

ofthe well-known Augustinian vestigia ^rinitatis, memoria,

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

abed reminding us of "the factuality of the Revelation", which

"cannot be dissolved into any causal or teleological construction
74

but is reasonable and necessary in itself". Coming in the

context of his discussion of the nature of the abed which 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 abed, and that these premises therefore

are "reasonable and necessary" in themselves. There, to my

mind, we have the explicit contradiotion of Berth's previous

assertion that St. Anselm rejects the authoritative given-ness

of Scriptures and Creeds and seeks through the probare and the

intelligere to find contemporary reasons for Ahe 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 i to

line with them, failed to give us an accurate account of the

premises (a b c d, 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 Scriptural.

St. Anselm's choice of premises is determined not by himself but

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

Prosloglon, where the prinoipia of faith are the subjects of

discussion, then among the abed, which are the basis of

arguing to the unknown x, there do not appear many sentences

from Scriptures or Creeds. In the later works, >vhere the

opposition is prep-red to allow 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.
i

L.

Anselrn, we can see how he has used the contemporary criticsm to
A

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 intelligsm, 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"; n r by a

neatly logical elaboration of that English text into a series of

propositions which 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 uecide what th 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 inselmic

sentence, recognising that there is no simple definition of his

method, but that, by reason of its complexity, it can only be

set forth at length.

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

"kk0 °redo provides the intelligenda, or the probanda, the

conclusions which he endeavours to establish by his argument.

These conclusions prescribe 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 St. Ajiselm of Insincerity. 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 hut also, and particularly, to the unbeliever.

It is always an open possibility throughout the argument that

he may not be able to 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 can be offered

than he manner in which in the Cur Deus Homo he so often returns

to he 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 as an indication of the insincerity of the

thinker, or as clear pr>of that his argumentation is dishonestly

accommodated to the conclusions he wishes to reach. ^he claim

can be legitimately made on behalf of St. Anselm that he be

treated with li e justice. St. Anselm's eonelu ions, then, re

the conclusions o faith. Whatever his premises are - and these

we must shortly discuss - he does not reduce the do -ma 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 seta forth that Revelation in fully theological

terms. If we are compelled to say that St. Anselm is al30 an

apologist, he is so not in ihe 19th century sense which regards

the faith as something for which apology must "be made, and

which introduces the unbeliever to a mere fraction of what the

Church believes. His themes are the great dogmatic themes of

the Inoarna'ion and the Atonement, the nature of God, the ^rinity,

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

credo and nothing less of which he seeks an understanding.

(3.2.) Having said so, we are at 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 principle.

(3.2.1.) The defence of the credo is the motive for the intelligo

While it would be too extreme to affirm that had the faith no

critics 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

commerces 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 explicit

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 5th centuries yielded conciseness of doctrine,

which would have been almost impo-sible without the attacks of the

heretics and the critical defence which such attacks evoked. It

has even been suggested that the absence of uch forthright attack

on the doctrine of the Holy Spirit acc unts for the fact, mentioned

variously by Bishops Thirwall and V/estoott, Berdyaev end Canon

Raven, that the Church has no concise view of the nature and work

of the Third Person of the "1rinity. "Religion without 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 Christianity 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 Barthian theologians; for the quite simple reason that

there was no previous phenomenon comparable to the attack which
i

elicted just that response. St. Anselm, therefore, differs from

most other theologians in 1 hat he consciously adopts a technique

which remains only implicit in their writings.

(3.2.2.) Bu not only i3 the defence of the credo the motive for

intelligo, but further, it is the vehicle of such 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 Platonic

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

Homo - to mention but a few of St. Anselm's conceptions - all

accepted by the critics 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 truthfulness

is the same process as that by which he understands it. ^he

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 attacking Christian beliefs. The

moment St. Anselm, or those correspondents of his who encouraged

him to defend the faith, decide not to rely upon the authority of

the Scripture or the Creeds or the writings of the fathers, then

they find themselves open to the doubts of the v rious 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 critics.

Our assessment of the validity of this aspect of St.

Anselm's method plays a maior part in our final determination of

St. Anselm's worth as a theologian, and so it is necessary to

examine carefully the implies ions of what has been stated.

Exception could be taken at once, and in this way. St. Anselm,
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it might be said, is affirming that our understanding of a

proposition is dependent upon our ability to verify it or

justify it. How, in the faith-situation, it is very often the

ease 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,

^irst, Earth's contention in interpreting St. 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. Anael in plainly does not mean that,

ha simple believer accepts something which he does not understand.

Secondly, the understanding with which St. Anselm is concerned is

a self-critical theological type of understanding, and not the

simple, unthought-out understanding of the believer who is not

troubled by "intellectual difficulties'.

'.'hen this exception is set aside, it becomes clear

that St. Anselm conceives of the process of fides quaerens

intoilecturn as one in which faith endeavours to see for itself

why the propositions which 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 faith "3ees" it sees as a result of the divine initiative and

through divine assistance. Understanding, no less than faith, is

a gift of God. This process in which the believer sees for

himself the truth of the propositions seems on St. Anselm's vie?;,

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 contradictory 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 tha^ faith's propositions are

not necessrrily 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 science to religion employ

it frequently. For example, they maintain that the Doctrine of

God the Creator is not proved to be false by th theory of evolutioj

as so many of the scientists of the- 19th century had believed;

because while science deals in its theory with the origin and

development of species, with all the subtle differentiation

involved, the Christian Doctrine answers the questions of why

the e is something at all to evolve, rather than nothing, and of

how all 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 io regarded

by some Christian apologists as at least leaving open the

possibility of the occurrence of miracles of the type recorded in

Scripture, even if it does not prove their actual occurrence.

So, too, certain theistie philosophers claim that logical

positivism does not negate a priori the possibility of veridical

religious experience, even though such experience is of a kind

denied to many logical positivists. Now, this type of argument

does seem to be permissible in theological enquiry, v;here the

propositions this defended are held on grounds other than

scientific or philosophical, where, that is, it is not necessary
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to prove the propositions of faith are logically implied by

scientific or philosophical premises. Therefore, if St. Anselm

had done no more than this one thing for his day and generation -

and the sequel aims at showing that in fact he did accomplish

much more - he did a useful service to the faith; for he at

least demonstrated that contemporary general principles did not

contradict the articles of belief.

Secondly, the account Just given of St. Anselm'3 method

represents a minim; 1 interpretation: he believes at least that he

has shown why the faith is not to be negated. But quite clearly

he intends a good deal more. Fides quaerens intelloctum 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 in^elligenda, provided for the

intelleotus by 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?

- fTmake 3enseTT when taken together with the other beliefs which

the Christian holds, not simply as a Christian but as a man who

shares with his contemporaries many beliefs which he does not

share with Christians of other periods of history. What, in fact,

St. Anselm is saying is that the truth or even the meaning of any

proposition, including propositions of faith, is not contained

within the four corners of the proposition. Its meaning and truth

only emerge when it is set within a specific context. The

difference, therefore, between the simple believer and the believer

who undertakes the intellectual discipline of fides quaerens
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intellectual lies not in the fact that the simple believer has

no context into which to fit his articles 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 - fai"h - understanding - faith: we can say that

the first understanding involves, in fact, consists in, relating

faith'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

perennial task of the believer, the preacher and the theologian.

The believer who claims to ui dersxand what his faith is a-out -

and it is doubtful if there has at any time existed in the Church

anyone who had what the critics call "blind faith" - is able to

unaerst, nd because he has been able, or rather been enabled, to

make the facts of fa:th cohere with the rest of his opinions and

ideas. Admittedly, this coherence is never complete: even his

non-religious beliefs do not cohere 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. '""'he preacher, commissioned to proclaim

the ord of God, is continually faced with the responsibility of

making that Word meaningful to his generation. ^he Word of God

is, as Barth himself declares, "a rational event". He has to

3ay to his contemporaries what the Apostles and Prophets said to
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theirs, but in the language of his contemporaries. He can do

an only by relating the fides to the concepts, categories and

beliefs of the contemporary intellectus. But the theologian is

of all perhaps moat 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 metaphysic - provided, and always

provided, that that metaphysic 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 then

a theology; because it tends to regard its responsibility as

exhausted in the definition of certain Biblical terms by me?ns of

the concepts used in Biblical times. 1^ is better that a

theologian should use modern metaphysical terms and his words be
tfop

meaningful to his readers thanAhe 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 conclusion, then, emerges that 3t. Anselm h s

much evidence to support his position that understanding a

proposition consists 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 ""rue.

One genuine criticism of this view of St. Anselm should,

however, be c nsidered. 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 criterion of revelation

beyond revelation? On first thoughts it would appear somewhat

difficult to exculpate St. anselm from the implied charge, '"aking
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Berth's symbolism, which pictures St. Anselm as arguing from

a b c d -> x, and recognising, as we must, that some of the

premises abed are not al ays 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 c d. In other words, the truth of

revelation for St. Anselm is determined by certain principles

some of which at least do not belong to revelation itself.

This conclusion may, ho ever, be fairly avoided if we recognise

that, Jus'- as x depends upon bod, so it is no leas true that

a b c d is affected by x, and particularly those premises in the

abed which are not articles of faith. For example, the

Platonic D ctrine of Ideas, as it appears in the on logion, is

vastly different in form from that in which it appears, say, in

the Phaedo or the Sophist. Even those idealistic philosophers

who have interpreted Plato in such fashion as to credit him with

developed theism have never gone so far as to maintain that his

doctrine of ideas could by itself yield either the Trinitarian

Cod or the Personal God of Christianity. So, in the Prosloglon,

"that than which no greater can be conceived' is gradually filled

with a qui'e Christian content, which differentiates it from the

interpretation which might be given it in some non-Christian

setting. So, too, in he Cur Dens Homo, the concept of

satisfactio is so pr cisely defined by St. Anselm in a Christian

sense that only wilful misunderstanding could assign to it

significances which were only feudal or legal. Virtually, what

St. Anselm does is to indicate that some contemporary concept,

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

which is just as valid as the others and the employment of which

enables his argument to proceed with conviction. Further

support for this explanation of St. Anselm's method may he found

in his steadfast unwillingness already mentioned, to reduce the

full force of his Christian conclusions, The revelation of

God in Jesus Christ, which 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

a conclusion, or set of conclusions, which are claimed to be

credible because dependent upon certain premises, as a whole

pattern of thou :ht which challenges the credence of those who

follow St. Anselm as he weaves his way through it. It is the

whole argument, premises arid conclusion, 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 - God's revelation in the Word

Incarnate and in the Atonement, God's revelation of his ^riune

Nature and of His infinite attributes, 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 hat.

(3.2.3.) Reference has already been made to the nature of St.

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 larth's
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account of them in his a b c d -y x symbolism. It remains to

make clear what considerations affect 3t. Anselm's selection of

his premises for the different works. We have ■ lready fou. d

reason to disagree with Earth's view tha* his premises are all

dr wn from revelation and this contention can now beenforced
i

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 a mixture made up from all of

the groups, or from some; and in other eases they may be drawn

only from one group. Thus, (3.2.3.1.) 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 Sanoti, the Greeks hold belief in the

^rinity in the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father,

but they deny procession from the Son also. In the Cur Deus

Homo, the critics 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 they deny the necessity of

salvation through the death of Jesus Christ.

(.3.2.3.2.) Among his presuppositions, too, we have to no^e

certain ideas commonly accepted in his time but not self-evident

to any other age of human thought, particularly to our own. "'he

simple form of the Doctrine of Ideas employed in he course of

the argument and his conception of the summum bonum toge her of

course with the empirical generalisation from which the Monologion

begins; the id quo maius eogitari non potest of the Pros!ogion,
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which cannot have been a definition of hia 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 3t. Anselm

because he admits this type of presupposition into his argument;

for no age is ever completely critical 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 conflict with those of his own day. Yet these

presuppositions are all-important in each age, because they

constitute the fabric of civilisation^ and of cultures. We 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,

economists, Biblical critics and theologians, as well as upon
Lit

scients themselves. suggest as Barth does that St. Anselm
A

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 - a point already made

in our discussion of the distinctly 'systematic" 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 Scriptures

or the Greeds 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

hi3 opponents in discussion.

(3.£.4.) Accord! gly, the question of St. Anselm's relation to

Scripture has almost answered itself - the question, that is, of

why he does not base his arguments upon quotations from Scripture.

That he does not do s^ is a 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

quotation and was always ready to substantiate a theological

position by an elaborate exegesis of a text; and St. Thomas and

the Reformers, on the other hand, elaborately used the proof-text

method. St. Anselm strictly disciplined himself in he matter o:F

Scriptural quotation for two reasons. First,as has already been

suggested, the appeal to authority was one which did not carry

weight with his opponents, who were out of sympathy eiher 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 circumstances or in

other days would have been more "Biblical" in his technique is a

question which need not be asked. He had a missionary task to

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 between their faith and the contemporary

culture so much of which 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 faith. "Seeing the faith to be true", clumsy

though the phrase is, is a necessary part of the ct and process

of believing. It is, in this regard, interesting to find that

the late Professor .B. Warfield, who is in many ways the ablest

modern exponent of what is known as the Old Protestant Doctrine

of the authority of Scripture, should state his method, albeit

inconsistently with certain of his other views, in a fashion

which presents it as not ent rely dissimilar to the kind of

operation which St. Anselm executes in his intellectus fidei.

Warfield writes: "We first prove Scriptures authentic,

historically credible, generally trustworthy, before we prove
75

them inspired". 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 i3 whether anyo. e in the history of

theology has ever consistently- relied solely on the appeal to

Scripture. At any rate, it is clear that St. Anselm's rejection,

for purposes of theological discussion, of the authority of

Scripture as a premise of argument was due not simply to his
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apologetic motive, but also 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.) We have now before us the evidence upon v.-hich 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 that he was a great philosopher of religion is to class 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 been so exclusively concerned with the full dog atic

themes which occupied St. Anselm. For that very reason, he cannot

be called a rationalist either: historically, rationalism has

whittled down the Christian faith^which robbed it;to degree of

its unique content. Nor can we swing to the other extreme with

Barth and, seeing in him the prototype of the Barthian dogmatic

theologian, deny that he had any apologetic interest. Besides,

his sparing use of Scripture would prevent us from classifying

him unquestionably with dogmatic theologians. The fact 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 ti^le of any single

school, and points to the anachronism involved in describing him

in terms which became meaningful only centuries after he had

lived and written. We may put the situation hhjis. St. Anselm
was "he first to formulate the principles of theological methodology

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

school and rejected by another, and vice versa. In a comparable
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manner, we might say that all the 20th century forms of

Existentialism stem ultimately from the writings of Kierkegaard;

each could appeal to him as its inspiration, and yet we can see

how each has developed one aspect of Kierkergaerd's philosophy or

theology to the neglect of some other which he regarded as equally

important. In St. Anaelm's case, the apologist can cite his

regard for the unbeliever and his willingness to accept premises

offered by the unbeliever; the dogmatic theologian can point to St.

Anselm's devotion to the great themes of dogmatics and his un¬

willingness to yield any dogmatic position in his efforts to win

the unbeliever; the rationalist even can call a tention to the

manner in which St. Anselm endeavours to establish rational

connections betw en faith and contemporary culture; while the

philosopher of religion can present St. Anselm as one who reflects

upon the logical implications of a religious experience which he
v

first receives within a believing and worshiping community. That
A

each exponent can find justification for his method in St. Anselm

does not validate the charge of inconsistency 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. Further,

it should be maintained that in St. Anselm these different methods

are held in proper equilibrium, so tha4- none is allowed to go to

excess, each being held in cheek 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 which 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 method by the other, and demonstrates clearly that

all are necessary to a successful prosecution of theological

enquiry. But above all, it is the spirit in which St. Anselrn

writes - a spirit of reverent devotion towards the God whose

nature and mighty acts he seeks to describe, of profound humility

which recognises that theological reflection is itself a gift of

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

sympathetic patience with those wh) 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

Praefatlo of the Cur Deus Homo to the conclusions reached

concerning the meaning of the dictum credo ut intelligan, and to

state what exactly St. Ansel m is seeking to do in his construction

of a soteriology. A clear understanding of his intentions is a

necessary precondition of our judgment both of that work and of

the many criticisms to which it has been submitted in the history

of theology. 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 credo ut

intelligam, to the particular work with ?/hich we are concerned.

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

Praefatio indicates that 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 principle. It is the existence of the God-man

together with the atoning value of Hi3 Death which constitutes
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ifltelligendum or the probandum of the work, the x, the

logical necessity of which is implied by the abed accepted

by the critics of the faith whose views are presented by Boso,

the interlocutor. It is, therefore, wrong of Barth to describe

the phrase as "not quite unobjectionable", for 3t. 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 phrase1, then he is

obliged to be much more critical of St. Anselm's method than in

fact 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 implicit in

the other works, particularly his refusal to accept as a premise

in his argument that which his argument is designed to prove, or

which hi3 opponents will nit 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 Chri3t.o, St. Anselm does not reject

from his premises all the facts of the faith. n1hesc 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 c d of his
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argument but for the unbeliever who denies Christ Hemeto Christo

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

can the believer also say flemoto Christo? He does not surrender

his faith in Christ but rather by"a willing suspense of judgment"

awaits the argument's conclusion. ^he best comparable

philosophical analogy - and it is only an analogy - is to be

found in the doubt whereby Descartes suspended all belief except

in clear and distinct 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 shall/for the present place ourselves

where the unbeliever is, denying Christ yet accepting many other

facts of the Christian faith".

(4.3.) While the phrase Hemoto 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 Scriptures, but also, St. Anselm

would add, of the Fathers of the Church. In rejecting the

given-ness of the Incarnation 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 true for himself. It i3 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 not simply the humanly discoverable reason
76

for their occurrence but, as Barth so frequently points out,
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the reason which seemed good 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 enquiry he submits, we

shall come to know more fully what the Atonement means, and means

for us. It is transition not from faith to reason, but from a

less complete to a more complete understanding and faith.

T,arth's emphasis upon the credo ut intelligam, as a principle of

dogmatic fenquiry in particular, doe3 not allow sufficiently for

the influence that intellectus .fidei exerts upon fides. In so

far a3 the believer is always in via to full u derstanding and

faith, to the "sight" of which St. Anselm speaks in the

Oommendatio, Reraoto Christo will be from time to time not an

ad hoc premise for a theological discussion, but a spiritual fact

for the soul that gropes in the darkness for the light of fuller

understanding.

(4.5.) For the unbeliever (as distinct from the believer) whom

St. Anselm hopes to take with him on his journey to the

intellectual 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 committing 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 intelleotus 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 which heightens one can, on St. Anselm's

interpretation of faith, understanding and obedience, be expected

to react upon the others.

(4.6.) Considering, therefore, what St. Anselra's purpose in the

Cur Deus Homo thiis aopears to be, a critic 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 criticism;

the interpretations of them, of course, being left to philosophical

or theological enquirers, who may erect upon them any theory which

pleases them. No\v this criticism raises the large issues of the

nature of historical interpretation and of whether there are any

such entities as uninterpreted historical facts. But the answer

to the criticism in St. Anselm's case is fairly clear. His purpose

is to establish not the bare fact that at a certain date in a

certain country a man who was called Jesus lived and died - that

fac' his opponents would allow; but rather the facts that it was

necessary for man's salvation that there should exist on earth a

G-od-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 bare events to which no meaning has been

attached - indeed, are more entitled to the name. In other words,

theological interpretation i3 an essential part of the determinatior

of the facts which constitute the Christian faith, and so called
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impartial historical criticism is "by itself unqualified to

achieve that end. Of course, th ; wider implications may he

indicated, though hey do not now concern 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 historical

criticism, or, if there is, it yields but the barest of events,

and these almost meaningless. Facts in order to be fsets must

be the be rers of meaning; they must be integrated with "he rest

of human thought, volition and action. It is just such

meaning that St. Anselm seeks to discover in answering the

question Gur Deuo 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 resf of

St. Anselm's v/ritings, 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 Ans.elmie methodology. A fortiori, there is no

inner self-contradiction in ^he work between the Praefatlo,

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

itself. As to method of treatment of its subject, 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 independently.

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 commend it.
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CHAPTER II.

"AUT POENA AUT 3ATI3PAGTI0" ; Hamartiology

Part A. Introduotlon

St. Anaelm's systematic account of the Atonement,

along the methodological lines indicat d in the previous

chapter, does not really commence until towards the end of

B.-ok T, Chapter 10 of the Cup Deus Homo, and in the earlier

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

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

only does it embody St. Anselm's criticisms of views on his

subject held by his predecessors in the field of soterlology,

but it supplies us with his own motive for embarking upon yet

another theory of the Atonement.

In cc. 1-10 of 3k.I, he deals with the following

subjects: (l) his reason for writing the book; (2) views

previously held concerning the Atonement; (3) objections to

these views; and (4) preliminary examination of topics integral

to his own sy?te atlc ac ount of the Atonement.

(1) Many requests, St. Anselm tells us, had been made to him

to set down in orderly fashion the answers 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,

and by what necessity, God was made ma- , and brought

life to the world by His Death. Out of the desire to
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meet this expressed need, but primarily b' cause 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 involvas

the investigation of the difficult problems of power,

necessity, wi11^among others; and, finally, a perfect
account of the Atonement Is beyond human possibility,

and his religio-aesthetio taste deters St. Anselm

from what might turn cut to be a crude 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

ored<- ut Intelllgam. clearly showing that it is not simply

a methodol6gical principle, but a means by which the

religious life of believers may be strengthened in faith,

and by which they may be enabled to -eal with those who

criticise their beliefs.

In a very brief review (I.3 and 1.8), St. Anselm recapitu*

lates the accounts which have traditionally been given of

the Atonement, and he uses them to illustrate a gen ral

principle which he enunciates concerning the nature of the

Atonement. Thus, the extreciiiies of misery from which
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God deliv red 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 in 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. /inselm in three analogical inferences:

(2.1) It was fitting that, as death laid hold, on the

human race through man's disobedience, through man's
1.

obedience should life be restored. The oportebat
2

echoes "the convenlenter.

(2.2) As sin, which was the cause of our damnation, had

its origin in woman, so of woman should the author

of our righteousness and salvation be born.

(2.3) In the same way, as the Devil conquered man by

persuading him to taste of the tree, so should
g

man conquer him by bearing death upon the tree.

(2.4) To these three accounts may be acded a fourth, not

oast in analogical form, given by St. Anselm in 1.4,

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 action of the Creator

Himself. This acoount links up logically with

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

decere.



The importance of this review of the theories previously
held concerning the Atonement is to be noted not so muoh
because of any inttinsic or historical value in it - for it
is very skotchynnd brief - as for St. Anselm's reactions to
the theories mentioned, stated by Boso4, the interlocutor. To

these we now proceed.

Boso * s criticisms follow two lines, the one directed to the

analogical inference* and the other to the general prinoiple
which they illustrate. Cn the one hand, Bcsp objects to

the analogical inferences as being both plcturae5 and
a

convenientiae °* They are pioturae in the sense of fictions,
7

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

popularised the term. They are, we would say, the vehicles

of analogical description, and not of analogical 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 "congrulties." Both of these

translations miss the connection between Boso's criticism

here, and St. Anselm's use of the words convenlenter and opor-»

tebat, in the previous chapter. 3oso resents the fact that

these arguments are drawn from the realm of the "appropriate"

and do not establish necessity. They assume that Ood 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 convenientias, it may perhaps most adequately be

translated by some such word as "proprieties" or "conventions,"
• 0

On the other hand, Boso's criticism goes deeper when he

attacks the principle which the several accounts of the Atonement

illustrate, namely, that the love of God for men is appropriately

shown forth in the manner in which He has re- earned them from the

extremities of«il and suffering. Boso maintains 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 mankind fro® 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 ac cmplished with less;

His love, because it has not been demonstrated that in no less

painful way could man have been saved; and, finally, His goodnes ,

because God condemned the Innocent Jesus Christ in order to save

the guilty.9
On the basis of these two sets of criticism provided by

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

clearly defined. Book I deals with the general topic that it is

impossible for man to achieve salvation for himself; and Book II

with the topic that Jesus Christ, the God-man, is the neoessary

means of salvation, and that God's nature is in no My compromised

thereby. As has previously been said, these criticisms are of

greatest importance, for reasons which may now be explicitly
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(3.1) The dictinotlon between the vonvenlens and the neoessarlum
le one by which 3t. Anselm abides throughout the book.
As will later be obs rved, he does not reject the notion
of conveniens - and in fact he uses it quite 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 conveniens very often either after he has established
the necessariuia, or to eluoidate some point for the benefit
of believers, who might not quibble over the conveniens so

much as would unbelievers. Sometimes St. Anselm uses the

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

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

the same. "Necessity" is the quality of such relations as

are self-evident to, or accepted after proof as true by
believers and unbelievers. "Fittingness," on the contrary,

. *
can only be applied to such relations or situations as are

seen by believers to be t&e case. Believers may apply

the term in these instances for two reasons. On the one

hahd, from the general premise which they hold, namely
that whatsoever God does is fitting ("rational" is another

term that t. Anaelm uses in precisely this connexion, cf.
1.8, p.59, 1.11) they oonclude that any relation set up

by Him or situation created by Him is fitting on that account

On the other hand, helievers, perceiving the way in which Ooc

works, or apprehending through Revelation this nature of God
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different elements in the subject-matter of the Christian

faith. The classical example of such a process is St.

Augustine's enumeration of the vestigia Trlaitatis in

tiie De Trinitate. These vestigia are wrongly regarded as

they
the basis of natural theology in t. Augustine; rather are/

analogies which he discovers in the created order to the

revealed Triunity of God, as does also St. Anselm in the

gpistola ao Inoarnatione Yerbi, c.13.

(3.2) These criticisms reveal St. Ans elm's real motive in writing

the Cur reus Homo, namely, a dissatisfaction with the

customarily accepted accounts of the Atonement. He se«s

them as alt rnative descriptions of whad happened when God

delivered mankind from sin, none of them seriously attempt¬

ing to understand why God should have willed to save men, 01

to save them in just the manner in which He did. None

of them is a genuine theory of the Atonement, a systematic

account of the nature and necessity of Christ's Death.

St. Anselza's swift treatment of the earlier descriptions

shows how differently he conceived his task from his

predecessors, and constitutes his claim to be the first

theologian to give a systematised treatment of the

Atonement.

(3.3) In these criticisms, St. A.nseim virtually indicates the

limiting conditions of any adequate theory of the Atonement.

It must be such as to bring cut the true nature 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. Whatever
else we may say of St. Anselta's discussion of his subject,

we must admit that he keeps these limits ever in sight.

(5.4) It has to be observed, also, that St. Anselm does not
endeavour et this stage to show how the difficulties,

raised by Boso, cn behalf of certain critics of the
Christian faith, are to be met. His whole book constitutes

his answer, and as we read it we are obliged to remeipber
that its argument had a contemporary referenoe, a word for

the times, without which no theology can be theology.

(4) To complete this analysis of, and commentary upon,sthe introduc¬

tory chapters of Book I, account 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

detailed examination of it.

In 1.7, the rights of the Devil over man are investigated,

and the traditional view which had been held for eleven centuries

10.
is refuted. The attribution of the sufferings of Christ

to His human nature, and not to the impassible Divine nature is

the subject of 1.8, and is but a preliminary treatment of the re¬

lation of the two natures in Christ, to be dealt with in so much

greater detail to regard to the sinlessness of Jesus ChristH
St. Anselm, also, in 1,9 and I.10, embarks upon a theme to which

he recurs frequently throughout the rest of the work - the rela¬

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 Bhall best be understood in connection with
12

his later extensive account.

From this setting of the stage by St. Anselm, we are

led straight into the systematic treatment of the subject;

Cur Deus Homo.

PART B.

St. Anselm's analysis of the redemptive activity of God in

Jesus Christ, the God-man, is preceded, by my of preparation, by

a lengthy argument intended to establish the theorem the t apart

from God man could not have saved himself. This argument con¬

stitutes the bulk of Book X. The exact relation of this argument

to his assertions about the redosption^ccomplished in Jesus Christ

constitutes a logical and theological problem of first magnatude in

determining whet we might cell the order of ft. Anselm's thought,

namely, whether he actus ly argues from sin to grace. That problem,

however, miJrt wait until we have examined the steps and method of

his argumentation concerning man's condition previous to his

redemption. Immediately, then, w© shall discuss St. Anselm's

treatment of (1) God's purpose for man; (2) the nature cf sin; and

(3) God's reaction to sin, in terms of the famous disjunction -

either punishment or satisfaction.

(1) GOD'3 ?UT?-:QGK FOR MAN (Quod Deua de homiae proposuerat)13.
One of the chief reasons, in St. Anselm's judgment, for

God's initiating the salvation of man 14 is that thereby God may

prevent His purpose in creating man from being brought to 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 the opening chapter,

he gives a concise statement of what that purpose is which will
be frustrated apart from, salvation. God created man with e

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. Man is created rational in order that he

may discern between right and wrong, good and evil, greater good

and lesser good j and that, discerning betv;©en these moral alter¬

natives, he may choose one and evold the other, love one and hate

the other. In choosing the cnuuaum bonum which St. Anselm later

equates with God, man chooses it for itself and not because of

any extraneous consid ration. In sedition, therefore, tc

the po-er of moral discernment, God imparts to the rational nature

of man the will to follow that which he loves. It is in fulfilling

his rational nature and choosing and following the right and the

good, that man achieves the happine »3 of the enjoyment of God.

(1.1.) Alow, it is obvious that here we have a Christian

anthropology in parvo, and its merits are clear.

(1.1.1) nationality is conceived of as implying not

merely the ability to distinguish true from

false prepositions, or valid from invalid

inferences, but also the power to draw moral

distinctions. 3t. Ansel is not saying just

that a being who is rational may also have

the power of ethical discernment, as he might

have the ability to appreciate aesthetic



£7

objects, out more: namely, that a being who

does not have ethical discernment is to that

extent net rational. Ethical discernment is

integral to any definition of rationality,

as the ground for the very existence of

rationality,

(1.1.2.) But rationality is understood as expressing

itself through the affective and conative

modes of consoimaness as well as through

the cognitive. Rational natures desire

and will ethical ends, and it is in refei'ence

to these ethical ends that their rationality
Jhas its specificifexpres^icn. Such an inte¬

grative psychology of morals avoids the error

to which Kant was driven, by his rigorous

distinction between reason and feeling, of

saying that reason wills ends which it cannot

desire. It is in line with Hebrew psychology

which regards man as a unity and 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 ethics, that point the v;ay,

but give no power to move along it.

"Video aexiora probp-que; deteriora sequor"

is the stultification of all Platonic rationa¬

lism in ethics, and a mistake corrected by

St. Anselm in his linking of the pursuit of
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good ends and desire for them with the

intellectual processes of discernment.

(1.1.3) St. Ansela, further, interprets the end of
rational nature in self-transcending terms.

Rational nature has been erected for this

purpose that, by discerning, desiring,

and following the good, it may come to eai4oy

God. Rationality, in shnrt, is religious in

significance, and man's relation to God is

consequently viewed as a total response of

the human personality. Mind, will and

affections are all brought into play in

that highest blessedness of rational man

which is his enjoyment of his Creator.

St. Anselm's equation of the sum ■ urn bonua

with God implies, on the one hand, that

for him all ethics are ultimately religious

in character, and, on the other, that God

does not stand beyond the oategcrles of

morality - a viev* of St. Ahselia's which

is not always remembered by the critics of

his soteriology.

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

is creat©G by God to love the susLuUta b/ nuta

for itself ,and on ro other grounds, brings

out the non-utilitarian character of the

opening sentence of 1.1. The blassedness
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of enjoying God, which was His purpose in
creating man, is not to be regarded as a

pleasant consequence, which is to be antici¬
pated if he discerns, loves and follows the
right end the good, and, above all, the
sumraum bcnum; and which may operate as

an additional incentive to virtue. In

fact, this blessedness is Itself right
the suffluum bonum.

discerning, loving and foliovdng7"~ Inciden¬

tally, it may be no efl that St. Anselm

uses this term to designate God, and not, as

do so many philosophers, to refer to the

noblest condition of man {cf. Kant).

(1.1.5) The ilonclogion, cc.SB, 69 form a very apt

commentary to the one. sis of rationality

given in the Cur Pens Homo. There St.Ansela

uses the strongest terms possible to em-

pha&se the fact that men was endowed with

rationality for the pur cae of remembering,

understanding end loving the sumurn bonum.

His devotion to the highest Good, which is

also the supreme Reality, is a pursuit whicft

is for him unending; and it fills the whole

of his living. The degree of his success

in this pursuit determines the quality of

his life, its happiness or unhappinesst In

other words, love cf Gcd is the most natural
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expresaion of man's rationality, and, as

such, it integrates the whole of his

personality in all of its modes, for it is
no mare amor intellectualis.

(1.2.) \'.e giust, at this early stage, draw attention to a

technique f argumentation which St. Ansela. employs

in this chapter (II.l.l and which might well be

called "the denial of impossible alternatives." He

uses it at least five times, to deny the possibili¬

ties that God might have created man rational but with

out moral discernment, or without love for and

ohcice of the Good, or without the will to,follow

the good; indicating uhat had God created man with¬

out any of these capacities, then He wvulc have

created man with a rational nature in vain, or to

no purpose (frustra j. Now, since it is conceivable -

and indeed has been held by a long and distinguished

line of philosophers to be so - that rationality, as

such, does not entail capacities of moral discernment4

moral decision and virtue, it has to be made plainvfay

these alternatives are logically impossible for

St* Anselm. They are so on two grounds:-

(1.2.1) First, his definition of the purpose for

which God created rational natures, namely,
that they might enjoy Him, entails those

capacities in man which make such enjoyment

possible, audnegutos such human inoapaoi-
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ties as would prevent his enjoyment of his

Creator. The true character of St.

Ansela's argument in 1.1 thus emerges:

God is the stratum benum. God's purpose

ia creating man was that he might enjoy

Him. Therefore, man must be endowed with

a rational nature capable of the highest

moral insight, affectin and endeavour, in

order that he may fulfil that purpose.

The "impossible alternatives" conflict

with the third proposition in this argument,

and must, therefore, be denied.

(1.2.2) reoondly, St. Anselm thinks not so nuoh

of the logical incompatibility of the "im¬

possible alternatives with God's purpose

with man, as of the "unfittingness" of a

situation in whioh God's will should be

frustrated. These "impossible alternative^'

©re religiously en well as logically un¬

acceptable. The apprehension of the

"unfi ttingness", which he does not at tnie

stage attempt to define, st. Anselm seems

to regard as being in seme way intuitive.

It would only cease to be so if he were to

advance some fuller analysis of the rela¬

tion of pure rationality to moral discern-
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definitive axiom.

(1.3) While it has been stated abcve^®^that for St. Anselm
the definition of rationality necessarily includes

the ethical references whioh he specified, it is

worthy of notice that his statements are not unequivo¬
cal. The opening sentence of 1.1: "Rationalem

naturaa a Deo factam esse ,1ustara.... dubltarl non

debet; might be translated to mean either of two

things which are not logically equivalent. Thus

(1.3,1) the senteneo may mean: God created man with

rational nature and also created him upright. In this

case, man's rationality could have been employed by

him for several purposes, not all morally praiseworthy

but all equally rational. However, God created this

rational nature also upright, so that man would ful¬

fil l!ia purpose for him. Such an interpretation is

admittedly counter to what has been said above in

(1.1.1) but vvculd be more in line with accepted

notions of rationality. (1.3;2) On the other hand,
the sentence may be read in the light of the next

sentences and given the sense that "the rational

nature with which Oed endowed man at creation was

upright ^ua rational, and its rati nality would ex¬

press itself in purposes, choices and actions which

"did Justice to that fact of its origin;" that is.
the rationality which was created by God in man was
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While the former interpretation is not exegetically impossible,
the latter/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 83 "fc*18 failure of man to subordinate the whole of his
rational will or heart to God, his Creator - a description

which sees man's nature as one whole, and not as loosely

aggregated parts.

(1.4)lt remains to investigate the form which the God-endowed power

to discern the right and to follow it will take in man's

actual behaviour, namely, the subordination of the whole of

man's rational will to the Will of God.

(1.4.1) Such subordination is presented by St. Anselm as being

an obligation, a debt, a debitum, whioh we owe to

God and which God requires of usj and, in fulfilling
17

it, we do God an honour which is pleasing to Himt

It is a task which calls forth the fullest effort of

heart and will.

(1.4.2) St. Anselm conceives of all our duties as being sub¬

sumed under, or as being instances of, this sole

responsibility. C.D. Brood 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 man which is un¬

conditionally good is the will which obeys the Will of
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God; the will, that is, which wills that end for
Itself, and for no other reason. This introduction
of the notioh of'"The Will of God" establishes, with

greater precision than does II.1., the ends which
the good will wills. II.1 presented the general •

idea that the rational nature of man, when oreated

upright, discerns and follows the 3uta -utn bonum;

here, in 1.22, God is presented as having a will for

definite situations, with whioh man must align him¬

self. It might not be unfair to indicate the

distinction between the two presentations by saying

that II.1 pictures the sum:aurn bonum in the quasi-

Platonic terms of the attraction of the best in man

by God; whereas, I.11. is more in line with the

Hebraic-Christian conception of God as an active
a

being, Who has/quite specific interest in, and will

for the situations in whioh men have to act.

{1.4.3) 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 will 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. Ansela^s soteriology, but it is most

frequently ignored. For, while etymologically the
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modern thought they have beoorne quite separate* very few

modern analyses of the c< ncept "©tightness" ever take account

of the oebt implication contained in it. Thus, when we

to-day say that "we cught to obey the Will of God," and continm

that "we owe God the debt of obeying His Will," or that

"obedience to God's Will is a debt that we owe to Him"; we

would generally understand that we had added something to the

first proposition, in stating the other two, and had not

merely repeated it in alternative forms. But not so for

St. Ana elm ; the first proposition would contain no 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 ground is given for the

"oughtness" of our obedience 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 creature to Creator; St. Ahselm

finds the sole reason for such obedienoe in the fact of man's

owing God that debt, or, more accurately still, St. Anselm

conceives such obedience to be ipso faoto the debt that we owe.

Therefore, when St. Anselm develops the notion of debt in

the chapters succeeding I.11, in his investigation of auman
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sin and of salvation, he must not be interpreted in economic
k

rater than in moral or religious terms. In St. Anselm,

moral or religi us oughtness is never reducible to economic

indebtedness, and all critioisms of his entire theory, such

as that of A.i,. Fairbairn1? which assume that it is a

"commercial drama" rest on a completely false precise.

(2) THS NATUHE C F ~I'.; Quid sit pecoare19
It is in terms of this previous description of man's

obligation as a rational nature to obey God's ill, whioh 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 implication, sin is conceived 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 creation and of the

very essence of his being, he ought to love and follow after.

Th.re is no question of a 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.11,

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 specifJ

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.



Other aspects of the nature of sin as outlined by 3t.
Anselta may be obs rved, for they amplify the basic conception:
(2.1) St. Anselm offers an alternative description of the natur

of sin, when he says, at 1.15, that 3in is a disturbance
of "the order and beauty of the universe," (ordo et

pulchritudo Aniversltatis). This description introduces

no new notions, though, on a first reading, it would
appear that St. 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. In fact, however, "the order
and beauty" signify nothing more than the course of

behaviour which God prescribed or wills for natural

entities or rational beings. In the case of rational

beings, this course Is obedience to God, and it is

violated when man refuses to subject hi self to God's

direction.

(2.2) 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 sp'rit-
qrt ol

ual or moral death, and it is eternal . This fact

is substantiated by reference to his treatment of the nor

necessity of Christ's physioal and spiritual death.Z1*
St. Ana elm,then, would be In complete disagreement with
all traditional formal logiolana, who have ahown an

inveterate weakness for the proposition, "All man are

mortal", as the Major Pramiae In their syllogisms. The
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attribute 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 following words in 11.11, 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¬

ruptible 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 a line, whether straight or curved.

When, however, we do use the terms "corruptible" end

"incorruptible," St. Anselra proceeds, we signify that these

facts are the source of man's misery, on the ne hand, and his

happiness,on the oth r. These terms may be regarded as

shorthand statements of the facts that men who are corruptible

experience mis ry on that account, and t lose who are in¬

corruptible, happiness.

This direct relation between disobedience and death, St.
Anselm does not return to discuss after he has given his

account of the Atonement that Is ma e by Jesus Christ for the

disobedience of man. Physioal death remains even after men

have been accredited by God with the merits which their Saviour
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won for them. This difficulty is not peculiar to St.

Anselm, however, for it occurs to any student of the
soteriology of St. Paul. St. Ansela does not labour the sin -

deat ; relationship - a faot which so&e, 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(J>n man,

and,consequently, the dishonour done to God is for him the
dominating feature of the sin-situation.

(2.3) Ye shall not delay long to indicate what 3t. Anselni says on

man's relation to the Devil as a result of his sinning.

He denies that, by his sinning, man becomes the property of

the Devil: even in his sin he remains God's. He does admit

that in his sin and as a result of It, God allows the Devil to

harras him. It is 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

seoond century until the twelfth. The fact is commented upon

by almost all the writers on St. Anselm's theory of the
23

Atonement

(1.7 is the chapter in which this theme is discussed, and

it is c< nstitu? ed 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 comparatively brief intro¬

duction, which reflects the traditional view of the power and

property rights of the Devil over sinners, and of a much

longer refutation of that view. Since Boso'a role up to
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this point in the book, and, in foot, throughout, is to raise
objections and "Anselm's" to answer thefr, it would not be
incorrect to divide the speeoh, assigning the introduction
to Boso and the refutation to "Anaelm." Moreover, there

is a natural p< int at which the transition could take place,

namely, at p. 56, 1.2 - "non video quam via habeat", then

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

(2.4.) St. A nselru affirms that man is culpable for his sin on the

ground that he sinned in the first instance of his own free-
24-.

willQ * His present state of impotence to pay that greater

debt, under which he now stands to God by reason of his havin
25.

failed to obey God and pay his original debt, ' is, there¬

fore, blameworthy, and provides no excuse for his continued

wrongdoing. St. Anselm,in the assage in 1.24 where he ceals

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) . Man'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 that first sin,
and as guilt in consequence of previous non-payment of debt.

It is significant that St. Anselm raises the problem presents

to all who endeavour to describe the Fall-situation in terms

of a coherent system; namely, of how it is that man should,
on the ne hand, before the Fall receive the power not to sin

[
and should, on^he other hand, at the Fall give way to sin.
It is not a valid sdlution to this problem to help St.
Anselm out by saying that while man received the power to sin
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ho did not receive the power to use the power; for not c nly
does such a solution involve an infinite regress, but also
it fails to realise that in this oase the power to use the

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

(2.5) In conjunction with St. Anselm's affirmation about the
responsibility of man (which includes representatively all
men subsequent 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; namely, that sin is propagated
26

throughout mankind in the prooess of natural generation.
St. Anselm Is here seeking to indicate the universality of

sin among men, or the necessity of sin, as well, also, as

man's solidarity 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
27

greatly emphasised in this work, in relation to man's sin,

though, as will be shown later, the subject i3 of great

importance in relation to the sinlessness of Jesus Christ.S8,
What is important for 3t. Anselm are the facts which the

doctrine states, and which no soteriology of any value can

afford to deny or neglect. It may well be that St.Anselm's

Insistence on the spontaneous character of sin, which is a

recurrent theme in his analysis of it, was felt by him to be

irreconcilable with the cruder Augustinian form of the

doctrine of original sin.

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

concerning his conception of sin, it will anable fits to



lcl+

bring out the fuller implications of this conception if we
29

examine their charges. Though T.K. Hughes maintains that

"most writers find (5t. Anselm's)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. Soberly30, quoting "non est alind peccare quam
31

Deo non reddere debltum" 4makes three criticisms of

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

nature of sin. "It makes sin in its essence quantita¬

tive, and, as quantitative, external to the self of

the sinner, and measurable, as if it had a self in

itself."32,
(2.6.1.1) Now Iioberly*s criticisms reflect his own general

theory about the relation of Atonement to personality,
for he finds the notioh of personality absent from

St. Anselia. But while this notion is a product, in a

way, of the recent advance of the science of psycho¬

logy - and we cannot, therefore, criticise St. Anselm

for being born out of due season - it is not entirely
true to say that his view of sin is consequently

impersonal, or that for him it lies in the deed and

not in the p-.'-rsonality. On 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 creaturelin3ss, to make to his Creator.
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"When Anaelm speaks of sin as robbing God of honour, it is his
way of saying that when we sin we wrong a person,and an in-

33
finitely great person, not merely a law or a principle."
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 whr , because of his own sinful nature, can¬

not do deeds acceptable in God's sight. In fact, Moberly

tries to press too far the distinction between the "I" and
his deeds : if it is true that sin lies riot 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

admission. Against Moberly we must, therefore, conclude that

St. Anselm does primarily conceive of sin in a personal

fashion.

(2.6.1.2) It has, however, to be conceded to Moberly that St.

Anselm speaks of sin abstractly, for example, in the title of

1.21. But in doing so, he does no more than St. Paul, who

spoke of the wages of sin being death, or any other Christian

writer who affirms)say, that the sin of mankind was respon¬
sible for the Death of Cur Lord, in every age, the Christian

Church has thought of sin as if it were an aggregate, or a maa

or even as quasi-personal, and, in fact, in the history of
Christian theology understanding of the nature of sin has been

at its poorest and shallowest when theologians preferred to

speak of sins rather than of sin. Here St. Anselm seems
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to be on very good ground i- the problem for Christian
theology is not merely that there should be sins of
individual sin ers — though, in all conscience, that is
problem enough in itself - but rather that there should be
sin, repeating itself throughout the world and in every
generation of history, ever inventing new methods of ex¬

pressing itself, new ways of defying God by disobedience
to His Supreme Will. In short, the Churoh has very often
regarded sin as if it were seme sort of self in itself, and
so Moberly's charge is reaily a general one, even if it is
oorrect. When this p6iht is made, however, it is still

very difficult to see how Moberly reaches his conclusion from

the premises he give3. He wants to deduce it from the facts

that sin is quantitative and measurable, according to St.
the

Anselmj but these are/very characteristics that cannot be

attributed to anything that is a self. iloberly may have one

or the other, but not both. It is noteworthy that, in the

remainder of his treatment cf St. Angela's view of sin, he
nowhere returns to this fallacious pi.ee of reasoning, confin¬

ing himself to the criticisms of the ideas that sin i3

measurable and quantitative.

(^.6.1,2) While it is true that St. Ana elm speaks of sin as a failure

to pay a debt owed to Sod , it is unfair to take such a staterai

out of the context of his general treatment of the nature of

the debt owed, and of the sin involved in the nc-n-payment.
Far too much has been made by unsympathetic critics of St.
Anselm ol the commercial and economic implications of the wore
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"debt"^* The primary significance of the term is
religious and moral : a debltum is something I ought to uo,
an obligation I ought 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 juatioe to him we must comprehend
within that definitiai all that he intended, and not be content

with a caricature of an analogy with financial embari'asssient

(2.6.1.4) Nor do I find it easy to follow the Intention of Moberly's
assertion that for St. Anselm a in is "quantitative and

measurable." In one sense no one denies that 3in is quan¬

titative; some sins are greater than others; the collective

sin of a society or of a class or of a nation is greater than

the aggregate of the sins of all the individual members, as

Reinhold Niebuhr has so comprehensively shown;and anyone who

confesses his manifold end great sins before Almighty God is

using quantitative language. In fact, such language is unavoid'

able, and no one troubles to avoid it unless he has an axe to

grind. But we may deal with Moberly's criticism in a different

way. It is easy to re that he has only deduced the "quan¬

titative" (in some bad sense) character of St. Anselmfs

conception of sin from his misconception of sin as if it were

for St. Anselm a financial debt which could be counted up.

Cnce that notio is shown to be a misconception, j^oberly's
deducti n collapses, as dees his suggestion 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 immeasurable, for it ought
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not to be committed, even if by it this universe and many
35~

others were to be saved frcm annihilation. in fact,

St. Anselmfs fundamental oontention in this work is that sin
is such a grave thing that we have nothing by which Adequately
to measure it. As Denney says ze> "St. 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

slightest sin involves a responsibility for whioh there is
no material measure." It is impossible to avoid the

judgment, therefore, that Moberly's criticisms of St. Ans elm.
are quite unsatisfactory, and that they spring from a failure

OvCt.
to slft^what exactly St. 'nselm's views precisely were.

(2.6.2) G.B. Stevens3^ would accept much of Mcberly»s verdict on

St. Jnselrn, and go still farther. He regards St. Ans elm * s

theory as being a feudal theory, and his conception of sin

as no more than "an enormous affront, a shocking insult to the

heavenly ilajesty." In a series of rhetorical questions,

he suggests that St.Anselm fails to appreciate the unreason¬

ableness of sin, ("its real ethical character"its nature

a8 offence against inherent truth and right. He continues by-

saying that on this theory "sin is high treason and not moral

corruption ..... it is indeed a g eat fault but it is hardly
moral fact" and so on in the same vein until he conolui es that

"it would be difficult to na&e any prominent treatise on

atonement whose conception of sin is so essentially unethical
and superficial." These are strong words, but gravely
inaccurate. Whether the theory is predominantly feudal is
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a matter to which we a rial 1 soon return^» but in any case

St. 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

sin as an offence against Him. Stevens* statements at this

point read rather like those of a more than ordinarily
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 unreasonableness, 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-ethlcal: 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. *nselm's view of sin is superficial,

because it is at variance with his ovfri quite inadequate
view: he suggests no other good reason. In fact, Steven's

criticisms of St. Anselm tell us more about Steven's own

theology than they do about St. Ahselm's.

(2.6.3)' .H. Hughes42 is the latest of those who attack St. Anselm's

conception of sin. Towards the end of his discussion he

quotes both Moberly and Stevens in a manner which vaguely

suggests that he is in agreement with the quotations from
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them. Having already deAlt with the originals, we may dismiss
the quotations. In the earlier part of his discussion, how¬
ever, Hughes makes statements which the reader can only guess

to be intended as veiled criticisms of St. Anselm. He writes,

for e*ample, "Sin i# more than a commercial matter, more

also than a moral fault or a breach of the law. It is more

even than a crime against society... Sin is, in the ultimate,

a religious term, rather than a moral or a social one. It

holds in the realm of personal relations, and is really a mat¬

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

sin is committed." All of whiah is perfectly true - but

quite irrelevant, if calculated, by implication, to be a criti
cism of St. Anselm. As we have already shown, for him sin is

no commercial matter - here, Hughes falls into the error of

Falrbairn, 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 HE \CTIC 1' TO KAft'g 3IN: Aut poena aut aatisfaotlo

It is to 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 iraefatio; 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 can be derived

from the Kevelation of God in Jesus Christ. Nor must we
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commit 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 chapters of Book II, will
Himself make the satisfaction, thus showing forth His com¬

passion and love for us.

God's reaction to man's sin, St. Anselm states in the

famous disjunction: either mala makes satisfaction to God

for the sin committed, or God will p mish man for it. Let

us deal with the two arms of the disjunction in that order.

(3.1) Aut satisfactio

The full consequence of man's sin we can only properly

estimate when we pasato the discussion of God's reaction to

sin. The natural transition to that discussion is to indicate

the irinaediate result of sin to man himself. In a word, the

result is that wherever man as a rational creature owed to Ood

the single debt of continual obedience to God's Will, he

now, as a result of his sin, owes, in addition to that

continuing debt, the debt of paying God further honour for

the injury done Him by disobedience. To enforoe this conten¬

tion, St. Anselm employs an analogy from what is taken to be

the practic of the private (as distinct froxa 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 gift,
to make amends for the harm that I have done him. Such a

gift is proportionate to the injury done - seouncum exhonor-
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ati'nis faotam molestlam. 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. °o, 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, seoondly,

the additional debt incurred by the act of disobedienoe is

paid by sojxe amends being made. It is this second payment

whioh St. Anselra strictly regards as the satisfaction due
44-

to God for sin - as he himself says "Thus, therefore,

everyone who sins ought to (re)pay the honour which he has

stolen from God (by sinning); and this is the satisfaction

whioh every sinner ought to pay." but, this second

payment in itself ifc not sufficient to rectify the situation.

Accprdingly, St. Anselm seems very often to suggest that it

is the total payment-of the original and the additional

debts — whioh is the satisfaction.

(3.1.1)Suoh being the nature of satisfaction, the question next

arises of whether any one can make the satisfaction to God

which He demands. The negative answer whioh St. Anselm

gives rests upon four grounds; the first being a rejection

of certain specific actions wit which man eight try to make

amends; the second, the enormity of the dbbt whioh man is

required to pay off as a result of his sin; the third, a

certain principle Involved in satisfaction 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, eince man, as God's oreature, owes to Boc the total
allegiance of his will, and, in fact, his whole self, even

in his unfallen state, according to I.SO; there is nothing

remaining for hita 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

bodily labours, etc. But since the fulfilment of these

duties is required of man quite appart from his having sin ed,

such fulfilment in no wayi*educes the additional 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. In a single stroke, St. Anselm

here destroys what had obviously 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)Ceoondly, man's inability to make amends to God for his

sin is seen to be due to the greatness of even one single
sin against God. Sin, as the defiance of the Will of God,
should it involve but the slightest glance tfcavt God has

forbidden, is heinous, it is at this point 45



that St. Anselm's famous line to Boso appears: "Nondum

coaslderastl ouanti poaderis sit peocatum. Boso has not

fully appreciated the extreme seriousness of sin, if he is
suggesting that it could be removed by some evidence of
remorse or regret over its having occurred. One sin against
God is a mighty orime, for we are always in God*s Sight,
and He always instructs us not to sin4^. if any deeper

reason is to be found for St. Anselm's view, it is to be

sought in two directions. On the one hand, his reason could
be found in his general emphasis upon God's demand for total

obedience from His creatures. Any sin, howevergreat or small,

is a violation of that obedience, ana, consequently,evidences

opposition 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 notion. On the other

hand, the reason could be found conceivably in the legal

standards of St. Anselm's day,according to which the gravity

of the crime varied in direct proportion to the dignity of

the person injured. So great is the dignity of God that any

sin is exceedingly great, Cf 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;

but also because it is obvious that St. Anselm's insight is
here religious rather than legal: he is more concerned with

disobedience to Ood&s Will than with dishonour.
4 A

(3.1.1.3) in 1.21 , St. jnselm enunciates a principle for the



determination of the degree of satisfaction required to

restore to God the honour of which He has been robbed by

man'alsin, a principle which proves to be of supreme impor¬
tance for his argument in II.6 ooncerninr the God-man.

Throughout 1.21 St. Ansela has been illustrating to Boso the

heinousness of what might happen to be even the slightest sin

against God. At 1.21, p.89, LL.l ff, St. Anselm has made

it plain, as is seen from Boso's reply, that even if some

sinful action is to save the whole universe and everything

that is not God from annihilation, nevertheless, it ought

net to be done. Even an infinity of universes to be saved

would not affect the issue. These things, therefore -

the whdto universe, all that Is not God, and an infinity of

universes - constitute the objects for the sake of which

even the slightest sin is not to be committed. In this con¬

text, St. Anselm asserts that if, in fact, we do commit sin,

satisfaction will not be complete unless it exceeds this

totality, for the sake of which we should not have been wil¬

ling to commit it in the first instance. This 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 seriousness of sin, as

violation of the Will of God which is consently operative

for His oreatures, the present argument finds that seriousness

in the massive considerations which can never under any cir-
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oumstances justify it. These two different grounds for
the heinrusness of sin virtually lead to two different, butf

of course, not unrelated, interpretations of the satisfaction
due to 0 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 committed (the
of ence in this case acquiring its extent from the nature of

God and the continual demands He makes of His creatures). In

other words, an offence against an infinite God is 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 sake of which the offence must not be com¬

mitted. In both cases, the issue is identical : man can

not make the satisfaction.

Secondly, the ac ount here given of the satisfaction whio

man would require to make to God for his sin places St.

Anselm's concept! on beyond the realm of commercial transactl n

between equals. The situation which St. Anselia is endeavour¬

ing to describe is without exact analogy in private or public

law, and it arises from the quite unique relation in which

God, the Creator, stands to man, His creature, gven if it be

said that the analogy consists in the us© of the term

"satisfaction," it must be immediately plain that the analogy
has bem broken through completely In the use to which it is

put4'.
Thirdly, St. Ansela must be safeguarded against a poasibl

misapprehension, from the fact that even the slightest sin



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

lees dishonoured by some than by others. Such a conclusion

would be morally deplorable, and it only arises if we obscure

St. Anselm's purpose in this chapter (1.21) whioh is to

show that for no sin (however great or small) can man make

the satisfaction which God requires. Without denying the

difference betvieen coveting your, neighbour's ass and murdering

his brother, St. Anselm does Intend to make it plain that

there are no simple sins whioh God e ally condones without

compromising His honour, and from the effects of which we

canr»adily 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 statement that sin should not be eoiamitted, no

matter how weighty the ons id©rations entertained in its

favour, and the conclusion that the satisfaction required by

God is in excess of all that o ght not to induce us to sin

(i.e. preservation of the universe, ail that is not God, an

unfinity of universes). The explanation would appear to be

as fellows: St. Anselm balances up sinvith these

"weighty considerations", and sees that they are not weighty
enough to Justify its being committed. Alternatively, 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
whioh is at least equal to it; i.e. not only these "weighty
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considerationsw ("all that is not God" turns out in II.6 to

be that in which St. Anselm is mot interested) but something

extra which will complete the balance. In other words, our

satisfaction will require to be something 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 v#ed himself to succumb to

the will of the Devil in contempt for God *s purpose for him,

then he can only make proper satisfaction to God if he con¬

quers the Devil and so hououra God. But because, in the fall,

man in sinning gave way to the Devil, end so from being

potentially immortal he received from God the punishment of

mortality, he must, further, to achieve the proper satisfac¬

tion effect the victory over the Devil in a specific way;

namely, by sinle^ sly undergoing the affliction of death. But

man, who is oonceived and born in sin , cannot die sinlessly.

Consequently, he is unable to vanquish the Devil in the

fashion required, and to furnish God with the satisfaction
s~o

which He demands, st Anselmfs argumentation concerning the

sinless death by which man is required to conquer the Devil

is succinct to the point of obscurity, and indeed is only
to be uaderst od fully in the light of what he has

later to 3ay on the Death of Christ, Who is Himself the Sin¬

less One. In the meantime, 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 fas distinot from that

of the God-man) would be a victory over the Devil. In fact,
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the value of Christ's Death arises from the Person of

Jesus Christ, and not solely from His sinlossness, so

that the argument given in 1.22 (LL. 20-25} is not by it¬

self valid.

(3.1.1.5)It is necessary at this point to draw attention to what
we might call a "secondary ground" for the necessity of sal¬

vation. The primary ground is tc be found in God's purpose

for rational creatures; 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 achieve their

highest blessedness. Bu their sin, they have temporarily

frustrates God's great destiny for them, and so, tc achieve

His purpose for theia, satisfaction must be made to God.

The "secondary ground" for the necessity of salvati on

is that God has resolved to substitute men for the fallen

angels. But the men who are to be raised to this glory must

be righteouo in God's sight - which they can be only If and

when they have made to God adequate satisfaction for the

sins that they have committed against Him. Once again,
fs at

St. Anselm affirms that 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 cot delay us further.

(5.2) The concept of satisfaction occupies such a central position

within the Cur heus Homo, and so much research has been

deboted to this subject, that it is essential to deal

with the main issues connected with it, at this stage of our
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examination of St. Anselm's work; for the interpretation

given to this oonoept will inevitably determine our vi ws of
the use which he makes of it as the argument develops.

Historical and critical research has quarried the mine almost

to the point of exhaustion, and in that field the minor duty
of correlating the findings is all that remains to be done.

On the other hand, the task of theological integration and

Interpretation has not been satisfactorily followed through,

with consequent grave injustice to the reputation of St.

Anselm. Research has concentrated articuhrly on two prob¬

lems: the first - what is the origin and history of the

notion of satisfactio? and the sefiond - to what extent does 5t

Anselm accppt or alter the meaning of this notion, having

taken it over from his predecessoi'S?

(5.2.1) In the treatment of the first of these problems, the chief

point at issue is that of determining how far the idea of

satisfaction has 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

ecclesiastical doctrine of penance and the actual

penitential systems. The first step towards such determina-
55"tion is suggested by Franks , namely, an assessment of the j

part played by Tertullian in introducing the id a into theo¬

logical thought, and in coupling it with that of "merit."

The latter had already appeared in Hermes56, but Tertullian

systematised it, showing hck God Who is the great Law-Giver
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regards as meritorious actions which His Will does not make
obligatory 5?. It is in relation to sins com it ted after

58
baptism, that the question of satisfaction arises . in
the Da Poenitentla, Tertullian is obviously endeavouring to

correct certain evil practices which have grown up in the

Church, through a misunderstanding of the forgiveness of
sins offered in Baptism. Some people, bel&g assured that
their sins were forgiven when they were baptised, are making
that fact an excuse for unrestricted licence. These

offenders are urged to practise repentance in orcer to

placate God, the Law-Giver Who has been offended by their

evildoing.5^ For God has determined that penitence is
th9 price tc be paid for the re-purchase of forgiveness,®^
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 and mourning6*
is the satisfaction by which God is appeased.

There are two ways in which we may interpret the influenc

of Roman Law upon Tertulllan's account of satisfaction, which
two interpretations disagree as to wheth r the sat'.si e- 'on

is penal or not. On the #ne hand, Schultz, collaborating

with his colleague Merkel, claims that in Reman private law

satisfaction la the making of compensation, other than by

direct payment (solvere), to an injured person for damage

done to him or to his property, and it must be performed in a

manner acceptable to the latter. Satisfaction, in this sense,

is not the acceptance of one form of punishment for another.
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If we apply this interpretation to Tertulllan's concept, the

datlafactio becomes a sub-species of merit, an action by which

an abundance of merit is established to osncel the sin, and

to win the forgiveness of God. God may either punish the

sinner outright for his sins, or He may pardon Him after

being placated by his penitential actions; but He does not

do both at once. On the other hand, according to Roman

public law the satisfaction was Itself the penalty required
by the law. If this view be the basis of our Interpretation

of Tertullian, then it follows that, in making satisfaction

for his sins, the sinner is undergoing temporal punishment.

His penitential actions, representing his own judgment

upon his a in, discharge the eternal purfehment,6,3 and so they

win him God's forgiveness. They may not constitute punish¬

ment equivalent to God's, but they are certainly panel in

nature. In this case the venla comes through the poena -

even though it is not the poena of De loenltentia 0.12.

with its storehouse of everlasting fire.

The truth Is that the influence of both of these elements

in Reman law is to be traoed in Tertullian's view of satis¬

faction. Franks, who follows Schultz, almost uncritically,
has to admit that the penitential actions have a painful and

penal quality, but nevertheless he fails both to oharge

Sehultz' analysis with inadequacy for that reason, and to

recognise that public as well as private legal praotice is

relevant to the whole case. Satisfaction in Tertullian,

then, is both meritorous and penal, and his well-known saying
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"Every sin is discharged either by pardon or by punishment,

by pardon as a consequence of chastisement, by punishment as
64-

a oonseouenc-- of damnation" does not invalidate this con¬

clusion, if Terfculiian'3 argument after the passage quoted is

properly understood. For, while the disjunction, aut venia
ant poena, seem at first to suggest that punishment and

forgiveness are never applied together, the excluaiveaess of

the disjunction is broken down in what follows. Forgiveness

is said to come through chastisement which is painful; and

the punishment referred to is eternal damnation, which does

not preclude God's punishing temporally those to whom He

offers forgiveness through chestieement. Therefore, while it

is to be admitted that for Tertullian satisfaction is not a

substitute punishment of sin extracted by an outraged God,

nevertheles , as Harnack says, it is permissible to call it a

"compensating penalty."6,Sr
On this conclusion concerning the influence of Roman law,

in its two forms, upon Tertullian's presentation of the idea oi

satisfaction, two com .eats may be made. First, the qualified

nature of the conclusion makes it plain that Tertuliian's

presantatic has not beeaa deteraiined by either me or the other

of the influences that are disceroably at work. The reverse

is rather the case, that he has made free use of contemporary

legal concepts in order to formulate and clarify a system of

thought which in essentially theological ir. its origin and

in its nature. It is this system which determines the use
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which he will make of these contemporary concepts, and we err

if we assume that the conoepts 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 conclusively

proved that Tertuallian used the concept in precisely that

form. This aspect of the matter simply does not come over the

horizon of such legalists as "ohultz and l.-erkel, who seem to

be quits content to settle Tertullian's use of the concept of

satisfaction on the basis of "an exhaustive list of passages

from Roman legal authorities''66 - though Franks should have

known better. Secondly, sufficient conn idoration has not

been given to c.9 of the Da I-penitent la, where Tertullian

refers to what is obviously a quits elaborate and well-estab-

dished system of Confess ion. The theological foundation of

this system is some such idea as that of satisfaction, and the

elaborateness of such a system by the end of the 2nd century,

or by the beginning of the 3rd, plainly shows that it is
no rooent innovation. It is this practice of Confession,
which v;as later to develop into the 3ecrament of Penance,

which, I suggest, formed the dominant ice a of Tertullian»s
which

thought concerning satisfaction, and to .7 the legal notion^

derived from the contemporary systems, were subordinated. The

dominance of the one end the subordination of the others ex¬

plains the difficulty which is encountered by those who endea¬
vour to regard Tertuliian's idee of satisfaction as a

theological transcript of a legal term of fixed connotation,
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which remains unchanged in the process. Such critics have,

in fact, committed "the naturalistic fallacy" or "the fallacy
of origins": the fallacy, that ia, 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 fa Icy still still common enough among

ethical evolutionists, anthropologists and sociologists to be

a contemporary danger - but it belongs more properly to

the 19th century.

hile the examination of Tertullian*s employment of the

teria satlafectio enables us to determine what might be called

the academic origin of the notion, nevertheless he was

writing some 800 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 Tertuliian as a primary

source of Anselmic theology. For that reason, any olose

linking of the two would be both unhistorical and unwarranted

by the content of their writings Such a ditional 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 Tertulllan to any great

extent. The twin ideas of satisfaction as meritorious and

quasi-penal persist, neither at any time excluding 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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Anaelm1s idea of satisfaction. Certain alterations and

developments, taking place gradually over centuries, of
the system of the Confession, to which Tertullian bore wit¬
ness, yield the medieval saorament of Penance. For example,
the fastings and mournings, etc. which formed a necessary

part of the penitential discipline of the Confession, and by

whioh satisfaction was made to Cod, have been materialised a:

de-peeonsUsed, so that the sinner may either make payments

or hire others to fast or sing psalms in his 3tead. It

appears that this system of commutations or redemptions was

well organised by St. Austin's time, thought not without fre

quant objection from the official church. We saw previously

how Tertullian had allowed a certain penal character to

satisfaction, in so far as the sin er by pudshing himself

anticipated Ccdfs punishment of him. This notion is not

entirely absent from the early medieval penance system eitho
"6

for we find such sentences as "poenltere est enlm poenam ten
-re

but in actual practice the commutation was so painless for

the sinner that it would be frivolous to regard the eatlsfac'
=7

as P°enQ la any sense. Once again, the question of secular

influeno®, wheth r of the Irish system of Com utations or of

the teutonic Wergild, is raised, particular by Cremer, but
off

also by Loofs^ Barnach and Franks. Their conclusion doei

seem to be fairly uniform; that while no doubt these extra-

ecclesiastioal practices must have hoc soma influence upon tl

development of the system of Penance, it is im ossible to pre
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that;fchis Influence is all-determinative. This conclusion
is completely in line with that suggested above concerning the
relation of Tertullian to the Soraan law, and the reason for

It is similar: The Church had a long tradition of theology

about penitence, and tils tradition determined the kind of
use its exponents made of contemporary icieas. 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 whioh we set

ourselves: hor far does St. Anselm accept or alter the notion

of satisfactlo as It caaes to hiia out of eight centuries of

usage, in the Church's theology and practice? Or, alterna¬

tively, how is St. Anselm's use of the term related, by way of

similarity and difference, to that of his predecessors?

Certain answers come immediately to mind. For example, it

is clear that St. Anselm has taken over the idea that God ex-

peots moral obedience as a debt due to Him by His creatures,

and that failure to obey places the sinner in a state of debt.

Faced with this situation, God may, according to His goodm

pleasure, choose one or other of two alternatives. He may

punish the sin er, or He may receive from him some satisfaction

which atones for the dishonour done to Him - aut poena aut——ilfT in i in—m—■mmm

satisfaotio. 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. Anselm

regards satlafactio as "compensating penalty."
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He does not in his reference, at I.2C, to the contemporary

penitential disciplines, suggest that these are in any way

penal; and Hven when he treats of the Death of Christ (e.g.
at 11.11), 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 satisfa tion and penance - so close both in

Tartullian and in the penitential system - is entirely

absent from t. Ahselm's conception. In fact, at I.20,

his main contention is that penitence is not satisfaction.

In his discussion of the Death of Christ, there is no sug¬

gestion that the satisfaction offered by the God-man is

"vicarious penitence."

It is, therefore, undeniable that St. Anselm by employ¬

ing the concept of satisfaction is 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

implied by it into a fabric of thought which differs essen¬

tia, ly from that of his predecessors, either in the field of

The logy proper or in that of penitential practice. The

meaning of the word as it appears in Anseimio soterlclogjr
is to be dissevered, therefore, not by an historiel analysis

of previous uses of it, but by an examination of the place

which it occupies within his scheme. Fcr in a very real

sense, he builds up his own interpretation of it as the work

prooeeds, so that in the end we have a quite new conception.



This purpose he achieves particularly by the association of

satisfaction with the Death of Christ - an original

departure in the usage of the term - and as a cmsequence,

in this new reference, the word acquires significance, im¬

plications and shades of thought, which are not to be found

nor should 6ne expect to find them, in its previous history.

This kind of occurrence is frequently happening in the history

of the theological 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 a 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 "crisis," "existential" and "dimen¬

sion"^ to mention an obvious few. For that reason, I should

say that most of the historical and oritioal analysis of the

notion of satisfactlo, 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 interpolations placed upon it by his pre¬

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 t ought is determined by extra-religious,

secular considerstions, such as the practices of Roman Law
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and the Teutonic Wergild. It is suggested that these in¬
fluences may be direct or indirect. In the first case, St.

Anselm is said to be affected by the practices because he i

lived i ' a 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 previously given
as to the inconclusive character of the charge that Roman

Law effect-d Tcrtul ian, and the Wergild, the Penance system,

is here immediately applicable, and the charge of indireot

influence- of these secular practices upon 3t. Anselm must be

dropped. A fortiori and for the same re--sons, the charge of

indirect influence cannot be maintained. Not only did St•

Anselm sit very loose to interpretstions of satisfaction

accepted by his pradeoesaore, but, further, he had certiin

theological concepts - such as the justice, righteousness,

honour and love of God, but most important of all, the aseltas

of God - which predetermined the meaning which subordinate
possib/e

terms would have within his system. It lsA, of course, to make
e counter-assertion to this analysis which I have given of

the situation, by saying that it is really only a matter of

private and arbitrary choice wheth r we hold that these

dominant theological ideas of St. Anselm determined the

form in which he presented that of satisfaction, or that it
*

is his idea of satisfaction that comineted and dictated

the others. That it is not a mat er of private choice is

seen, I should reply, from the fact that the latter alternative
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is only arguable on the assumption that t. Anselm ad pted
a previously fixed conception of satisfaction to which the
rest of his theology was made to conform. Once we demons*

trate that St. Anselm's interpretation of satisfaction is not

r ducible to its antecedents, then that assumption is

disproved. On the other hand, when we establish the position
that the Anselmic idea of satisfaction can only be under-

st od in terms of the general Anselmic theology and soterio-

logy, then the former becomes the c£ly possible alternative

To put the situatio differently, St. Anselm's procedure in
an

the Cur Deus Homo is not: given/a priori idea of satis¬

faction, then God must be so-anc-so and do so-and-3o in ord¬

er to save fallen mankind; but rather ; given that God's

attributes are mercy, justice, righteousness, omnipotence,

love and (if we may for the present dall it an attribute)

aaeltas, then He wi•1 save mankind in a manner which is not

only conforraable to these attributes, 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 is their equivocation on the relation of St. Anselm

to his predecessors, their concern with, and even their

criticism of the extreme views on this subject (for example,

those associated with Cremer), coup ed with their failure to
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to give the notion of satisfaction its own peouliar 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:

(3.2.3) Ritschl*s ^technique of criticism is to elicit what he
>

call3 "features in Anselra*s theory which are incompatible."

His starting point i3 a rigid distinction which, he claims,

exists in St. Anselm between the glory of God and the justice

of God. When relations between God and man are determined by

the {lory of God, then God is presented as the superior, the

Sovereign in a moral universe Whose subjects must maintain

the order and beauty of that universe by obeying His will and

glorifying Him; whereas, when the ides of the idea of the

justice of God is regulative, God and man are regarded as

equals on the analogy of the sphere of private rights, where

relations are fixed by contracts between persons of co¬

ordinate status. These two views of the relations between

God and man are inconsistent, says Ritschl. Introducing with¬

out explanation the term "honour of God" to replace that of

glory of God, he pursues the inconsistency farther. He admits

that the equality of God and man implied by the private right

analogy is "modified" by the idea of honour: for it is God*s

honour which has to be satisfied,and for which reparation
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haa to be made by the offending sinner. But, he continues,
this modification serves only to emphasise the equality of

God and nan, giving as his reason the fact that in private
law such compensations can be offered and received only by

those who are not subordinate one to the other. Therefore,

either St. Anselm should adhere to the notion of the glory

of God and insist that, for the sake of moral order in the

unieerse, God should punish all sinners and allow no satis¬
faction - for satisfaction hods only between equals, or

he should lay exclusive emphasis upon the po33ibility of

satisfaction, made even by a third party, by mutual arrange¬

ment between the injured and the offender. Ritschl would

force St. Anselra's disjunction, aut poena aut satisfaotlo.

upon the author himself, and demand that he make his choice,

for he can ot have both, van ip the form of a disjunction^0
This statement is the case for the alleged incompatibili¬

ty of the glory or honour of God and the Justice of God,

as St. Anselm describes these attributes. It would be

difficult to 1 agine anything more tftonfueed or better de¬

signed to misrepresent St. Anselm. Important because of the

popularity which this kind of criticism has enjoyed, but also

relevant to cur immediate purpose, certain initial inaccur¬

acies may be observed. The glory of God a3 distinct from

the honour of God is by no means as clear a concept in
St. Anselm*s thought as Ritschl insinuates. In fact, the

phrase "the dignity of God1* appears fairly frequently and

sh6uld 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 Goo 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 1.15) and there is

just no evii ence for Ritschl's suggestion that God's honour

requires one t <ing and His justice another, or for his con¬

tention that St. Anaelm'a 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

absenoe of such evidence, and he does not offer Shy, disposes

of his case. What Ritschl has aeally failed to see is that

after all analogy is only analogy, and that no analogy, par¬

ticularly on its negative side, should be pressed to its

extreme limits. The purpose of the analogy referred to

by Ritschl 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
y-«j

for having sinned. In fact, in the light of I.£l , what

St. Anselm could be construed as saying is this; a fortiori.

when I sin against God I ought to make the very greatest amends

possible for the dishonour whioh I have done to Him. Equality

between God and man is far distant from Anselm'a thought and

speech, either directly or by implication; indeed, such an

imputation stultifies the whole argument of the Cur Deus Homo.

Besides, it is grossly unwarrantable to bring in the charge
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by literal Interpretation of the detail of an analogy. The

truth is that,wheth r St. Anselm is thinking more particu¬

larly of the justice or of the glory of God In relation to

man, he n ver loses sight of the fact that God and man are

unequal. If there is a fundamental contradiction in St.

Maselm*s thought, it is not to be found in this quarter.

If there is no textual or other basis for Ritschl's

criticism of St. Anselm: namely that there is m "incompati¬

bility between the glory or honour of God and the justice

of God, why should Ritsohl have been so keen to hold that

there is? The answer is to be found in the motive wfcioh

prompted our own enquiry, namely, that of discovering how

over-emphasis on the historical antecedents of eertaia

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

trases, 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 one. on

the assumption that St. Anselm t<akes 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. Axis elm should have followed the
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practloe of public law more rigorously than he did.
What he does not appreciate is that St, Anselm uses conoepts

which habe affinity with i-gal practice of one kind or

another, in the interests of his general theory, stedfastly
refusing to ailow previous usage to determine is own inter¬

pretation. Ritsohl, had he followed up his own suggestion
c noerning the modification of the private law conception

of reparation by the idea of God's glory, would have reached

a position similar to that which has been outlined above.

Instead, however, he prefers to affirm that Hv* mo<lif.cat/on.
serves, i some way which he does not make clear at all, to

illustrate the incompatibility for which hh is arguing,

(3.B.4) Franks^5 in a strain similar to that of Hitachi, affirms

a fundamental antinomy in St. Anselm's theory, on the basis

of the analogy used by St. Anselm in 1,11, though he gives

different reasons from those of Ritschl. On grounds, irst,

of St. Anselm's ass art ion that, after injury to some person,

we must mteke amends for the wrongdoing by an action or gift

which pleases himj and, secondly, of the fact that in priv¬

ate law, "the measure of satisfaction is simply the good plea¬

sure of the offended person," he concludes that for St.

Anselm there is 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

whioh the princeps is obliged to enforce all compensations

for injuries done and so maintain public peace. This

absolute negiesaity^ so runs Frankd* comment, has to be impor-
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ted, in order to remove the laxity of arrangements made

by private law. On the analogy of the prlnoepa, God is
conceived as being necessarily bound to remove anything that

disturbs the peace and order of His realm. Franks is here

making a criticism hinted at by Ritsohl7^", though he makes

it much more lucidly than theJatier, and gives it a some¬

what different form .

In answer to Franks, it must be said that close exa¬

mination of the ipaissima verba of the text would have

prevented 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 fact of the injury done are both obligatory.

He speaks in the same terms of moral necessity concerning

both; and for Ht. Anselm moral necessity is absolute.

Whether in fact, according to private law, the payment of

compensation As distinct from restitution is absolutely

necessary, is beside the point. It is plain that in I.11,

which is St. Ans. lm*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 a^flrmatio as being 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

criticism to say that because St. Anselm's illustration is

somewhat similar to situations whioh occur in private law,
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therefore St. Anselm Is fettered to the detail of that law,
and obliged to regard 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 satisfaction; because, on the one hand, St.
Anselm exhibits no anxiety to prove the necessity of

satisfaction - he states it as a faot 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. In fact, I should affirm

that St. Ansalm throughout his diseussion of satisfaction is

considering more particularly the moral rather than the

legal aspect of any analogies he uses - a point which Franks,

Hitachi and Mozley all miss.

Franks, it will be recalled, reached his conclusion

about the non-necessity of satisfaction from the premise
that "the measure of satisfaction is eimply the good

pleasure of the offended person." This premise is as false

6s the conclusion which he draws from it. St. Anselm states

one would have thought unambiguously, that the compensation

must be In proportion to, or in aooordance with, the extent

of the injury done. The actual form, however, of the Com¬

pensation will be determined by the pleasure of the person

injured. Thus, given that an injured person has already

received restitution for injury, it is judged that g2
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8^, arG a_]_2 equal compensation for the injury (all being
additional , of course, to the restitution}. The good

pleasure of the injured person is the sole criterion of whether
g, , say, is to be preferred to any of tha other three.
It is, therefore, quite erroneous to h Id that "the measure"
of the compensation is simply "the g cd pleasure cf ths offen¬

ded person;" the measure of the compensation is solely the

gravity of the offence committed. This fact is borne out

by the order in v,bich 3t. Anaelm has arranged the sentence

dealing with this topic7'*': "Its qui honor a.Jauiua vlolat,

nou sutflclt honoren redoere, si non s sound um axhonerationls

faota-u molest last allculd, quod plecaot 111.1, que.& exhonoravlt,
noh

restituat." 3y piecing the s eouadua ...... mole11 am before the
^ i- ■ in •.■maim-..

allquid. fit. Anselsi draws attention to the importance of

tha wrong committed as the determinant of the degree of repa¬

ration to be made. Had the pleasure of the injured party been

the sole measure of the compensation in St. Anaelmfs opinion,

then the phrase ssoundua.«. moleatiam would have followed

quod placeat 1111. In any case, when St. Ansela comes

to deal with the measure of satisfaction to be etxwred to Ood

by the man who has sinned against Him (I.EC,21) then the mat¬

ter ie put beyond doubt. He plainly affirms that the satis¬

faction to be made to God must bo commensurate with the

76offence committed, end throughout X.'.T he indicates that

by satisfaction ha means the payment of honour beyond the

debt which is ordinarily expected by the Creator from His

creature. The notion of "proportionate compensation" is
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not, however, there the entirely "new principle" which
Franks claims it to be7?, for even on Franks' own inter¬

pretation of the compensation which t. Ans&m suggests is
to be made to the injured person, the pleasure 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 we have doa

to Him,The whole issue is not one of linguistic or syntactical

nicety. For, if it can be shown as I believe it has, that

St. Anselm, on the one hand, regards the payment of some

definable compensation in addition to restitution as absolute¬

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 hedonie consequences produced by it; then,

it follows, by analogy, that satisfaction is not some arbi¬

trary offering which God may or may not demand of signers

according to His private pleasure, but is, on the contrary,

an absolutely neoessary obligation upon all sinners.

Our examination of the relevant criticisms made by

Franks has therefore, yielded results similar to those

reached in discussing Eitschl, namely, that he interprets

Anselmic notions too uncritically in terms of their histori¬

cal antecedents and parallels; that such Interpretation has

not only had insflflficient 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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autonomous in its logic. A true appreciation of thesejfaots

would have saved them from some of their more extreme in¬

accuracies, a closer scrutiny of the Anselmio 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
78

Harnack , who wrote of St. Anselm "mythological conception

of God as the mighty private man, who is incensed at the

injury done to his honour and will not forego his wrath

till he has received an atiaast adequately great equivalent."

Jtowhere does God appear in the Cur Deua 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 staturej

satisfaction is as much associated with His justice as with

His honour, and has no arbitrariness to it. Harnsek's

account is crude caricature, based more upon a refusal to

see in St. Anselm anything but the legal concepts of his

day, than upon any profound knowledge of his theology.

(3.3} Aut Poena.

If the proper satisfaction is not made for sin, then

in St. Anselm's opinion there is only one alternative, namelyr

that God should punish the sinner. That this is the sole al¬

ternative, St. 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 ncn-punishment of sin. The double emphasis is made by

means of an equation which he supplies at 1.12 L.ll. To

forgive sin (without satisfaction being made for it) is
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equivalent to not punishing it. St. Anselm develops his
argument by examining both sides of the equation, beginning
with the incongruity of the non-punishment of sin. His reasons

tor the necessity of punishment (if no satisfaction has been

made) are explicit:-

(3.3.1) First of ell, if the sin be unpunished, then the sinful and
the sinless should receive the sane treatment from God;

secondly, this impropriety is osde'lined hy his affirmation
that th® righteousness of man is under a lew ©hereby God

makes retribution proportionate to the extent of righteous¬

ness or unrighteousness, which man aohive. Consequently,

if sin be not punished, and if tie satisfaction be made to

God for it,the it is subject to no lev whatever, and becomes

freer ever, then righteousness, which is quite unfitting.

St. Angela's meaning here is: whereas righteousness is

subject to the lav- of obeying God's fill on every occasion, an

to the general restraints placed upon the members of r moral

society, and is in e certain sense unfreej on the other hand,

unrighteousness would, on th© premises of the present argu¬

ment, be free from any such law of obedience, ana from these

restraints, as well as from the moral sanctions imposed by

God -sanctions which St. Ane elm believes to be essential to

the crd r of the universe. Thirdly, if unrighteousness

goes free end unpunished, then it becomes like God, who is

Himself subject to no law - which is the height of incongruity
In fact, however, we shall discover aoon that St. Anaaim

modifies this rather extreme statement ooneernin- God's freadoi
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in the next few speeches in 1.18. Boso rather expertly in¬
dicates the conclusions which follow from an unqualified

assertion of this kind, and St. Anselm, in modifying what

he has said at 1.12, LL.89-30, virtually rejects his third
reason above-mentioned.

Before leaving these three reasons which St. Anselm

gives for the necessity of punishment of sin, if no satisfac¬
tion is made to God, three comments might be made.

(3.3.1.1) First, the nature of St. Anselm's argument in each of the

three cases is identical. He indicates 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 is obvious that each of

the three arguments, then, depends upon a prior notion of

what is pre-per 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. But when we come to the next stage of

the discussion of the impossibility of forgiveness, we

discover that vastly different conclusions are drawn from it

by St. Anselm and by Boso. In ffiot, the real distinction

between this present discussion of the necessity of punish¬

ment, and the next concerning the impossibility of forgiveness,
is that between the conveniens and the necessarium.7^

(3.3.1.2) Secondly, these are mingled with the appeal to the fitting
in God, as we have seen, references to God's moral govern¬

ment of the universe, whioh will be stultified if certain

events take place. This theme is so common throughout the
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anywhere else than the-e for St. Ana0121*8 source. Any sug¬

gestion that St. Anaelm is here describing God simply as if

He were the civil ruler of a me ieval state is both unscholar-

ly and amusing.

(3.3.1.3) Thirdly, these three arguments constitute only preliminary
bouts in St. Axiselm' 3 tackling of the problem. They

demonstrate the necessity of punishment, through the

exposition of the impropriety of non-punishment, and they

would carry weight perhaps with believers but not with

unbelievers, who seek the necessarlum. In the argument

to which we now turn, St. Anselm*s aim is to demonstrate 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 whioh he devotes to it, the

argument is regarded by him to be of great Importance.

(S.S.2)St. Anselm*s equation was ; "To forgive sin is equivalent

to not punishing it." It remains for him to deal with the

first side of the equation. The general ground for the re¬

jection of forgiveness as a possible 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. Anaelra and Boso.

Boso*s arguments for the necessity of forgiveness are

twofold. On the on® hand, since God commands us to forgive

others8', it would be self-contradictory for Him to demand



/A»r

of us what Is improper in Himself. On the other hand, since
sf*ice

God is so free that He is subject to no law ; He is so kind
'V.

that nothing kinder can be imagined; since, finally, nothing

is right or proper except He wills itj then it seems curious
that He should not will or be permitted to forgive wrong-

do ing.

St. Anselm's replies are as follows: First, God

instructs us to forgive those who have wronged us, lest we
93

should treat them with vengeance . Vengeanoe is God's

prerogative, and we&re not trespass upon it. Those earthly
f

rulers who ta;e measure of vengeance do so as the Instruments

of God's vengeance. It is plain that St. Anselm has here

avc:ded this real issue raised by Boso, who, presumably,

has also in his mind some such passage as Bk. 6 35-56,

when the ground for our beln^- merciful is the very fact which

St. Anselm here chooses to neglect, namely, that God is
84-

merciful; or the parable of the unmerciful servant , where

the implication is that being greatly forgiven by God we

must also forgive those who have sinned against us.

Secondly, St. Anselm argues8*^ that 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 ^contrary to His dignity (or "worthiness"), or

lie. Right is not right because God wills it, nor could

right beoome wrong if God chooses that it should be so.

God would have to cease to be God. He would require to change



His nature entirely, in order to will what is not right and
true. If we do 3dy "If God wills XY, then XT is right,"
we must add that uhis assertion can only be made of things

which are worthy of God's willing, of things which God can

will without contradicting His own nature or violating His

own moral ordering of the universe according to His Will and

Nature. Very succinotly, 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 is just

and right, He cannot forgive the sipner without punishing him.
St. Anselm tries to elaborate on this position by his con-

Of

tention00 that the punishment of the sinner is just and the

non-punishment unjust, because the one ministers to the

honour 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 rejection.

Before we pa a to the discussion of this important

argument of St. Anselm's, let us indicate its logical form,
which is as,fellows:-

To forgive sins violates the moral ordering of the

universe, Whatever violates the moral ordering of

tne universe does not minister to God's hnjtour.

Whatever does not minister to God's honour is unjust.

Whatever is unjust is a contradiction of God's nature

A contradiction of God's nature is something which

God is not free to permit.

Tharefore, God is not free to forgive sins.
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The full significance of St. Anselm's argument may be
indicated in the following terms:-

(5.3.2.1) First of all, St. Anselm's analysis of the nature of God's
liberty is an important contribution of theological thought,
though as Sohmitt states8?, the argument is adumbrated in
St. Augustine, De Symbolo C.l, 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, is a corrective both to false interpretations
of the Divine nature, which conceive of it as unlimited in

its liberty, and to the theological text book treatment of

the Divine attributes which does not appreciate the neces¬

sity of considering their interactions upon esoh other.

However much we disagree v\ith St. Anselm's statement in

X.13 L.l? that "highest justice is none other than God Himself

we can find no fault w#th the ther logical weight which has

prompted the statement, namely, that God's attributes are

essential to Himself, not accidents which He can change at

will, but elements in His very Being, which cannot be changed
without Gaining substantial change in the very nature of C-od.

3t. Anaelm,in a few lines, states s position which no volun¬

tarism, even though it spring from an emphasis upon the

transcendence of 'God, con ever finally deny, namely, that God
wills right because it is right, and that He would require to
cease to have the nature which we know Him to have, in order
to will what was wrong; alternatively, that whatever the

transcendence of God may mean, no definition of the concept
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which implies God*a superiority to human moral categories.

It would seera that voluntarism of the kind popularised by some
be

Barthians trying to/more Barthian than Barth has gained its

strength from the false assumption that it constitutes the

only alternative to a type of Platonism, which regards

value, (or "Ideas") as more ultimate than God, and sets them

over against Him as the supreme realities which limit His

Being and activity. St. Anselm, however, Implicitly demon¬

strates that there is a third way, a live option to volunta¬

rism and Platonism: it is that the moral notions are neither*

more ultimate than God's nature, nor are they willed to be
are

what they/ as it were, arbitrarily by Him; on the c ntfcary,
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 questims which by reason of their

false premises dr 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 thali 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 because he is God, and
righteousness being essential to His Being He cannot will

otherwise. For St. Aaselm, therefore, moral concepts are

personalised in the nature of God - a view which is literally
stated at I.IS, L.19, but which is refleoted Uso in his

as.identification of God with the s urnmum bonum.



(3.3.2.2.) When we grant the validity of St. Anselm's starting point
in the discussion of the possibility of God forgiving sins

*

without enforcing punishment or demanding satisfaction, 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 essential nature, it

remains to be proved that forgiveness of sins belongs to that

class. It is self-evident that God 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
89indicates forgiveness of sins seems to follow from the kind¬

ness of God, than whom nothing kinder can be imagined.

Two features of St. Anselm's reply stand out. On the one

hand, he does not s 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 St. 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¬
tice. Perhaps a more accurate account of the matter is that

St. Anaelm, in this portion of his work, is confining himself
.... .. „. . limitswithin the self-imposed/set-down in the Praefatlo. and that

he can see God's kindness or mercy only in the redemption
aohieved for men by the God-man, and only His justice in His

dealings with men apart from that redemption. The kindness
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of God, from whioh Boso argues, then, would have no place
, 90

In a discussion conducted within the terms of ratio justitiae.

He could, however, justifially be asked whether St. Anaelm,

by this exclusion of the kindness of God, does not render his

whole discussion in the major part of Book I rather artificial^

and whether his statement that Justice is none other than
91

God Himself should not have led him or. to say that love

is none oth r than God Himself.

on the other hand - to oome now to the second 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 Tightness of God's forgiving

sins is guilty of an ignoratio elenchl. Despite the

sorites9%n whioh St.Anselm seeks to prove that forgiveness

of sins rs 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 syllogistic at all, in so far as for St.

Anselrn anything whioh violates God's moral ordering of the

universe, ipso facto, does not minister to God's honour,
and 60 ipso violates the principles of justloe, There is

no real logical sequence from one stage to the other, so that

they oculd easily be set down in reverse order, without affec¬

ting the general argument in any way whatsoever. "To violate

theprlnclples of justioe," "to dishonour God," "to violate

God's moral ordering of the universe" are for 3t. Anselm

equivalent phrases. To Boso's assertion 9^that forgiveness
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of sills is perfectly proper in a God than whom nothing kinder
can be imagined St. Anselm^ in effect, responds with the
assertion that forgiveness of sins is not pr per in a God

Who is Himself justice. 1.13 doe3 not advance the argument

beyond the general position reached at 1.12, 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 St. Anselia can not be expected to demonstrate the

manner in which forgiveness of sins conflicts with God*s just ic

and he might add that for St. Anselm the conflict is self-

evident; as is the conflict between God's truthfulness, and

lying. The notion of self-evidence is at any time fraught

with difficulty; but its significance in the present situatio

is plain. To know the nature of God's truthfulness is to

know the impossibility of God's lying: that is the ground

upon which St. Anselm would exclude God's lying, rather than

its contradiction of God's own commandment not to bearffclse

witness. Similarly, to know the nature of God's justice i£
to realise that He would not allow in Himself anything which

contradicted His justice, which St. Anselm would obviously
define in such a way as to include the suspension of the

moral order, and the implementation of the moral sanctions.
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If then we want to quarrel with nt. Anselmfs views on the

impossibility of God's forgiving sins (always, be it

remembered, uncer 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 sins

presents to us a different problem from lying, in that,

whereas inability to lie, or, to put it p sltively, an

eternal adhenenoe to truth, or self-consistency, is ob¬

viously involved in the definition of truthfulness, the

punishment of sin is not formany of us necessarily a part

of the definition of God's justice. The qualification in¬

volved in the phrases "to us" and "for sany 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, equality, dissinterestedness, ideas

coloured in meaning by the political, social and economic

usage of the term. The problem is fundamentally, therefore,

one of self-evidence and definition, rather than of validity

of argument.

(5.5.2.2) 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 "Liberal" 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 30-called "objective "account of the
Atonement, and also argued that it was God's nature to for¬
give anyway - "c'eat son metier" When we cleave through
the sorites and the equivalent statements in which St. Anselm

clothes his thoughts we find that essentially his antagonism

to the "Liberal" view of the Death of Christ is implied in

the two demands which he here makes of an> adequate doctrine

of the Atonement, first, it must net be such as to conflict

with God's moral orderin • of the universe, i.e. it must take

ful cognisance of the gravity of sin, and of the conse-
•A

quenoes which must necessarily follow upon sin in an order

i. 1 which moral values are both significant and operative.

Bono's presen tat1 on of the "Liberal" case brings him into such

conflict as he himself in the end admits. 3t. ^nselm appears

hereto have laid his finger on a most important feature of
/

any complete soteriology, for however much we smphasiie the

kindness of God, we cannot escape the fact of 'God's judgment,
a fact more reel to us even than those who knew only the Law.

Secondly,amy adeauate doctrine of Atonement must oome to

terms with the justice of God and not simply treat it as If

it were removed by Goo's love or mercy. Lven although St.v

Anselm has limited his discussion in Book I almost exclusive- \
ly to the justitiae, nevertheless ho describes one

attribute of God fs nature, which he nowhere rejects in Book

II, and which, moreover, is recognised by all but the

adherents of some sentimental varieties of the' logy as an in- i
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controvertible attribute of God. We may quarrel with the

precise connotation which St. Atiselm 'ives to the term - and
in quarrelling we must be completely sure that we are not
substituting some sociological or economic concept for one

whioh ought to be strictly theological - neverthele s, on

the one hand, the attribute remains even when God is known

as a God of love; and, on the other hand, the fact upon which

he se ks to base his whole delineation of justice, namely,

the necessity of God's moral ordering of the universe,

cannot easily be refuted.

(3.3.3) As St. Anselm refers on two other occasions in Bcok. I to

this theme of the possibility of God forgiving sin, it is

necessary for us now to consider them} for while they do not

alter the original thesis of 1.12,13, they throw added

light upon his general position.
9 A.

(3.3.3.1) Boso finds difficulty this time in the sentence in the

Lord's Prayer "Forgive us cur debts," and stateathe difficulty

is in the for pi of a disjunction. ither, we have alresdyppid

God the honour which is due, and made satisfaction for our

sin, in which case it would be unnecessary for us to pay for

forgiveness; or, we have not made the neoessary satisfaction

for our sin, in which onse to pray for forgiveness would be to

ask God to do something unbecoming. It may be observed that,

in dealing with the first port of this disjunction, Boso makes
9,5

a rather obscure statement : "Surely God is not so unjust

as to demand a second time what has been paid." Thi<s state-
&

meni is to be related to that which has preceded it:



"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. If,
however, we thereafter still require to pray God to forgive
our sins, we imply that G6d is still demanding payment cf
the debt, which ex hypothesi we have just paid: in other
wor s, God is demanding payment of our cebt to Him twice
over.

97
St. Anselm's reply to Boso is simple and direct,

namely, that the supplication for the forgiveness 3s still a

pari, of the payment of the ciebtj in other words, the payment

of the debt is not completed until that supplication has been

mods. 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 b fore, it i£ difficult to see what St.
Anaelm has accomplished by his reply to Boso, and, in faot,
it would appear that Boso's question is still unanswered.

In the preceding speeches of 1.19, St. Anselm and Boso have

both been talking about the punishment which man must endure

if he does not make the satisfaction required by &d,
and aboht the blessedness which will be his if he makes

satisfaction. On these terms, Boso's dilbmma remains 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 in, the solution of
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3080*8 problem presents Itself. The satisfaction for man*s
sin is not offered by man but by the God-man through the

special mrits 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
9&

some such prayer as Boso quotes. If, therefore, we

paraphrase solutlo (payment) as "all that is required by

God before forgiveness can be oompleted," then St. Anselm*s
99statement at 1.19 is correct: the prayer for forgiveness

is actually part of the payment, as a rssult of which for¬

giveness comes to the sinner. Harnaek!00 is particularly

critioal of this reply of St. Anselm to Boso, describing

it as "the vitiated conception of our prayer to God for

forgiveness, that it is a part of our satisfaction and that

it can never in itself effect forgiveness." Harnack here

com lits the error of ignoring St. Anselm's plain injunction

to us to read his reply in the light if what he has later

to say on the Death of Cftrist; when so read, it bears

none of the vitiation suggested by Harnaok. As to the

latter part of Harnaok's oriticism, it must be said that•*» 9

what he regards as a fault in St. Anselm is actually a

correct statement of the situation. For the Christian,
the prayer for forgiveness does not "of itself effect

forgiveness" if thereby we mean that it is a necessary

and sufficient ground of forgiveness, apart from the.\:.,..,
saving work of God in Jesus Christ. The Christian be ieves

that his prayer is but the last in a long series of much
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mightier events, which began with "the Lamb slain before
the foundation of the world."

(3.3.3.2) At 1.24, LL.13 ff., St. Anselm works towards a conclusion,

which, while it is fundaments ly a restatement of his view
expressed at 1.12, p.70, LL.27-30, gives that view in

sharper and ven harsher terms; and,further, it is
10]

prefaced by a different series of assertions. The conclusiox*

is that forgiveness is a form of mercy which is contrary to
>

God's justice, abd, because it would involve Him in self-

contradiction, it is impossible for Him. Onc.e again,God

is conceived of as one with His justice02"' and, consequently,

what conflicts with His justice is regar< ed as conflicting

with God's nature as a whole, and, therefore, as an impos¬

sible course of action for God . Cn this occasion, forgive¬

ness is linked not with the kindness of Gotf (benignltas |Q^)
but with the mercy (mlsericordia) of God, whioh, whatever

other forms it take, does not take that of forgiving

sins, no satisfaction being made.

St. Anselm prepares for his conolusio^ by a censide-atlor

of two possible objects which a merciful God might be con¬

ceived of as achieving by forgiving sin2, both 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 having sinned against

God, a debt which he ought spontaneously 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

to infJint unnn Him: nHmol ff +■. h O +". r>f* +01/ 1 nn t-ftm
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against his will, the ble°sednea», which would have been
his had he obeyed God'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 (cerl3lo)
of God. The mockery consists in the fact that God is forced
into a certain line of action, not by His own Will, but by
man's failure. The second alternative is unsatisfactory,

because by relaxing punishment of guilty sin- era, whose

inability to make recompense to God is their own responsibili¬

ty, God raises Jaan to blessedness because of his sinl04.
I'roai 1.24, p.93, L.30, to 1.24, p.94, L.7, St. Anselm

emphasises his now common principle that final blessedness

of enjoying God in glory will nob be given to any who have

not paid to God the full deot that is owned to Him, or who
have not made a< equate satisfaction to Cot. for their sin.

10$
At this print, ioso's despair concerning God's mercy reaches

its nadir, as he realises that these is for man no escape

from God's justice. St. Ana elm, in trying to relieve that

despair, draws a distinction which is significant, but which
he does not develop, namely, between God's general mercy
(which we might translate as "Providence") which He shows

when He saves men and beasts and that final mercy by which
Ee raises man to eternal blessedness. This final merc^Ls,
however, only shovm to those wir have been completely forgiven,
and such forgiveness is only for those who have made adequate
satis I action for all their sins, once again, we have the notic
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of forgiveness which St. Anselm introduced at 1.19, p.86,
LL. 6 ff., that forgiveness is indissolubly related to

If we review St. Anselm's discussion of the forgiveness

distinct interpretations to be given of the term. On the

one hand, h© equates it with the non-punishment of sin,

no recompense being made to God for it, and lr. this sense

it is strongly condemned on the grounds already examined.

Cn the other hand, he equates it with the non-punishment of

sin, when the signer pays the debt, which he has inccured by

sinning. Under these circumstances, God recognises

that His honour has been upheld, and that the moral order

of the universe safeguarded. He consequently absolves the

sinner from all responsibility for past sin. In fact, it

could 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. It is a great p'ty that St. Anselm

did not use different words for these two senses {he uses

dlmittere throughout), for they are two quite different con-

ceptlc s of forgiveness. The reader also, then, would be

spared the deception of thinking that the statements of 1.24
107

contradict those of 1.19, It will be important to remember

that St. Anselm regards the latter sense as a genuine form

of forgiveness, and not simply as an alternative to forgive¬

ness or the remission of sins without punishment. In other

of sins throughout Book I.i06, we find that there are two
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words, St. Anselm's full theory will be that it is through
satisfaction that forgiveness takes place.

(3.5.4) It will be discovered fr< m a close examination of sorites
given in (3.3.2) and of our comments given in (3.3.2.2.)
from St. Anselm's equivalent phrases "to violate the prin¬

ciples of justice," "to dishonour (Sod,"etc., that whereas
in 1.12 and 1.13, St. Anselm fully deals with the assertion
that the non-punishment or forgiveness of sin is a fiolation

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 question is dealt with in 1.14

and the allied problem of whether, in fact, it is a real

possibftl5ty that God's hone ur can.be in any way impugned,

is discussed in 1.15.

(3.3.4.1) The pioblem, as stated by Boso in his customary artless

way, is this: While it may be conclusive!. dea nstrated

that the sinner, by making satisfaction to God for the sin

that he has committed, restores God's lost honour, it is

by no means obvious that the punishment of the sinner,

either itself does honour to God, or in doing so restores to

God the honour that He lost through man's sinning. The

problem could be illustrated from ordinary law. A poor man

robs his neighbour's garden, eating of the f'ruit and vege¬

tables he has stolen, and he is apprehended. Being unable

to pay from hi3 possessions the equivalent of the things

stolen, and to make the additional payment required to make

amends for the fact of h.ving 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. Anaelm must show, on the one hand, that
the punishment of the sinner redounds to the honour of God,

and, on the oth^r hand, what the nature of the honour thus

accomplished is,

St.Anselm's reply takes the form of a general assertion

that it is impossible for God to lose His honour. The grounds

for the general assertion in this particular case are that

either man gives spontane usly to -od the honour that is due

to Him, by obeying God's "/ill or bynmaking 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 Goo wrests from man, St. Anselm. demonstrates by means

of a strange anc rather strained analogy. Just as man in

sinning took from God what was His, so God by purlshing man

takes from man what 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 afeainst his will, what is
his own. What God takes redounds to Hid 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 Chapter says

of the above argument: "Placet quod diesis", we must pause

to discover whether St. Anselm has properly met Boso's



difficulty. It would appear not, for the following reasons:

First, it is quite false to equate what is man's with what
it is in his po-. er to have if he sins not, i.e. his eternal

V

bliss. Obviously, that bliss is precisely what man does not

have. St. Abaelm pictures God as taking fr'-o man a reward

which is the very nature of the oase, 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 a general principle in the whole of

the Cur : eu3 Homo; consequently, God must hypothetically

give man something, so that man can make repayment. The

result is a 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.2c, where he argues so emphatically that the

sinrer has nothing fcdth which to make repayment to God. In

fact, the theme of this chapter (1.14) flatly contradicts

the whole contention of Book I, that man is completely unable

to make satisfaction for his sin. Fourthly, it. Anselm un¬

justifiably makes a great deal of the fact that God wrests

submission fr m man, whereas actually, as St. Anselm has 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. In a word,
the whf le discussion is unfortunate.

(3.3.4.2) Boso (perhaps sensing the Inadequacy of this previrus
109

argument) raises yet another awkward problem. if it
is contended that God continually endeavours to safeguard

His honour, why then does He allow anyone to infrin e it,
even in the slightest degree? Boso's question irests^jn
a conclusion accurately drawn from the earlier chapters

of Book I. Throughout, God is described as One ¥>ho 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

a 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 honr ur, ao far as he is ooncenned

(quantum ad ilium pertlnefl?10 His hon< ur, like Himself, Is

incorruptible and immutable. That fact is the sheet anchor

of the discussion. Sec ndly, 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 unchangeable character of God's honour, human
beings seem tc increase that honour, when theyo&ey God's
v/ill and submit tc Him, and to diminish it, when they disobey
Hira. God's will for the universe is that it should exhibit

strict order and beauty by each creature fulfilling the func¬

tion for which God created 't. The sinner, as far as he is

concerned, disturbs that order, but only uhder the permissive
Will of Ood, Whose supreme wisdom, turns the perversity to

order and beauty. While Gt.Ansalm doe3 not go so far as to ss

that sin and evil themselves have a place within the pattern

of the oder and beauty of the universe, he does say that

satisfaction for sin and punishment of sin have such a place,

for God in iany ways brings good out 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 allowed to persist as a continual violation of

the order of the universe, and constitute a deformity of it;

and, secondly, God would appear to fail in His moral govern¬

ment of the world. These two results are unfitting, and,

therefore, impossible. S't. Anselm combines both off his rep¬

lies in his conclusion: God, as far as He is concerned, can

be hori ured or dishcn. uredby no-one; any human being, as far

as he is concerned, only appears to do so, when he either

submits- His will to God's or withdraws such submission.

'this chapter (T.15) is particularly interesting, not

only be dance of its place v.lthin the Our Deus Homo, but also
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because it represents 3t. Anselm's attempt to deal,with a
111

perennial problem of all types of theisai " The problem
is fundamentally the problem of evil - though it is not raised
in the form with which Ft. Augustine, according to "The

Confe sions", concerned himself in his immediately pre- Chris¬
tian days,the 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 is the usual corollary to that just mentioned:

how is it that an omnipotent God allows evil, which is a

denial of His whole nature, to persist in a universe, where

His Will is law? St. Anselm's difficulty is more akin to

the latter form of the problem, and it is: how is human sin

t& 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 through 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 honour due to Him from His creatures, and that adequate

satisfaction must be mace to atone for the dishen ur. There

is no way out of this incompatibility by saying that St. Anseli
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does admit that dishorn ur is done to God by violation of the
order and beauty of the universe; for the purpose of 1.15
is to demonstrate that though this appears to be so, in actual

faot God *s essential honour is in no way affected. In short,

the introduction of the theme of 1.15 thro-tens to cut the

nerve of the whole argument of the book.

Secondly, it is extremely doubtful whether any analysis
of human sin, which regards it as an appearance, a "seeming
to be so," is truly Christiah. Sin has to be regarded as

real, not only as far as man is concerned, but also as far

as God is concerned. Gin creates a relation of estrangement

between God as He is in Himself and man as he 13 in himself.

To suggest that thi3 relation is illusory in anyway is to

weaken the whole conception of sin.

Thirdly, St. Anselm reaches his conclusion that God's

honour only seems to be violated, 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

expressed in the order and beauty of the universe. The dis¬

tinction is admittedly valid. God's honour existed before

the world was created, and there were human beings to fulfil

or defy His ill; and that hon< ur expresses itself now and

maintains itself in a world well-ordered morally - though
it

that is but one of its many forms of expression. But/is the

use whioh St, .Anselm makes of the distinction which is to be

questioned. 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



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

lAjKtCK.

a violation of all the. methods In^Gcd's honour may be ex¬
pressed; He seems to conclude that it is, therefore, not
a real violation of God's honour at all. Gcd's honour is

involved, even though perhaps not so completely in any

situation in which e lays His imperative upori a human

being, as truly as it is in some loftier situation in which

he might conceive of Him as entering into relations with

nngeln; and a human refusal to obey that imperative is dis¬
honourable to God, as He is in Himself, and does not simply

seem to be so.

Fourthly, df oourae, it is rather obvious that it is the

conception of the immutability of floe's honour which is the

distorting factor in the whole of 3t. Anseim's argument.

The theory of the immutability of Got. has had an influence
on theology disproportionate to the truth of many of the

popular Interpretct.ions of it. The theory is too often

cast la the mottle cf Platonic or Aristotelian thought,
\\

which anbithosises the visible as changeable end corruptible,
\̂

and the invisible as unchanging end eternal. In Hebrew-

Christian thought, the immutability of God is construed in
dl

terms of self-consistency, which permits of the kind of change
' iv;

which might be exneoted in one who in a living God, Who
i

enters continually into historical relet!- na tvith His people, IV
/ ' ' I

giving Himself supremely to theri in a historical Person; and.

Who a moral God re-acts to their words and deeds, change-

lessness cf the kind, with which St. Ana elm's conception shows
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certain affinity, is a metaphysical rather than a religious
category, as is seen also in the further Platonism of
distinguishing God's honour 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 soon shows in
the sequel that his sympathies with Greek metaphysics are

not so profound as those with the Christian doetrine of God.

Fifthly, even if we did allow 3t. Anselm his premises,
his distinction and his Platonic background as in this

chapter (1.15) we nevertheless discover that his fifficul-
ties are not resolved. It is, for exacaple, no easy task to

112
determine the function of the voluntas periitteas, the

permlssibe will. The term,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 _ife; 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 permissibe will. St.

Anselm,partly at least, conveys this intention by his use

of the phrase, for he is seeking to preserve 3od'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 i eve just stated. His general theme in the preceding
sentence1^ is that, whether a man or an angel obeys or dis-
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ment; by changing from obedience to disobedience, he but
flees frora under the Will which commands to the ill that

punishes. But he makes the transition under the Will of God
that permits it. St. Anselm, then, oonoelves of three

possible modes of the Divine Will - imperative, punitive and

permissive. The permissive Will is net simply that

which allows a man to sin, without cenying him the physical

strength to cio the action, but is also that by which a man,

who has disobeyed God, finds himself passing under the

shsdw of God's punishment. In this sense, the permissive

will is the punitive will in the process of going into

operation.

The notion of the permissive will in its former sense

raises the question of whether St. Anselm is prepared to

allow that sin does disturb the order end beauty of the

universe. At 1.15, p.73, LI 6-?, he affirms that he who

dishonours God disturbs this order and beauty. The addition

of the phrase quantum in se est - which might be variously

translated as "as far as he is concerned " (i.e. from a

human, point of viaw, 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 God, but God imniediately intervenes and

prevents total or permanent disordering of the universe) -

does not alter the admission that sin introduces disharmony
in God's world. Even though, by means of satisfaction 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

beoome good. St. Anselm fails to understand that he is try¬

ing to maintain more than anyone could be reasonably expected
to maintain; namely, both the absence of deformity in the moral

order and beauty of the world, and the aTmightmess of God's

moral government. He seems to feel that the letter depends

upon the establishment of the former,hadee his elaborate

arguments to prove the former. Few dogmatic theologians

would accept the dependence of the latter on the complete

demonstration of the former, or would be prepared to argue

for the former at all*

114-
At the beginning of 1.25 in answer to Boso's permis¬

sion about the possibility of man's salvation, because of

his inability to make satisfaction to God, St. Anselm replies

that such pessimism is a challenge to those who deny 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 s me other way; he may

not be saved at all. Even unbelievers are prepared to admit

that the last possibility is false, so that the choice lies

between the first two. St. Ansalm, however, affirms, 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 unbelievers would not join issue,

namely, that God's purposes would be frustrated if some men

were not raised to ultimate blessedness, is repeated as

giving strength to the whole argument, and as, therefore,

proving the case against the unbeliever completely, there¬

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 logical 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 s-jl the

subject-matter of Catholic belief concerning Jesus Christ

and the salvation which He wrought for mankind.

(4.1)The latter half of this chapter**^ - with its recapitulation

of the general conclusion of Bk.I; namely, that map 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 sequenoe 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.l has not only

proved the impossibility of man's saving himself, but also

the necessity of salvation by Jesus Christ, it is by no means

the case that the proof of the first position carries with
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it the proof or tehe 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.II
from this point at all. He begins de novo, using only the

general coneluslo of Bk.l, that man's payment of debt to
God by himself is a moral and logical impossibility.

(4.1.2) It is premature for 3t. Anaelm to introduce reference

to the "value" of the salvation which Christ accomplishes

before he has described ¥ ho Christ is. In Bk. II, the

value of Christ's Death is proportionate to His Person. Un¬

til it is actually demonstrated that the payment ma e by

Christ is vastly different from that which any other person

could make, then the believer is justified in questioning

both the possibility and the necessity of salvation by Christ,
116

precisely because he does not know how it is accompli shed.

(4.2) In view of these rather obvious difficulties, It must be

contended that 3t. Anselm has Introduced this section1^
not in the interests of logical consistency, or even for

the sake of rounding off the conclusions of Bk.l, 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 acoosnpJ ish the task which Boso gave him, that

of demonstrating the necessity of the God-Man for the salva¬

tion of mankind. These is no doubt that 1.25, p,95, LL.18-19

contains the theme of Bk. II, 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.

t



CHATTER III

DED3-H0M0 : Christology

"t. Ansela's frequent use of the name Deus-homo,

which Sohmitt hyphenates in II.6 ff, suggests that the

English translations of the title of the work, rur Deus

Homot require revision, to be brought more into line

with the central theme of the book. The translations given

are; nWhy was Go<2 made man?"-*- and " hy God became man?"2
Goth assume that e question mark is t- be found in the title,

whereas Sehmitt omits the question mark. In view of the

fact that from II.6 onwards 3t. Anselm is seeking to demon¬

strate v;hy The God-man is required for the only salvation

possible for man in the light of his inordinate debt to

God because of his sin, it would be wise to retain this

emphasis in the translation of the title, and to sug est,

literally, "Vhy there shoulc be a God man;" or, in paraphrase,

"The reason for the God-man." His whole argument develops

around the theme of 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.

St. Aaselm prefaces his discussion of the God-man with

an examination in II.5 of Boso's suggestion that, since

God seems to save uo of necessity lest His purposes for man

should be frustrated and He Himself beinvolved in inconsis¬

tency, salvation is not if His free grace. Since his argument

at 11.17 (in Sohmitt's division of the chapters) is an ampli-
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fioation of Ms views given in II.5, it may be included in the
discussion. At 11.5, St. Anselm gives two answers to Boso's

suggestion; first, that while God is admittedly under the
necessity of accomplishing the salvation of man, that necessity
arises cut of God's graoious decision to create man and to

bring him to perfection; and, secondly, that God knows no

necessity except that imposed upon Him by His own nature and

attributes. These answers are obviously connected, but they

are distinguishable and call for separate treatment.
g

(1.1)St, Anaelm prepared for his first anawer 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 uneertakes 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,

whioh springs from no external compulsion is not properly

called "necessity" at all: rather is it grace. And the

thanks of the beneficiary is due to the benefactor. It is

noticeable that St. 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 dhelpline of the religioi
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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 upo£ 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 steam

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 illustrated in the two examples to God's

grace in conferring benefits, he emits the word "heoessity"

altogether, which indicates 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.

(1.2) For he introduces what I have called his second reply to Boso

with the statement that "God does nothing by necessity."4
Here he quite clearly does not have in mind the second type

of necessity already noticed in II.5; but the first, which, in

11.17 , he says is always of two kinds: either coercion or

prevention. God is not subject to either of those nor is

He subject to any impossibility,for both necessity and im¬

possibility are dependent upon His Will. St. Anselm cannot,

Jiowever, 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 neoessity is that of maintaining His own

integrity. This integrity He derived from no other bu>
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Himself (a se). Consequently, the neoenriy which it imposes

upon Him, the neoessity of consistency is not properly so-

called - again the embarras ment over the word "necessity."

It is, in other words,the necessity of ;elf-d©termination.

So, an unchangingly good God will necessarily bring to per¬

fection that v.hioh He has begun in man, and He will do so of

His own free grace.

While it is true, therefore, that St. Anselm experiences

difficulty in deciding whether to assign necessity to God's

actions or vdlitions, it cannot be said that there is any

oonfusion in his raind on the matter, or that there is any

self-contradictions in his statements when they are put in

their proper context, necessity of coercion or prevention

is denied of God j 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.Ansehc

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 natfcre. The

phrase is the root of the word aseitas, which, while not

actually used by St. Anselm himself, is a neat expression 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 represented his mature judgment 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 11.17, also, a somewhat different

anawBr from those mentioned in II.5, in spite of the

similarities at the points already mentioned in (1.2).

Dealing, first of all, with the question of whether it can

truly be said that "God cannot do" certain things, he inter¬

prets the sentence not as the denial of any power in God,

but as the affirmation that God has in Him a certain power or

strength which nothing outside of Himself can subduej that

is, nothing can compel Hi \ to do that which it is said Se

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 conquer.

So when the statement is made that it is neoessary for God

to do this or not to do that , the intention is, says St.

Anselm, that nothing has the power to compel Him to do this

or prevent Him from doing that.7 When it is said that

it is necessary that God should speak the truth and not lle>,

what is jaeant is that so great is God fs stedfastness in the

truth that nothing can constrain Him not to speak the truth.

It is possible to write off this discussion as an early

Soholastic analysis of the nature of necessity in God, or as

an elaborate attempt on St. Anselm^ part to extricate himself

from a rather too nice problem of his own choosing. In fact,

however, it is more accurate to see in his discussion a very

true account of the nature and operation 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 action. It is not sufficient, 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 s even though

these hare in Himself the source both of their being and

meaning. Jrom this conformity of His Will He will allow

nothing whatsoever 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 cut God's reaction

to that constraint as the reaction of a 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 Our Lord: the setting of a

wholly moral God, who initiates salvation freely of His own

grace, and Who in bringing that salvation to completion

willingly submits Himself to the necessities of consistency,

truth and righteousness. Any interpretation of St.. Anselm's

soteriology which contradicts that position has failed to that

extent to uflderstand the truly Christian character of his

thoughts about God and the Atonement.

Turning now to St. Anselm's actual treatment of the Persoi

of Jesus Christ, we find that his argument unfoldd itself in

a series of definite statements on the following themes: the
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fcktent of the satisfaction due to be made to God for man's

sin; the divinity or the deity of the Person who alone oan

make such satisfaction; the humanity of the PeSson; the corn-

presence of these two natures in one Person, and the sinless-

ness of this Person, Who is the God-man.

(2) Broadly stated, the task which St. Anselm is set in Ik.

II is to make clear who the Person is Who is able to repay to

God the debt which man has incurred by his sin, and how, in fac

he achieves this end. The argument by which he establishes the

Person of the Mediator is 3tated in II.6, with brevity out of

all proportion to the central position which it occupies in

St. Anselm's thought. The steps of the argument are fairly

precise: they set forth the qualifications of Him Who is to

be capable of offering to God the adequate satisfaction for

man's sin.

Due satisfaction can only be made to God, if he who

undertakes the task is able to provide something which ex¬

ceeds in value all that exists apart from God, omne quod

praeter Deurn est6 The consideration of this condition need

not now detain us, for it is a re-affirmation of a view

enunciated at 1.81, and previously discussed.9 is
noteworthy that St. Abaelm used this proposition as the startii

point of what is the central argument of his book, even though

he did not elaborate it to any great degree in 1.21. it will

be revelled that, after maintaining that not even the slightest

sin should be contemplated, though its commission would pre-
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ity of universes, St. Anselm affirms the principle that,

consequently, the satisfaction to be mace to God for sin must
exceed all that for the sake of which it ought not to be

committed.

Next, in order to establish the Deity of this Person

who is to repay to God's honour the satisfaction necessary

for man's sin, St. Anselm stipulates two conditions whioh

the Person must fulfil. On the one hand, he must be able to

pay of his own (de suo) what exceeds all that is beneath

Godic. This stipulation 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 St. Ahaelm'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 to

God of obedience and worship, and this assumption rules

out any possibility of his giving something which is not his

own. Gn the other hand, the Person making the adequate

satisfaction to God for man's sin must be greater than all

that is not -God, i.e. He must be God Himself. That is, so

great is the debt incurred by man for his sin - 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 faot, St. Anselm is asserting now is that
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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 God,
and so rone other 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¬

se this contention of St. Anaelm'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.

(4) Having established the Deity of the Person capable of

making the satisfaction necessary for man's sin Against God,

St, Anselm proceeds to argue for His humanity. He does so

most fully in II.8, where he offers three grounds for his

view. St. Anselm coes not make it clear here whether the

homo of the Deus-ho 10 is man as such, Humanity i& general,

or, on the other hand, a particular man. At 1118, p.102,

LL.26,27, he speaks of God assuming human nature, but as the

chapter develops it b comes plain that he is not thinking
of the abstract universal, but of something more particular.

The "concrete universal'' of a later logio ia 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 Incarnations Verbl, o.ll, when St. Anselm after

arguing .in the early sections of the ohapteribf the Chalcedo-
nian view that the Word did not take a human persona as well

a human natura, concludes with the words; "But since the

Word of God and that man assumed by the Word is man, it is tru«

to say that the same person is God and man; but by the name,

'God* is to be understood the ord, and by the name ♦man' is

to be understood the Gon of the Virgin." St. Anselm's purpose

here is to make it plain that the manhood which the 'Rord assuai

was not general manhood - the word was n6t made quillbet homo

(p.29, L.9) - but this particular man, announced by the angel

(L.10) 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 dona

Him. Since Adam and Eve have propagated the sin that exists

among mankind and are notthemselves able to make satisfaction}

therefore, some one born of thera must achieve t?hat they cannot

Tho A. and M. translation 1Aof II.8, p.ICS, LL.3-5, includes

an error which both ignores the latin text and contradicts

the whole sense of the passage in which it appears. it a

nullus nisi vel ipsi vel qui de illis nasoitur, pro peccato

hominum satisfacere debet" is translated thus: "(New since froa

Adam and Eve sin was propagated among all men) therefore,

neither of these two,nor anyone born of them, cculd etofte for
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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 St. Anselm later faces, 12the sinlessness of Jesus.

If it is the case that sin is propagated among all men

1 ^
(in omnes homines), then any one born of the line of

Adam 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 2oth century.

His general theme St. Anselm develops in a sentence^
which seems to lend weight to the criticism made by Gustav

Aulen in Christus Victor15, namely that St. Anselm does not

treat Atonement as the work of God from start to finish.

"Just as Adam and She whole race would have stood 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
k\

previous argument rested on the identity that must exist be-
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tween the person who committed the sin and the person, Who
makes the satisfaction; whereas now St# Anselm is establish¬

ing identity of means, and per ae i3 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 Aulen's general attack on 3t.

Anselm. But we may for the present iota that St. Anselm

does not regard the relation between the manner in which man

would have stood had he not fallen, and th~t in which he is

finally raised upx after the Fall, as a necessary logical

connexion. It is important to obs rve that, whereas he

uses the phra: e "neoesse est" when speaking of the identity

of the person making satisfaction with the humanity which

sinned, he now uses the verb "opprtet." The similarity

is fitting rather than necessary18. St. Anselm must not be

so much cone ived of as providing us with an analogical

argument which would convince the unbeliever, as drawing an

analogy between the means by which man would have remained

sinless had he not succumbed to temptation, and the means

by which he is to be redeemed. In a word, we have here

an analogical d ascription in faith - analog!8- fidei would

not be an unept characterisation of the position - and not

analogical argument.

The third method by which St. Anselm endeavours to

establish the humanity of the Mediator is one with which we

are already familiar - that of the "impossible alternatives"1'
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At II.8, p.103, LL.14-18, St. Anselm uses this method in two
connections. In the earlier part of the speech (LL.10 ff)

he has argued that because God created human nature in Adam

alone, therefore He clearly demonstrated that it was His

intention to accomplish His purposes for the human race

through Adam; that is, it is God's Will that man should

recover his proper status by the action 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 not only will God be frustrated in His

purpose declared in Adam's creation, but, further, man will

not come to the true dignity of his destiny. The two

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 some membo* 0f his own race. The Mediator must be

a descendant of Adam.

It will be readily seen that there are two premises

which St. Anselm acjeepts as self-evident for the purpose of

this argument. The first is that by creating human nature

in Adam alone, God indicates His intahtion that man shall

be redeemed through Adam's descendant. The second is that

man w-uld not achieve his true 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 final state would be worse than

Ms first, for he would be yet farther away from giving

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 fihe
class of postulates whioh even those who do not accept the

*

necessity of the Atonement are prepared to accept.

The rest of II.8 is taken up with what now appears to

be a very artificial demonstration of the Virgin Birth.

There being four ways in which God can make a human

being, by a man and a woman, whioh is the normal method

within the created o cerj by neither man nor woman as in

the making of hve; and, finally, by woman without raanj

and the first three having beem already employed by God

it remained for Him to demonstrate His ability to accomplish

the fourth. This He did in the Virgin Birth. 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 it is fitting* that the Person Who is to be the source

of human good should be made of a woman and a virgin.

•St. /^ns elm, towards the end of the chapter, places Deus-homo

ana vlrgo-mulicr in juxtaposition. T^at St. Anselm does

not himself believe that these inferences will carry the

conviction borne by strict logical inference is evidenced

by his description of them as picturae19. and by his use of

the verb, p1nge^"
(5; In setting forth in detail ;t. Anselm's view® 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 Our Daus Homo» * where St. Ahselm argues that
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that single Person should be both Beus and homo. It was

necessary to do so because it. Anselm's argusient for the
Deus-homo presupposes what he had to say on the humanity of
the Mediator. We now retrace our steps to exaaiine St.

Anselm's arguments, as given in II.6, p.lol, LL.16-19, and

II.7, p.lC2, LL.11-21, for the necessity of the existence
of the God-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 one who seeks to make

satisfaction for man's sinj and, thereafter, to discuss his

views on the necessity of the Incarnatio; of the Word, or

the Second Person of the Trinit•, rather than either of

the other two Persons, as stated in II.9, where he refers

us also to the Spistola de Inoarnatlone Verbi.

(5.1)The Unity of the Person of the Mediator is maintained in the

following terms;-

(5.1.1)At IT.6, p.101, LL.16-19, God is asserted to be the only

One Who is in a position 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 cani 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 same Person

being God and man. The previous di cussion, 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 man; i.e., that one

and the same Person is not both God and man. Then the

Person Who is God is under no obligation to make any satis¬

faction; God has ccmaiitted no sin, ahd there is none greater
than Himself to horn He owes any kind of honour onfebedience.

On the other hand, the person who is man, while he is cer¬

tainly under the gravest obligation to make amends for his

sin, is by reason of 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 of 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 one

Person. There will be allowed no changing of the human

nature into the Divine, or the Divine into the human; no

fusing of them into a third, which is not wholly either;

for in each of these three instances God's purpose of

salvation would be frustrated, St. Anselra Is here

obviously confessing his allegiance to Chalcedon and its

four adverbs, but is basing his confession on grounds

characteristic of his own theology. It is, incidentally,

very inter-sting that R, Hooker, in his "Ecclesiastical

Polity"21, in a few lines, states a completely Anselmic

soteriology.
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(5.1.5) Since this discussion of the necessity for the two natures
to reside in one Person is crucial in the development of

St. Anaelm's theme, we must look at it closely.

First, by establishing in this way the unity of the

Person of the Peus-hocio. St. Anselm seeks to bring together

the warp and the roof from which the texture of his theory

of the At;* nement is to be woven. His rejection of the

possibility of satisfaction being made through two separate

persons - one, God, and the other, uian - Indicates that

for him the unity is no logical fiction, as it appears to

be in some treatments of the two natures and the One Person:

elaborate discussions of enhypostasia often give 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 one Person with the nature, which

bears th* responsibility for the sin. otherwise, redemption

for man would remain an impossibility. More precisely still,

the Person "ho makes the satisfaction, in virtue of His

Divine nature, is the same Person who bears responsibility

for sin, through His human nature. It is J. therefore, quite
22

absurd that Harnack should say in a derogatory fashion

that "Anselm... continues to use the two-nature doetrine

as a hallowed tradition." On the contrary, St. Anselm,

so far from treating the doctrine as a tradition, accepted

simply on that ground, quite unmistakaably holes 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*8 and man*s relation to the satisfaction required for

lean's sin, we see that they are really two-fold, on the
one hand, he says that God alone can make adequate satis¬
faction for sin, and man alone ought to make it. On the
other hand, he says that God 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, in fact,

precisely the opposite of that whioh he intended, namely,

the irapossibil ty of salvation by the Peus-homo. The one

Person ought not (qufe Divine) and cannot (qua human).

Of course, t. Anselm's reply ooutbd be that, in His mercy,

God has elected that the former alternative should occur -

a God-man, able to make amends and assuming responsibility

for sin. Such a reply would constitute, however, a departure

from demonstration by logical principles, 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 broken down at

its centre. This conclusion has, .however, to be modified

in the light of two considerations, on 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 rationality (in the rationalist

sense, again^ but in the nature of God; and, on the other,
we must wait until St. Anselm has demonstrated why there

had to be a God-man before we oan make judgment as to
23

what he reaily means by "rational proof.""

(5.2.) At II.9, St. Anselm shows that he Is aware of the incomplete¬

ness of his argument as he has S'o far developed it. He has

stated the case for pod's becoming raan, or a suming human

nature, but it remains to be demonstrated which of the three

Persons of the Trinity becomes incarnate. He tries to pass

over the issue with a brief reference to the Epistola de

Incarnations Verbl, but Bono insists on a brief rehearsal,

at leant, of the rsnson why the Son had to undertake this

particular work. Gt. Anselm's proof Jn reply to Boso's

request consists of two redastio ad absurduta arguments

and two arguments for the more fitting (convenientiua)

situation. The redactio ad abaurdua arguments are: first,
the Incarnation cf either of the other two Persons of the

Trinity would entail the existence of two Sons, the Eternal

Son and the So born of the Virgin, and the inferiority in

dignity of the let er to the former - which is impossible

if the Persons of the Trinity are all equal; secondly,

particularly if the Father were incarnate, then the Father

would be the grandson of the human parents of the Virgin,
and the Eternal Son, being the Son of the Father Who had

thus assumed humanity, would be the grandson cf the Virgin -
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which, in St. Anaelm*s opinion, produces the absurdity of
two grandsons in the TrinityI 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
dogmatics the Doctrine of the Trinity rests logically and

epistemologically on the Dootrine of the Incarnation.

Christians believe in the Dootrine of the Trinity, beoause

it is only in these terms that they oan understand the true

nature of the Revelation of God in Je3us Christ. They do

not first believe in the Doctrine of the Trinity, and find

themselves subsequently faced with the very difficult task

of proving which of the Three Persons will beoome incarnate.

Cullmann's strictures on the methodology of dogmatic

theologians who follow the Trinitarian, a* distinct from

a more Christooentric, exposition of the subject-matter of

the Christian Faith, are relevant to St. Aacelm's treatraet

at this point,

(5.31 Since St. Anaelm, at II.9, p.lC5, LL.7-9, explicitly refers

to his letter on the subject of the Incarnation of the Wotd,
we may amplify his short statement in the Cur Pens Homo

from hi£ lews given at length in that work. The letter

consists of a lengthy commentary upon,and criticism of,

a statement which Schmitt rightly assigned to Roscelin 24
"If," says Roscelin, "the three Persons in the Deity are

only one thing and not three things, each separately 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."*5® Before dealing specifically with these statements

by Kcscelin, St. Ansel® in G.l enunciates the principle of

credo ut lntelllKam and then goes on to state some of vhe

logical and ©pistopological views of those contemporary

dialecticians, who have so presumptuously tried to dispose

of Christian beliefs without first, committing themselves

to Clod in the obedience of faith; e.g. that universale are

noises and have no objective reality; that colour and matter

are indistinguishable, as also are human wisdom and spirit?

that reason, v.hich ought to be the supreme Judge of everything

in human a xistance,.is so confused with material imagery

that it cannot diffe entlate itself from the letter, nor can

It rightly discern those things which it dnght to contemplate

in isolation from all else. With such dialecticians, St,

Anaelm adopts the a fortiori argument: if they cannot dis¬

criminate the common humanity in all men how improbable in it

that they shall discern one God in three Persons. If they

cannot differentiate a horse and its colour, how much more

difficult will it be for them to distinguish between one God

and the intra-Trinitarian relationships.

Two comments on St. Anselm's treatment of these contem¬

porary bdialectioians might be made* First, since it is general

ly agreed that St, Anselm end Abelard constitute our main
26 27

score es for the views of Reseel in this passage from St.
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Anselm's Spistola de Inoarnatione Yerbi 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.9-10 are necessarily

all of them held by Roscelin. Carre's treatment of this

passage is, therefore, unsatisfactory for this reason that

he implies, bu^his Nation 0f the charge of Tritheism brought

by St. Anselm against Roscelin, immediately after <juoting the
CO

"contemporary dialecticians" passage ,that the views of

the latter were also held by Rcscelin. «e may put the

situation thus: the Epistola 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.

Secondly, 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 intra-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, p.17, 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

Rosoelin 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. In other words, his purpose

is to draw out the imp&iostlons (heretical, as he claims) of

Roscelln's position as stated in the quotation, and not to query-

its logical pre-suppositions. The o< nelusion oculd then he
drawn that the views of the "contemporary dialecticians" con¬

stitute an iliustrativeinterpolation, which we must not try to

Integrate too closely with the main argument of the letter.

When St. tnselm comes to deal critically with the quotation
29

from Roscelin he adopts two lines. He acouses Rosoelin of

Tritheism, and proceeds thereafter to 3et forth an orthodox

account of the relations between Nature and Persons within the

Trinity. It is within this latter account that the passage

occurs (c.lC) which forms the immediate link with the Cur Deus

Homo, II.9. The interest, for our purpose, of the comparison

of these two passages from the separate works lies in the study

of the two different ways by which St. Anselrn approaches what

is virtually the same argument. Let us, then, examine the

approach which he makes in the Efristola de Incarnations Verb!

to the question of the necessity for the Inoarnation of the Word

rather than of either of the other two Persons of the Trinity.
St. Anselm's criticism of Roscelin in c.2 is that he is

committed to Tritheism. Rosoelin'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. St. Anselm assumes that Roselin has gone to say:
A

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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things, i.e. the three Persons are three things, like three

angels or three spirits. The implied argument is a hypothetical

syllogism with the derfel of the consequent validating
the denial of the antecedent. Of course, St. Anselm would know

independently that Rosoelin fav ured Tritheism, for in the
So

Epistola ad Fuloonem ha says: "I hear.... that Rosoelin

says... that three Gods oould be truthfully postulated if

tradition allowed.

A subsidiary criticism which St. Anselm makes of Rosoelin,.

in o.3, on the basis of the quotation from Rosoelin, is that

Roscelin interprets the proposition: "The three Persons are one

thing or substance,"in what St. Anselsi oalls a Sabellian fashion.

That is, by his attack, Roscelin refutes Sabellianism, but not

orthodox Trinitarlanism. Rosoelin seems to assume, suggests

St. Anselm, that if, say, Father and ion 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 predicted of the Son. In the same way, if the Son

is inoarnate, then Bo also the Father and likewise the Holy

Spirit. On St. Anselmfs interpretati n of the situation, Rosoe¬

lin regards, for the purpose of his arguments, the three Persons

as being in fact one Person.31 of oourse, the question oould

be put with regard to St. Anselm's interpretation of Roscelin,

whether he does not effectively reduce the latter1s account

of Trinitarianism not to Sabellianism (which is quite definite
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in its retention of three Persons}, but to what we should now

call Unitarianism or an ^differentiated monotheism.

Still referring continually to the quotation from Roscelin,

St. Anselm proceeds 32to show how orthodox Tr3nitarianism

differs from Tritheism, on the one hand, and the so-called

Sabellianism, on the other; to argue that human nature was taken

up into the Son qua Person of the Godhead and not into the

essential unity of the Godhead, which the Son shares with the

other two Persons33, and to demonstrate why it was that the Son

was most appropriately incarnated24.
While dealing with these main topics, he discusses other

QC

issues, e.g. the omnipresenc and omnipotence of God J God as

summum bonum56; the Nile, its source, the river, the Lake (or
57

Delta) as a vestigium Trlnltatls, and so on.

In his statement of orthodox Trinitarianism, 3t. ^nselm

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 Persons are one and three at the same

time. Father, Son and Holy Spirit are not several but one as

38
regards substance , each being substantially God, or as re¬

gards the nature of God.39 But they are thr e in respect of

their Persons, 40 or per3onai propertied, i.e. generatio,

flllatlo, processus. Within each Person it is legitimate,

therefore, to distinguish between that which is oommon,communis^
to Him and the other two Persons, and that which is predicable

only of that Person. It is because Incarnation falls within
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the latter member of this distinction in regard to the Second

Person of the Trinity, that it is unwarrantable to predicate

Incarnation of the other two Persons. Inoarnation is not a com¬

mune. a common property of the three Persons of the Godhead;

it does not belong to the substance of Deity; it is a propriuia

of the Son. So, at c.9, St. Anselm can argue that at the

Incarnation the on assumed humanity "not in the unity of His

nature, but into the unity of His Person."45 Incarnation is

a personal work, of the Son, not a substantial work of the Godhead;

and not, therefore, to be attributed to the Father or the Holy

Spirit. Y/hen Goo assumed humanity, the nature of God and the

nature of man did not become one and the same: rather was it

the Second Person of the Godhead, and the person of man,which

were identified. St. Anselm uses this statement for a reductip

44.
ad absurdum . showing that if the three Persons are incarnate

then the thr< e persons becoming identical with (the person of)

the same man, became identical with each other. Therefore, if

one person of the Godhead is incarnate no other oan be.

At c.lo, St. Anselm sets himself the ta3k of showing why

it is the "on Who should diost fittingly be incarnate, and here

we make our link with the Cur Peue Homo. IT.9. The similarity

of the two sets of arguments is striking: they are of the same

kijjid and they occur in the same ordevj two reduotlo ad absurdum

arguments, and tw>o of the convenientius type, of the

reductio ad absurdum arguments, the first differs from its coun¬

terpart in the Cur Deus Homo, in tint here St. Anselm thinks

not of either of the other two Persons being incarnate, but of
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the Holy Spirit explicitly. The resultant inequality of origin
of the two Sins is mentioned in both works. The sesond argument

about the two grandsons in the Trinity is the same in both worfcs.

It sh uld be said of the argument in tha&pistola that it give®

the impression of dealing more carefully with the consequences

that follow when the other two Persons are each conceived of as

being incarnate. The first convenientius argument is the same

in both, while the second is much fuller in the Hpistola, mainly

because St. Anselm wishes to emphasise thattWs own will was the
do

author of the sin that led him to/dishonour to the "Image of God."

He Who was the true Image of the Father most fittingly should
45.

restore man. He Who was the Truth could alone cure falsity

A comparison of the Epistola with the Cur Deus Homo, and

particularly of the points at which these fairly identical

arguments occur, yields the following conclusions:

First, the similarity in meaning of the two titles aight

lead us at first to expect that St. Anselm was dealing with the

same theme In the two writings. By this time, it is obvious that

this is not the case. In the Epistola, he tries to answer the

question of why the Word only is incarnate, 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 lntelllgam principle; that is, he

assumes, and does not seek to give a rational proof of the faot

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 inoarnated. In the Cur Deus

Homo. on the contrary, the central issue is the necessity for

an Incarnation. In this work, St. Anselm merely cites the

argument given in the gpistola for the necessity of the
Incarnation taking place in the Person of the Son - and then

at a period somewhat late In his analysis, having already spoken

frequently about the Incarnatl n of the Son, as if it were assum¬

ed that the Son was the proper Person to become incarnate.

To put the matter briefly and in Berth's symbolism: in the

Bp Istola, the fact of the Incarnation belongs to the a b o d,

and the Incarnation of the Son is the X ; whereas, in the

Cur Deu3 Homo, the fact of the Incarnation is the x, and the

Incarnation of the Son falls within the abed.

Secondly, c.10 of the Epl3tola, on the neoeosity for the

Incarnation of the Word, occupies a central place in the develop¬

ment of the thought of that letter. Up to that point, St. Anaelm

has shown only that if any one Person is Incarnate, then it is

impossible that either of the ether two should also be incarnate®
3ut this necessity for the Son's Incarnation is a central issue,

though St. Aaselm does not seem to realise it, in the Cur

Deus Homo. Why is the Son the Person most fitted to the

subject ho offers the satisfaction which man cannot offer? The

question, then, of the necessity for the Son's Incarnation

takes on a somewhat dif erent form wit in the context of the

Cur Deus Homo, which renders the citation of the answers given

in the Bpiatola quite inadequate. The failure of St, Anselm

to d al with this question, too, in terms of satisfaction, the
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key conoept of the Cur Deus Homo, constitutes a grave flefect

in St. Ahselm's exeoution of his argument.

Thirdly, had St. Anselm given U3 an exposition of this

kind, he would have corrected an error, not only in his account

given in the Iplstola of the intra-Trinitarian relationships

and of the "personal properties" of the Persons of the Trinity,

hut in most orthodox Trinitarian statements on these subjects.

This error consists in separating too rigidly the opera ad intra

Trlnitatis from the opera ad extra. It Is generally agreed

that Christians know that God is Trinity i' Unity and Unity in

Trinity from God's regelation of Himself in Jesus Christ.

That Revelation is, 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 First Person in Creation, and of

the Third in Sanctifioation, making full use of the knowledge

of God as repealed in the created order, and in the spiritual

life of the Church and its members. In this way, the statement

of the opera ad extra Trinitatia develops. 3u.t, and here the

error atises, when discussion of the opera ad intra Trinitatis

begins, many dogmatic theologians seem to think that they must

turn their back3 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'. Ana elm, or in the more modern set-
^7.

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 pat- rnitas is attributed; to the ~&n, filiatlo;
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and to the Spirit, processlo. Each of these properties is a

relational property, and 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, net to pretend that these "personal properties"
define the Persons, but rather tod esoribe the Persons in terms

-er

of the opera ad extra, and to confess rreatAagnosticism con¬

cerning the intra-Trinitsrian relationships. The problem

which St. Anselm sets himself in the Epistola de Incarnatione

Yerbfc may seem artificial; but his handling of it is even more

artificial than it need be because of his keeping the whole

examination on the intra-Trinitarian plane. The problem of

the Cur Deus Homo is not artificial at all, just because it

begins frcxa the situation of God and man in relationship. That

situation must always be our starting-point for the investiga¬

tion of Gkbd as He is in Himself; and it must save us from the

excesses of too detailed intra-Trinitarian theology.

(6) We return oaf to St. Anseln^s treatment of the Person of the

DftM-HPfflQ.* In the speech, II.7, p.lC2, LL.11-21, St. Anselr>,ia

using the phrases verus hcsio and perfeotus homo, raises a problem

which has always been of great interest in Chrlstology, and

which on examlnati n throws « more light on his position at this

stajge 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 is a topic of such

importance that it will merit treatment independent of the
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immediate issues raised in II.7, taking account, also, of

views stated in 11.10 and 11.16. The evidence arranges

itself in a fairly definite way, thus:

(6.1) At first the question of the sinlessness of Jesus Christ

might appear to be answered outright by ft .Anselm's use of

the phrase pei feotus homo, but,in fact,the meaning of the

phrase is to be interpreted, on the one hand, by the other

phrase menti ned above, verua homo , which clearly shows

that St. Anselm intencs by "perfect man" one who i3 time

man or very man, and not that "new man" to whom he later

refers at the beginning of 11*8} and, on the other hand,

by his reference to the fact that in one Person no violence

is done to the completeness of both asitures, in the light

of which "perfect man" would mean "complete man."

(6.2) The citation of the phrases verus homo and perfectus homo

leaving the sinlessnese of Jesus Christ still open, we may

prepare for the discussion of II.10 and 11.16 by consider¬

ing how St. Anselm's own logic would lead to two seemingly

contradictory positions.

(6.2.1) on the one hand, in 31.6-8, as St. Anselm continually

affirms that the homo in the Deua-homo is the nature which

ought to make satisfaction, because of its responsibility

for the sinj as, too, St. Anselm's whc&e position rests on

the contention that this sinful and impotent nature is

united in one Person with the divinely competent nature, it
would appear to be conclusive that the human nature which

belongs to the Cod-man is e sinful human nature. This con-
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elusion oould be said 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 in the

Person of the God-man, then that humanity would be under

no debt to God and under no necessity to make satisfaction.

St. Anselm might, on this analysis of his th ught, be

regarded as placing himself within that Patristic tradition,

which affirmed that "what God did not take He did not

redeem." Further, it wil be recalled that, as already

indicated,4^ it was not manhood in general that was united

with Deity in the Person of the God-man, but a concrete

instance of it, whioh embodies all the definitional

characteristics of manhood. St. Anselm, it might be said,

could only avoid affirming that Jesus Christ had the

sinful nature of man by holding, either, that sinfulness

did not pertain to the essential being of man as set

down in the definition of man, or that in some way the

Word, in assuming complete human nature, avoids the sinful¬

ness which is characteristic of £an in his faLlen state.

As we shall see later, it is the latter alternative whioh

St. Anselm finally adopts.

(6.2.2) On the other hand, if the human nature, joined with the

Divine nature in the Deus-homo were sinful, then that nature

would be under an infinite debt to God for its own sinful-
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ness. A single sin against God is so grave - e glance which

God forbids must not be made even if the salvation of the

entire universe is at stake - that it requires greater satis¬

faction than any man can possible make. 8uch satisfaction

as the human nature in Jesus Christ, therefore, could offer

through being Joined with the Divine nature wo Id be required

to atone for its own sin, and would not be available for

the rest of mankind. St. .Ahselra's later argument (particu¬

larly at II. 19) demonstrates that the salvation of Christ's

sinful brethren depends upon the merits achieved by the

Deus-homo. A sinful homo in the pens-homo would negate

such a possibility. These conoide r»ti- us seem to lie at

the back of the statements 1 11.16, p. 117, LI..1-3, that

the- God-man cannot be the reconciler of sinners unlaws Ha

Himself be sinless, and that Ha is derived airlessly from

the sinful human mass. While, the afore, one part of St.

Anselm's logic seems to demand that the human nature taken

by the Second Pa.son of the Trinity should be sinful,

another part of it demands a sinless homo in the Deus-homo.

It remains,new, to examine St, M?elm's arguments for the

second alternative, which is his choice between the two

offered by his own logic.

(5.3} St. Aneelm's explicit case for the slnler.3ness of Jesus

Christ consists of three main contentions: first, that it

is necessitated by the Person of Jesus Christ^®, secondly,

that Jesus Christ- was unable to ein^ , and, thirdly, that

the assuaptiiri of a sinless human neture from the mas a
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peopatriae is a Divine mystery. St. Ansela^s discussion

of these contentions shows both his own concern about the

contradiction within hie logic, or, perhaps more accurately,

the contradiction in the situation itself which tends to

defy the lcgio of his dogmatic; and his anxiety to establish

a position whioh is so la ortant for the development of his

argument on the nature of the Death of the Deus-nodto.

(6.3.1) Despite St. Anselm's earlier emphasis, in II.7, that the

two natures In the God-man do not intermingle to produce

a third nature, which is a mixture of both; at XI.10 and

15, end 11.17, he presents a view which is vary similar

to the Lutheran oonmunicatio idiomatura. There could be no

sin in the man who is to effect salvation, because he

would be God, The unity of the Person of Jesus Christ is

the medium through whioh the sinle^sness of the hutaen nature

is guaranteed. That one Parson could not be sinful as

regards His human nature and sinlass as regards His Divine

nature. As one Person, who is God primarily, even though

He is also man, He is sinless. The sinlesness of the human

nature derives, then,from the Person of Jesus Christ. In

II.10, p 106, LL.13 and 13, the ilie home and the iste
refer not to the human nature of the God-man, but demonstra¬

tively to this mnt Who is the God-man. so, at II.lc,

P.108, LL.11-12, St. Anselm is asserting that the human

nature possess sinle^sness, beoause the Person, who is Jesus

Christ, is einleasly Dibine. From II.10, we can say, then,

that the sinlesaness of the human nature is me iated frota
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the Divine through the Person. This type of transference

belongs to the genus idiomaticum of the Lutheran des¬

cription. At 11.16, a difficult pfcint of interpretation

arises, namely, as to whether St. Anselm does not go

beyond the affirmation of the genus idiomatlcum to the

genus majestlcum, that is, to the view that oertain

Divine attributes are predicable of the human nature (in

addition to being predicable of the Person of Jesus Christ)

Jn 11.16, he .is discussing the question of whether Jesus

Christ is ignorant, or omniscient, and, on the ground that

His ignorance would hinder the work of salvation, which God

intends through Him, he concludes that He has the omniscience

of God Himself. The implication of this conclusion is that

the human mind of Jesus Christ has none of the defects of

the ordinary human intelligence, but i3, 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 been solved -

Dr. Leonard Hodgson holds that it is cur greatest contempo¬

rary Chri3toiogical problem; while, too, it is possible

that it is a problem, which can only be reverently stated

and never solved; it does s em that St. Anselm settles

tne problem outright by saying that the Deus-homo has no

ordinary human intelligence, or that His human intelligence

has Divine attributes. In the light of 1.16 - though St.

Anselm is not tho e spedfioally examining the sinlessness

of Jesus Christ - we might be justified in making an
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analogical inference, ana in saying that in St. Anaelm's judgment

the goodness of the human nature of Christ is a detivative of

the goodness of His Divine nature. If this description of

St. Anselm's argument be correct, then H.R. Mackintosh's

statement 55 that "The Lutherans... became responsible for what was

really a theological innovation, by definitely teaching that

Divine attributes may be predicated of the human nature" of Jesus

Christ, is not enti ely true. Indeed, St. Ahselm'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 communicates Its worth to the human nathre, demonstrate

that St. Anselm held to "a r6nl transference t>f properties from

one side to the other" which Mackintosh regards as a Lutheran

innovation.

Two comments must be made gtpon th® Anselm form of the

com■iunicatlo idiometum , First, the transference of properties

is not total. To sinlessness we may add omnipotence and wisdom

but not i« .ortality. ®S. The ;)eus~hc r-o chooses a mortal human

nature, because that pi p rty is necessary to the means by which

God has willed to save mankind. This prinoiple is for St. Anselm

determinative of the degree to which the communlcatio jdlomatum

takes place. Secondly, in spite of affirming this comnunicatlo,

St. Anselm does net confound the two natures. Sot only does the

com .unieatio itself depend on their remaintr- distinct, but the

wholfe trend of his late analysis of the Death of Christ becomes

meaningless, if one nature passes over into the other. St.

Anselm is not culpable either of Sutycheanisni or Docetism.
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of the Lutheran comxaunloatlo idioaatma , in its fullest form ia

of great importance fo^the history of Christology. In St.
Anselm, this theory rests upon what is effectively an enhypos-

tatic interpretation of the Chaleedonian symbol rather than an

anhypostatic. The Person of Jesus Christ is the subject of the

human nature and its attributes and not only of the Divine

nature and its attributes - as we have already clearly indicated

from the Cur Deus Homo. Just because the human nature is enhypos-

tasised in the Persona of the Verbum, the coarrnmlcatic can take

place. The importance of this Anselmic portion is threefold.

First, it indicates fairly clearly how the latin church had

developed an enhypostatic tradition in Ohristology, comparable

to that represented by Leontius of Byxahtinra and John the Damas¬

cene, even though it had no word exactly corresponding to

svo7to<**7X7t>3 j 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 Creeks, of minimising the humanity

of Jesus Christ or in being antl-historioal 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.

Seoondly, the existenoe, side by side, of an enhypostatic

position with a oomraunlcatlo idiomatum theory in St. Anselm is

itself evidence for the view® that the Lutheran theory was not

innovation but was rather the vs-emergence of a quite orthodox
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was not invented to sup. ort a doctrine 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:

Luthei% Christology, which, as we have seen, belongs to a quite

orthodox tradition, is the ground for his doctrine of the

Sacraments.

Thirdly, St. Anselm'a thought on the subject of the one Per¬

son and the two natures provides us with a multma in parvo of

the history of orthodox post-Chalcedonian Ghristology - particu¬

larly if we supplement the statements in the Our Pens Homo with

those made inc.11 of the Bglstola de Incarnations Verbl. In

this latter place, t. Anselm outlines what we call the anhypos-

tatic position : "When the Word was made flesh, He assumed

another nature, but not another person," for, in the Inoarnation,

fie retained the Divine Person.Thi3 anhypostatio tradition

is not the lost word, however, for it becomes the basis for the

foundation of the enhypostatio theory, which evolves a

oommunloatio Idiomatum position. The human nature, which has

been stated to be v*ithout a persona and, the efore, impersonal,

is in the Incarnation is anhypostatised in the persona of the Word
made flash. The one Person is both Ck>d and man5&, Accordingly,

not only is it possible to speak of this one Person in terms of

Deity and humanity;39 but, further, the same collection of proper¬

ties {oolioctio proprietatum), since it belongs to the Word and
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the human nature which He has assumed, may be alternatively

predicated of each in turn.60 In other words, because of

the unity of the person of Jesus Christ, transference of

properties takes place between the natures. The :pistole de

incarnations Verb!, then, provides us with substantially

the same ac ount 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.

(6,3.3) In II.10, we have ^t. Anselm*s lengthiest discussion of

the sinlessness of Jesus Christ, and here he tries to answer

two Questions raised by 3oso. The first is: could Jesus

Christ sin? The second 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 sinles ness 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 Ghrist sin?

3080*3 intention is to establish the affirmative answer

to the question, namely, peccare po>uit. At the outset he

asserts that he will abandon the accepted premise of the

discussion on the Death of Christ, namely, that, the fact

of the Incarnation being set aside, the necessity of the
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existence of such a Person, both Ood and man, can be ration¬

ally demonstrated - a premise which is soon re-asserted at
II.10, p.107, LL.10,ll£ and he proceeds to refer to an event
in the life of Jesus Christ. Our Lord is quoted in St.

John's Gospel, 6.55, as saying; "If I should say, 'I know

{the Father} not', I shall be a liar like unto you." Boso

points out that it is quite conceivable that Jesus Christ
could say the words "I know (the Father) not," by themselves

and out of 1he context of the other words in Jo. 8.55.

Not only is this situation oonceivable by us, but accord¬

ing to the actual text, Jesus Christ did Himself conceive

of that possibility, as is snowh by the opening words "If I

should say." Since, therefore, Jesus Christ thought of

lying as a real possibility for Him; and since lying is an

instance of sin ingj it is difficult to avoid the conclusion,

peccare potult.

Before proceeding to St. Ahselm's treatment of Boso's

statement, we may draw attention to certain features of it.

First, it is an argument for the possibil ty rather than

for the actuality of Christ's sinning. Boso, that is, would

agree with St. Anselai that Christ was si ill en3; he would,

at this stage, disagree on whether this sinleaness was

maintained In spite of an ability to sin or was due to an

inherent inability to sin. The temptations of Our Lord might
have provided Boso with a better illustration than that which

he employ^ to make a strong case. Aa it is, his illus¬

tration almost completely obscures the issue. Secondly, he
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has in fact offered us two arguments for the posse peco&re

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 has committed the simple fallacy of confusing the

conceivable and the possible, a c nfusion which frequently

oc urs 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 a being to exist. For centuries, the

existence of the Antipodes wasinconoeivable, but advances in

astronomy and geography soon demonstrated not only the possi¬

bility but the aotuality of the Ahtipodes. In other words,

to the untutored the differences between the conceivable and

the possible, between the inconceivable and the imp ssible,

are aaaroely, if ever, accurately defined. It falls to the

expert in each field of knowledge to demonstrate the limits

of the possible, and the impossibility of much that is

popularly conceivable. Therefore, in Boso*s illustrati n,

it is conceivable to anyone who does not know Christ, that

He could lie; but for anyone who has a close acquaintance

this conceivable becomes impossible, or, at least, its

conceivability does not imply ttrs possibility. On the

other hand, to come to the second argument which Boso sub¬

mits - Christ Himself inte tained the possibility of lying,

when He spoke the words of Jo. 8.55 - a reading of the rest

of the verse would ha*re saved Boso the folly of submitting
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auoh an argument at ail* For Our lord merely states

the possibility of His lying, to deny It outright. "But I

do know Him, and keep His saying." What Bcso has re -arced

as an instance of Christ's conceiving of Himself as ossibly

sinning is in fact a circumlocution to make perfectly clear

that Christ coulc not possibly sin by lying ab ut His know¬

ledge of the Father.

The substance of St. Anselm's r* ply to Bono is that

the possibility of Christ's sinning depends on His volition.

St. Ansslrn prepares the way for his answer by a series of
61

short statements" 0n the relation of potestes to voluntas.

Oanis potestas sequltur voluntatem i s his opening sentence.

Pptestas is usually translated as "po errt 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 translation

"power" actually causes a breach ia the continuity of

St. Anselm's speech with thnt of Boso's which is not present

in the Latin. Even so, however, it is Important to notice

that, when using potestaa in the Latin, St. Anaelm is not

arguing for abstract possibilities, but is, in 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,

ther fore, better translated as "ability" than as "power."

All ability, that is, to initiate action, says St. Anselm, is

a consequence of bolltion, and this ability exists only in

so far as the will initiating the action is frees. For
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example, I have the ability to speak or walk, if my deoision

to do so is a free volition, on the other hand, I may be com¬

pelled to do certain things, in which 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 do 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 disoussed

at a deeper level than Boso's examination, namely, at the

level of Christ's volition. At that level it becomes immed¬

iately clear that Christ cannot will to sin. Peccare non po-

tuit quia non pttult velie peccare. Sis conclusion is

that we may say peooare potuit. so long as we preface the

statement with the words, si vellet, if He should will it.,

but that it is much truer to say pec -are non potuit, since

we know that He could not will to a in.

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 that Jesus Christ was able to will to

sin - sinning being in most cases an act of volition. To

this view of Boso's position, St. Anselm has sat up an un¬

argued, categorical negation of it, by saying that Jesus

Christ cannot will to sin. Boso could quite easily accept

the fact emphasised by St. Anselm, that ability to do any¬

thing is a consequence of an act of volition, and still oite
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his example, thus "it is eonoeivable that Christ could will

to say: *1 know not the Father*H. tn ether words, the

fundamental problem remains, whether you describe it as

that of whsthe- Christ could sin, or as that of whether He

could will o sin. Gn the other hand, it is possible to

take a more charitable and no less correct view of St.

Anselm'a purpose. By relating aan*s ability to do this or

that to the volition widsh expresses itself in action, St.

Anseim 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. Anseim implies

that Christ, being Who He is, cannot possibly sin. As St,

Anaelm presents his case, it corid seem that he regards

Christ's inabi ity to sin as self-ebident. But such a view

is notso arbitrary as it might at first appear to be,

because there are, in fact, no grounds beyond Himself upon

which His sinleaaness Could be baaed. He is limited in this,

ad in so many other respects by His own nature. In brief,

there are some actions which are not open jpssibill ties for

a Person such as Jesus Christ. To do them He would have to

cease to be A'ho He is. St. Anseim, we could say, therefore,
has argued at this point for a position^ which is theological¬

ly very sound.
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(6.3.2.2.) Boso's second question arises in regard to the sinless-
ness of the God-man, Whose existence St. Anselm has establish¬

ed - Boso mentioning that they are no* reverting to their

original assumption that Jesus Christ had not existed;

If Christ could not sin, is He righteous of necessity

and His righteousness, therefore, unpraisewcrthy0 Boso^

statement of his case is that of a rather immature student

of moral philosophy. He is drawing out the implications of

St. Anselm's answer to his own previous statement on the

posse peccare. If it be true, as St. Anselm holds, that
Christ's sinlessness is based on His inability to will to

sin, then two consecuences fellow; first, He is virtuous

of necessity (ex necessitate); secondly, His virtue is not

in the last meritorious. God only assigns moral worth toA

the actions of men and angels, because being created in such

a way that sin was a real possibility to then, they ele ted

of their own free-will to be virtuous. To have moral value

at all, an action must be consciously willed In preference

to some oth r action whloh constituted a genuine alto, native

at the tiifca of choice. Action of this hind is the expression

of a free-will. Wherever a righteous action is dene without

the wrong action being in anyway s possible alternative,

there you have actionscoording to necessity.

In answering Boso, St. Anselm,first of ell, employs

a reductio ad absurdum. If Boso's position is cor act,

then it is impossible to praise 'God. Secondly, sinoo it is

undeniable that God is to be praised, St. Anselm
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why it is that the angels are to be praised, and what is the

nature of Christ's sinlessness. whatever God has, He has

a se {from Himself),His righteousness is an expression of

His own nature. As he says in another connection62^ god is

not constrained or forbidden to do anything by any external

necessity. The ground for our praise of God's perfections is

that He has them from Himself. The angels, he continues,

are worthy of praise in their ainlessnese, for that same

reason that they have it from themselves. St. Anselm's task,

then, is to show how the angels resemble God in this resp t,

ana, by defeating Bcsc's logic at this paint, to prepare the

way for asserting the freedom and praiaewerthinese of Christ's

righteousness. The righteousness of the angels Is to be

praised, not because they had the opportunity to sin and

refrsined from dciig so, but because they have now achieved

a sinless or righteous condition. This condition they uiay

be said to have conferred upon themselves, on the general
not

principle that he who does prevent something from occurring

is responsible for its occurrence; they did not stand in the

way, by availing themselves of the opportunity to sin, to

prevent themselves from becoming sinless, and are accordingly

to be regarded ea the authors of their own sinleesness.

St. Anselm here equates "having conferred sialessness on one¬

self" with "having sinlessneau from oneself" (the phrase a se

having already been applied to God), and he nas to add that



l2-o

this is the only way in which a creature can have something

from himself* For this righteousness, the angels deserve our.

praise. In a quick stroke, ;?t. Anselrn adds that since there

is no constraint or prohibition63 their righteousness does

not follow from necessity but prora free-will. St. Anselm has

laid the basis for the final assertion to whioh 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

Ferson, then His sinlecsnes3 will follow from free-will

and not from necessity.

The conflict of opinion between Bcso and St. Anselm,

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." 6^ Boso's position is, in principle,

the Kantian position, namely, that moral worth and praiseworthl

ness cannot be established unless the notion is done in the

face of morally unworthy alternatives - Boso would summarise

these under the posse peooare and Kant would speak of

"inclinations." It is significant that Kant beginning from
premises similar to those of Boso encounte s precisely 3oso's

difficulty about God's goodness. Kant meets the situation

by saying that the perfectly g od-wlll is not obliged to

obey moral laws, obligation existing nly for beings with
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"subjective imperfection of the will," i.e. beings who experi¬

ence inclinations, and that "ought" is 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 incompatible with his premises and it is

genera lit agreed that Kant would require to modify his pr vious

analysis of the good will to allow for a mora consistent account

than he gives of the goodnes of God's will. If Christian piety

supports Kant, logic favours Boso. St. Anaelm, on the other

hahd, observes the goodness of a person whose actions are good,

not because they are always done In resistance to temptation, but

because they f..ow from an upright characte •. as professor

A.E. Taylor once said; "We have no high regard for the oharacteir

of the person, who has to go through an intense moral struggle

with temptation, every time he passes a public-house, or sees

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 1 ve possibilities. I short, the good¬

ness of the character affects Tightness and praiseworthiness of

actions even when no conflicting inclinations are present to pro¬

vide opportunity 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

unwittingly by the theistic moral philosophers, such as A.E. Taylor

L. Arnaud Reid, M.C. r'Aroy 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 creatures, he was involved in grave

dlficulties in trying to describe the goodness of God; then

St. Anselm realised that his was the converse problem of describing

the goodness of creatures in terms of the kind of goodness and

praiseworthiness than he ascribed to Tod. He has, therefore, to

explain why God's goodness is not to be called necessary but is

sp6ntanecusly free and therefore laudable, and in what way the

goodne r of aiiguls is desoribable in analogical terms.

The nature of the freedom of the wil - whether in God,

angels, man or the Geo-men - is, therefore, the chief issue

between Bcsc ana St. Anselm. In their dialogue it is possible

to detect three views of freedom. According to the first, free¬

dom consists in the power to choose between sinning and not

sinning. Such is Bosoms concopti n. Secondly, freedom is the

power to act without constraint or prohibition of any kind from

without. Thirdly, freedom is self-determination, the ability

to act in acc rdecce with one's own nature, and with the proper¬

ties of that nature, properties which one has a se and not fr m

any other person. Both of these latter views appear in ?t.

Anselm's speech (TT.lC, PP.107, 1.27-108, 1.12); and while the

former of them suggests that 3t. Aiselm is tamnitted to complete

indeterminisra, which is g true account neither of Divine nor of

human action, the letter represents his more fundamental position.
It is, in addition, the position which is the proper counter to

Bosc's previo s speech, for there Boso had maintained in reply to

st. Ansexn that the slnler.sness of the God—man must be unpraise—

worthy oecsuae it was the n o ssary outcome of the sinless Divine
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Nature in Him. St, f,ns#lm's ocunter is, in effect, thst the self

is only truly free when it is self—determined, whan its actions

ere the expre ion of its true nature. What 3cso had called

action ex necessitate, ft. Ansel® would call action of the truly

free-will, because it is action a se. In Ood, Whose nature is

goodness, truth, mercy and so on, His actions are praiseworthy

because the nature from which they proceed is praiseworthy. In

the esso of the angels, who are sinless, their actions may follow

in a sense necessarily fro their being, but they have their sin-

1e3snes3 a se and are, therefore, ft. Ansel® holds, completely

free in their volitions. It would be unwarrantable to develop St.

Anselm's position further, be suae he states it all too briefly

and without illustration, but we shall consider it immediately

in the light of the evidence cf the pe l.ibertate Arbltrii.
It would not require much elaboration to develop from St. /.nselm's

description of freedom, the view which Hastings liashdall68 adopts

in his reaction against determinism on the one hand, and indeter-

sainism on the other. Once more, it is to be noted that the

notion of ase.ltas, which St. Ana elm ha used in describing

God's freedom in electing to save mankind, is employed in his

crowning argument this time for the oinle ne s of Jesus Christ

and for the freedom on which it ia based. Yet it would be foolish

to shut our eyes to the defects in -3t. j\H8elm's presentation of lis

case. For example, he does not provide a really convincing

argument for the similarity of the as^itaa of God and that of

the angels. la fact, he ought to have realised that aaeltas
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belongs properly only to God and not to any of His creatures,

however righteous. but, as so often in St. Anselm, he says

a true thing in a wrong way, and we aus give him the credit

of the true thing.

(6.3.2.3) St. Anselm's views on the freedom of the will state in the

Cur Deus Homo, 3k.ll.lc, may be amplified by reference to

what he says in the De Libertate Arbitrii. In this treatise,

St. Arise Ira is discussing the precise issue of.whether and in

what way freedom of the will can be attributed to the apos¬

tate angels and the first man who foil; nevertheless, through¬

out he makes many assertions on true freedom of the will

which render a comparison with the Cur '-eus He mo valuable.

In the Pc Lib artate Arbitrii he expounds at length two

views with which we are already familiar. The first is

the negative view that sin does not- consist in the power to

sin or net tc «in^t for then freedom of the will must be

denied to God. Consequently, the definition to be given

of freedom of the will must be such as to include both

human and Divine freedom, which is exactly the point which

St. nselm makes in suggesting to Soso that his theory of

moral praiaeworthinoss would prevent us from prfcisixig God,

Whc is not equally free to sin or not to sin.7** in other

words, ability to sin not be induced in any definition

of fraecio" cf the will.^i The second view expounded is

that freedom consists in the absence of coercive or

preventative power 72 - an echo of the indeterainist view

of the cur Feus homo. There appears, however, a third
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view in the earlier treatise, namely, that the power of

preserving righteousness of will solely "for righteousness

prepared for this conclusion by a lengthy discussion in c.S
on the non-utilitarian character of willing righteousness -

a 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 any extraneous reasons, t might appear that this

account of freedom is somewhat different from the self-

determination theory of the Our Deus Homo, Bk.II.10. But

this is not exactly so. In che later passage, St. Anselm

regards Divine freedom,righteousness and praiseworthynoss

as the type, and these attributes in the angels as ectypal.

In the Do Libertote Arbitrii, tne type which he is discussing

in the freedom of creaturely wills - those of man and an¬

gels, whose freedom consists in being determined by

rightoousne s. Had he applied this type of freedom to God,

then since righteousness is one of the perfections of God's

nature, God's freedom would be seen in determination by

that righteousness which belongs to the essence of His being,
i.e. in self-determination. Nevertheless, had St. Anselm

employed the De Lfbertoto Arbitrii conception of freedom

as determination by righteousne- ->, in his analysis o:f the

righteousness of angels in the Cur Deus Bomo7^", then he

would have arrived at a less artificial explanation of why

we praise the angels for their righteousness, than that they

sake" is a pcrfect definition of freedom of will.7^ He has
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a 3e* 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 righteousness and integrity;

but whereas, since these perfections are essentially

one with God's being and nature, He has them a se, the

angels have them a reo. qnd only in a creaturely and deri¬

vative sense a se. We praise the angels for tneir sin¬

lessness, which consists in complete determination by the

righteousness of God; and God for that righteousnes which

He Himself is.

(6.4} After the elaborate arguments of 11.10, to establish the

sinless of the God-man, it comes as a surprise to find

St. Anselm at 11.16 advancing a position of "reverent

agnosticism" in regard to the manner in which God assumes

humanity sinlessly from the sinful mass of the human raoe.

If 11.10 was addressed to the that of Christ's sinlessness,

11.16 deals with the hew of Christ's sinlessness. Once

again Boso's importunity provides the occasion for the

declaration of the Anseimic view. If it be true that all

men have come under the curse of the sir; of Adam, and are

born siii.ers, if, too, satisfaction is to be made only by
one who is born cf that lineage; 76 how is it possible for

some one so born to be sinless, and so to achieve the necee-

ary satisfaction? St. Anselm's reply repeated in

this same chapter7^ is that^fce cannot understand how, for
the purpose of reconciliation between God and man, God takes
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a human nature that is sinless;, then we must accept the faot,

reverently admitting that in the hidden secrets of so lofty

a subject the e are matters which lie beyond our knowledge.

This wa do know: that the salvation of man could not be

achieved except God in His wisdom and power took the sinless

human nature which would alohe be adequate for His great

purpose. This "inscrutable work" of God surpasses human

thought and penetreti n.

While the spirit in which this chapter is written

cannot but compel our admiration, oomin-' in the midst of

so many "arguments about it end about," nevertheless it

represents what some critics would regard as a defection

on St, Anselm's part, in two directions, from the main

principles of the Cur Pens Homo. On the one hand, it

might be pointed out, while it is simple for the purposes

of exposition to maintain that 11.10 examines the that of

Christ's ainleasness, and 11.16 the how of His einles^ness;

it is yet wrong to believe that the two issues are isolable.

No matter how convincing his arguments for the sinlessness

of Jesus Christ may be, if he cannot demonstrate how this sta¬

les ces: is possible, then his purposes are defeated. 11.10

requires for its completion the demonstration, of the subject

of 11.16; otherwise, the pssibility and the reality of the

Gcd-man remain open questions. On the other hand, "t.

Anselm's appeal to reverent agnosticism could be con¬

strued as e virtual admission that his a empt at lntellectus

fidnii. has failed at a crucial point, and that the quest! n
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of whether man*s 3alvati~n can be accomplished is not to be

settled purely by a theoretical examination of the possible

qualities of the oeus-homo.

While a fair case can be made for the criticism that

St. Anselm has failed in these two directions, it is not so

serious as might at first appear, for the following reasons:-

(6.4.1) The case for the sinlessness of Jesus Christ is more

aocurately related to the Atonement than to the inoarnatl n.

What, in fact, St. Anselm goes on to do - and here lies,

in his judgment, the justification for the sinlessless of

Jesus Christ - is to show that the Atonement is not possible

ex- ept on the basis of Christ^ sinlessness. In feet, e

strong position would be to argue that the assertion of the

sinle ness of Jesus Christ is an inference backwards from

the Atonement, and not a direct implication of the Incar¬

nation. For most theologians, who affirm the sinless-

ness of Jesus Christ, do so on the ground that otherwise He

could not be the Saviour of sinners,

(6.4.2) It might be added that if St. Anselia achieves proof only of

the that but not of the how of the sinle sness of Jesus

Christ, then he has aohieved all that he requires for the

purp se of his soteriological theory. The that and the how

may be inextricably linked up, but if St. Anselm has satis¬

factorily demonstrated the that, hov.-vor complete his failure

in regard to the how, his subsequent argument is not thereby

invalidated, In fact, some of the worst errors in the field

of dogmatic scienoe have arisen, when theologians have either

professed an excessive and unwar anted knowledge of the how
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discovered the difficulties of establishing the how , have

prematurely denied the that.

(6.4.3) Should it be granted that St.Annelm has failed tp demonstrate

the how of Christ's sinlesnness, it is doubtful whether

this admission is a really serious criticisra. of his theo¬

logical ability, for few theologians, if any, who have agreed

with St. A ns elm's premises concerning sin and the solidarity

of Christ with sinners, have ever achieved success in this

regard. Gome even have regarded their failure as a good

reason for the contention that Christ assumed a sinful

human nature. St. Anselm evidently prefers his reverent

agnosticism to that alternative, which would have too

many disadvantageous Implications for the rdst of his

theology.
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chapter rr.

ILLA RUDSTH'TQ : Sotoriology

St, AusoIm*® presentation of the doctrine of the

Ltonaaunt consists of four tholes: {1} the voluntary nature

of the Death of 6ur Lord; (?,) the ralue of His Death;

{Si the application of the nrrlts of His Death; and (4) His

Death as an example to ison, The interest iu their presen*

1. t .i. lies not solely in th- devolopaaent of each particular

theme* but per?saps mora so in the relation thich each of

those tharos-s bears to the others, and all of theia to the
^>r*evioj-1> t_
jJ-uits<mj of Jasua "ciiri at.

(!) it, anseliu passes from his treatment of the Person of

Jesus ahflst to that of Ills TorJc by mane of a discussion

of the (iUQstion, whsthur Our Lord lied of necessity or not.

That discussion at II 1C , 11 ie a> . .jevhfc.t brief and out of

proportion to its importance for his vie?? of the va]Luc of

Christ's Death. Mist is there stated can, however, be am -

pliftofi by reference to two other accounts of the earn

matter - 1,8-lC; and 17, which occur in the eacaiai&a-

tion of other problems. Since it is our contention that

St. v:sola la boat understood la the light of all that he.

has to say on any particular subject; and since it was

ai ,o ft. Ananias practice to tnlre.aa road, arguments that

he had used elsewhere; wo shall to****-. together for single

treat :eiit his several discussions of the voluntary nature

of the Death of Our 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 apparently bandying words

with Boso, he devotes much energy to the discussion of the

question, whether Christ's Death was voluntary or not. In

1.8, Boso states the problem which t. Ansela must face,

and with him, all theologians who have ever maintained the

orthodox position In whatever century. Granted that the
2

ill of God is never unreasonable, how is it possible for

Him to submit that man, who was His Beloved Ton , to the

ignominy of Crucifixion, or even to permit such a thing to

happen to Hiaf? 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 so, 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 Christ to die against

His Willj and that Christ's Death is to be properly

understood in terms not of His obedience to the compelling
Will of the Father, but of His own fre -will. This method is

doubtful, because not only does it involve St. Anselm in

some strained exegesis of certain Scriptural passages whidh

Boso promptly cites (e.g. i-hil. 2.8 ff; Matt. 26.39), but
in addition it conflicts with St. Anselm's main thesis
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that the salvation of man ma initiated by God and executed

in thsParson of the Eternal Son aafie flesh.# A® to Boso's

ftllenmA, the whole work is an attempt to resolve it# and to

show how through the suffering of the Innocent for the

guilty# no compromise la suffered by God's wisdom, righteous*

nose and omnipotonce, - or, laoro strongly, hew It is only so

that God's attributes can be properly indicated. St. -vaseIn'

present answer to Boso'o quest! is not irrelevant for it

provides ue with, his tentative jhrsfc attack on a wijox- theme

-f his votorlolo^1#

(1»E) Jr. T#9#10, St. Anselm give® & i'uiijr account of the reiatioi

of Christ's "Oe&th to ti*& will of the rather, sad to hiss nwn

free-will\ but since this ua >wt is oleics t undoubtedly the

nost obseura passage in the whole work, it '.o difficult

to determine what St. ;aieoia ouuta tc prove, nad what ho

does actually prove; and to collet hJLui of downright aeif-

oontradlotion. In the coarse oi tho arguias^ t, he adopts

the following positions#-

begin with^t he Maintains that hhilat'u .Death was not

due to ais obedience to %tm npaoiiric volition of the Either

that tie should die; uut followed as a almost consequence

of Uio allegiance, dutaaalad uy Goa, to truth :md of

righteousness. That is, Ood aajiiws that In every altuo-

tioh the rational craature shell not diverge from truth or

righteousness; tut he cannot bo said to require the actual

individual acta of obedience 1> the ur:;cl»o situations in

which rational creatures flafi themacivas io endeavouring to
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• tat He does require of Him m of nil rational or suture®,

that II© should Invariably map His latia of truth and

ri$*iMMMuaees*

Two cosusienta my be mi&o on thin short dlamutsion. and

they aeifo to show how eonfauiag St. Aae©la'a argument mil;

is. first* tm Tiolates the siapl® loci©*! r-rinelpl© of

de oarae at do alios whatever is true of all rashers of a

class is true of any one of thm singly* He vent© to t?ay»

on the one hand, that 'Sod raqulrsft of Jtetms Christ otmriience

to Sis lews in eveiy situation; scan* on the other hand*

that God doss not require Just that particular act of

oh valence which issBuns in the sttuuti.: . of His oitiiflzio&*

laootuily* ha is sps«fcln& of .fesuo Christ 'is if He were

only a rational creature (a position which he r©-a£fira©

in X#i», and later at a laoat i;v. ortact point- of Ilia ar$raant

11mix) • a stat&aaat pernta aifel© p hffeapa in the case of

•xtreu© lanotlolata, but not in one who holds so firmly

the coupr-issnce of the two nutores 5 n Our vordfs Person*

(ImZmZl and coritiaajLas ?ith his •atafcllahrMnt of the view

tnat God aid not requi ru tte d&ath of Christ* he aubolta

the gouna of the alitl.? annas© of Christ* It would be l«ts©»-

table for God to eoapel a Just, imn to p ;rinh} therefor©*

Christ cunt hare tiled of Tfie cms froo-wlll* St* Aanla

ohoeae© tds point® to return to tho tharas which ha has

Just left* throwing Boso and his raurlsm into confusion

by allov.-'iag that God any .1 jgltiimtely he said to hav©



do mndet of Christ !ila Death.. God co^iunded Christ to drink

the Cup that led to His Death, which is a perfectly

Scriptural view, but one which is a refutation of that which

he had been upholding at the beginning of 1.9. He takes tie

mattor further yet when at I#9, p.G2, IX.23 ff he says thai

the Son, with the Father and the Holy Spirit, had decreed

that He should show forth the wonder of 003*3 mrcy*noi

otherwise than by His Death. ~f St. . Jisel i, then, has tacitly

admitted part of Boeo's posit 1 a, auiisaly, that Christ suffers

death in obedience to God's w'11 - a position which he had

hoped at first to avoid. His task ao« h eomuo thai of show¬

ing that even on this adstia«ioii Christ 'a sill to die is His

own free-will.

{1.2,3) Towards the end of n.S5. fliecuaalon of Our Lord's
Statement* "'Fathor, if l-> lx ,nn». ibis, lot t! !r» cup pass

far, ns; iwvarthalaaj* not what V will hut what Thou

wiliest*74 St. awein eclairs bh.i the "lay will*4 referred

to by Jesus Christ is the ..atural ftumn will to self-
7

press ration* Earlier in this in .o chapter, he has

roferrid to the "upright'* huuan will of Jesus Christ, as

deriving not from hiut^uivy Imt fro■ divinity, .to that the

will to self-prewervat. oh la net Ite-ilf :viI thing, the

presenou of which in Christ unices Hi. sliful, nor is it

allowed to beeoito an mil thing by opposing the Divine

will i - Christ. Guoh is the u,iTy of Christ *»s nature

that the human will n Him is elwyu soDor13anted to the
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Dlbine. 'The will of the jfether," the nature of which lie

now ingiiBioualy explains,® is not that the Son should die,
bus that the htumn r&co alio old not be reat o.red except ran

do mm%hing sq.ua! in value to the Death of thu Son- la

effect» St. Anaslii is saying that the Father's will is

that either uaa offer® sow ft lag eiiu^l in value to th®
itenth of Christ, or ain shall not be saved. It is the

Son Who effectively wills the first of those alternatives»

and ;le docs so, recognising that tho second altornatlvo

is hoi a real alternative for a good and orat-lpotent Qod,

Hfco cannot Tm.i3d.ii what Ha la and m • Ilia 'jr-3.it! on of mmn

stultified by hu:x\a uia» 2ha Father than my be amid to

the Death of the Son, boa .una Ha virtually leaves

the con no altonative but death, if nan la to bo saved.

2ha .ion,by reason of the uprightness of Kin will, rakes

that ill11 of the Father His own, or, parhap© ram accurate¬

ly, the Father wills what the 'Son wills, ones the Con wills

shot is acceptable to the Father.

This argument is so tortuous, that it den-.-rvoa

further examination*

(1.2.3.1) In the middle of the iirgprac ::t > St Ansel za re-affirms the

position which he had pr eviously been mint&lxiing, that

the Father does not trill the Death of Josun Christ. He

atonic to fad obliged to do so i.*■ anfr-"r to Bnso*n state-

n<sat,at the end of 1.0, that Christ died more through &

uoanhlllrg 'trill to obodiu i - tWi of Hiu •-.nont.-uieoos
jiOtli

volti-xa. Yet hi a vholo sshmo of >r!ology breaks down
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and hi ond a by allowing, with <iuaiificat ions which concede

the whols point, that the Father did will the Death of

the Son#

(1#2#2#E) Throughout tho latter half of X#9, St# Ansel m seems,

moat of the time, to bo saying that the will of Jesus Christ

is m rely a human will, and that its uprightne?' e is a gift

of grass, given by the Father to the man, Jesus. In fact,

;iuch of St# 4^11sella*s difficulty In meeting Base's

statsiasnt at the and of T#3 aid see froa this vary view#

How cur a human will be other th n under the compulsion

o,l obedience to the Blvin© Will? Yet,with the two-

nature theory of the Person of our Lord, which St# Anstla

ua«sptr, It should have been yo ft sibio, i fact, it would

appear neea nary for him, to sey that Jesus Christ has

uprijjhtness of will a a®, and not, as If it wore another
Q

thing, % peo * Hie Will and (*qA'» Will are one, ao

that the obedience, under which Jeans Christ is placed,

originates not fitm outside Hi .self, but in an inner

co ipuloicri, and free fc*o-*ua# self-originating. This posi¬

tion At* Ansela does state in X#lo, but It coses almost as

an after-thought, aM Is not pro erly related to the di fift¬
hs

oultics/hhs been encountering in X#9, and of which it is his

only propei? solution#

(1#S#2#&) %'h9 turning-point in St# Austin's argument, namely, his

interpretation of the Will of God to bo that Ha will not

allow the huma raos to bo saved, unless ma does something

S^uftl la value to that Death i0 which Deus-ho 10
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auffsrnt Is a statement »hloh is quite meaningless at that

ata^s of the book. It la a refer©nee to the theory, which

he d;?slops at I,SI and II#6, that the satisf otlon for

his sic to be offered by run to God xaist be so.jsthin,5 groatflr

than all that is cot God? and that th® Deus-ho'so 1® the ,

only ?arson Who ear. mice each an offering. In effect, God

enacts that, unless mm can. offer as satisfaction to Hla

far sins committed something which has the infinite vultte
- at the heath of Christ, an offering which mn as aimer

carrot make, then he will be denied salvation# The refer-

one* i«, at the same tltss, of Interest; for in Bk,II St,

Ansela •newer explicitly saya that the Death of Christ la

greater in v..iue than all that is not Cod, though thn

argument of Bk, I would have led us to expect this proposi¬

tion# The Introduction of so important « theme in such, a

casual and obneuro maimer 1st further evidence of the con-

fuel o of this whole chapter.

(1,2.3,4) Despite the complexities and even the.eelf-oontrudiotorl*

noes of those views of St# ansalts, they supply sufficient

evi(1 .ace to dispose of T#H# H ghes* orlticiwraH that
satisfaction to God "must have co e not from the sufferings

and death of Jesus, but fro ; his willing surrender to th©

Divine will and purp me, £tm Mis obedience to tha con-

solo -antes of vocation from God and all this involved#"

..part fro 1 the fact that in the paragraph fare*1 which this

quotation Is taken, Hughs* scent about to equate satisfaction
hrt'tncL at ail

with eotttectiaanfe, and not to have any technical meaning in x
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to the confusion of hie whole criticism! by failing to

follow the tortuous note which St* Anealia'e argument takes,

he has grossly overalmp ilied the Anaelsle theory.

(1.3) Whoa wo continue in I.IS, which purports to throw furthar

light on this same thorse of the relation of Christ's Will to

that of the Father, we find that St. Anaelm, while re-

af Irming previous, ana advancing additional accounts of ths

at or, floea not yet solve Bono's problan, In fact, St.

Anaelai now states the a veral mys in which the Father may

ho said to have willed thf Death of the Sons-
TO

(1.3.1) The Father, wo are now told "» gives the Son the will to die,
for according to His humanity, He has not the will to act

rightly * a stop farther than oven Boso wanted to go.

One6 again,St. Anselm soana to overlook completely the

presence In Christ of a Divine natures so far, in X.9,

and 1.10, he Is monothelite in hie interpretation oiJ

Christ'-, decision to die. This fact is explicitly
13

stated later, when *Ghr5 at * a making Hi. eelf obedient unto

Death* 1» pre sent on as a perfect example of the free ottt&MM

of "tho rational creature* who willingly follows God's

will for hiia. The part which the Divinenature plays, in Hie

choice of death la completely ignored at this stag©, and

the oversight «ia ail the nor? serious in viaw of the

importance which St. Anealm attaches to the presence of

the B'vine nature as giving value to the Death at Christ.

(1.3.S) Agairt^f" the> Father oonsanudod the Son to die of His own

frao-wi.ll, which almost makes on absurdity of the paradox of
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tho Divine imperative ana human freedom.

Besides, hie statement becomes unnecessary, once the

previous view - of the Father giving tho upright will t© the

Son - is accepted# That will would by its nature be free,

and it la, therefore, superfluous for God to require it to b©

free.

(1.3.3} God, aa«1a St. Anatlm, may be understood as willing the

Death of Ghrlet, 01 the one hand, because lit approves of

tho end which Christ eeeJc® to accomplish thereby, namely

tho salvation of maril and, on the other hand, because Ho

does not aartually prohibit Kim from dying. These two

interpretation© of the manor in which God wills the Death

of Christ come as an unti-olloax after the others, and they

fallow from the distinction betw - on the legislative and the

perm! t-iv© will of God - a diatinotion later to be ro^octod so

vigorously by Jean Calvin Lor do thoy really solve

Boso's problem which waaj Does God will the Death of Christ,

.'lad, if so, is Christ's obedience free? St. Ana©!.* is now

a©yiu » that God wills Christ's Death after it takes place -

m view wh oh, if taken on it® own a© u full account of the

matter, is a contradict ion of what he ha* just said.

(1,3.4) It co i©e rather as a surprise that ft. Anrelm should

suddenly at this paint introduce the omnipotence of Jesus
Ghrlat aa a ground for His free acoeptanco of His Death in

obedience to God's Win. Cor^rentlag upoa Jo. lO.ltf, where

Our lord ©ays that H® lays down Hie Li fa of Hireelf, b cause

He has the power both to do ao and to take it up again,
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St* Ansslm see* the Death of Christ 4a issuing fnom the

power and will of Christ, ana rightly affirms that it is

X freely willed by Christ, without any external compulsion*

This view, while it is an essential part of St* AUselm*a

answer to Bosofs problem, canes too late in the present

dl sou onion to bo of any real value* For not only doss

st* Aasela not relate the will of tho Omnipotent Son to

that of the "rational cr@ature"in who He la incarnate •

he seems to be quite content with two totally separate will®

which in no way internet5 but, alao, he does not integrate

this explanation of Christfreedom with tho others already

given, as the la to Professor A.E* Baylor said in another

connect 011, it savours so -awhat of knocking hie opponent

down with tho butt, having fa led to dl charge him with

tho bullets* It is rather significant that after St* -wiuein*a

display of arguments, Boso should repeat what ho hud said

at 1.0 - that it is improper for God to permit the Son to

die this kind of death, adding that the wllilngnes of the

Son does not reduce the impropriety. Tho motivating problem

of the whole book then canes into focus* why should the

Death of Christ be the only moans by which man can be saved?

(1,4) At 11.10 and 11.11, after ho has described tho Person of

Jo sua Christ, and bofo.ro ho goes on to state the nature of

His Death, St. Arm elm returns to question dl cuased at

X.8-10, na iely, the voluntary natu *0 of that Death. This

discussion is the basis upon which the later analysis of the

value of Christ * a Death x^ests, for St. Anselm will show
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that Christ oust offer to God something which Ho does not

owe to God aa a debt. That offering will bo His own Death;

therefore, it must bo established that Christ died frfcoly,

and without any externally i rosed compulsion to do so.

His arguments this tine, by comparison with those of 1*8 *10,

are brief; and being a repetition of two already given,

need only be stated. In 11.10, he maintains that the voluntas:

nature of Cfidst's Death rests upon His sinlesshens. It is

only sin ers who are obiJ ad to die. If He dies, He dies

freely and of His owa choice. In Il.li, the argument used

late in 11.11 is re-affirmed; since Christ was ae wording

to wis Divine nature omnipotent, then He had power to lay

down His life a ad take it up again.

(1.5.) But the theme of the voluntary nature of Christ's Death

has a relentless hold of St. Anselm, and he returns to it

once more in 11.16. This time tho problem arises in rola-

tlo to the ainlesaness of Mary, tho mother of Jesus. Ho

has b aa saintaialng that M «ry participated i the clean-
si g fro \ sins accoigLishod by the Death of Christ, and that

in that purity of hers He was born. It Is necessary, so it

would seem, that He should die to ensure the purity of His

own birth of a virgin. St. nasaln takes the matter up at

coosiderable 1angth.

o-Ksating briefly the results of the discussion held

in 11*10, as to whether Christ could lie or not, naaesely

that Christ could He if lie willed to lie, but b c*use of

His nature, He does not wil , and that tho virtue Involved
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c-i Hi by any pmw bayor.fi Hlnsalf; St-ivnaaln argoin,-;

analog ©ally, s.uggects that beyond doubt Christ could refrain

Xr . dying If Ho willed but Ho did not will to, and

thJU billing not to die* is a ss • Accordingly It was
17

frooly end not oy iuay co .milsion that H© died. Bono 'fail*
to understand hov; Christ b• a the will to die a ae» and,

consequently* -3t. AfMMfrs ha© to expand V« argpraent*

The lr.tiut.abls "fill of God is constmi .nod .igr no necessity

ext. xrml to itself, suad, :r"©rr ass was do-, iciaatrated in

whin H* appears to act a .cssaar-'ly because of some 8rcU»

which mo has made, Ho acta freely la the first instance

-J \ making the promise, fhe ogus-ho 10 is one with God as

regards Hi* divinity* Christ*a will has the aano character*
istlc un Go .I* a will* It acta of its on ...owar, and without

constraint fro a anybody* Therefore?, His will to die is »©lf-

orlglnatlag and free* In oth ir word*, He Hh» the ^oliti-in
18

to die -a m, Boao still steifuetly reffcaetr so *©* how
<.',■11— wii mvm

Christ did not die of neceasifcy, and Qft.lsavonrs to turn

the dialectic again at St, A&eolta by arguing that, If Christ

were fr® • to die* Ho was free not to die, and fro5, there¬

to ?, to «*«&« a tro# *ta tenant {samely, th»t Ho had willed

1 mutably tc die) false. st* Aneelrs, after charging Boiio

with b&ggliag over nothing, o t« out ©fresh at 11*17* to

show how the categories of -xi ,& . tty and Impossibility are

in**.. icabldio God. 19 *n **«© of Gad fan etcraitj



2.1*3

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, n inference is to be drawn that He was

ira otent to continue in life, but nather that, He having

willed to die, nothing could constrain that immutable will

to change. Even the Virgin herself, accepting the

prophecy of Isaiah 53.7, believed that He died solely
because He willed to die.

St. Anselm now, as a result of his reference to

prophecy, endeavours to show that the existence of a

prophetic statement concerning Christ's Death does not

compel Him necessarily to die. He employs Aristotle's

distinction between prior (praeoedens) 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 iosuch a

statement as: "The sky revolves because it is necessary

that it should do so" and the latter in such a statement

as= "You talk of necessity because yru talk." The dis¬

tinction could be stated mo e 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 farmer case, the occurrence is a deduc¬

tion from the necessity; and, in the latter, the necessity

is a deduction from the occurrence. Natural events in the

physical orter obey the former necessity; the latter
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applies to acts of human voxition, which issue spontaneously
from the will and are not determined by anything outside

of thersselves, and, t, nselra adds, includesthe singular
22.

and future pr positions mentioned by Aristotle In the
23

De Concordia , St. nseim discussing the question of whet he:

God's foreknovl ;ge of human action effects the freedom of t

persons acting employs thissame distinction in order to
afiirm that what God foreknows is the posterior neces ity»
and that His foreknowledge does not imply prior nece aity.

hile he uses the same distinction, he illustrates it i$ a

somewhat different way, which clarifies further the descrip¬

tion given in the Cur Deus Homo. "A 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

m ment of its being white, necessarily white, because neithe:

before nor efte. it was white cculo it be at the same time

both white and not white. hat, in fact, St. Anselm here

affirms as a form of nece rity is the Law of Contradiction.

A. can ot be both a. a d 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 Concordia

illustration is used in the interpretation of the example of

posterior necessity in the Cur feus Homo, then that example

is to be understood thus: "You talk of necessity because

you talk; for it is ita osaible that you shouxd be both

talking and not talking at the same time." Of course, it is
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d ubtful whether this posterior necessity is properly

called necessity at all - though the problem becomes
nominal once we discover what St. Anselra 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, to the relation of prophecy to the

Death of Christ: in the Cur Deus Homo, St. An3alm concludes

that the relation is not one of prior necessity, as Boso is
\

trying to say, but posterior neoesity, because the Death of

Christ originates froia His will and is freely chosen by

Him. If the significance of the analogy of the De Concor¬

dia may be drawn out: just as there is in the nature of

whiteness Itself - apart from what the stick may or may

not have been in the past - that which necessarily prevents

a stick from being both white and not white at the same tiraej

and 3ince it is white, it is necessarily so and necessarily

not oth r than white, so, the necessity for Christ's Death

is to be discovered not in any circumstances beyond Himself,

particularly in past prophecies, which compel Him to die

oy prior necessity, but the nature of His ill itself.

"So necessity preceded His ..ill."*56 fo complete the
argument: "Christ died; therefore, prophecies concerning
His Death were necessarily true" is tha true statement;
the faj.se one is - "The prophecies were true; therefore

they made Christ's Death necessary."

lAuch of this discussion of the voluntary nature of

the Death of uhrist covers ground that is now familiar,
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but certain features of it require closer examination:-

(1.5.l)ln contrast to the arguments he used in I.3-1C , St. Ahselm
is now basing the Voluntariness of Christ's Death almost

exclusively on His limine nature, and on the fact that His ill

has the same characteristics as that cf Cod Himself. It was

only late in I.10 that he took account of the Divine nature of

tlle DQus- :orc, and then it was the idea of omnipotence

(mentioned also at 11.11) ann not that of aseitas that prcvi- ed

the solution. It is clear that much of Hose's difficulty at

11.16 and 17 arises from the foots that previously Tt. inselm

has been talking of the V ill of the rational creature,, cf the

huiQ.snlta3 of Christ's : arson, and that he does not now attempt

in the slightest way to show how the wil' cf the rational

creature is integrated with or overcome by the 'ill of the

Dlvinitas. It undoubtedly does credit to St. Anselm's honesty

as a thinke that he should repeat so frequently Bcac's objec¬

tions, and ilia doing so is an indication that ho is well aware

of all the difficulties involved in saying that the "ill cf the

Sternal 3on Incarnate is identical with the ill of God sternal.

Cnoe again ha anticipates later developments in Ihristological

thought, for 5o3o'3 objections, if followed to logical con¬

clusions, would lead to the depotentiated logos of Kenoticista.

But St. Ansel® is clearly aware that the difficulties atten¬

dant upon such a view - for example, concerning the nature

of tns "freedom'' of Christ in choosing death - arc greater

than those encountered by his own position, that the Will of the

Peu3-ho.T-o is the .ill of God.
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(1.5.2) The arguments provided in 11.16,17 are further evide ce

of the supreme importance in. the theology of c't. Anselia
of the concept of the aseitaa of God. It is not quite

ac urate to describe this concept as an attribute of God,

for it is essential to all of His Attributes, and even

searns to determine the form which they take. For example,

his interpretation of God 's omnipotence is based entirely
on this idea. It is, therefore, a description of God's

entire nature, and just as it is often said that God is

identical with His attributes - for example, that God is

Love rather than loving - no it is perhaps truer still to say

that God's nature la aneitas. It is not easy to find any

single word to translate it, for it represents a number of

English ideas: self-sufficiency (for example, at 11.18, p.

129, Jesus Christ la sain t be p:ifeote oiui sufficiens in

His Divine nature), independence, self-origination in vo¬

lition, freedom and, above all, grace and grseLousness.

The concept is, as we should expect, to be found influen¬

cing most of St. ^nselm's accounts of Ood end of His

actions: it enters into bis description of God's grace,

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, while it affects,

too, his analysis of human behaviour. Significantly

enough, it is the argument based upon the aseitas of God

which finally 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 seriously consider
how the Divine will is related to the human will in Jesus

Christ, we may say that it is the argument which is most

convincing to the modern theologian who seeks in God Him¬
self the grounds for His act! as and find in 'dim the cri¬
terion of .revelation.

(1.5,3)By introducing the distinction between prior and posterior
necessity, St. Ansela really contributes nothing to his
immediate argument which is net already Implicit in the

notion of aseitas_. Besides, he makes the task of his

interpreter more difficult by equating the distinction

between these two types of necessity, with that between

causal necessity and spontaneous human volition, and vir¬

tually with that between universal propositions, on the

one hand, and singular and future propositions, on the

other. In the end, he has to return anyway to the notion

of asef tas to account for the fact that It is posterior and

not prior necessity that attaches to Christ's Will; He

died because He willed to die, and no prior necessity com¬

pelled Him.

Unsatisfactory as this philosophical excursus is, it

does throw light obliquely on St. Anselm's conception of

his whole task in writing concerning cur reus Homo. In

establishing the reasons why there should be a God-man,

he is not thinking of logical premises which, as it were,

causally compelled God to become man, of a prior necessity

which determined God to act in this way end in no otherj
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we could have forecast the Incarnation. It is posterior

necessity which attaches to the Incarnation because Gcd hav¬

ing willed It, His Will is free. The Incarnation took place,
therefor it was necessary that it should take place, and

not - it tcofc place because it was necessary that it should
take place. hen, therefdre, we seek the reasons for the

Incarnation, we dc so r-e&emb ring that these did not compel

Sod to act es He did, for Eis volticn was a se and spontane¬

ous. But we are wise after the event, and being so we

look for the posterior necessity. It is by setting 5't.

Ansela's distinction in thdswider context that we understand

what it really means. In natural occurrences, if we know

antecedents abed.... n, we can deduce that event X will

occur in accordance with certain previously known established

causal laws. In situations where human volitions are invol-
Aio w

ved, even if v,e know a b c d ...,n, we do not .that X will

necessarily occur, for we do not know whether the agent will

will to act In just that way; the friends whom we know

best not infrequently act out of character. It is the will of

the agent which up to the moment of his acting is not fully

knowable, which determines the event. Now St. Anselm does

not deny that even in situations, in which human agents act,

antecedents a b c d...n are present, and to that extent he

is nobh complete voluntarist in ethical psychology. He does

deny that the event is explicable purely in terms of

a b c d n 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 held, on the one

hand, that this decision issues spontaneously from God's

Will, and, on the other hand, that the antecedents

abed... n (God's purpose in creating man, man's disobedi¬

ence and sin, the replacement of the fallen angels by man,

the need for satisfaction to be made by a God-man, and so

on) may be investigated and set down at length. Had St.

Anselm held that the ill of G^d was alone relevant to the

Incarnation, and that the Incarnation was unrelated to any

antecedents: then he would not have written this work. By

regarding the antecedents as related to the Incarnation

by a posterior necessity, he establishes at one and the

same time the facts that this Event issued from the Will of

God, and that,nevertheless, it tcox its form from the

circumstances in relation to which it occurred.

27
(1.5.4)It is noteworthy that Harnack, largely again following

Ritschl, has ignored the significance of the arguments of

11.16 to prove the voluntary nature of Christ's Death, and

the place of the notion of aseltas in that argument. In¬

stead, he sees, on the one hand, St. Anselm's attempts at

proof of the freedom of the man In the Gocl-aani and,on

the other, the contradictions in which he is involved in

this proof, for example, that this an, 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 seen, St. Anselm
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nature of Christ's Death reveals his own dissatisfaction

with the earlier arguments* ana he makes it plain that when

advancing the case in which he really believes, he bases

Christ's freedom upon His Mvinitas, and, sore particularly,

upon flic aaeitas. It is doubtful, then, whether these

earlier ac -punts are properly described as contradictions:

they are rather f3.rst approximations at an answer, tentative

solutions of a problem, and their inadequacy is to be seen

- by us, as it was by St. Anselra himself - in the ight of

his aiaturest judgment. Harnack's i noring of the notion

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." ^

When we come to examine the theme of "the value of

Christ's Death, we are approaching the climax of St. anselm's

argument in the Cur Deus Homo, and it is characteristic of

this book, though not of his oth;r works, that he should

condense his arguments into a chapter and a half - II.11 and

11.14. Once again the brevity creates difficulties which

could easily have been resolved had he seen fit to give to

this subject the extended study which he allows to others

less important. In establishing the value of the Death of

Christ, St. Anselm endeavours to answer two questions: the
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first23«'hy the Death of the Deus-ho.mo should be especially
so

valuable and acceptable i God's sighti the second, w$y the

offering made in this Death should outweigh the sins ccaait-
ted by man for which the Deus-homo is required to make
satisfaction.

(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.11, 12, 19 etc., as the only

alternative to punishment, which meant annihilation fbr 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 God, or is under
51

God . This offering the Deus-ho.no must make from Himself,

for nothing utside of Himself will be of sufficiently

great value. To give Himself, in obe< ie t living, to God is

not adequate either, for such is the debt which every rational

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 makes, He makes completely freely.It is

only by dying of His own free-will that the Leus-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 begin ing and towards

$he end. Early in the argument, after stating the first

premise mentioned above, and saying that the Deus-homo
23

must offer Himself or something from iaiBelf, fte writes*'

"He will not be able to give Himself or anything from Himself

to God, as if to someone who did not have it, so that it might

become His own, since ev> ry creature belongs to God." This

sentence is difficult in many ways. It c ntradicts the immedi¬

ately previous speech of "Anselm." It suggests that the

Deus-horoo is a creature whose relation to God is the same

as that of other creatures - a suggestion which is re-
34-

affirmed two speeches later ' and one "which misrepresents

St. Anseim's conception of the Person of Jesus Christ.

Moreover, it would, if taken literally, stultify the

remainder of his argument, for it Impl.'es 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 o:ly possible interpretation of the sentence

under debate, which will Integrate it with the previous

speech, could be stated thus: The offering of Himself

or of something from Himself, which the Feus-homo makes to

God is of a kind different from that made by "every creature",

who because of his creatureliness ca only give to God what



is already God's by right. But, even so, this interpretation
ca - not be reconciled with the words stated tv>o spe ches

later, where the paus-homo is said, by tbeying God in

upright living, to be giving God what "every rational
creature" owes to God. The conclusion s ens inevitable

that the sentence cannot, as it stands, be rationalised.

The solid presence of the clause, quonlam omnlo creature

Del est, makes any simple textual adjustment well-nigh

impossible, and there the matter must rest.

The other complication of the argument offered by

St. Anselm to account for Christ's eath ccmes, when he

discusses ^ the 'rational fittingne^s" of tile death of

the person making satisfaction to God. The argument he

offers is analogical and it consists of several consecutive

questions, which make the same point. If man sinned cut of

self-indulgence, is it not fitting thnt he sh uld make

satisfaction to God in suffering? If, allowing the Devil

to conquer him, he dishonoured God, is it not right that he

should sat sfy God's honour by conquering 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

give3 himself to death for the sake of God's honour. The

character of the argument implied by these questions must be

carefully noted: it is not calculated to establish the logica

necessity of Christ's Death. St. Anselm has already done so

in the previous speeches of II.11. He is now saying that,



253"

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

satisfaction to God J but this fittingne s and propriety are

seen only by the believer, or by the person who has accepted

the previous arguments. That is, a certain aesthetic quality

attacnes to the Death of Christ in St. Anselm's opi-ion, but

the demonstration of that quality is not, in itself, suffi¬

cient to prove why Christ died.

Before proceeding to the examination of 11.14, which

is really the completion of the argument of 11.11, and keep¬

ing in mind what have been called "the complications" of

the argument, it is necessary at thi3 point to make certain

observations fipon the position so far established.

(2.1.1) However sympathetic we try to be in the interpretation of

the earlier "complication" of St. Ahselm's argument, we cannot

escape the conclusion that he has virtually thought of the

homo in the Deus-hemo as off ring 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 ccule have done all that

St. Ansa la requires of the person making satisfaction,

according to 11.11. It would, therefore, appear difficult

to se why t. Anselnf"®should have reminded us that the

offering made to God in satisfaction should be greater than

anything apart from God; for the logical sequel to that

remind r is to say that the Deua-honio 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.

Ansels deals as his argument develops.

(2.1.2) Hairing said that "reason taught" us that the satisfaction
to be mace to God for man's sin must exceed all that is not

God, 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. How he does return to this question in

11.14, but some indication of the eon ection between the

two facts is necessary at 11.11, for otherwise that argument

consists of a premise from which no conclusio is shown to

follow .

(2.1i3) Further, St. Anselm rests his argument upon what ifl a very

dangerous distinction between the kind of obedience which

Christ shi wed in His life, and the elation i$ which He

stood to God in His Death. The Holy Scriptures provide no

ground for any such distinction; in fact, the evidence

there provided is quite to the contrary, namely, that

Christ's obedience to God, both in Life and in Death, formed

one single pattern. : t* Anselm seems here almost to hold

that Christ's Death was not suffered in obedience to God'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. Anselm's present presen¬

tation of his theory. The Deus-Homo cannot offer up anything

of His life to God as an adequate satisfaction; the alt rna-

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 v#ell have made it. There is no inner necessity

which requires the Death of Christ rather than anything

else as the proper satisfaction. The aesthetic arguments

of the "second complication" really carry no weight in this

matter, for they rest, for such logical strength as they

have upc the demonstration of the value of Christ's Death*

(2.1.5) perhaps the most interesting feature of this argument of

11.11 is the fact that, in order to establish the value of

Death of Christ (as against the Life which He lived

as a ci'eatura rations lis, atadfastly onediant to the Will

of God), he has to employ the notion of supererogation *

The idea upon which the whole argument turns, namely, that

Christ, in dying, dce3 something extra whichgod's . ill does

not enjoin, and which His own nature does not necessitate*

In other words, the notion of merit is intimately conjoined

with that of satisfaction in fact, the Tatter cannot be

understood except in terms of the former. It is especially

important tr take notice of this connection, for Ritschl's

suggestion s^fc. at, at 11*19, St. Ahselu "substitutes for the

idea of satisfaction the 'different ne of merit" is quite

inaccurate. Already at 11.11, St. Aneela has used the two

ideas together: it is because the Deus-horjo is able to give

God something which God does not require of Him (and so to

establish 'merit") that Fe can make the necessary satisfac¬

tion to God.

(2.1.6) As to the actual characterisatio of the position which
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St. Anselm reaches i 11,11: while St.. Ansela 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

"substitution" were not so frequently used i., the phrase

"penal substitution" - and St. Anselm's theory cannot with¬
out considerable explanation be called "penal" - then the

phrase "substitutionary satisfaction" would not be inappro¬

priate. £rt ught to make the satisfaction, but the Deus-

hoao substitutes Himself for man and achieves that end to

the honour of God.

{2.2} Having demonstrated that the Death cf Christ is particularly

valuable (or meritorious} in the sight of God, St. Anselm

has now to face the question of hcv its tfalue is sufficiently

great to exceed the sins of all mankind and to render it

the satisfaction which God requires. In 11.14, he ondenvgurs

to deal with this problem. After the discussio* , in 11.12

and 155, of the topic of -hath r the : eus~hc»ao shares in the

infirmities and in the ignorance of ordinary mankind, Boso

presses for an answer to the quest! n' if, as was shown in

1.21, a single glance contrary to the Fill of God shall not

be taken, even though an infinite number of worlds is to be

saved thereby, how can the Death of the feus-homo exceed the

numerous and enormous sins of all mankind?

(2.2.1) The several steps of the argument demonstrate the logic St.

Acselm adopts to reach his conclusion--
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(2.2.1.1) He begins by compelling Hose's agreement to certain
statements# Tor example, that he would net slay the beus-

homo, even if by so doing lie could save from 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 or the ground

that a sin done upon His Person immeasurably exceeds one con¬

ceived apart from Him.

(2.2.1.3) The problem then becomes: way is it that no sins (opart

frora sia3 done to the Tors, i of God) can exceed the harm

done to the bodily life of tills aaif: Or, how groat a good

is that (Life) the destruction of which is ao evil?

(2.2.1.4) Goods are pro^crticrate in their goodness to the evil of

their destruction. If the evil of destroying that life

exceeds the mass of human sin as an evil, then that life is

an incomparably ;r eater gcod than these sins are evi l.

(2.2.1.5) hins are despicable in pr rtio ; to their evil character

and that life of the Dour-hono is lovable .in proportion

tc its goodness, and more lovable than the sins are despic¬

able.

(2.2.1.6) Therefore, Christ's giving of this so rood and so lovable

Life (which is the equivalent of His receiving death) is

sufficient tc "ay the debt owed for the 3ias of the whole

world. This giving is said also to conquer all sins and to

exceed them ell in value - with the exceptlo of sins that

touch the person of God.

(2.2.2) While it is necessary, for the purposes of the fuller eocuien-
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tary which is to follow, to 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 psych logical impossi¬

bility to flontemplate 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 surpas es all human

sinsj and when offered to God n Christ's acceptance of

death, it pays off the debt resultingfrom auman sin. Let

us, than, examine the argument mor closely:-
{£.3*2.1) St. Ansela takes as his premise a p3yoh logical judgment

<za
~ 00 r indioat as to the evil of doing bodily harm

to Chri3t, and draws a conclusion about how great a good His

Life is as an offering to God. Here he has committed the

fallacy of hysteron-proteron. We judge it repugnant 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 great good because we are unable to think of

doing Hi hurt. So, too, it is a prior truth that the evil

involved in the destruction of goods is proportions te
to their goodness, and not the reverse. Having mentioned

the impossibility of our doing Christ bodily harm, St.

A113elm would have been expe ted to add that this impossibility

springs from our know!edge of Who He is, the Peas-homo -

an expectation created by his elaborate analysis ®^of the
moral qualities of the Deus-hcmo. The purely psychological

premise from which he commences is grossly inacequate to

support the important conclusion, which he endeavours to

draw from it.
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(2.2.2.2) It is difficult to reconcile what ot. Ansel® says i
this chapter about the "great goodness" of the Life of Christ,
with his remarks in 11.11, that In abiding stedfastly in

righteousness, He gives to God only that which God requires
of Him as a due debt. gis 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)

adequate to satisfy this honour of God. There must be some¬

thing mora inv ived in the acceptio mortis than there is in

the datiovltae, and St. Ansel® by identifying the two, has

obscured the real point at issue, which is: why is a

peculiar, ac itional value to be attached to the Death of Christ

which is not found simply in His Life? Two answers to this

question are .-ossible. The customarily accepted view is that

answer can only be given once we establish an internal rela¬

tion between human sin and Christ's Death, and that r*t.

?-nsel3i*s failure to establish that relati n amounts to a

Birtual breakdown of his argument et this, perhaps its most

Important, turning point. On the othe^ hand, and this is

the viev, fonfrhlch we shaxl later argue^0 ot. Ansel® may

reteise his contention that Christ owes Oof- His Life, but is

free to die, and say that because of His aseitas, that im¬

portant attribute of the Divine nature of which St. Ansel®

makes so much in this work, all that Christ does, in Life

or Death, is done freely. The datio vitae then becomes

the offering of something that has abundant ciorit in the sight
of God.
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(2.2.2.3) On two occasions during the argument, ^ ft. Anselai refers
to sins cone against the Person of (loci - on the first,

saying that nc sins except ne done to the person of God
exceed violation of Christ's physical body; and, on the

second, that Christ's accepting of death outweighs all the
sins of men, which do not affect the person of God. The

first reference is in line with the general trend of the

discussion, but the second raises queries. The sins for

which satisfaction must be made by the Deus-homo are

sirs done to the Person of God; why, therefore, should

ft. Ansel.n suggest that these are to be excluced from

the number which the Death of Christ exceeds in valued

And li' w, ir they are excluded, can the Death of Christ be

Regarded as adequate satisfaction?? The answer to the

latter question is that the Death of Christ would not be

adequate satisfaction under such ciresistances; and that,

therefore, Gt.Anselm has not yet solved his problem of

how the Death of Christ exceeds the many sins of mankind,

for the chief sins for which satisfaction ought to be made

are, as he has so extensively shown in Bk. 1, those which

dishonour God and qo injustice to His Person. The answer to

the former question is to be found in the fact that St.

A uselm has oeen dec ived by hi.3 own argumentation. Thus,

from the premise! a sin ddne in hurt to Christ is greater

than all the sins done apart from His Person, with the

exception of sins done to the Person of God, (a true state¬

ment, for hurt done to Christ is a sin against the person of
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God)» he concludes that tile D3ath of Christ (the offering

of the "great good" of his Life) exceeds and, there "ore,

oiak.es satisfaction for, ail the sins committed by men,

with the exception of sins done to the Person of God (a
statement which contradicts v/hat ho has said several times

42.
previously, thet the offering of Christ's Life is sufficien

to remove the debt owed as a result of the sins of the

whole world - tctlus mindl; and on© which does not follow

self-evidently from the premise) . St. \nselm's argument

on this point is most uxisat is factory.

(2.2.2.4) in interpreting the relation between 11.11 and 11.14

we have maintained that the former depends on the latter

for its completion. 11.11 is designed tc prove that the

heath of Christ exceeds the sins of men; and 11.14 to show

how it exceeds them. The upshot is that 11.14 fails in its

purpose; and, in fact, yields the opposite result that

the Death of Christ is not suf icient to remove those sins

for which satisfection is moat urgently required, namely,

injustices against the Person of God.

(2.S) Before proceeding to the third theme, it la necessary to

deal briefly with a subject which in related to both the

second and the third themesj namely, how the Peath cf Christ

is effectual for the salvation of those who were got alive

at the time of His Death. The subject is dealt with i

II.Id**. The problem is solved by mea s of an illustra¬

tion. A king is so cffe.ded by all cf his subjects that

he requires of them the penalty of death. One pe.rsn- ,

however, who is innocent end beloved of the king, promises
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counsel, by some outstanding service on a date fixed by the
king. hcever is unable to be present on that date is,

nevertheless, net cut off from pardon, for he may plead
the deed at any time before or after its occurrence as a basis
for forgiveness for all pest sins. Should it happen that any,

after receiving forgiveness, should agai fall into error;

then provided they make worthy satisfaction and amend their
ways, they will again receive pardon through the efficacy

of the same covenant. In the same way, the efficacy of the

Death of Christ extends oeyonc his contemporaries. This

brief analogical argument has certain noteworthy features: -

(2.5.1) To begin with, t. Annel a. has rightly draw attention to the

universal efficacy in time and space of the Death of Christ,

and cf the Atonement achieved by Him. He sees the Death of

Christ as the basis of all the forgiveness which God has

offAire- to men in history - not only after Christ but also

before Ilia; end he insists on the latter, because he is

anxious to ensure the purity of the Virgin of whoa Jesus was

born.

(2.3.2) it must not be held against t. Anselrn that he spears of

the man, wh sins after receiving forgiveness, as required to

make worthy satisfaction. No doubt the satisfaction which it.

Acselm has In mind i3 that of the penitential system: peni¬

tence, fastings, bodily labours (cf. 1.20). 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 1.20.

On the contrary, he is plainly speaking of the man who has



US'

already received forgiveness through the efficacy of the
covenant. Such a person, he says quite rightly, must pro¬
duce evidenc of his contrition and new resolve to be a bette:

■nan; the word sat is facere^ carries no further iayalication.
In audition, this satisfaction is offered only through "the

efficacy of the covenant," and the forgiveness which ensues

comes not simply as a result of the satisfaction, but through
the continuing efficacy of that covenant. Aulen completely

4S
misses the point when he writes that, as regards penance

for sins committed after Baptism, "Anselm, like other Latin

theologians, allows that men can earn merit in Goc *s sight*"
That is just where -St. Anselm is completely and characteris¬

tically different from "other Latin theologians. " St.

Anselm's views are here both theologically sound and prac¬

tically realistic: on theone hand, he recognises that the

penitential practices do notbf themselves remove th9 debt

owed to God for human sin - only the reus-homo can do thati

on the other hanc, he is well aware^-hat 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 forgiveness is made

effectual only through the efficacy of the covenant

established between the king and Ms beloved subject.

(2.3.3) 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 Poenltentia, 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 Gcc in Christ, whereby, consequent upon penitence, for¬

giveness of sins is possible for sinners . He even suggests
in c.5 that the original penitence, after which the sin er

receives his first forgiveness is itself satisfaction offered

to God. Admittedly, St. Anselm uses the word satisfecere,

as we nave already observed, in relation to penitence after

the first forgiveness of sins, but nowhere does he suggest

as does Tr tullian that the original forgiveness was

offered as a result of penitence which in itself satisfied

Gcd. It is easy to see how a suggestio 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 ork of Christ as the condition, not

only of forgiveness, but also of repentance itself. St.

Anselm, with his simple illustration of the king and his

rebellious subjects and the beloved subject, integrates

sanctificat on with justificat on, and is never in danger

of confusing the former with the latter, or vice versa.

(3) In pes3ing to the third theme of St. Anselm's presen¬

tation of his soteriological scheme, namely, the application

of the merits of the Death of Christ, we must first state
46

his case as he conceives it, returning in our commentary

to discuss the question of the relation of his treatment

of this theme to that of the px'evious one. His main inten-

tio- 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, who owe to Qoc an infinite
47

debt for their sins against Him. Affirming that St.

Ansela has alreaoy sufficiently clearly proved the immeasur¬

able value of the Life of Christ as payment for the debt

created by human sin, Hoso asks hi3 teacher to show 1. what

way it is adequate payment for human sin. The tha t has been

established: the how is yet to be proved.

(3.1)After a preliminary objection by Boso concerning the value

of Christ's Death as an example of odher ce to righteousness

in the face of persecution, on the ground that many others

have set such an example apart from Christ; and 3t. Anselm's

reply that none apart from Christ has do e so freely; the ar¬

gument set les dovv.- to a discussion of whether Christ did

not really ewe His Death to God, once He knew that that was

what was most pleasing li God's sight. The general principle

cited by Boeo is that every creature owes to -oo all that

he is and knows and is capable of achieving.4® in develop¬

ing the discussion, St. Anselai in effect takes two lines:

the first being of great importance for the view which he

will finally present of the value of Christ's Death for

sinners; the second being a parallel argument to t oss he

presented concerning the application of the notions of

"impossibility" and "necessity" to God's action. We shall

deal with the two I1res i "t. Anselm's order.

(3.1.1) In the Christian life, there arise from time to time moral

situations i which the Christian is faced with two alterna¬

tive courses of action, either of which is morally permls-
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moral law - though one is better and more ac eptable in

God's sight, for example, virginity and marriage. From this

distinction, St. Ansela draws two inferences. Ca the ne

hand, the person who chooses virginity, say, may legitimate¬

ly expect some reward fi'om God for doing what is in excess

of duty, and it is to be remembered that St. Aaselm is

here referring to creatures, and not to the eus-homo
SO

spec ifi ally. This inference is taken up again in rela¬

tion to Christ's Death in 11.19. Cn the other hand, once

the person, has made his preference, say in favour of virgnity

as before, then it may fairly be held that he ought to

pursue that course - a vi w which leads on to the examination

of the notion of"ougktaesa" as applied to God's actions.

Vhen, therefore, it is said tint a man cv/es as a4ebt to God

(or "ought" to take) a certain course of action, which

represents his maximum and optimum of achievement, the state¬

ment is true only with the qualificatio that when God actu-

ally wills such a course is it owed to God . If God does

not will it, then the term "ought" is applied in the secondary

sense alread &e tioned* a man ought tc abide by hi^decision
*©

once he has made it, though he ought not necessarily make\

that decision rather than the other, equally permissible

under God's Will.

(3.1.2) The treatment of "oughtness" in reference to God's actions

takes fi form which is now familiar. It belongs to God to
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to create, then He ought to abide by that decision. It is

an noughtnes3" 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 d ecision,

then He was bound to achi ve what He had willed. In respect

of His Divine nature, Christ is self-sufficient and under

debt to no-one, so that He requires to render nothing to

any person. His decision to die arises from Himself

and He is free i His choice of death; but once He has made

His choice, He is bound by it.

(3.2) The way is now prepared for what is, in effect, the final
5 n

argument of the Cur reus Homo . ether statements are

made in the remaining chapters,but no major addition is

made to the position now reached. As t. Anselm himself

says: "Let us now b • rve by how convincing an argument

human salvation can be deduced from these premises.

The on, by reason of His free Death which He offered to

God as a gift, must h-eds be recompensed by God for this

great deed. But since all that is the Father*s is His also,

and s nee, too, He has ecmiitted no sins which God alight

forgive in return for this gift and thus can-el the debt

to God created by them, the question arises of how God

can make recompense for the Death of Christ. The answer

given by t.Ansela is that God makes over the reward to

those for whose salvation the Son became man, and to whom

He held up the example of persisting in righteousness even
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unto death, '."hen this transition is completed, the

sinful men are forgiven the c bts they owe, for they ere

given that which by reason of their sins they lacked.

Concerning the achievement of participation in such grace

and the manner in which he is to live by it, Holy "crip-

tures everywhere provice instruction.

(3.3} Most of the important aspects of this third theme of St.

/nselai's emerge from s comparison of it with the previous

theme, as follows J
54-

(3.3.1)Against Rttschl's suggestion that it represents an

alternative account of the nature of Christ's heath - a

subtle change from the notion of satisfaction to that of

merit - we must insist that his third theme is a develop¬

ment of the second. £t 11.14, where the second theme is

completed, we are assured that the "great good" of the

Death of Christ is adequate to remove the debt of human

si . it II.IS, 19, we are shown how in fact it comes about

that tile offering made by Christ can red and to the good

of sinful ran. e have already 3een how "vicarious

satisfaction* searns to be a fair description of the view
e C

given i.i II .14. Ja 11.16,19, St. Ansola uses the term

"satisfaction but cnoe - which fact may land a prima

face! plaus'bility to iitschl'3 case - and, on this

occasion, in « recapitulatory speech which is not closely

related to the rest of the argument of the chapter. But

he docs use the notions of cent, payment, cancellation

(or forgiveness) which clearly indicate that he is still
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with! the realm of discourse of satisfaction. The compari¬

son of 11.11 with 11.14 has already yielded the conclusion

that the notion of satisfaction requires that of merit

for its completion; the final speeches of 11.19 show that

the merits won by Christ would be vain If not diverted to

the purpose of paying man* s debt to God incurred by his

sinning. That is, satisfaction without merit would be

impossiblej merit without satisfaction would be purposeless

In any case, while satisfaction is not mentioned in 11.18,

it clearly underlies the whole of the introductory speeches.

At a first glance, also, the notion of "vicariousness"

seems to be absent from this third theme. In 11.19

particularly, the situation is not that Christ offers His

Death to God on behalf of, or in the stead of, man for

his sinj but rather that Christ offers His Death to God aa

a gift which He was not required to give, whereupon God make

ever to Christ*s brethren the reward due to Christ. The

final stage of the transection, in which wen pay back the

gift to God for they have not anything else with which to

pay, is loft unstated but definitely implied. It Is not

just to say thnt 3t. Ansela has abandoned vlcarlousness for

some totally different conception of Christfa offering of

His Death to God; it is much nearer the truth to hold that

Gt. nselm, by the more extensive description, is endeavour¬

ing to show how "vicariousness" works, how it is effectual

unto the cancelling of the debt of human sin. Conceived

of in this way, 21.18, 19 present e development of the
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of the themes of "vicarious satisfaction" and "merit," and

provide fuller evidence of how the two are inseparably re¬

lated in St.Anselm's soteriology.

(3.3.2) Harnack 56 ollows Hitachi 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 satisfaction it establishes no merit." his general

contention being that m^rit is foreign to the satisfaction

theory. In thi3 view, narnaek shows himself curiously

unaware of the long association of ra- rit and satisfaction,

in Tertullian, for example, but still mort conspicuously

in the penance system, and of the consequence that merit

had become,in fact, part of the satisfactio theory.

But more strictly in St. Anselm, Christ's suffering

establishes merit, the reward for which is received not

by Christ but oy the sinners, who need that very thing

to snake adequate satisfaction (reparation) to Godj and

it contains vicarious satisfaction just because it establishes

merit. Harnack's contention is admittedly true super¬

ficially - and If held without any close examination of

hew t. Anselm has worked his theory out: it is that If

Christ by His Death is engaged in giaking satisfaction, then

He is paying what Is owed to God, and is not establishing
merit. St. Anaselm's ptoblem, as we have seen, Is the

slightly different one of - how Christ able to make satis¬

faction a d how does vioari-usness work? His answer is -
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by Christ's establishing merit which is transferred to
57

sinners. It is quite wrong for Harnack to say that

St. Ansela passes beyond his theory of satisfaction when he
deals with the merit of Christ, for the third theme of his

sbteriologice.1 argument is an essential development of the

second, both merit and satisfaction being involved in.

both, as the text bock indicates and implies,

(5.5.,! FranksS8uses this sane line of thought to make a different
criticism of st. Ansel®. "If Christ*s satisfaction only

exactl/ purchases the remission of sins, it is clear that
there can be no superfluous merit to win eternal life.**59
Franks gives us no indication either as to the textual source

in St. Anselm of his premise, or 83 to the relevance of the

conclusion to St. Anselox's theor of Atonement. Nowhere

does -St. Ansela speak of Christ's Death exactly purchasing

remission of sins? exact quantities are alien to his des¬

cription of the value of Christ's Death, on the other hand,

it is doubtful whether Franks'conclusion would trouble St.

Anselm at all. His position has been that sin has prevented

man from fulfilling that destiny which God intended for hita,

when He first created him. Once prope satisfaction is made

for that sin, the way is open for God to fulfil in man His

purpose for him - a purpose which would include eternal

life, in addition to other things which St* Anaelm specifies!,

mentions, such «;s, everlasting happiness ana enjoyment of

Himself. Satisfaction by removing the debt of sin, secures

for hi .u the other ends which God intended for hia. St. Anseli
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is not like the Greek Fathers, exclusively interested in

the Death of Christ as the basis or source of eternal life;

and Franks' statement almost amounts to a criticism of

St. nnselm for being a Latin and not a Greek theologian.'

(3.3.4) The treatment of this third theme corrects what we dis¬
covered to be a major defect in the second. There we saw^C
that St. Inselm by speaking on two c cessions, inII. 11, of the

oreetura, who makes to God in ceath an offering not required

of hin by God as a debt, gives the impression that it is the

homo in the Deus-homo, who makes the satisfaction to God;

and that, in 11.14, he did not draw upon his view of the

moral character of the Daus-hopo to prove why His life and

Death should have sufficient value to conquer the sins of

mankind. Continuing for a time in this same strain in 1.18,

and still using the word crcaturaf^ot. Anaelm eventually

makes it clear that it is the Deus-hoffio, V.'ho offers to God

the gift of excess merit, and that He is able to do so because

He has all things a se. In respect cf His Divine nature,

Ke owes no-one anything at any time; He is ssll>sufficiant.

The excess merit through which adequate satisfaction can

be made to God for human sin, originates in the Person of

"k*1® Lous-Homo. It is both interesting and important that

St. Anselm should produce this account cf the nature and

value of Christ's Death as his final argument, for the follow®

ing reasons:

(3.3.4.1) it justifies the lengthy discussion which St. Anselm had

previously conducted on the Person of the Deus-Hcmo. As

already mentionad62in 11.11 and 11.14, It. An3elra seemed
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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 analysis 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 erson. only the Deus-homo

could achieve this excess of merit.

{5.3.4.2} 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, nee again of the notion of aseitas

are parallel to his method of treatment of the freedom of

Christ in electing to die for mankind. There, the argument

based on aseitas finally settled the doubts of Boso: here,

when 3t. Ana elm has used the concept, a se, in yet another

reference, namely, to show how it is through the merits of
63

Christ that men are^aved, Boso exclaims • "Nothing more

reasonable, 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 i the argument wa3 accidental.

The evidence, to the contrary, is too compelling. St.

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 freedom of

Christ in ch osing 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 rea ers feel to be inherent in the preliminary accounts

of necessity and the merits of Christ's Death. For example,

the difficulties raised by St. Anselm's statement64that the
death of this man exceeds the sins of all mankind, except thos<

that touch the Person of God, are removed when it i3 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 can be ma e. Also, in the treatment of the

se ond theme of the soteriology, particularly at the end of

11.14, the argument has broken because St. Anselm had not

been able to show how acoeptio mortis was particularly meri-

tori- us in the sight of God if it was identified with datio

vitae and that vita was one of obligatory righteousness.

When the notion of aseltas is introduced, then whatever the

Deus-h mo 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 a and third themes of St.

Anselm's account of the Atonement, we must not, with Ritschl,

Harnack and Franks, define it as a transition from satis¬

faction 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.

(3.3.4.5) We can now enforce more strongly that conclusion which

was stated in ur earlier discussion of the relation of

65
aseita3 to freedom in Christ, concerning the supreme im¬

portance of this concept in the Anselmic theology. We habe

already seen how it recurs in his treatment of many subjectsj

it appears now as the means by which Ot. Anselm solves the
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chief problems of his book - why Christ should die and how
His Death accomplishes the salvation of sinners. It must,

therefore, be maintained that this is the dominant Mea 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 - end of God's actions in

Creation and Redemption. s 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 Law or early medieval Penance Systems, has

missed the deeper significances of the work* for, while

analogies fro,: these spheres are present, they are, neverthe¬

less, set in subordination to the dominant notion of the

aseitas of God, and in that setting are radically transformed.

For that reason, the Cur Deus Homo provices excellent proof

of the close relation of St. Anselm's soteriology to his theo¬

logy, not only in methodology, i. ut also i: essential sub ect

matter.

(4) Cn several occasions, in his discussions of his second and

third themes, St. 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 popular distinction is drawn between subjec¬

tive and objective theories of Atonement, and it is, there¬

fore, of interest that "t. Anselm, who is normally presented

as an exponent of the latter, should find a place within

his scheme for the former kinc of theory. The references
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are of two»kinds:-

(4.1) In 11.11, 11.18 , the general contention is that the
Death of Christ does not have only a God-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 is a public event, with, as it were, a horizontal

reference. It provides an example of the price that is to

be paid by those wno earnestly seek to obey God's Will.
ftQ

(4.2) In 11.19 , a different emphasis appears "In vain will men

be imitators of His example (of dying for righteousness'

sake, if they do not share i His merit." The difference

is of importance* for, in this 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 of Christ's work, who can begin

to follow Christ's example, and who can make an offering

acceptable to God. Unredeemed man is still so overwhelmed

by the burden of debt that he nows nothing of the

righteousness in which to persevere. In terms of the pGpu-

lar distinction, a subjective theory by itself is a mockery

of man's condition# but it is not so totally false that it
cannot find a place within a more complete account of the

Atonement. That St. Anselm should observe this fact and

that he should anticipate later criticisms of subjective

theories, does him greet credit.

(5) It must by this time be obvious that St. Artselmle

Cur Deus Homo is one of the most severely criticised of

all the important writings on the Atonement, ana that the
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criticism comes from thinkers of every shace of th tight.

The taajor criticisms are reserved for that section of his work
which we have just axafained - his specific treatment of the

Death of Christ. A source - criticism of the criticisms of

the Cur r)eus Hoiao is an interesting study, for arguments

appear and re-appear in the commentators, each Mxing"the
tradition" with his own private variations'^. While,

therefore, each produces a formidable list of fallacies, errors

or demerits of the sotericlogy of St. noelm, they are,

because of repetition, reducible to a number much, smaller

than the aggregate.

(5.1) The moat searching criticisms of St. Amain are submitted
70

by A. liaruack, those of the other c? nentators being

variations cf, or deductions frota, what Harnack said.

(5.1.1) Cne of the earliest charges brought up by Harnack is

that St. Anselm is content with "the doctrine of salvation,

as demonstrating the "ossibi.ity of the redemption of the

individual frc. 3in." It carries n assurance, no certitude

saintis , to the distressed conscience of sinful men that

they persnajly are redeemed. At the most according to

Harnack, t. 'nselm says to some, that, if they live piously,

they will be saved, thus-' "If thou fulrillest the cotamand-

aects of lorlpture, then the great provision of the God-iaan

has an effect for thee."

Cn behalf of '""t. Anselia, certain definite replies

must be aace to Harneck's chargesi-

(5.1.1.1) To begin with, it is wrong tc say that 3t. Anselm.

demonstrates only ''the possibility of the individual's
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redemption from sin." The possibility of the redemption
of the individual, if it enters into the argument at ail,

is a deduction from what St. Anaelat actually den nstrates,

namely, the objective ground of human salvation. In his

own terminology, he was concerned with the "rational

necessity" of man's salvati n by the God-man j but even when

we transcribe thi3 notion in the more modern one of "object¬

ive ground" we are still dealing with something different

from ;oaoibiiity. for the believer, he was endeavouring

to answer the quest i.-. .* utoc what basis does the forgive¬

ness of sins, which I know to be a reality, rest? And for

the unbeliever, the quest l: ns he was answering were: Is it

necessary for my sins to be forgiven, end if so, how is this

end to bo rcorcipl ishad? The quest lot of the ossibiiity

does not arise for the believer, if it does for the unbeli-

ev r, it is a question second ry to those with which St. An¬

sel ..v deals. Thus grant-:d that it is necessary, the unbelieve:

might 3ey, for my 3ir.« tc be forgiven, and that the ground

for such forgiveness has been established it: Jesus Christ and

Tin Death; then it is legitimate for me to deduce that it

is o^sible for my sins to be forgiven. Such a deduction

is permissible from ft. 'nsoln's argument, but it is not_the
subject with which he is primarily concerned, it is,

accordingly, inaccurate to accuse St. Ansel* of demonstrating

only the possibility of redemption.

'hen it is maintained th«t St. inselm., i the first

insta ce, addresses himself to the question of the objective
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ground of salvatie , we are saying no ore and no less than
we Wf uld 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 salvation, and thi3
statement is as true of the so-called "subjective" theories

as of the ''objective," for both agreed that salvation

comes from a source beyond the sinner himself, whether it be

the moral influence of an example of utter self-sacrifice

or the payment of a debt or the endurance of vicarious

punishment. The inadequacy of this oriticBm of Barneck's

is d ie to the fact that he has ignored what we might call

"the paradox of redemption." "in one sense, Banking is

redeemed by the Death of Our Lord;in another and equally

true sense, we are not yet redeemed, forjwe are still in via.

e have been saved; yet we are being saved ( T1*1.) ) •
for the Hr>st part, St. nselm, like many other theologians

in treating of the Atonement, deals more with the former
w»h\

statement tnan„the latter.

(5.1.1.2) Harnack has a very strange view of the way in which

certituco salutis arises: he seems to think that it can

come as a deduction from a theory of the Atonement, cn

these terms - to take the extreme case - an agnostic logician

could deduce his own salvation from the statements in a

"unive sailst" account of the Atonement; yet hi3 conclusion

would bo far-removed from what we know as certitudo salutis.

In fact, such corfcitudo comes in an entirely sifferant way -

through the moving of the Holy Spirit in the heart of the
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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 raay 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 certi&udo, who missed forgiveness, if certitudo

were dedueible logically fr'm a theory, as Harnack suggests

it shouic be. One is grateful that it cannot be derived

froa St. Anselm's theory: the theory is all the better

for such a defect.

(5.1.1.3) It is a 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

question of the objective ground of salvation - to the

gross caricature that if the sinner obeys the com ands of

Scripture, then the work of the God-man is effectual for

him, or, as he soys later, that it is those who live piously

who shall be redeemed, and redeemed because they live

piously. Harnack seems to be Cent upon tacking St. Anselm's

theory one of justification by works - what he calls ^an

old-world, medieval, Catholic Christian theory. Nothing

could be further from the truthv What St. Aaselm aotually

says is as followsGod will not reject any one who

approaches Him ji the name of Jesus Christ. In order to

enter into and partiei ate in the Uivine Grace and live in

it, we must follow ghe proper method of approach to God set

down in the Scriptures. What he means 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 aption of individuals. Each sinner aust

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 npious living" so disdainfully referred

to by Harnack is for St. hselm part of the consequence

of receiving the redemption offered in Christ, and net a

condition of receiving: it. Salvation is sola gratia in

the Cur Deus Homo, as can be seen so unmistaleably in II.So,

where St. Anselta explicitly says that the sin er has nothing

wherewith to redeem himself, God, we are told, says to the

sin er: "Take my Cnly-3egotten Son and offer Him for thyself,

and the Son says: "Take Me, and redeem thyself." Curiously

enough, Harnack quotes this very passage himself,72 but

fails to see how completely it refutes his previous criticism.

Incidentally, it creates difficulties for the doctrine of

particular salvation, which t. Anselm had advocated at II.

16-18 - a point which Harnack again misses.
74 75(5.1.2) Another of Harnack's major criticisms (echoed by Denney )

is that, whereas St. Anselm claims that he establishes all

the details of the doctrine of the Atonement by strictly

logical steps, at one of the most important turning points

of his arguments he substitutes the convenlentius for the

necessarium ?6 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?
nn

Vie have previously seen |ow 3t. Anselm uses two forms

of argument, the one normally for acceptance by believers,
the other for unbelievers as well a3 for believers, so that

Harnack's criticism is superficially convincing; but it is

not unanswerable. The answer is, in fact, to b 9 fc und/i n

the same speech in St. Ansaim's writing . For he goes on to

say that those to whom God assigns the benefit are those

for whom - as the logic cf hi3 discussion has demonstrated -

the Son wa3 mace man, His own kindred and brethren. The

convenient!us, then, is not absolute; it is relative to a

nee er:sari urn already established. In feet, it would be

superfluous for St. Anselm to re-introduce the necessarima

at this point, for he has already shown why the Goc-man should
78

necessarily die, namely, for the salvation of Eis fellow-men.

The argument of 11.19 must, therefore, be taken along with

its premise as stated in II.7 end 8, and in that context

the crnveRiontius loses it3 fcr£e, and, we might add, its

apparent arbitrariness. Denney's statement 79 that

"tC'hrist) has no definite use for His Death" - which is in

the same tone as Harnack's criticism - loses its point,

also, when it Is realised, that the use to which Christ

shall put His Death has been determined by St. Ansela in

the earlier chapters of the book.

(5.1.3) ,'iuch is made by Harnack, as well as by others, 80 of the

criticism that "the Death of Christ is entirely severed from
81

His life-work on earth and isolated" , and that this G©d-man

need not have preached and founded a kingdom, and gathered
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disciples, ha only required to diel

Certain immediate reflections may be made upon these

words of Hnrnack. It is to be admitted, for example, that

St. Anseilm holds that the relation of Christ's Life to G~d's
8%

Villi is di ifcent from thst of His Death to God's will,

and he has to fnce the difficulty that if the ac eptio

mortis is equivalent to the datio vltae, then Christ is

only offoriay to God something which has no merit in itself,

•e have already urged that that interpretation of St. Anselm,

while justified by his statements in one part of his work,

is to be corrected In the light of his later employment Q4-
cf the concept of aseitas to describe the whole of the

Ircarnation, both the Life and Death of Jesus Christ. On

the latter interpretation, Christ offers to God in His Death

the life, so fully described in the Gospels, of ciei'cy and

loving kindness, of goor-wi&l and stedfast obedience to God,

so that by means of the notion of asaitas St. Anselm, so

far from isolating the life from the Death of Christ, links

them together in one single pattern of Divine action and

self-offering. At the same time, it is rather ex . reme of

Harnnck to su rest that the Deus-Eomo "only required to

die.*' Granted that while St. jaslea's worx is carled Cur

Deus Homo, he treats o ly of the Atonement, and no* of

the. may other aspects of the Incarnation, surges ting,

perhaps, to seme that he ignores the significance of such

other aspects. Nevertheless, from the start St. Anselm makes

it clear that he intends to deal only with the Atonement,
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quacrore Intellects. After all, he was not writing a

complete dogmatic, which could be expected to include

even a complete Christology; the iplstola de incarnati^ne

Yerhi in itself shows that St. Ansela had other things to

say concerning the Incarnation which do not appear in the

Cur Deus Homo. But St. Anseiia would claim - and his

claim would be correct - that the Atonement was the purpose

of the Incarnation. We may make many other statements

cone rning the Incarnation - about its e eentially revela¬

tory nature, about the moral enlightenment that resulted,

about its influence upon history - but the reeson for its

taking place was that God might redeem men from sin. It

is with that issue that St. Anselm s to grips, admitted¬

ly for the time ignoring other very important matters, but

rightly convinced that that subject merited separate tr at-

85
ment. "For to this end was He man, that He might die"

is a proposition which no Christian can finally d ny. But

It is falJ • ci us to think that this pro csition logically

imp es that His Life was valuele s o?* unimportant, or that

St. Ana elm th ught it so.

(5.1.4) Hernack, in a disappointingly brief statement, ^ charges

St/ Anselm's theory with a "quite Gnostic antagonism between

justice and goodnes ." Of all the antinomies or contra¬

dictions alleged to exisn 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

God are to be satisfied. It is quite impossible to make

any case for the distinction of qualities of Father and '"on,

or to cite any convincing texts in suppcrt.

(5.1.5) A more important criticism comes from Harnack 87 when he

say3 that in St. Ansel® "the category of the inner moral

necessity of the good and holy even for God is consistently

oonfoundedwitli that of reason (ratio)." Denney 88 has the

same charge: "(The "tenement) is deduced by what St. Anselm

calls a rational necessity, anc' belongs tc the world of meta-

physics, not of sp ritual experience." The value of

these criticisms lies In the manner in which they serve to

elicit what have now been proved to be the fundamental con*

cepts and characteristics of this much misund rstood work:

(5.1.5.1) Harnack is quite correct when he suggests that Gt. Anaelm

ecmate3 "the category of inner moral necessity" with ratio.

His error - and it affects his entire interpretation of
i

St. Ansel® - Is his c escription of this equatlo as a

"confusion" in St. Anselm's mind. For there is no confusion

in the sense that St. Ansel® regards as 'dentinal two things

which are diffe eat, namely, moral necessity and ratio.

In fact, St. nselu Is saying that these two things are one.

Ratio as it exists In God is the archetype of all^ationality;

consequently, as we have seen,89 in his definition of ration¬

ality in man, it. Ansel® Includes the notion of morality.

When, therefore, at T.89c St. Ansel® says that "the 'ill of
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necessity external to God's nature constrains Hi® to acid©
by its laws, but rather than the ratio by which His will is
directed is His own essential being, morel as well as reason¬

able. "The inner moral necessity of the good and the holy"

whleh Harnack so insistently claims is absent from r . Ansel®,

is what St. Ansel®, means in fsot by re tic . This reply

removes the second pert c.t Penney*s criticism, also; the firs

part being almost identical with Hemack's. The rational

necessity with which t. Ansel® deals 's n theological and

religious, ano not simply a petaphy* leal category, except

maybe in the widest sense of the term. It belon s to

■the werld of spiritual experience" - th« Ju?h St. Ansel®

would happily not have used that kind of phrase - because rat

la essential to God's nature. "Rati sal n me* dty", in St.

Ansela, is not to be interpreted as a characteristic of the

steps of his argument, but rather as r quality of his th ory

as a whole; and the ratio by which it is held together is the

13o of Goc's being. St. Ansel® has hern drawn cur atten¬

tion tc a most important aspect of theological doctrines,
namely, that we do not accept them only because they are

established by 3 series of arguments, each of which is logics
ly vall,. and uneasailable, but because, eg a whole, they con¬

vince ua of their rationality, and because we eee in the® the

expression of the ratio of God Himself. It is this ratio

which wo discover tc be absent fit 31 agnostic or atheistic

theories, however vnlic their steps of reasoning may bo.



(5.1.5.2) It is most surprising that both Harnack and Den ey should
make this kind of criticism in view of St. Anselm*s repeated

analyses of the application of nece ssity 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

St. Anselm's thought, we may even call them contradictory.

But their sheer frequency makes any ignoring of their

major content inexcusable. The conclusion of all these

analyses is uniform -.namely, that God is net compelled to
act or prohibited from acting, by anything outside of Himself,

whether it be a natural or a rational necessity. When He

wills to act righteously and justly, He does so spontaneously

and with a view to maintaining His self-consistency. In

Him, we find inner moral necessity at its highest and purest,
01

and it takes the form of self-determination . When He

promises to net mercifully anc graciously towards His

creatures, He n eessarlly does so, but this necessity springs

ffo.m His own nature which will not permit Kia to promise

falsely, but onstrains Him to abide by His given word.

(5.1.5.5) The previous reply to the two writers quoted - and it is

applicable to ell who write in a similar strain**" - may be

alternatively stated thus: that they have failed to realise

the importance of the concept of astItas in the Cur Deus Homo.

For . Ansel®*s final view on the appllc tion of necessitas

to Grd requires this concept for its proper exposition.

The necessity which constrains Him to be self-cons latent and

maintain His integrity springs from Himself (a se). and from n<

other person or thing, "hen we become fully aware of this con-
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cept, then we discover that at the heart of the Cur De&s Homo

there is - notrational necessity - but Divine Grace; and that

even God's justice expresses itself only in accordance with

the deraands of His aseitas. From this interpretation of the

work, two important consequences follow. First, it is no

longer possible to -^rgue, as Medley does , that there is a

sheer dualism at thebhart of it betw en different moral

qualities, justice and love or mercy, for they are synthesised
within the notion of aseitaa. Omit that consideration,

as do :£ozley and the others, and dualism is the inevitable

result. Secondly, we are compelled to take a different view

of St. Anaelm'a methodology from that ad pfced by those who see

it as purely rationalistic. Kc atheistic cr .non-Christian

rationalism ceuideprive at St. Anselm's conclusions from gener

first principles. His conclusions spring fro® an understands

of a Goes, hose nature is supremely aseitos, and firs purpose

in the Cur feus Home is as much to create that understanding

in the unbeliever's heart as it is to convince him of the

cogency of his arguments. It is, accordingly, as true to

say that his conclusions are oalculat ci to support his premi¬

ses as it is to maintain the opposite. Belief in the total

scheme of salvation, or, more accurately still, faith in the

God ho has thu3 acted so mightily unto salvation, is St.

Ansalm's end. If the clumsiness of the abstracts may be

pardoned, he intends to establish the nacesoltas of aseltasj

not the ne essity involved ir, formal logic or natural law.

(5.1.5.4) Cf course, it would be quite p rtaissible to take a "short

way" with Harnack ana Uennay, and draw their attention to II.2*



xm

where St. Anselm asserts, in effect, that the framework

ofthe whole argument of the Cur Deus Hoao, so often concerned

with God'3 justice and man's sin, is a framework of rifcine

Grace. Nothing could be plainer than that God willed to

save the world by the Peas-Homo, not primarily to satisfy

His justice, or to meet the demands of logical necessity,

or yet to avoid frustration of purpose, but for mercy's sake.

When, theref- re, the Father and the Son make their appeal

to the sinner, they plead the challenge of mercy, and not the

irresistible character of the logic which somehow necessitated

the Atonement. This chapter ma} be dismissed as a devotion¬

al aberration from the chilly rationalism of the rest of

the book. Cn the contrary, if we regard sseltas as the

supreme interpretative concept of the rest of the book, we

discover that II.2C says in simple language what St. Anselm

has been saying in a much more complicated theological

style elsewhere.

(5.1.6) ne of the greatest failures of St. Anselm's theory-in the

opinion of Barnsok and Denney - is that it does not regard

the Death of Christ as penal in character. "Here no innocent
94

one suffers penalty for the guilty" says Harnack , and

Penney, elaborating the verdict, holds thai "AnselJjv, by

defining Christ's Death merely as an el tornative to the

punishment of sin.... has practice, ly made it meaningless.95
tL

Despite the importance which they both attach to this cricism,

neither is it so final as they suppose, or does it, justify

the extreme conclusions which they draw fro . it, as to its
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badness or its aieaninglessr»ess.

The following considerati ns, unnoticed by either, must
be borne in mind:

(5.1.5.1) Those who agree that the term "penal" ought to be applied
slmpliolter, 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, reform¬

ative, and deterrent in character; so that to say that the

Death of Christ is penal is to beg a very large question, and

is, in fact, to aiisleau a generation which has, through

advances in social theory, become acutely aware of the variety

of possible interpretations to be given ic the noti- n of

punishment. The secoao fact, which has teen ignored, is

that even if the ioea of retribution in held to be the domin¬

ant element in punishment, nevertheless the u rm "penal"

cantot be applied siapliciter to the Death of Christ.

For in re ributivo punishment throe factors arc involved -

the retrospection to the crime previously committed, the

proportioning of the pain inflicted to the degree of badness

of the crime, and the visitation of that pain upon the person

c Quitting the crime. It is this thine fee tor - one which

is essential to the concept, for with- at it crime would go

scot-free and the idee of rstributi n u uld be negated -

which must be absent from any ceount of the .tenth of Christ,

hven the most rigid panel substitutionary theory, which bases

its position upon the fact that Cur Lord stands substitute

for the entire fallen human, race, has to free this difficulty,
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are going to insist on literal meanings, be described as

quasi-penal. Such being the case, it is possible to make
either of two replies en behalf of St. Anselm to his critics.

Cn the one hand, it could be argued, since the primary

sense of "penel" is not applicable anyway to the Death of

Ohrist, St. Anselm is free to employ somemother form of des-

soi'iption, which incorporates the first two factors involved
in the notion of punishment, but which steps short of using

the term "penal'' because of the absence of the third. In fact,

that i3 very much what ft. Ansela does: he takes account of

the enormity of the c±ime which is human sin, and he

propert! nately relates the suffering of Christ to that

crime. n the other hano, it could oe simply said that the

term "penalty" is only secondarily used in reference to the

Death of Christ, to signify that which Chri3t suffers as a

r suit of human sin; and that, in this sense, provided the

qualificati n is clearly stated, the Death cf Ohrist is a

penalty. So heinous was manfs disobedience to God that

nothing short of the datlo vitae of the Eternal Son of Cod

ct ulcl atone for it. That dotio is surely ptar&lty in as

strong a sense as any held by penal substit^Lonary theories.

That view surely,too, refutes the repeated critic iai^f Denney

that in St. \nsela there is no real connection between sin

and the Death of Christ: it is this real connection which

hold3 the enti e book together in a single piece.

(5.1.6.2} Both Denney and Harnack also, however, fail to r-cognise

the meaning of poena in St. Ans elm's disjunction: aut poena
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aut satlsfaotio. The punishment which St. Anseliu envisages

for sin, for which no satisfaction has been offered in the

manner described in his argument, is the annihilation of

the sinner (mors ae ;erna }9° or, at least, the eternal tor¬
ments of hell. Vith that extreme notion of punishment

in his mind, it is not surprising that he dees not regard
satisfaction as penal. For that kind of punishment there

can be no substitute punishment. .hat, therefore, r't.

Anselai presents is the alternative method in which God

deals with the great fact of human sin, namely, satisfac¬

tion. It would not tie inaccurate, dither, to conjecture th

recent or contemporary abuse of the penitential system

affected 3t. Anselm in the formulation of his rigid dis¬

junct' n. Tertullian had hinted97 that the penitential

performances of the sine r discharged eternal punishment,

but commute ti: n of so many of these performances into less

exacting tasks had almost removed the element of punish¬

ment. Substitute punishments for the eternal punishment

of Gee had, one might say, lost, all significance in

ecclesiastical thought and practice by St. .Anaelm's time,

he affirms, therefore, that the e is but ens punishment
for si as, however great or small; and that the only alter¬

native thereto is not some easily mace offering to a

priest or abbot, but the Incarnation an; Death of the

Sternal ?on cf God, which has its roots in Divine mercy

and grace. In such s Context, it becomes more obvi: us why
t. Anselra should himself be reluctant to transfer the notio
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of punishment from one side of his <319junction to the ether.

/
(5.2) In his criticism cf St. Anselera, Gustav Aulen CShrietus

Victor") raises matters neglected by most other critics,
for they spring chiefly from his own theory concerning the
"classic icea" of the Atonement. The variety is refreshing,

though some of his criticisms stand or fall with hi3 own

thesi3.

(5.2.1) n the basis of the "classic idea" of the Atonement, accor¬
ding to which Got. reconciles the world to Himself, as being

both Reconciler and reconciled, by carrying through in Christ

a vietorJ us struggle with the . overs of evil; Aulen puts

the question: "Does Anaelm treat the atoning work of Christ

as the work of God Himself from start to finish? Aulen

recognises th at, in St. Anselm, it is God ■ he initiates the

whole scheme of redemption, but e&phasiaes that that fact

cces net answer his question. For, in ; t. Ansela*s theory,

it is men who has sinr.ed, .end it is man who ma .t make the

satis fact it n. man ■ ught to do it, but cannot: God ought net,
but can. Therefore, ''Oca becomes man." His argument, Aulen
continues, is designed "to shew how the lan appears who is

able tc give the satisfaction which God absolutely demands;**9*
and he concludes that, in St. Anselra, the satisfaction offeree

by curio I "is not in the full sense God's work of redemption.

(5.2,1.I# It is at once obvious thai /ulen has derived his criticism

from a mis taken conception of the rous-hoao, cf the relation

of the two natures in this one person, end of their respective

rrlutiono to the; aat is factio of To: e<3 In the Tenth of Christ.

I lie mistake is ne of emphasis rather than of outright mis¬

representation. According to Aulen, St. inselm says that



satisfaction ia offered to God by a Man, vho is also God.

hat 3t. Auselia does say is that satisfaction is offered to

God by the God-ton. Aulen ignores St. Anselm's use3 of the
name Peus-homo, as a single concept, and he misses the point

of the title of the work, which is not hy did God become

man:?** but "Why the God-man?" In fact, the sentence

eua heme factus est," occurs most infrequently in the

course of the work, St. /nselm preferring to speak of tha

'Oaus-homo, with the suggestion of hyphenation which Schmitt

uses so regularly. In fact, the bur-dec of St. adselm's

work, as uien recognises though he does not appreciate the

iiitpl1 cfc hi' ns of such recognition, is that man cannot make th€

satisfaction required by Gcc. It is the nivine nature of

the Gous-homo which achieves sufficient merit for that

purpose. There is, as we have nc iced, much evie©nee for

a theory of outamuuicatir. jc'iomacum in ft. "nselm's Christo-

logy, but it dees not involve the view, which Aulen thinks

St. Ansela holds, that the homo takes over all the attributes

of the Deis, and, as it were on His own, offers to God

satisfaction adequate to atone for the sins of all mankind.

That discontinuity ia Divine action, in Incarnation and

Atonement, which Aulen ir. no anrirua to establish rs a

feature of the latin theory of the Atonement, as against the

continuity affirmed in the "classic idea", ia not rightly
attributed to the Anselmic theory. God's decision to redeem

men, to h come incarnate in the Dens-h-mo, to sufier end

tc cie, forms for "t. Anselm e continuous line; and Aulen's

case is not complete.
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(5.2.1.2) cnce this initial reply is made to Aulen*s criticism,
it immediately becomes evident that either St. Ansela's

theory is in much the same position as the "classic idea"

so greatly favoured by Aulan; or the latter is theologically
inadequate. On the one hano, ju3t as Sod in Jesus Christ

conquers the pov.ers of evil which held man in bondage and

so effects reconciliation between man and Himself; so God-in-

Jesus Christ, the Dous-hmo, makes the satisfaction to

Himself which He Himself requires. In both cases, God

takes the initiative; He is incarnate; but it is the Divine
nature in Jesus Christ which does the work which is effec¬

tual unto salvation. The Atonement is as "directly the

work of God"101 in one case as in the other. On the ether

hand, if Aulen hblds that, on the "classic i ea" the atoning

work of Christ is literally the work of God from start to

finish, then he is committed to a theologically inadequate
view of the person oi Jesus Christ; for he re< ueas tc zero

the part played by the human ^ature of Our loid in the

Incarnation and the Atonement, in fact, he would find

difficulty in avoiding either the change of Locetiam or

the criticism that he regards the human nature of Christ as

an instrument used by the Divine nature to achieve its victor

over the Devil and the powers cf evil. At this point, the

Anselmic theory is closer to the truth than the "classic

idea" as Aulen presents it; indeed 'ulenfs critic isiuf

St. Anselm has brought tc l^ght a very important defect eithe

in "the classic idea" or in Aulen's presentation of it.

(5.2.2) The other criticisms which Aulan makes of the Anselcaic

scteriology are much 1 ss important than the first, but they



are significant and must be considered. After making much
of the juridical conceptions implied by the notion of

satisfaction, and identifying St. Anselm with "the legalism

of the medieval outlook",2 he expresses amazement that

the pcst-Heforaaticn theologians should accept the Anselmic
theory as the basis of their soteriology, even though this
was so completely at one with the tradition which the Reform¬

ers j^ejected with their theme ef sola gratia. It is now

unnecessary for us to repeat our view® on St. Anselm's use

and mastery of his legal analogies, but it must be maintained

that Aulen has misconstrued both St. Ansela's delation to

"the medieval outlook" and the central theme of the Our

Deus Ehmo. There is much that St.Anselm does net share

with "the nee'level outlook" - for example, his theological

methodology, his conception of the relation cf faith to

reason, his views on penance, to mentis n but a few; the re¬

action of the Thomists and the bee-Themists to ~t. Inselm

being confirmatory evidence eft this contention. Further,

it is sola gratia that is St. Anselm's theme, ane only the

most unsympathetic and superficial reflection upon his argu¬

ment could yield any other conclusion. In fact, in some ways

St. Anselra by lightly touching upon the "penal" character of

the Ceath of Christ could legitimately be said to be closer

to the principle of sola gratia than some ,at least, of the

post-Reformatinn the' logians, who reduced the scheme of sal¬

vation to e 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 let in type of theory of the Atonement is not

so conspicuously present in 3t. Anselta as Aulen thinks it
to be. Aulen's all too facile classification of St. Ansel®

with the post-Reforraation theologians, as if he were their

complete prototype, nas led to certain falsification, on his

part, of St. Anselm's viev/s. To this unsatisfactory state
affairs must be added Auien's tocybeahy willingness to reject

whatever does not agree with the "classic idea" - for

example, 3t. naelm's repudiation of the idea of a ransom

paid to the Devil - a willingness wiu.ch is due to his

failure to recognise that the ,;oi£3uic ii ea" of the Atonement

is not properly cela.ec a "theory of oho -.tenement, and th^t

the seed thoughts of other "ideas" or "theories" are as

scriptural as thoae for the "hrlntuo Victor view.

(5.?) / very serious criticism of the «ncelmic theory is briefly

mde by Z.Z. Vorley,105 when he 3aye that «?t. *nsel<n, by

working c ut r> satisfaction which more than pays the debt owed

to God by men as a result of his sin, robs the idea of for¬

giveness of all relevance. It does so, b -cause, once the

adequate 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 essential fallacies:-

(5.3.1) First of all, the criticism rests upon, or, at least,

strongly suggests a quite wrong conception of forgiveness,
namely, that of God's indulgent condonation of the sins

committed against Him. Mozley jf-eels dissatisfied over the
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fact that St. Ansela has so effectively estimated the extent
of the satisfaction offered by Christ, that no possibility is
left of God waiving consideration of ahy sins that man may

have committed. Mozley is quite correct in saying that,

in St. Axiselm's judgment, there are n sins ~tiich 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 *3 part as Mozley suggests is not forgiveness

(cf. 1.12).

(5.5.2) What Mozley fails to recognise is that the whole process

of satisfacti n, initiated within the Godhead and continued

in the Incarnation of the eternal on and in the Death of

Jesus Christ, is re arced ay St. "nselm as that which forms

the ground of God's forgiven ss and through which it takes

place. This is what -/tenement means, and this is how

forgiveness works. Theresa, then, actually nothing left over,

which God could be thought to deal with in some other and

quite arbitrary way. In his statement of the inner nature

of the Atonement, St. Anselm has shown that there are three

attributes of God which must in no way be compromised -

God's freedom, His justiee and His love. His freedom is

compromised, if :od is solely determined in His Will to save

the world by 3ome inner necessity of His own Being, or by the

sinful condition of man. His justice is compromised, if
He allows sin to go scot-free; and His love, if He has no

regard for the final blessedness of those whom He once

crested. A theory of the Atonement has to be evolved within
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these limits, and forgiveness must be conceived of as

falling, within them. St. Anselmfela a theory about for¬

giveness or it is nothing at all. Motley's criticism
that it ia not a theory of forgivene misses the vihole point

of St. Anselm's discussion.

(5.3.3) Finally, it night simply be said of Moziey'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 Himself or to man. Any proper theory of the Atonement

endeavours to set forth the grounds upon which, or the

conditions un er 'which, forgiveness is made possible for

God without compromise to His essential nature in one

attribute or another. Penal substitutionary theories show-

how One has undergone God's punishment in the place of the

many guilty, the "classic idea" bas©3 the ossibiiity of

God's forgivenes upon the reconciliation achieved by Mis

own victory over whe Devil and the powers of evil; the theory

of "vicarious penitence" regards Christ as alone achieving,

on behalf of sinners, 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 each case, the

idee of forgiveness is made irrevelant - in Moziey's sense

of the term - for there is nothing left for Goo to forgivts,

if by "forgive" we mean "to remit unconditi nally." on the

other hand, each of these theories, St. Arise la's included,

recognises, and indeed rests upon the assumption that



forgiveness can only take place when certain conditions are

fulfilled, even though God Himself thi- ugh the God-Man is
the only Person Who can possibly fulfil them.

(6) It is now possible, after this detailed examination of
the many criticisms of St. Anselm's theory of the Atonement

to summarise the chief errors from which these criticisms

have arisen, and to indicate the dominant themes of the

Cur Deus Homo.

(6.1) perhaps the most obvious error of sll committed by the

critics is their failure to appreciate the Anselmic dialectic,

The dialogue in which the study of the Death of Christ is

cast is more than a useful but somewhat unnecessary form,

as it sometimes becomes in later dialogues of Plate. It is

0 live discussion and moves as such o discussion would,

when a persistent interlocutor refuses immediately to be

put off with unsatisfactory ans.ers, or when he returns

later, after the discussion has moved on, to criticise

answers which, upon reflection, reveal ce tain fallacies.

Boso has a real personality end is no mere foil torfti clever

master. That fact requires us, in a.aessing ~t. Anselm*8

views on any topic, to survey his complete judgment, and not

to criticise him on any penultimate statements. Almost

invariably he keeps his good' wine to the end. mny of the so-

called contradictions in St. Anselm, then, are to be discovers

by comparing the tentative answers which he has given to

Boso •# questions - for example, hi3 various accounts of the

freedom of God or of lesus 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 hat partial solutions to problems, for which he has reser¬

ved final solutions to be given later in the book.

(6.£) St. Ansela's use of analogy, and indeed the use of analogy
in general, has been consistently misunderstood by his critics

Any writer is free to employ whatever appropriate analogy

he choosesj but he is not fettered to >very element in the

source of his analogy. The history of the part played by

such terms as oe<nw and ><rrnr,^ in the development of

the Doctrine of the Trinity would otherwise require to be

re--written. The energy expounded upon the sources of St.

Anseltti's analogies reveals great historical and critical

acumen, but little sound theological judgment. In his

hands, concepts, that may be shown to have kinship with Homaa

cr Teutonic Law or with the penance-system, undergo trans¬

formation in the new contexts in which ho 3ets them. Their

theological reference alters them in some cases beyond recog¬

nition. C ncentretion upon the origins of the analogies

was no doubt inevitable in s period when "the argument from

origins'' was so cicely accepted, not only in secular but also

in theological fields of study. Gnoo the fallacies of that

argument are pointed out, it is possible to to greater justice

to St. inselm's use of analogies.

(6.P) Too little trouble hes been taken, even by critics so sympa¬

thetic as James Penney, to understand what St. Anselm means

by rational necessity, or, in general, what his methodological

procedure is. To put. the case briefly; St. Anselm'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 necessity external to God which constrains

Him to act as Re does, initiating a procerus which results
KieKL

in the satisfaction offered by the God-man instead of punish-

o£ sinners with the torments of eternal fire. Nor, even in

terras of that stricter purpose, is 3t. Anselm maintaining

that the Atonement follows by a rational necessity from God* 3

essential Being, as if God could not be God without redeem¬

ing mankind. His prolonged examination of the propriety

of applying the term "necessity" to God*s actions and to

Christ's in deciding to die for the sins of His brethren,

together with his emphasis upon God't mercy as the s urce

of salvation, leaves us iryho doubt that for Pt. Anselm the

Atonement was an outflowing of Civine Grace, 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 discussion when, granted that God of His Grace

wills to save sinners, St. Anselm end evcurs to show the

form which such salvation 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 who reject these limits, or who

equate it with the rational n< cessity of £ formal logical

system. In other words, St. Anselm is maintaining that in

order to interpret aright the Deathof Christ we must under¬

stand the reasons why He di6d. In setting forth these

reasons, he does what the exponent of any soteriologieal



theory does, and is, th refore, no more open than any other
to criticism directed at his notion of rational necessity;

for it is the rational necessity, in the limited sense denoted

above, which all theories seek to expound. St. Anselm's

exposition has the merit, above many othei-s, of bringing out

clearly the elation of necessity to Grace within the scheme
of salvation from its origin to its completion.

(6.4} fhe gravest error of all committed by those who have para¬

phrased the aur Deus Homo and criticised it in such detail

has been their failure to detect the part played by the notion

of aaeita3, or,mo re s imply, by the phrase a se , in the

argument. This error is serious on two accounts, on the one

hand; this idea, recurring as it so frequently does at the

climax of St. nselra's discussion of the major topics of

the book, acts is a thread holding the whole argument together.

If we neglect it, then the argument becomes a disjointed

series of 61 cushions, with no sustained interest; the point

of the argument of the book, simply as an argument, passes

un observed; and the dramatic unity of the work is misunder¬

stood. Cn the other hand, St. Anselm 's conception of God

and of His purpose to redeem mankind is utterly falsified.

It is nly by drawing out the full implications of this

notion of ssaitas that we can lefute the charges that the book

is an exercise in Scholastic logic ad its worst; that God's

justice is over-emphasised at th« expense of God's mercy;

that God for t. Ans elm is a imply a feudal barcn writ large;

and that forgiveness is commercialised, if not rendered

impossible, bp the interpretation he gives cf it. When,
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however, the importance of this concept is fully appreciated,

the Cur Deus Homo emerges as the greatest theological work

of St. Snselsa - greatest not simply because he does, in

relation to the theory of the atonement his most original

work, hut mo re so because he gives there, though in less

systematic form than in the other works, his moot mature

account of the mature of God.
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