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It is fitted, and of course was intended, to afford us motives and
encouragements to repentance and holiness. This is true, but it
is very far from being the whole of the truth upon the subject.
It is likewise true that Scripture sanctions the general idea of
Christ—Dby suffering and dying for the sake of men—doing what
was pleasing and acceptable to God,—of His being in consequence
rewarded, and raised to a position of high power and dignity,—
and of His interceding with God, or using influence with Him,
to procure for men spiritual blessings. All this is true, and it is
held by those who maintain the commonly received doctrine of
the atonement. But neither is this the whole of the truth which
Scripture teaches upon the subject. And what in it is true, as
thus generally expressed, is not brought out so fully and explicitly,
as the Scripture affords us ample materials for doing, by connect-
ing it with the doctrine of the atonement.

Some men would fain persuade us that the substance of all
that Scripture teaches us concerning the way of salvation is this,
—that an exalted and glorious Being interposed on behalf of sin-
ners,—mediated between them and an offended God; and by this
interposition and influence procured for them the forgiveness of
their sins, and the enjoyment of God’s favour. Now, all this is
true. There is nothingin this general statement whicl contradicts
or opposes anything that is taught us in Scripture. DBut, just as
the Scripture affords us, as we have seen, abundant materials for
defining much more fully and explicitly the real nature, dignity,
and position of this exalted Being, and leaves us not to mere
vague generalities upon this point, but warrants and requires us
to believe and maintain that He was of the same nature and sub-
stance with the Father, and equal in power and glory ; so, in like
manner, in regard to what He did for men’s salvation, the Scrip-
ture does not leave us to the vague generalities of His mediating
or interposing, interceding or using influence, on our behalf, but
affords us abundant materials for explaining much more precisely
and definitely the nature or kind of His mediation or interposition,
—the foundation of His intercession,—the ground or source of
Hisinfluence. The commonly received doctrine of the satisfaction
or atonement of Christ just professes to bring out this more full
and specific information ; and the substance of it is this,—that the
way and manner in which He mediated or interposed in behalf of
sinners, and in order.to effect their deliverance or salvation, was
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by putting Himself in their place,—by substituting Himself in
their room and stead,—suffering, as their substitute or surety,
the penalty of the law which they had broken, the punishment
which they had deserved by their sins,—and thereby satisfying
the claims of divine justice, and thus reconciling them to God.
This great scriptural doctrine is thus expressed in our Confes-
sion of Faith:* «“The Lord Jesus, by His perfect obedience and
sacrifice of Himself, which He through the eternal Spirit once
offered up unto God, hath fully satisfied the justice of His Father ;
and purchased not only reconciliation, but an everlasting inherit-
ance in the kingdom of heaven, for all those whom the Father
hath given unto Him;” or, in the words of the Shorter Cate-
chism, “Christ executeth the office of a Priest, in His once offer-
ing up of Himself asacrifice to satisfy divine justice, and reconcile
us to God; and in making continual intercession for us.”

Here I may remark, as illustrating some preceding observa-
tions,~-though this is not a topic which I mean to dwell upon,—
that His intercessior succeeds, and is based upon, His sacrifice and
satisfaction ; and that thus distinctness and definiteness are given
to the idea which it expresses. When men’s deliverance, or their
possession of spiritual blessings, is ascribed, in general, to the
intercession of Christ, without being accompanied with an expo-
sition of His vicarious sacrifice and satisfaction, as the ground or
basis on which it rests, no more definite meaning can be attached
to it than merely that of using some influence, in order to procure
for men what they need from God. But when His vicarious
sacrifice and satisfaction are first asserted as the greaf leading
department of the work which He wrought for the salvation of
sinners, and His intercession is then introduced as following this,
and based upon it, we escape from this vague generality, and are
warranted and enabled to represent His intercession as implying
that He pleads with God, in behalf of men, and in order to
obtain for them the forgiveness of their sins, this most relevant
and weighty consideration,—viz., that He has suffered in their
room, that He has endured in their stead the whole penalty
which their sins had deserved.

The great doctrine, that Christ offered Himself as a vicarious
sacrifice,—that is, a sacrifice in the room and stead of sinners, as

* C. viii., 8. 5.
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their surety and substitute ; that He did so, in order to satisfy
divine justice and reconcile them to God ; and that, of course, by
doing so, He has satisfied divine justice and reconciled them to
God,—has been always held and maintained by the great body
of the Christian church. It was not, indeed, like the doctrines of
the Trinity and the person of Christ, subjected, at an early period
in the history of the church, to a thorough and searching con-
troversial discussion ; and, in consequence of this, men’s views
in regard to it continued always to partake somewhat of the
character of vagueness and indistinctness. It can scarcely be said
to have been fully expounded and discussed, in such a way as to
bring out thoroughly its true nature and its scriptural grounds,
until after the publication of the works of Socinus; for Anselm’s
contributions to the right exposition of this doctrine, important as
they are, scarcely come up to this description. It formed no part
of the controversy between the Reformers and the Romanists;
for the Church of Rome has always continued to profess the
substance of scriptural truth on this subject, as well as on that
of the Trinity, though, according to her usual practice, she has
grievously corrupted, and almost wholly neutralized, the truth
which she professedly holds. Socinus was the first who made
a full and elaborate effort to overturn the doctrine which the
church had always held upon this subject, and which, though
not very fully or explicitly developed as a topic of speculation,
had constituted the source at once of the hopes and the motives
of God’s people from the beginning. This he did chiefly in his
Treatise, “ De Jesu Christo Servatore,” and in his ¢ Prelectiones
Theologice ;” and it certainly required no ordinary ingenuity for
one man, and without the benefit of much previous discussion
upon the point, to devise a whole system of plausible evasions
and perversions, for the purpose of showing that the doctrine
which the whole church had hitherto believed upon the subject
was not taught in Scripture. Ever since that period the doctrine
of the atonement or satisfaction of Christ has been very fully dis-
cussed in all its bearings and aspects, affecting as it does, and
must do, the whole scheme of Christian truth ; and the result has
been, that the Socinian evasions and perversions of Scripture
have been triumphantly exposed, and that the generally received
doctrine of the church has been conclusively established, and
placed upon an immovable basis, by the most exact and searching
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investigation, conducted upon the soundest and strictest critical
principles, into the meaning of the numerous and varied scriptural
statements that bear upon this subject.

In considering this subject, I propose to advert, in the first
place, to the doctrine of the atonement or satisfaction of Christ in
general, as held by the universal church,—by Papists, Lutherans,
Calvinists, and Arminians,—in opposition to the Socinians and
other deniers of our Lord’s divinity; in the second place, to
the peculiarities of the Arminian doctrine upon this subject, as
affected and determined by its relation to the general system of
Arminian theology ; and in the third place, to the doctrine which
has been propounded, upon this subject, by those who profess
Calvinistic principles upon other points, but who, upon this, hold
views identical with, or closely resembling those of, the Armi-
nians, especially in regard to the extent of the atonement.

Sec. I1.— Necessity of the Atonement.

In considering the subject of the atonement, it may be proper
to advert, in the first place, to a topic which has given rise to a
good deal of discussion,—namely, the necessity of an atonement or
satisfaction, in order to the forgiveness of men’s sins. The Soci-
nians allege that a vicarious atonement or satisfaction for sin is
altogether unnecessary, 4nd adduce this consideration as a proof,
or at least a presumption, against its truth or reality ; while the
advocates of an atonement have not been contented with showing
that its non-necessity could not be proved, but have, in generai,
further averred positively that it was necessary,—have undertaken
to prove this,—and have made the evidence of its necessity at once
an argument in favour of its truth and reality, and a means of
illustrating its real nature and operation. The assertion, as well
as the denial, of the necessity of an atonement, must, from the
nature of the case, be based upon certain ideas of the attributes
and moral government of God, viewed in connection with the
actual state and condition of man asa transgressor of His law ; and
the subject thus leads to discussions in which there is a great
danger of indulging in presumptuous speculations on points of
which we can know nothing, except in so far as God has been
Pleased to convey to us information in His word. It can scarcely
be said that the Scripture gives us any direct or explicit informa-
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tion upon the precise question, whether or not the salvation of
sinners could possibly have been effected in any other way than
through an atonement or satisfaction ; and it is not indispensable
for any important purpose that this question should be determined.
The only point of vital importance is that of the truth or reality of
an atonement, and then the consideration of its true nature and
bearing. We have just to ascertain from Scripture what was the
true character and object of Christ’s death, and the way and
manner in which, in point of fact, it bears upon the forgiveness of
men’s sins, and their relation to God and to His law ; and when we
have ascertained this, it cannot be of fundamental importance that
we should investigate and determine the question, whether or not
it was possible for God to have forgiven men without satisfaction,
Had the materials for determining the question of the truth
and reality of an atonement been scanty or obscure, then the pre-
sumption arising from anything we might be able to know or
ascertain as to its necessity or non-necessity, might be of some
avail in turning the scale upon the question of its truth or reality.
But when we have in Scripture such explicit and abundant
materials for establishing the great doctrine that, in point of fact,
Christ did offer up Himself a sacrifice to satisfy divine justice, we
are entitled to feel, and we ought to feel, that, in stating and
arguing this question, we are wholly independent of the alleged
necessity or non-necessity of an atonement ; and having ascer-
tained what God has done,—what provision He has made,—what
scheme He has adopted,—we need not be very anxious about
settling the question, whether or not He could have accomplished
the result in any other way or by any other means. But while it
is proper that we should understand that this question about the
necessity of an atonement is not one of vital importance in defend-
ing our canse against the Socinians, as we have full and abundant
evidence of its truth and reality; yet, since the subject has been
largely discussed among theologians,—since almost all who have
held the truth and reality of an atonement have also maintained
its necessity,—and since the consideration of the subject brings
out some views which, though not indispensable to the proof of its
truth or reality, are yet true and important in themselves, and very
useful in illustrating its nature and bearings,—it may be proper t0
give a brief notice of the points that are usually introduced into
the discussion of this question.
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Let us first advert to the ground taken by the Socinians upon
this department of the subject. They deny the necessity of an
atonement or satisfaction for sin, upon the ground that the essen-
tial benevolence and compassion of God must have prompted, and
that His supreme dominion must have enabled, Him to fox"oive
men’s sins without any atonement or satisfaction; and that tﬁere
was nothing in His nature, government, or law, which threw
any .olfstacle in the way of His at once exercising IHis sovereign
dominion in accordance with the promptings of His compassion
and extending forgiveness to all upon the condition of repentance’
and reformation.

Now, in the first place, an allegation of this sort is sufficiently
met by the scriptural proof, that, in point of fact, an atonement
was offered,—that satisfaction was made, and that forgiveness and
salvation are held out to men, and bestowed upon them, only on
?he footing of this atonement. And then, in the second place
1f. we should, ez abundanti, examine the Socinian position moré
directly, it is no difficult matter to show that they have not proved
and cannot prove, any one of the positions on which they rest thé
alleged non-necessity of an atonement. As they commonly allege
that the doctrine of the Trinity is a denial of the divine unity. Zo
they usually maintain that the doctrine of the atonement invol’ves
a denial of the divine placability.* That placability is an attri-
bute or quality of God, is unquestionable. This general position
can l.)e fully established from revelation, however doubtful or un-
certain may be the proof of it derived from reason or nature.
Independently altogether of general scriptural declarations, it is
estab.lished by the facts, that, as all admit, God desired an’d de-
termined to forgive and to save sinners who had broken His law
and made provision for carrying this gracious purpose into effecti
Bl.lt t.here is no particular statement in Scripture, and no general
principle clearly sanctioned by it, which warrants us to assert that
qod’s .placability required of Him that He should forgive men’s
sins without an atonement, and upon the mere condition of repent-

ance. Placability is not the only attribute or quality of God.
There are other features of His character, established both by His
works and His word, which, viewed by themselves, are manifestly

* Pri % 1 : C e e ‘e
vol. .. ;lesltlt;y 8 History of the Corruptions of Christianity, P. ii., Introd.,

YOL. II1.
R



252 DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT. [Crap. XXIV,

fitted to lead us to draw an opposite conclusion as to the way in
which He would, in point of fact, deal with sin and sinners,—well
fitted to excite the apprehension that He will inflict upon them the
punishment which, by their sins, they have merited. In these
circumstances, it is utterly unwarrantable for us, without clear
authority from Scripture, to indulge in dogmatic assertions as
to what God certainly will, or will not, do in certain circum-
stances.

Neither Scripture nor reason warrant the position that repent-
ance is, in its own nature, an adequate reason or ground, ordinarily
and in general, and still less in all cases, for pardoning those who
have transgressed a law to which they were subject. It is in
entire accordance with the dictates of reason, and with the ordi-
nary practice of men, to inflict the full penalty of the law upon
repentant criminals; and there is no ground on which we are
warranted to assert that God cannot, or certainly will not, follow
a similar course in regard to those who have transgressed His law.
The Socinians are accustomed, in discussing this point, to dwell
upon the scriptural statements with respect to repentance, its
necessity and importance, and the connection subsisting between
it and forgiveness. But there is nothing in these statements which
establishes the position they undertake to maintain upon this sub-
ject. Those statements prove, indeed, that sinners are under an
imperative obligation to repent; and they prove further, that, ac-
cording to the arrangements which God has actually made, an
invariable connection subsists between forgiveness and repentance,
80 that it is true that without repentance there is no forgiveness,
and that wherever there is real repentance, forgiveness is bestowed ;
and that thus men are commanded and bound to repent in order
to their being forgiven, and are warranted to infer their forgive-
ness from their repentance. The scriptural statements prove all
this, but they prove nothing more; and this is not enough to give
support to the Socinian argument. All this may be true, while it
may still be false that repentance is the sole cause or condition of
the forgiveness,—the sole, or even the principal, reason on account
of which it is bestowed ; and if so, then there is abundant room
left for the admission of the principle, that a vicarious atonement
or satisfaction was also necessary in order to the forgiveness of
sin, and was indeed the true ground on which the forgiveness was
conferred.
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But while it is thus shown that this may be true, in entire
consistency with all that Scripture says about forgiveness, and the
connection between it and repentance, and while this is amply
sufficient to refute the Socinian argument ; we undertake further
to prove from Scripture, that the atonement or satisfaction of
Christ is indeed the ground on which forgiveness rests, and that
this principle must be taken in, and must have its proper place
assigned to it, if we would receive and maintain the whole doctrine
which the word of God plainly teaches us in regard to this most
momentous subject. But, more than this, the advocates of the
generally received doctrine of the atonement not only deny and
disprove the Socinian allegation of its non-necessity,—not only
show that Socinians cannot prove that it was not necessary,—they
themselves, in general, positively aver that it was necessary, and
think they can produce satisfactory evidence of the truth of this
position. There is, at first view, something repulsive—as having the
appearance of unwarranted presumption—in asserting the necessity
of an atonement or satisfaction, as it really amounts in substance
to this, that God could not have pardoned men unless an atone-
ment had been made,—unless a satisfaction had been rendered for
their sins; and it may appear more suited to the modesty and
reverence with which we ought to speak on such a subject, to say,
that, for aught we know, God might have saved men in other ways,
or through other means, but that He has adopted that method or
scheme which was the wisest and. the best,—best fitted to promote
His own glory, and secure the great ends of His moral govern-
ment. We find, however, upon further consideration, that the case
is altogether so peculiar, and that the grounds of the assertion are
so clear and strong, as to warrant it, even though an ezplicit deli-
“verance upon this precise point is not given us in Scripture.

As to the general position, that an atonement or satisfaction was
necessary,—or rather, that God could not have made provision for
pardoning and saving sinners in any other way than that which
He has actually adopted,—this seems fully warranted, indepen-
dently of any other consideration, by the Scripture doctrine of the
proper divinity of the Saviour. The incarnation of the eternal
Son of God,—the assumption of human nature by One who was at
'fhe same time possessor of the divine,—the fact that this Being, who
15 God and man in one person, spent a life on earth of obscurity
and humiliation,—that He endured many sufferings and indigni—
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ties, and was at last subjected to a cruel and ignominious death ;
—all this, if it be true,—if it be an actual reality,—as Scripture
requires us to believe, is so peculiar and extraordinary in its whole
character and aspects, that whenever we are led to realize it, we
feel ourselves at once irresistibly constrained to say, that this would
not have taken place if it had been possible that the result to
which it was directed,—namely, the forgiveness and salvation of
sinners,—could have been effected in any other way, or by any
other means. We feel, and we cannot but feel, that there is no
unwarranted presumption in saying, that if it had been possible
that the salvation of guilty men could have been otherwise accom-
plished, the only-begotten Son of God would not have left the
glory which He had with His Father from eternity, assumed
human nature, and suffered and died on earth. This ground,
were there nothing more revealed regarding it, would warrant us
to make the general assertion, that the incarnation, suffering, and
death of Christ were necessary to the salvation of sinners,—that
this result could not have been effected without them. This con-
sideration, indeed, has no weight with Socinians, as they do not
admit the grand peculiarity on which it is based,—namely, the
divinity and the incarnation of Him who came to save sinners.
Still it is an ample warrant for our general assertion, as being
clearly implied in, and certainly deducible from, a doctrine which
we undertake to prove to be plainly revealed in Scripture.

It ought, however, to be noticed, that the precise position
which this general consideration warrants us to assert, is not
directly and immediately the necessity of an atonement or satis-
faction, but only the necessity of the sufferings and death of
Christ, whatever may have been the character attaching to them, or
the precise effect immediately resulting from them, in connection
with the salvation of sinners; and that, accordingly, it was only
the warrantableness of introdficing the idea, and the expression of
necessity, as applicable to the subject in general, that we had in
view in bringing it forward ; and we have now to advert to the
indications supposed to be given us in Scripture, of the grounds
or reasons of this necessity. Scripture fully warrants us in say-
ing that there are things which God cannot do. It says expressly
that He cannot deny Himself; that He cannot lie; that He
cannot repent (though there is an improper sense in which re-
pentance is ascribed to Him); and He caonot do these things,
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just because He is God, and not man,—because He is possessed
of divine and infinite perfection. And if it be in any sense true
that an atonement or satisfaction was necessary,—or, what is in
substance the same thing, that God could not have pardoned
sinners without it,—this must be because the attributes of His
nature, or the principles of His government,—in other words, His
excellence or perfection,—prevented or opposed it, or threw ob-
stacles in the way, which could not otherwise be removed. Ac-
cordingly, this is the general position which the advocates of the
necessity of an atonement maintain.

The most obvious and palpable consideration usually adduced
in support of the necessity of an atonement, is that derived from
the law of God, especially the threatenings which, in the law, He
has denounced against transgressors. The law which God has
promulgated is this, “The soul which sinneth shall die.” If God
has indeed said this,—if He has uttered this threatening,—this
would seem to render it certain and necessary, that wherever sin
has been committed, death, with all that it includes or implies,
should be inflicted, unless Giod were to repent, or to deny Him-
self, or to lHe,—all which the Scripture assures us He caunot do,
because of the perfection of His nature. And it is a remarkable
coincidence, that the only cases in which Scripture says explicitly
that God cannot do certain things, all bear upon and confirm the
position, that He cannot pardon sin without an atonement ; inas-
niuch as to say, that He could pardon sin without an atonement,
would, in the circumstances, amount to a virtual declaration that
He could lie, that He could repent, that He could deny Himself.
Upon this ground, the possibility of men who had sinned escaping
death,—that is, everlasting misery,—would seem to be precluded.
If such a being as God is has threatened sin with the punishment
of death, there must be a serious difficulty in the way of sininers
escaping. His veracity seems to prevent this, and to present an
Insuperable obstacle. In pardoning sinners, or in exempting them
from the death which they have incurred, it would seem that He
must trample upon His own law, and disregard His own threaten-
ing; and this the very perfection of His nature manifestly
forbids.

Socinians, indeed, have been accustomed to allege, that though
God is obliged by His veracity to perform His promises,—because
by promising He has conferred upon His creatures a right to the



256 DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT. [Cmar. XXIV.

fulfilment of the promise,—jyet that His veracity does not oblige
Him to fulfil His threatenings, because the party to whose case
they apply has no right, and puts forth no claim, to their inflic-
tion. But this is a mere evasion of the difficulty. God is a law
unto Himself. His own inherent perfection obliges Him always
to do what is right and just, and that irrespective of any rights
which His creatures may have acquired, or any claims which they
may prefer. On this ground, His veracity seems equally to re-
quire that He should execute threatenings, as that He should
fulfil promises. If He does not owe this to sinners, He owes it
to Himself. When He threatened sin with the punishment of
death, He was not merely giving an abstract declaration as to
what sin merited, and might justly bring upon those who com-
mitted it; He was declaring the way and manner in which He
would, in fact, treat it when it occurred. The law denouncing
death as the punishment of sin was thus a virtual prediction of
what God would do in certain circumstances; and when these
circumstances occurred, His veracity required that He should
act as He had foretold.

We can conceive of no way in which it is possible that the
honour and integrity of the divine law could be maintained, or
the divine veracity be preserved pure and unstained, if sinners
were not subjected to death, ezcept by an adequate atonement or
satisfaction being rendered in their room and stead. No depth of
reflection, no extent of experience, could suggest anything but this,
which could render the sinner's exemption from death possible.
There is much in the history of the world to suggest this, but
nothing whatever to suggest anything else. We are not entitled,
indeed, apart from the discoveries of revelation, to assert that
even this would render the pardon of the sinner possible, consist-
ently with the full exercise of the divine veracity, and full main-
tenance of the honour of the divine law; and still less are we
entitled to assert that, even if an adequate atonement or satisfac-
tion might render the escape of the sinner possible, it was further
possible that such an atonement or satisfaction could in fact be
rendered. We are not warranted to assert these things inde-

ndently of revelation; but we have strong grounds for assert-
ing that, if God did threaten death as the punishment of sin, no-
thing could have prevented the infliction of the threatening, and
rendered the escape of the sinner possible, except an adequate
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atonement or sa_tisfaction,—that this at least was indispensable, if
even this could have been of any avail.

But those who hold the necessity of an atonement or satis-
faction in order to the pardon of the sin, and the escape of the
sinner, usually rest it, not merely upon the law of God as revealed,
and upon His veracity as concerned in the execution of the
threatenings which He has publicly denounced, but also upon the
inherent perfection of His nature, independently of any declara-
tion He may have made, or any prediction He may have uttered,
—and more especially upon His justice. The discussion of this
point leads us into some more abstruse and difficult inquiries than
the former ; and it must be confessed that here we have not such
clear and certain materials for our conclusions, and that we should
feel deeply the necessity of following closely the guidance and
direction of Scripture. The representations given us in Scripture
of the justice of God, are fitted to impress upon us the conviction
that it requires Him to give to every one his due,—what he has
merited by his conduct,—and, of course, to give to the sinner the
punishment which he has deserved. What God has threatened,
His veracity requires Him to inflict, because He has threatened it.
But the threatening itself must have originated in the inherent
perfection of His own nature prompting Him to punish sin as it
deserves ; and to threaten to punish, because it is already and ante-
cedently right to do so. God’s law, or His revealed will, declaring
what His creatures should do, and what He Himself will do, is the
transcript or expression of the inherent perfections of His own
nature. The acts of the divine government, and the obligations
of intelligent creatures, result from, and are determined by, the
divine law, as their immediate or approximate cause and standard ;
b}xt they all, as well as the divine law itself, are traceable to the
divine nature,—to the essential perfections of Good,—as their ulti-
mate source or foundation. 'When, then, God issued the law de-
nouncing death as the punishment of transgression, and thereby
became pledged to inflict death on account of sin, because He had
thfeatened to do so, He was merely indicating or expressing a
principle or purpose which was founded on, and resulted from,
th?t inherent perfection which, in a sense, makes it necessary for
Him,—although, at the same time, He acts most freely,—to give to
all their due, and of course to inflict merited punishment upon sin.
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This is the substance of what is taught by orthodox divines when
they lay down the position that punitive justice—or, as they usually
call it, justitia vindicatriz—is essential to God. It is a real perfec-
tion of His nature, of which He cannot denude Himself, and which
must necessarily regulate or determine the free acts of His will.

All this is in accordance with the statements of Scripture and
the dictates of right reason; and these various considerations
combined, fully warrant the general conclusion, that, since death
has been denounced as the punishment of sin, there must be
formidable obstacles in the way of sinners being pardoned and
escaping from death,—that, if God should pardon sinpers, some
provision would be necessary for vindicating Ilis justice and
veracity, and maintaining the honour of His law ;—and that the
only conceivable way in which these objects could be secured, is
by an adequate atonement or satisfaction rendered in the room
and stead of those who had incurred the penalty of the law.
Socinians have very inadequate and erroneous views of the guilt
or demerit of sin, and are thus led to look upon the pardon or
remission of it as a light or easy matter. But it is our duty to
form our conceptions of this subject from what God has made
known to us, and especially from what He has revealed to us as
to the way and manner in which He must and will treat it, or deal
with it. And all that God’s word tells us upon this point, viewed
by itself, and apart from the revelation made of an actual provi-
sion for pardoning sin and saving sinners, is fitted to impress upon
us the conviction that sin fully merits, and will certainly receive,
everlasting destruction from God’s presence and from the glory
of His power.

Another topic intimately connected with this one of the neces-
sity of an atonement or satisfaction,—or rather, forming a part of
it,—has been largely discussed in the course of this controversy,
—that, namely, of the character or aspect in which God is to be
regarded in dealing with sinners, with the view either of punishing
them for their sins, or saving them from the punishment they have
merited. Socinians, in order to show that there is no difficulty in
the way of God’s pardoning sin, and no necessity for an atonement
or satisfaction for sin, usually represent God as acting, in this
matter, either as a creditor to whom men have become debtors by
sinning, or as a party who has been injured and offended by their
transgressions ; and then infer that, as a creditor may remit a
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debt if he chooses, without exacting payment, and as an injured
party may forgive an injury if he chooses, without requiring any
satisfaction, so, in like manner, there is no reason why God may
not forgive men’s sins by a mere act of His good pleasure, with-
out any payment or compensation, either personal or vicarious.
There certainly is a foundation in scriptural statements for repre-
senting sins as debts incurred to God and to His law, and also as
injuries inflicted upon Him. These representations, though figura-
tive, are, of course, intended to convey to us some ideas concerning
the true state of the case; and they suggest considerations which,
in some other departments of the controversy in regard to the
great doctrine of the atonement, afford strong arguments against
the Socinian views. But the application they make of them to
disprove the necessity of an atonement, is utterly unwarranted.
It is manifestly absurd to press far the resemblance or analogy
between sins on the one hand, and debts or injuries on the other ;
or to draw inferences merely fromn this resemnblance. These are
not the only or the principal aspects in which sins are represented
in Scripture.

The primary or fundamental idea of sin is, that it is a trans
gression of God's law,—a violation of a rule which He has com-
manded us to observe ; and this, therefore, should be the leading
aspect in which it should be contemplated, when we are. con-
sidering how God will deal with it. We exclude none of the
scriptural representations of sin, and none of the scriptural repre-
sentations of God in His dealing with it ; but, while we take them
fall in, we must give prominence in our conceptions to the most
Important and fundamental. And as the essential idea of sin is
not, that it is merely a debt or an injury, but that it is a violation
of God’s law, the leading character or aspect in which God
ought to be contemplated when we regard Him as dealing with it,
18 not that of a creditor, or an injured party, who may remit the
debt, or forgive the injury, as he chooses, but that of a lawgiver
and a judge who has promulgated a just and righteous law, pro-
hibiting sin under pain of death, and who is bound, by a regard
to His own perfections, and the interests of holiness throughout
the universe, to take care that His own character be fully vindi-
cated, that the honour of His law be maintained, and that His
moral government be firmly established; and who, therefore,
cannot pardon sin, unless, in some way or other, full and adequate
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provision be made for securing all these objects. The pardon of
sin, the forgiveness of men who have broken the law and incurred
its penalty, who have done that against which God has denounced
death, seems to have a strong and manifest tendency to frustrate
or counteract all these objects, to stain the glory of the divine
perfections, to bring dishonour upon the divine law, to shake the
stability of Grod’s moral government, and to endanger the interests
of righteousness and holiness throughout the universe. And when,
therefore, we contemplate God not merely as a creditor or as an
injured party, but as the Supreme Lawgiver and Judge, dealing
with the deliberate violation, by His intelligent and responsible
creatures, of a just, and holy, and good law which He had pre-
scribed to them, and which He had sanctioned with the threatened
penalty of death, we cannot conceive it to be possible that He
should pardon them without an adequate atonement or satisfac-
tion ; and we are constrained to conclude, that, if forgiveness be
possible at all, it can be only on the footing of the threatened
penalty being endured by another party acting in their room and
stead, and of this vicarious atonement being accepted by God as
satisfying His justice, and answering the claims of His law.*
Whatever evidence there is for the necessity of an atonement
or satisfaction, in order to the pardon of sin, of course confirms
the proof of its truth or reality. It is admitted on all hands, that
God does pardon sinners,—that He exemnpts them from punish-
ment, receives them into His favour, and admits them to the
enjoyment of eternal blessedness, notwithstanding that they have
sinned and broken His law. If all that we know concerning
God, His government, and law, would lead us to conclude that
He could not do this without an adequate atonement or satisfac-
tion, then we may confidently expect to find that such an atone-
ment has been made,—that such a satisfaction has been rendered.
And, on the other hand, if we have sufficient evidence of the
truth and reality of an atonement as a matter of fact,—and find,
moreover, that this atonement consisted of a provision so very
peculiar and extraordinary as the sufferings and death, in human
nature, of One who was God over all, blessed for evermore,—we are
fully warranted in arguing back from such a fact to its indispens-

* On the necessity of the Atone- | Grotius, De Satisfactione, ¢. xxviii,
ment, see G. J. Vossiue' Defence of | xxix., xxx.
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able and absolute necessity, in order to the production of the in-
tended result ; and then, from an examination of the grounds and
reasons of this established necessity, we may learn much as to the
true nature of this wonderful provision, and the way and manner
in which it is fitted, and was designed, to accomplish its intended
object.

Sec. IIL.—The Necessity and Nature of the Atonement.

The subject of the necessity of an atonement, in order to the
pardon of sin, needs to be stated and discussed with considerable
care and caution, as it is one on which there is danger of men
being tempted to indulge in presumptuous speculations, and of
their landing, when they follow out their speculations, in conclu-
sions of too absolute and unqualified a kind. Some of its adve-
cates have adopted a line of argument of which the natural result
would seem to be, absolutely and universally, that sin cannot be
forgiven, and, of course, that sinners cannot be saved. A mode
of representation and argument about the divine justice, the prin-
ciples of the divine moral government, and the divine law and
veracity, which fairly leads to this conclusion, must, of course, be
erroneous, since it is admitted on all hands, as a matter of fact,
that sin is forgiven, that sinners are pardoned and saved. This,
therefore, is an extreme to be avoided,—this is a danger to be
guarded against. The considerations on which the advocates of
the necessity of an atonemnent usually found, derived from the
scriptural representations of the divine justice, law, and veracity,
manifestly, and beyond all question, warrant this position, that
there are very serious and formidable obstacles to the pardon of
men who have broken the law, and incurred its penalty ; and thus,
likewise, point out what is the nature aud ground of these obstacles.
The difficulty lies here, that God’s justice and veracity seem to
impose upon Him an obligation to punish sin, and to execute His
threatenings; and if this position can really be established,—and
it is the foundation of the alleged necessity of an atonement or
satisfaction,—the practical result would seem to be, that the law
must take its course, and that the penalty must be inflicted. The
argument would thus seem to prove too much, and, of course,
Prove nothing ; a consideration well fitted to impress upon us the
Necessity of care and caution in stating and arguing the question,
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though certainly not sufficient to warrant the conclusion which
some® have deduced from it,—namely, that the whole argument
commonly brought forward in support of the necessity of an atone-
ment is unsatisfactory.

I have no doubt that there is truth and soundness in the argu-
ment, when rightly stated and applied. The law which God has
promulgated, threatening death as the punishment of sin, mani-
festly throws a very serious obstacle in the way of sin being
pardoned, both because it seems to indicate that God’s perfections
require that it be punished, and because the non-infliction of the
penalty threatened seems plainly fitted to lead men to regard the
law and its threatenings with indifference and contempt,—or at
least to foster the conviction, that some imperfection attached to
it as originally promulgated, since it had been found necessary,
in the long run, to change or abrogate it, or at least to abstain
from following it out, and thereby virtually to set it aside. Had
God made no further revelation to men than that of the original
moral law, demanding perfect obedience, with the threatened
penalty of death in the event of transgression; and were the only
conjecture they could form about their future destiny derived from
the knowledge that they had been placed under this law, and had
exposed themselves to its penalty by sinning, the conclusion which
alone it would be reasonable for them to adopt, would be, that
they must and would suffer the full penalty they had incurred by
transgression. This is an important position, and runs directly
counter to the whole substance and spirit of the Socinian views
upon this subject. If, in these circumstances,—and with this
position impressed upon their minds, as the only practical result
of all that they then knew upon the subject,—they were further
informed, upon unquestionable authority, that many sinners,—
many men who had incurred the penalty of the law,—would, in
point of fact, be pardoned and saved ; then the conclusion which,
in right reason, must be deducible from this information would
be, not that the law had been abrogated or thrown aside, as imper-
fect or defective, but that some very peculiar and extraordinary
provision had been found out and carried into effect, by which the
law might be satisfied and its honour maintained, while yet those
who had incurred its penalty were forgiven. And if, assuming

* Vide Gilbert on the Christian Atonement, Lecture v.
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this to be true or probable, the question were asked, What this pro-
vision could be ? it would either appear to be an insoluble problem ;
or the only thing that could commend itself to men’s reason,
although reason might not itself suggest it, would be something
of the nature of an atonement or satisfaction, by the substitution
of another party in the room of those who had transgressed. The
principles of human jurisprudence, and various incidents in the
history of the world, might justify this as not unreasonable in
itself, and fitted to serve some such purposes as the exigencies of
the case seemed to require.

In this way, a certain train of thought, if once suggested,
might be followed out, and shown to be reasonable,—to be in-
vested, at least, with a high degree of probability ; and this is just,
in substance, what is commonly advocated by theologians under
the head of the necessity of an dtonement. There is, first, the
necessity of maintaining the honour of the law, by the execution
of its threatenings against transgressors ; then there is the necessity
of some provision for maintaining the honour of the law, if these
threatenings are not, in fact, to be executed upon those who have
incurred them ; and then, lastly, there is the investigation of the
question,—of what nature should this provision be ; and what are
the principles by which it must be regulated ? And it is here that
the investigation of the subject of the necessity of an atonement
comes in, to throw some light upon its true nature and bearings.

The examination of the topics usually discussed under the head
of the necessity of an atonement, viewed in connection witl the
undoubted truth, that many sinners are, in point of fact, pardoned
and saved, leads us to expect to find some extraordinary provision
made for effecting this restilt, and thereby gives a certain measure
of antecedent probability to the allegation that such a provision
has been made, and thus tends to confirm somewhat the actual
evidence we may have of its truth and reality ; while the same
considerations which lead us to the conclusion that some such pro-
vision was necessary, guide ns also to some inferences as to what
it must consist in, and what immediate purposes it must be fitted
to serve. The general substance of what is thus indicated as ne-
Cessary, or as to be expected, in the nature and bearings of the
Provision, is this,—it must consist with, and must fully manifest
all the perfections of God, and especially His justice and His
hatred of sin; and it must be fitted to impress right conceptions
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of the perfection and unchangeableness of the divine law, and of
the danger of transgressing it. God, of course, cannot do, or even
permit, anything which is fitted, in its own nature, or has an in-
herent tendency, to convey erroncous conceptions of 1lis character
or law, of His moral governiment, or of the principles which regu-
late His dealings with His intelligent creatures; and assuredly no
sinner will ever be saved, except in a way, and through a provi-
sion, in which God’s justice, His latred of sin, and 1lis determi-
nation to maintain the honour of His law, are as fully exercised
and manifested, as they would have been by the actual infliction
of the full penalty which He had threatened. These perfections
and qualities of God must be exercised as well as manifested, and
they must be manifested as well as exercised. God must always
act or regulate His volitions and procedure in accordance with the
perfections and attributes of Ilis nature, independently of any
regard to Llis creatures, or to the impressions which they may, in
point of fact, entertain with respect to Him ; while it is also true
that He must ever act in a way which accurately manifests His
perfections, or is fitted, in its own nature, to convey to Ilis crea-
tures correct conceptions of what He is, and of what are the prin-
ciples which regulate His dealings with them. In accordance
with these principles, Ile must, in any provision for pardoning
and saving sinners, both exercise and ianifest His justice and Ilis
hatred of sin,—that is, Ile must act in the way which these
qualities naturally and necessarily lead Iim to adopt ; and 1le
must follow a course which is fitted to manifest Himn to His
creatures as really doing all this.

The practical result of these considerations is this, that if a
provision is to be made for removing the obstacles to the pardon
of sinners,—for accomplishing the objects just described, while
yet sinners are saved,—there is no way in which we can conceive
this to be done, except by some other suitable party taking their
place, and suffering in their room and stead, the penalty they had
merited. Could any such party be found, were he able and will-
ing to do this, and were he actually to do it, then we can conceive
that in this way God’s justice might be satisfied, and the honour
of His law maintained, because in this way the same views of the
divine character, law, and government, and of the danger and
demerit of sin, would be presented, as if sinners themselves had
suffered the penalty in their own persons. All this, of course,

gec. I11.] NECESSITY AND NATURE OF THE ATONEMENT. 265

implies, that the party interposing in behalf of siuners should
occupy their place, and act in their room and stead, and that he
should bee.n‘ the penalty which they had incurred; because in this
way, but in no other, so far as we can form any conception upon
the subject, could the obstacles be removed, and the necessary
objects be effected. And thus the general considerations on which
the necessity of an atonement is maintained, are fitted to impress
upon us the conviction, that there must be a true and real substi-
tution of the party interposing to save sinners, in the room and
stead of those whom he purposes to save, and the actual endur-
ance by him of the penalty which they had incurred, and which
they must, but for this interposition, have suffered.

A party qualified to interpose in behalf of sinners, in order to
obtain or effect their forgiveness, by suffering in their room and
stea.(.i the penalty they had deserved, must possess very peculiar
qualifications indeed. The sinners to be saved were an innume-
rable company ; the penalty which each of them had incurred was
fe.arful and infinite, even everlasting misery; and men, of course
without revelation, are utterly incompetent to form a conception’
of any being who might be qualified for this. But the word of
God brings before us One so peculiarly constituted and qualified
as at once to suggest the idea, that He might be able to accom:
ph.sh this,—One who was Gop and man in one person ; One who
being from eternity God, did in time assume human nature int<;
personal union with the divine,—who assumed human nature for
the purpose of saving sinners,—who was thus qualified to act as
the' substitute of sinners, and to endure suffering in their room ;
W.hlole at the same time He was qualified, by His possession of thé
divine nature, to give to all that He did and suffered a value and
:fﬁcacy truly infinite, and fully adequate to impart to all He did

power or virtue fitted to a i i g i
which He might intend to eﬁe(::i(.)mplmh waything, or everything
. Welfomerly had occ.asion to show., that in regard to a subject
> ap;;czflati aréd ext;aordmary as the incarnation, sufferings, and
g natuere -(11 of God,—of One. who Was a possessor of'the
really ook ,l :vetzre warrant.ed. in saying 'that, if these things
i oo soa?is ) the): v}vlere, strictly speaking, necessary ; that
Shjert o h'lil ,h at they cfould not have taken place, if the
o » which they were directed could possibly have been

ected in any other way, or by any other means. And the
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mere contemplation of the fact of the sufferings al}d death‘of
such a Being, independent of the full an.d specific information
given us in Scripture as to the causes, objects, and consequences
of His death, goes far to establish the tr1.1th anc! reality of His
vicarious atoning sacrifice. When we view Him r.ner'ely as a
man,—but as a man, of course, perfectlx free from sin, immacu-
lately pure and holy,—we find it to be impossible to account tf)'or
His sufferings upon the Socinian theory, or upon any theoryd ut
that of His suffering in the ro(;)m and (sltead of others, and endur-
i enalty which they had merited. .
" ﬁleisp not ﬁisputed cht sin is, in the case of intelligent a.nd
rational beings, the cause of suffering; and we cannot conceive
that, under the government of a God of mﬁmt'e power,dand
wisdom, and justice, and goodness, any such B'emg should be
subjected to suffering except for sin. The suﬁermg,-.—the severe
and protracted suffering,—and, finally, the cruel and ignominious
death of Christ, viewing Him merely as a perfectly h.oly and just
man, are facts, the reality of which is umversally' admitted, arlld of
which, therefore, all equally are called upon to give some explana-
tion. The Socinians have no explanation to give (.)f them. Itd:s
repugnant to all right conception§ of the prlnctples].of ?o ;
moral government, that He should inflict upon an intel igent and
responsible being suffering which is not warrant.ed or san.ctlo.l;ie
by sin as the cause or ground of it, as that wh{ch teuly Just;] ;38
and explains it,—that He should inflict suffering upon a holy
and innocent Being, merely in order that.others m.ay.bg, ldn
some way or other, benefited by His sufferings. It is, indeed,
very common, in the administration of God’s moral goven%mentf,.
that the sin of one being should be the means or occasno.nho
bringing suffering upon others; but then it holds true, either
that these others are also themselves sinners, or that t?ley. ar:e1
legally liable to all the suffering that has ever been .mfllctt?n
upondthem, or permitted to befall them. ’I.‘he p.e?ullarlty 1“
Christ's case is, that while perfectly free from sin, original as weel
as actual, He was yet subjected to severe s?ffenng aqd toa crt;al
death ; and this not merely by the permission, but by the spz:ng
agency and appointment of God. And this was done, acc.:o;‘1 i
to the Socinian hypothesis, merely in order that ot.hers m(;gdt’ath
some way or other, derive benefit from the su.ffermg and ’itc
inflicted upon Him. There is here no explanation of the admi
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facts of the case, that is at all consistent with the principles of
God’s moral government. The doctrine of a vicarious atonement
alone affords anything like an explanation of these facts ; because,
by means of it, we can account for them in consistency with the
principle, that sin,—that is, either personal or imputed,—is the
cause, the warrant, and the explanation of suffering. The Serip-
ture assures us that Christ suffered for sin,—that He died for sin.
And even viewing this statement apart from the fuller and more
specific information given us in other parts of Scripture, with
respect to the connection between the sin of men and the suffer-
ings of the Saviour, and regarding it only in its relation to the
general principles of God’s moral government, we are warranted
in concluding that sin was the impulsive and meritorious cause of
His suffering ; and from this we are entitled to draw the inference,
that, as He had no sin of His own, He must in some way have
become involved in, and responsible for, the sin of others, and
that this was the cause or reason why He was subjected to death.
On all these various grounds we have a great deal of general
argument upon the subject of the atonement, independent of a
minute and exact examination of particular scriptural statements,
which tends to confirm its truth, and to illustrate its gencral
nature and bearing.

We have seen that some of the attributes of God, and some
things we know as to His moral government and law, plainly
suggest to us the convictions, that there are serious obstacles to
the forgiveness of sin,—that if sin is to be forgiven, some extra-
ordinary provision must be made for the exercise and manifesta-
tion of the divine justice and holiness, so that He shall still be,
and appear to be, just and holy, even while pardoning sin and
admitting sinners into the enjoyment of His favour; for making

is creatures see and feel, that, though they are delivered from
the curse of the law which they had broken, that law is, notwith-
standing, of absolute perfection, of unchangeable obligation, and
entitled to all honour and respect. The only thing that has ever
been conceived or suggested at all fitted to accomplish this, is,
that atonement or satisfaction should be made by the endurance
of the penalty of the law in the room and stead of those who
should be pardoned. This seems adapted to effect the object,
and thereby to remove the obstacles, while in no other way can
We conceive it possible that this end can be attained.

VOL. 11
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And while the holiness, justice, and veracity of Grod seem
to require this, there is nothing in His benevolgqce or placability
that precludes it. The benevolence or placability of. God could
produce merely a readiness to forgive and to save sinners, pro-
vided this could be effected in full consistency with all the other
attributes of His nature, all the principles of His moral govern-
ment, and all the objects He was bound to aim at, as the Law-

iver and Governor of the universe; and these, as we have seen,

throw obstacles in the way of the result being effected. The
actings of God,—His actual dealings with His crt.eatures,—.must
be the result of the combined exercise of all His perfections;
and He cannot, in any instance, act inconsistently wi_th any one
of them. His benevolence cannot be a mere indiscriminate deter-
mination to confer happiness, and His placability cannot be a
mere indiscriminate determination to forgive those who have
transgressed against Him. .

The Scriptures reveal to us a fact of the dee[)est interest,
and one that ought never to be forgotten or lost mghf of w.hen
we are contemplating the principles that regulate God's dealings
with His creatures—namely, that some of the angels kept not
their first estate, but fell by transgression ; and that no provision
has been made for pardoning and saving them,——x-lo atonement or
satisfaction provided for their sin,—no opportubity o’f escape or
recovery afforded them. They sinned, or broke God’s law ; and
their doom, in consequence, was unchangeably and etem::tlly fixed.
This is a fact,—this was the way in which God dealt w1th.a por-
tion of His intelligent creatures. Of course, He 'acted in this
case in full accordance with the perfections of His nature an.d
the principles of His government. We are bound to etpploy }:hllsl
fact, which Glod has revealed to us, as one of .the materials W lcd
He has given us for enabling us to know Him. W(? are bomL
to believe, in regard to Him, whatever thls.fact unph.es or esta
lishes, and to refuse to believe whatever 1t c?ntradnzt.s or pre
cludes. And it manifestly requires us to believe this at legsg
that there is nothing in the essential perfections of God 'whlc
affords any sufficient ground for the conclusion that he wﬂl.c.eofr;
tainly pardon transgressors of His laws,-c‘)r make any provmlo
for saving them from the just and legitimate cons.}equentzes )
their sins. This is abundantly manifest. And this considers
tion affords good ground to suspect that it was the flat contrd”
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diction which the scriptural history of the fall and fate of angels

resents to the views of the Socinians, with regard to the prin-
ciples of God’s moral government, that has generally led them,
like the Sadducees of old, to maintain that there is neither angel
nor spirit, though there is evidently not the slightest appearance
of unreasonablencss in the gencral doctrine of the existence of
superior spiritual beings, employed by God in accomplishing His
purposes.

As, then, there is nothing in God’s benevolence or placability
which affords any certain ground for the conclusion that He must
and will pardon sinners, so there can be nothing in these qualities
inconsistent with His requiring atonement or satisfaction in order
to their forgiveness, while other attributes of Ilis nature scein
plainly to demand this. God’s bencvolence and placability arc
fally manifested in a readiness to bless and to forgive, in so far as
this can be done, in consistency with the other attributes of Ilis
nature, and the whole principles of IIis moral government. And
while there is nothing in Ilis benevolence or placability inconsistent
with His requiring an atonement or satisfaction in order to for-
giveness, it is further evident, that if He Himsclf should provide
this atonement or satisfaction to His own justice and law, and be
the real author and deviser of all the plans and arrangements con-
nected with the attainment of the blessed result of forgiveness and
salvation to sinners, a scheme would be presented to us which
would most fully and strikingly manifest the combined glory of
all the divine perfections,—in which IIe would show Ilimself to
bf’ the just God, and the justifier of the ungodly,—in which
righteousness and peace should meet together, mercy and truth
should embrace each other. And this is the scheme which is
plainly and fully revealed to us in the word of God. TProvision is
made for pardoning men’s sins and saving their souls, through the
vicarious sufferings and death of One who was God and man in
one person, and who voluntarily agreed to take their place, and to
suffer in their room and stead; thus satisfying divine justice,
complying with the demands of the law by enduring its penalty,
and manifesting most fully the sinfulness and the danger of sin.
I?nt this was done by God Himself, who desired the salvation of
Sinners, and determined to effect it; and who, in consequence,
sent His Son into the world to die in man’s room and stead,—who
Spared not His own Son, but delivered Him up for us all. So





