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fits which His death procured for men,—the benefits of salvation,
—were designed or intended for all mankind.

There is no very material difference between the state of the
question with respect to the extent of the atonement,—and to that
at present we confine our attention,—according as its universality
is maintained by Arminians, or by those who hold Calvinistic
doctrines upon other points. The leading distinction is, that the
Calvinistic universalists are obliged to practise more caution in
their declarations upon some points, and to deal somewhat more
in vague and ambiguous generalities than the Arminians, in order
to avoid as much as possible the appearance of contradicting or
renouncing, by what they say upon this subject, their professed
Calvinism upon other topics.

As the controversy with regard to the extent of the atone-
ment does not turn,—though many of the universalists would fain
have it so,—upon the question of the infinite sufficiency of Christs
sufferings and merits, it must turn upon the question of the pur-
pose, design, or intention of God in inflicting sufferings and death
upon His Son, and of Christ in voluntarily submitting to them.
Universal atonement thus indicates and proves the existence, on
the part of God and Christ, of a purpose, design, or intention, in
some sense or other, to save all men. And for the Calvinistic
universalists to assert the existence of such a purpose, design, or
intention,—in combination and in consistency with the doctrine
that God has from eternity elected some men to everlasting life,
and determined to save them,—requires the introduction of a good
deal of confusion and ambiguity into their mode of stating and
arguing the case. They cannot say, with the Arminians, that
Christ died equally for all men ; for they cannot dispute that God’s
special purpose of grace in regard to the elect,—which Arminians
deny, but they admit,—must have, in some sense and to some
extent, regulated or influenced the whole of the process by which
God’s purpose was accomplished,—by which His decree of election
was executed. They accordingly contend for a general design or
purpose of God and Christ—indicated by the alleged universality
of the atonement—to save all men ; and a special design or purpose
—indicated by the specialty of the bestowal of that faith (which

they admit—which the Arminians, practically at least, deny—*0
be God's gift)—to save only the elect. But this, again, belongs
rather to the argument of the case than to the state of the question.
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The substance of the matter is, that they concur with the Armi-
nians in denying the great truth laid down in our Confession of
Faith, that redemption,—that is, pardon and reconciliation,—are
actually applied and communicated to all for whom they, were
procured or purchased ; and, to a large extent, they employ the
very same arguments in order to defend their position.

It may be worth while briefly to advert to one of the particular
forms in which, in our own day, the state of the question has been
exhibited by some of the Calvinistic universalists. It is that
of asserting what they call a general and a special reference of
Christ’s death,—a general reference which it has to all men, and
a special reference which it has to the elect. This is manifes,tly a
very vague and ambiguous distinction, which may mean almost
anytl}ing or nothing, and is, therefore, very well adapted to a
transition state of things, when men are passing from comparative
orthodoxy on this subject into deeper and nore important error.
This general reference of Christ’s death,—its reference to all men
—may mean merely, that, in consequence of Christ’s death, certair;
!:)eneﬁts or advantages flow to mankind at large, and in this sense
it is admitted by those who hold the dogtrine of particular redemp-
tion ; or it may describe the proper Arminian doctrine of universal
or unlimited atonement; or, lastly, it may indicate anything or
everything that may be supposed to lie between these two vi{::ws.
It cannot, therefore, be accepted as a true and fair account of the
state of the question about the extent of the atoncincnt, as dis-
cqssed between Calvinists, and may not unreasonably be regarded
th.h some jealousy and suspicion, as at least fitted, if not inthded
to involve the true state of the question in darkness or ambiguitv’.
The universality of the atonement had been defended before our
Confession of Faith was prepared, by abler and more learned men
—both Calvinists and Arminians,—than any who in modern time;
have undertaken the same cause. The authors of the Confession
were thoroughly versant in these discussions; and it will be found
upon full study and investigation, that whatever variety of forms’
e}ther the state of the question, or the arguments adduced on both
sides, may have assumed in more modern discussions, the whole
;u.bstance and merits of the case are involved in, and can be most
n%;lrly] and fullg' discussed by, the examillatif)n of their position,—
; mely, that ¢to all those for whom Clrist hath purchased re-
emption, He doth certainly and effectually apply and communi-
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cate the same.” This position proceeds upon the assumption t!mt
He purchased redemption for men. The t-ruth of this assumption
is involved in the establishment of the doctrm'e of the a:t?nement,—
of Christ's death being a ransom price,—in oppo.smon fto tlllu,
Socinians, and must be admitted by all, unlessz while pro l:.-s(sie y
lolding the doctrine of the atonement, they virtually s1:. bo.wn
to Socinianism, by explaining it cntirely away. And t is ell'fg
assumed, the position asserts, that all f:or whom redcr.npn?lnt}vlv.is
purchased, have it applied or communicated to them. ; and tha %
of course, Clirist died for the purpose, and ?‘V.ltll. the 1rllte;1tlotnh, 0.
procuring or purchasing pardon and reconciliation onfr or those
who ultimately rcceive them, when they repent and believe.

See. 1X.— Evidence as to the Eatent of the Atonement.

1 do not intend to enter here into anything like a full investi-
wation of the scriptural evidence upon the suchct.of the extent of
?he atonement. 1 can only make a few observations upon some
of the points involved in it,—suggesting some ?f the tl(lll!.lgi] t?lat
ought to be kept in view in the study of the sul.)Ject; an (;n tomdg
so, I need not hesitate, from any f.ear of being misun erstoo %
after the full explanations I have given .about the true state 1(:
the question, to use, for the sake of brevity and c.onvenllenc;, the
cxpressions, universal and limited atorgement,—umversa an1 p;l:;
ticular redemption,—and Christ’s dying for all men, or only
the }I‘lﬁit.advocates of universal atonement conﬁ.dent]y' aver that
this doctrine is clearly and explicitly taught in Scnptn_re,f—ls?
clearly and explicitly, that it is to be _takcn as a first ({)rmcipc :
and onght to regulate and control the m.terpre.tatlon ax.lh app l,;(l
tion of other passages which may scen inconsistent .\Vlt '1; ,t:tc-
they appeal, in support of this position, to th(.)se scnpt’u’mt s ‘fm-
inents which speak of Christ’s dying or makmg.pl:opltlla 10{1 o
all,—for the world, the whole world,:—and even, it is al }ege(til o
some who do, or nay, ultimately perish.  We contend that "
statements do not necessarily, or even naturally, bear the ;:‘0 !
struction which our opponents put upon the.m ] and tllat_tt;?;n
are other scriptural statements which clearly indicate a hlmlta; o
as to the persons whose spiritual welfar(?,—whose actua polate
sion and enjoyment of any spiritual blessings,—was contemp
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or intended by the death of Christ, or by Christ in dying. Our
opponents, of course, profess to show that these statements may
be all interpreted in accordance with their doctrine of the uni-
versality of the atonement. We profess to be able to assign
good reasons why a language of a general, indefinite, or unlimited
signification should have been employed in speaking of the objects
and effects of Christ’s death, while no full and proper univer-
sality was intended ; and they profess to be able to assign good
reasons why, in some cases, some limitation should be indicated,
while yet there was no intention of denying that Christ died for
all men,—that is, for all the individuals of the human race, pro
omnibus et singulis. This is a general description of the way in
which the controversy is conducted by the opposite parties, in the
investigation of the scriptural evidence bearing more directly and
immediately upon the subject of the extent of the atonement. It
may be said to comprehend three leading departments: First,
The investigation of the exact meaning and import of the prin-
cipal passages adduced in support of the two opposite doctrines,
especially with the view of ascertaining whether we can lay hold
of any one position upon the subject which is distinct and definite,
and does not admit, without great and unwarrantable straining,
of being explained away, and which may therefore be regarded as
a fixed point,—a regulating principle,—of interpretation. Se-
condly, The comparative facility and fairness with which the
passages adduced on the opposite side may be explained, so as to
be consistent with the position maintained ; it being, of course, a
strong argument in favour of the truth of any doctrine, that the
passages adduced against it can be shown to be consistent with it,

without its being necessary to have recourse to so much force and

straining as are required in order to make the opposite doctrine

appear to be consistent with the passages that are adduced against

it. Thirdly, The investigation of the question, whick doctrine is

most consistent with a combined and harmonious interpretation

of all the passages bearing upon ‘the subject,—which of them

most fully and readily suggests, or admits of, the laying down of

general positions, that, when combined. together, embrace and

exhaust the whole of the information given us in Scripture re-

garding it.

Now, 1 believe that under each of these three heads it can be,
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and has been, shown, that the doctrine of a definite or limited
atonement,—limited, that is, as to its destination and intended
objects,—has a decided superiority over the opposite one, and is
therefore to be received as the true doctrine of Scripture. It has
a clearer and firmer support in particular statements of Scripture,
that do not, plausibly or fairly, admit of being explained away.
More obvious and satisfactory reasons can be assigned why in-
definite and general language should be employed upon the sub-
ject, without its being intended to express absolute universality,
—_to include the whole human race, and all the individuals who
compose it,—than can be adduced in explanation of language
which indicates a limitation, if Christ died for all men. And,
lastly, it is easier to present a combined and harmonious view of
the whole information given us in Scripture upon the subject, if
the doctrine of a limited or definite atonement be maintained,
than if it be denied.

The materials of the first of these divisions consist exclusively
of the examination of the meaning and import of particular texts;
and this is the basis and foundation of the whole argument. A
very admirable and masterly summary of the direct scriptural
evidence will be found in the first part of Dr Candlish’s recently
published book on the atonement. I shall only make a few
observations upon the topics comprehended in the other two
heads.

No scriptural statements are, or even appear to be, inconsistent
with the doctrine of a limited atonement, which merely assert or
imply that Christ’s sufferings were sufficient, in point of intrinsic
worth and value, for the redemption of the whole human race; of
that all men do, in fact, derive some benefits or advantages from
Christ's death, and that God intended that they should enjoy these.
We have already shown, in explaining the state of this question,
that the advocates of a limited atonement do not deny, and are
under no obligation in point of consistency to deny, these posi-
tions. Neither is it inconsistent with our doctrine, that God’s
sending, or giving, His Son should be represented as resulting
from, and indicating, love to the world or to mankind in generay
—¢ravbpomia. If God intended that all men should derive
some benefits and advantages from Christ's mediation, this may
be regarded as indicating, in some sense, love or kindness to the
luman race in general, though He did not design or intend giving
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His Son to save every individual of the hum i
anything directed to that object. There is ana(:;ht::'“::z; (:f." ;;)lldo
creatures und.er God’s moral government, for whose salvation -
for the salvation of any of whom,—He made no provision A,_(—i
God may be truly said to have loved the world, or the .humn
race, or the family of man, as distinguished frorr,x or to the -
clusion of, t.he fallen angels; and as the result (;f this lov e)t(—
have sent His So?, although He had no purpose of, and mad:’ no
provision for, saving them all. On the other ham,i it should bo
remembered, that Christ’s dying for all men neces;aril impli s
that q'Od loved all men individually, and loved themyso aI; 1:3
have, in some sense, desired and intended to save them ; and tha(:
everything which proves that God did not desire and’ intend t.
save all men, equally proves that Christ did not die for them all(i
and tha&t. everything which must be taken in, to limit or modif ’
the.posmon that God desired and intended, or purposed, the sla.ly
vation of all men, must equally limit or modify the pos;tion tha;
.Chrlst died for all. The scriptural evidence of these two positio
is usually produced indiscriminately by the advocates of fnivers:j
a}altonement, as equally proving their doctrine. And if, on the one
and, they afford each other some mutual countenan,ce and su
g?fl{? 810" on the other, they must be burdened with each otheg’:
: culties, aEnd must be both exposed to the explanations or modi-
cations whl(.:h each or either may suggest or require.
menAt fa;ounte passage of our opponents is, “ Who will have all
et o be ‘saved, and to come to the knowledge of the truth;”
n dagam, ¢ Who gave Himself a ransom for all.”* Now ind’e-
E:?IL ently altogether of the clear evidence which the conte;zt fur-
a: e(sl,'—.tha.t the ¢ al.l men”’ must mean men of all sorts, without
hu{n 1stmctlon. of kinds or classes, and not all men, the whole
havea;xurace, singly and m.dividually,—it is plain that God will
e men ;o be .sa.veti, in the same sense, and with the same
ranso[nmfls an modlﬁc.atlons, under which Christ gave Himself a
God ! (1>lr ?.ll, and vice versa. And it is further evident, that
e ave all men to be saved, in the same sense, and to the
kool ent ;)n:ly, in Wh’l’ch “He will have all men to come to the
any strig:: (; e trath. Now,. we know that God does not, in
nd proper sense, will all men (omnes et singulos) to

* 1 Tim. ii. 4, 6.
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come to the knowledge of the truth, though He has imposed upon
all men who hear the truth an obligation to receive it; and it is
proof sufficient that He does not will all men,—that is, under-
standing thereby all the individuals of the human race,—to come
to the knowledge of the truth, that there are, and have 'a.lways
been, very many of the human race from whom He has withheld
the means and the opportunity of knowing it. And from all
this taken together, it plainly follows, that these statements con-
tain no warrant whatever for the doctrine, that God desired and
intended the salvation of all the individuals of our race, or that
Christ gave Himself a ransom for them all, . .
There is one great and manifest advantage which the doctrine
of a limited atonement possesses over the opposite doctrine, viewed
with reference to the comparative facility with which the lan-
guage of Scripture can be interpreted, so as to accord with i?;
and this is, that it is much more easy to understand and ex.plam
how, in accordance with the ordinary sentiments and practice of
men, general or indefinite language may have been employed,
when strict and proper universality was not meant, than to ex-
plain why limited or definite language should ever have beefl
employed, if there was really no limitation in the object or des!:l-
nation of the atonement. The fair principle of interpretation 1s,
to make the definite and limited statements the standard for ex-
plaining the general and indefinite ones, and not tht-e reverse;
especially as Scripture furnishes many examples in which all t.he
unlimited expressions that are applied to the death of Christ,
viewed in relation to its objects,—the world, the whole world, all,
every, etc.,—are used, when no proper and absolute, but merely &
relative or comparative, universality was intended. o
In addition, however, to this general consideration, which 18
evidently of great weight and importance, the defenders of 8
Jimited atonement assert, and undertake to prove, not only that
there are scriptural statements which cannot, by any fair procest
of interpretation, be reconciled with the doctrine of umv'er!’»!?l
atonement, but also, that in all the passages in which Ch}'lst »
spoken of as dying for the world, or for all, there is something 1
the passage or context which affords sufficient evidence that the
all is not to be understood literally and absolutely as applicable t0
each and every individual of the human race, but with some ré
striction or limitation, according to the nature and relations of the
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subject treated of, or the particular object for which the state-
ment is made. This position is thus expressed by Turretine in
his chapter on the object of Christ’s satisfaction :* ¢ Nuspiam
Christus dicitur in Scriptura pro omnibus mortuus, quin ibidem
addatur limitatio, ex qué colligitur hoc non universaliter, de om-
nibus et singulis esse intelligendum, sed restricte pro subjectd
materid.” And though this position may, at first sight, seem a
bold and startling one, I have no doubt it can be established by
an examination of ALL the particular passages referred to; and I
have always regarded the ease and certainty with which, in most
cases, this limitation can be pointed out and proved, and the fair
and reasonable evidence that can be adduced of it, in all cases
as affording a very strong general corroboration of the truth of
our doctrine. In many of these general and unlimited statements,
the object is manifestly to indicate merely that those for whom
Christ died are not confined to any one nation, class, or descrip-
tion of men,—the world, or the whole world, evidently meaning
mankind at large, Gentiles as well as Jews,—a truth which it was
then peculiarly necessary to enforce, and to bring out in the
fullest and strongest terms, in consequence of the abuse made of
the selection of the Jews as God’s peculiar people. In not a few,
a limitation is plainly indicated in the context as implied in the
nature, relations, or characteristics of the general subject treated
of ; and, in several instances, a careful examination of passages
which, when superficially considered and judged of merely by the
sound, seem to favour the idea of a universal atonement, not
only shows that they afford it no real countenance, but furnishes
strong presumptions, if not positive proofs, against it. I am per-
suaded that most men who had not examined the subject with
care, and had had pressed upon their attention the collection of
texts usually adduced by the defenders of a universal atonement,
would be somewhat surprised to find how quickly they evaporated
before even a cursory investigation ; and how very small was the
Tesiduum that really involved any serious difficulty, or required
anything like straining to bring out of them a meaning that was
perfectly consistent with the doctrine of particular redemption.
The case is widely different with the attempt of our opponents
to harmonize with their views the passages on which our doctrine

* Turrettin., Loc. xiv., Qu. xiv., sec. XXXVi.
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is more immediately founded. The more carefully they are ex-
amined, the more clearly will they be seen to carry ineradicably
the idea of a limitation in the purpose or destination of the atone-
ment, and of a firmly established and indissoluble connection be-
tween Christ's dying for men, and these men actually enjoying, in
consequence, all spiritual blessings, and attaining ultimately to
eternal salvation. And then, on the gther hand, the attempts of
our opponents to explain them, so as to make them consistent
with the doctrine of universal atonement, are wholly unsuccessful.
These attempts are commonly based, not on an examination of
the particular passages themselves, or anything in their context
and general scope, but upon mere indefinite and far-fetched consi-
derations, which are not themselves sufficiently established to afford
satisfactory solutions of other difficulties. Arminians commonly
consider the passages which seem to indicate a limitation in the
object of the atonement, as referring to the application, as distin-
guished and separated from the impetration or purchase of the
blessings of redemption ; while Calvinistic universalists usually
regard them as referring to God’s special design to secure the
salvation of the elect, which they hold in combination with an
alleged design or purpose to do something by means of a universal
atonement, directed to the salvation of all men.

Now, independently of the consideration that these views of the
two different classes of universalists are not themselves proved to
be true, and cannot therefore be legitimately applied in this way,
their application of them in this matter is liable to this fatal objec-
tion, that in Scripture it is the very same things which are predi-
cated of men, both with and without a limitation. The state of the
case is, not that the indications of limitation are exhibited when it is
the application, and the indications of universality when it is the
impetration, of spiritual blessings that is spoken of ; nor, the one,
when something peculiar to the elect, and the other, when some-
thing common to mankind in general, is described. It is the same
love of God to men, the same death of Christ, and the same
ransom price paid for men, that are connected both with the
limited and the unlimited phraseology. God loved the world, and
Christ loved His church; Christ died for all, and He died for His
sheep; He gave Himself a ransom for all, and Ie gave Himself o
ransom for many; and there is no warrant whatever for alleging
that, in the one case, the love, and the death, and the ransom aré

g
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descriptive of totaliy different things from what they describe in
the other. The very same things are predicated of the two
classes, the all and the sheep, the all and the many; and, there-
fore, the fair inference is, that they are not really two different
classes, but one and the same class, somewhat differently described,
and, of course, regarded under somewhat different aspects. The
universalists, whether Arminians or Calvinists, do not predicate
the same, but different things, of the two classes,—the all and the
sheep, the all and the many,—while the Scripture predicates the
same, and not different things, of both; and this consideration
not only refutes the method of combining and harmonizing the
various scriptural statements upon this subject adopted by our
opponents, but shows the soundness and sufficiency of that which
we propose. We say that Christ died, and gave His life a ransom
for some men only,—those whom the Father had given Him; and
not for all men,—that is, not for all the individuals of the human
race, without exception,—but that those for whom He died are
indeed all men, or mankind in general, without distinction of age
or country, character or condition,—no class or description of men
being excluded,—a sense in which we can prove that “all men”
is. often used in Scripture. And this combines in harmony the
different statements which Scripture contains upon the subject;
whf:reas the universalists are obliged, in order to harmonize
scriptural statements, either to reject altogether the fair and
natural meaning of those which represent Him as dying for some
only, or else to maintain that He died for some men in one sense

and for all men, without exception, in a different sense; while,
they cannot produce, either from the particular passages, or from
any other declarations of Scripture, evidence of the different senses
in which they must understand the declarations, that He died for
men, and gave Himself a ransom for them.*

Sec. X.—FExtent of Atonement and Gospel Offer.

Wi‘thout dwelling longer upon this topic of the mode of in-
terpreting particular passages of Seripture, I would now advert

» .

" The_ques_txon turns very much | should be, combined into ome. Vide
cltf’]g: this point, Whether the two | Wardlaw on the Nature and Extent

- es of passages teach two distinct | of the Atonement, Dis. vi.; and Dr
nd different truths, or can be, and | Candlish's Preliminary Dissertation.
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briefly to some of the arguments for, andf against, the ioei;rlmfogf
i i derived from more ge -
universal atonement, which are dert . S
iderati i i tency or inconsistency
siderations,—that is, from 1ts consisten
other trutl:s taught in Scripture, and with the gene;:‘al ilc:;zme zt;
Scripture doctrine, or what is commonly called the analogy
ith. . .
" By far the most important and plausible of the scrlptll.ral
arguments in support of it, and the only one we mnean ftocxii)rilsc:;
i i 1 atonement, or 0
is the alleged necessity of a universal & .
having dieg for all men, as the only consmtentlgroungem; (ll):::szr:l
i invitati f the gospel can
which the offers and invitations 0 : st
indiscrimi We fully admit the genera
indiscriminately to all men. . A
upon which the argument is based,—nau;lely, thalt 13 Scx:r}::lm:ﬁ
i istincti tion, have salvation,
men, without distinction and exception, and
that’leads to it, offered or tendered to them,—that they a:l.etllz:tlt:?]
to come to Christ and to receive pardlon,.—a.nd assure ; al
who accept the offer, and comply with the anltatl%l“lr, s};a“ rec;w'et
i ir eternal welfare. e fully admy
everything necessary for their e ' . .
thatyGodgin the Bible does all this, and authorizes and requ;res
us to do the same in dealing with our fellow-men. b;/erg ne:;
Calvinists have ever disputed the propriety anfl .the obliga elice !
addressing to men, indiscriminately, without dlstmc;lolr: Ofl“ ex [Iw
tion, the offers and invitations of GosI.)el mercy ; an 1; e(}ein e
hava’e fallen into error upon this s.ub]ect,—-.-snch aiﬁs r ntu, nd
some of the ultra-Calvinistic English Baptists of last cent: 1'yt’,e ]
have usually based their refusal to offer to men mdlscnmlgz;] is);:
pardon and acceptance, and to invite any or all to comehto trer-
that they might receive these blessings, upon the views t f:)y e:: .the
tained, not about a limitation of the aton.emefl!;, but a out e
entire depravity of human nature,—men’s mabl!lt).' to repen aem
believe. This topic of the consistency of a limited atonem "
with the unlimited offers and invitations of Gospel melrcy, ornd
the alleged necessity of a universal atonement as the on {l gr(;)u -
or basis on which such offers and invitations can rest, has ir f
very fully discussed. We can only suggest a few hints in reg
to it. . -
There are obviously two questions that may be en'teri:mn(i%n
upon this subject : First, Is an unlimited atonement necessary ”
order to warrant ministers of the gospel, or any w}}llo msgl 9
secking to lead others to the saving knowledge of the truth,
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offer to men, without exception, pardon and acceptance, and to
invite them to come to Christ? And, secondly, Is an unlimited
atonement necessary in order to warrant God in addressing, and
in authorizing and requiring us to address, such universal offers
and invitations to our fellow-men? The neglect of keeping these
two questions distinct, has sometimes introduced error and con-
fusion into the discussion of this subject. It is the first question
with which we have more immediately to do, as it affects a duty
which we are called upon to discharge; while the second is evi-
dently, from its very nature, one of those secret things which
belong unto the Lord. It is very evident that our conduct, in
preaching the gospel, and in addressing our fellow-men with a
view to their salvation, should not be regulated by any inferences
of our own about the nature, extent, and sufficiency of the pro-
vision actually made for saving them, but solely by the directions
and instructions which God has given us, by precept or example,
to guide us in the matter,—unless, indeed, we venture to act upon
the principle of refusing to obey God’s commands, until we fully
understand all the grounds and reasons of them. God has com-
manded the gospel to be preached to every creature; He has
required us to proclaim to our fellow-men, of whatever character,
and in all varieties of circumstances, the glad tidings of great
joy,—to hold out to them, in His name, pardon and acceptance
through the blood of atonement,—to invite them to come to Christ,
and to receive Him,—and to accompany all this with the assur-
ance that “whosoever cometh to Him, He will in no wise cast
out.” God’s revealed will is the only rule, and ought to be held
to be the sufficient warrant for all that we do in this matter,—in
deciding what is our duty,—in making known to our fellow-men
what are their privileges and obligations,—and in setting before
them reasons and motives for improving the one and discharging
the other. And though this revelation does not warrant us in
telling them that Christ died for all and each of the human race,
—a mode of preaching the gospel never adopted by our Lord and
His apostles,—yet it does authorize and enable us to lay before
men views and considerations, facts and arguments, whick, in right
reason, should warrant and persuade all to whom they are ad-
dressed, to lay hold of the hope set before them,—to turn into the
stronghold as prisoners of hope.

The second question, as to the conduct of God in this natter,
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leads into much greater difficulties,—but difficulties which we are
not bound, as we have no ground to expect to be able, to solve.
The position of our opponents is, in substance, this,—that it was
not possible for God, because not consistent with integrity and
uprightness, to address such offers and invitations to men indis-
criminately, unless an atonement, which is indispensable to salva-
tion, had been presented and accepted on behalf of all men,—of
each individual of the human race. Now, this position bears very
manifestly the character of unwarranted presumption, and assumes
our capacity of fully comprehending and estimating the eternal
purposes of the divine mind,—the inmost grounds and reasons of
the divine procedure. It cannot be proved,—because there is really
not any clear and certain medium of probation,—-—that God, by
offering to men indiscriminately, without distinction or exception,
through Christ, pardon and acceptance, contradicts the doctrine
which He has revealed to us in His own word, as to a limitation,
not in the intrinsic sufficiency, but in the intended destination of
the atonement. And unless this can be clearly and conclusively
proved, we are bound to believe tnat they are consistent with
each other, though we may not be able to perceive and develop
this consistency, and, of course, to reject the argument of our
opponents as untenable. When we carefully analyze all that is
really implied in what God says and does, or authorizes and re-
quires us to say and do in this matter, we can find much that is
fitted to show positively that God does not, in offering pardon and
acceptance to men indiscriminately, act inconsistently or decep-
tively, though it is not true that the atonement was universal.
And it id easy to prove that He does no injustice to any one;
since all who believe what He has revealed to them, and who do
what He has given them sufficient motives or reasons for doing,
will certainly obtain salvation. Aud although difficulties will still
remain in the matter, which cannot be fully solved, it is easy t0
show that they just resolve into the one grand difficulty of all
religion and of every system of theology,—that, namely, of re-
conciling, or rather of developing, the consistency between the
supremacy and sovereignty of God, and the free agency a0
responsibility of man. In arguing with Calvinistic universal”
ists, there is mo great difficulty in showing that the principles
on which they defend their Calvinistic views, upon other points,
against Arminian objections, are equally available for defending
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or desire none ; but on this ground alone sh.ou]d consider ourselves
not only warranted, but bound, to proclalm.t.o our fellow-men,
whatever be their country, character, or condition, th? good news
of the kingdom, and to call upon them to come to Christ that they
may be saved,—the Bible affording us sufficient, yea, abundant
materials for convincing them that, in right reason, they- ought to
do this, and for assuring them that all who do, §hall obtain e:temal
life. But this has manifestly nothing to do vlnth the. question, as
to the ground or warrant of God’s act in making unlimited offers,
and in authorizing us to make them. -

In regard to the allegation often made by orthodox dl_vme?, tl}at
this act of God is warranted by, and is based upon, the infinite in-
trinsic sufficiency of Clrist’s atonement, we would only remark,—
for we cannot enter into the discussion,—that we are not aware of
any Scripture evidence that these two things,—namely, the univer-
sal intrinsic sufficiency and the unlimited offers,—are connect'ed in
this way,—that we have never been able to see how the assertion o.f
this connection removed or solved the difficulty, or threw any addi-
tional light upon this subject,—and thi‘lt, there-fore, we tlunk. it best
while unhesitatingly doing ourselves, in our Intercourse with our
fellow-men, all that God’s word authorlz.es and requires, to l')e
contented with believing the general positlon,—thz‘lt God in this,
as in everything else, has chosen the best and wisest means [(:Z
accomplishing all that He really intended to efff:ct; and to
satisfied,—so far as the objection of opponents 18 -concerqed,—
with showing, that it cannot be proved th:.at.the‘re is any incon-
sistency or insincerity, that there is any injustice or (!eceptlon-,
on God’s part, in anything which He says or does in this matter,
even thongh the intended destination of t}}e atonement was to
effect and secure the forgiveness and salvation of th.e elect: only,
—even though ITe did not design or purpose, by sending Ilis Son
into the world, to save any but those who are saved.

Sec. X1.—Extent of Atonement, and its Object.

We must now notice the arguments against the doctrine of
universal atonement derived from doctrines or -principles taugl:;
in Seripture, as distinguished from partic}ﬂar scrlp'tural stat;,m?nw
bearing immediately upon the precise point ; .leavmg out 0 \/len ;
liowever, in the meantime, and in the first instance, for reaso
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formerly stated, the arguments derived from its inconsistency
with the doctrine of election, or any of what are commonly
reckoned the peculiarities of Calvinism. The leading scriptural
arguments against the doctrine of universal atonement, in the
sense and with the limitation just explained, are these: First,
that it is inconsistent with the scriptural account of the proper
nature, and immediate objects and effects, of the sufferings and
death of Christ, as a vicarious atonement; and, secondly, that it
is inconsistent with the scriptural account of the invariable and
certain connection between the impetration or purchase, and the
application to men individually, of all spiritual blessings. The
second general argument admits of being broken down into several
different divisions, or distinct positions, each of which can be estab-
lished by its own appropriate scriptural evidence,—as, first, that
“the oblation or sacrifice and intercession of Christ are one entire
means respecting the accomplishment of the same proposed end,
and have the same personal object,”—a proposition elaborately
established by Dr Owen, whose words I have adopted in stating
it;* and secondly, that the operation of the Holy Spirit, in pro-
ducing faith and regeneration in men individually, and faith and
regeneration themselves viewed as the gifts of God, are the fruits
of Christ’s satisfaction and obedience, and are conferred upon
all in whose room He suffered and died. If these doctrines be
true, they manifestly preclude the idea of an atonement that was
universal, unlimited, or indefinite in its destination or intended
objects and effects. But I will not dwell upon any of this class of
topics, though they are very important,—and will only make some
observations upon the inconsistency of the doctrine of an unlimited
atonement, with scriptural views of the proper nature and imme-
diate objects and effects of Christ’s death, in further illustration
of the important principle, which has been repeatedly adverted to,
—namely, that the nature of the atonement settles or determines
the question of its extent.

The plan usually adopted by the universalists in discussing
this fundamental department of the subject, is to lay down an
arbitrary definition of what atonement means in general, or in the
abstract, and of what are the kinds of purposes it was intended to
serve ; and this definition of theirs usually amounts, in substance,

» Owen, Death of Christ, Book i., chaps. vii. viii.
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to something of this sort,—namely, that an atonement is an ex-
pedient, or provision,—any expedient or provision,—whereby the
eat ends of law and government may be promoted and secured,
without its being necessary to inflict the penalty of the law upon
those who had incurred it by transgression; thus removing ob-
stacles and opening a door to their being pardoned. If this
definition really embraced all that the Scripture makes known to
us concerning the nature and immediate objects of the atonement
of Christ, then it might possibly be universal or unlimited; for,
according to this view, it was fitted and intended only to make the
pardon and salvation of sinners possible,—to leave it free and
open to God to pardon any or all of them, as He might choose.
Now, we do not say that this definition of an atonement, as
applied to the death of Christ, is false; though some of the terms
in which it is usually embodied—such as an expedient—are not
very suitable or becoming. It is, in substance, a true description
of the death of Christ, so far as it goes,—just as the Socinian view
of it, as a testimony and an example, is true. The definition to
which we have referred is really suggested by some scriptural
views of what the death of Christ was, and of what it was intended
to effect. And it accords also with some of the analogies sug-
gested by human government and laws. What we maintain upon
this point is, that it does not present a full and complete definition
or description of the nature and immediate objects of the death of
Christ, as they are represented to us in Scripture; and that there-
fore it is altogether unwarrantable to lay it down as the definition
of an atonement, by which we are to judge—for this is practically
the application the universalists make of their definition—of what
an atonement must be, and of what views we ought to take of
Christ’s death. The analogies suggested by the principles of
human government, and the applications of human laws,—though
they are not without their use in illustrating this matter,—must be
very imperfect. The death of One, who was at once a possessor
of the divine nature, and at the same time a perfectly holy and
innocent man, and whose death was intended to effect the salva-
tion of men who, by transgression, had become subject to the
wrath and curse of God, must necessarily be altogether unique
and sui generis, and must not be estimated or judged of by any an-
tecedent conceptions, or comprehended in any arbitrary definitions
of ours. We can comprehend it only by taking in the whole of
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the information which Scripture communicates to us regarding it ;
we can define and describe it aright only by embodying all the;
elements which have scriptural warrant or sanction. A= atone-
ment 18 just that, be it what it may, which the death of Christ was;
and the proper definition of an atonement is that which takes in
all, and not only some, of the aspects in which the death of Christ
is t!.ctually presented to us in Scripture. That it was a great pro-
vision for securing the ends of government and law, even while
transgressors were pardoned and saved,—that it embodies and ex-
hibits most impressive views of the perfections of God, of the ex-
cellence of His law, and of the sinfulness of sin,—that it affords
grounds and reasons on which transgressors may be pardoned and
saved, while yet the great principles of Grod’s moral government
are maintained, and its ends are secured ;——all this is true and im-
portant, but all this does not exhaust the scriptural views of the
death of Christ, and therefore it should not be set forth as consti-
tuting the definition of an atonement. The Scripture tells us
.something more than all this, by giving more definite and specific
information concerning the true nature of Christ’s death, and the
way and manner in which, from its very nature, it is fitted to effect

a.nd does effect, its immediate intended objects. These considera:
tions may be of some use in leading us to be on our guard against
the policy usually pursued by the universalists, in paving the way
fox.' the introduction of their views, and providing for themselves a
s!neld against objections, by laying down an arbitrary and defec-
tive definition of an atonement.

The two leading ideas, which are admitted to be involved in
tl.le doctrine of the atonement by almost all who repudiate Socinian
views, are—as we formerly explained at length—substitution and
satisfaction. And the substance of what we maintain upon the
subject now under consideration is just this,—that these two ideas
wher.l understood in the sense in which Scripture warrants an(i
requires us to understand them, and when clearly and distinctly
rea.hZ(.ed, instead of being diluted and explained away, preclude
and disprove the doctrine of a universal atonement. Substitution
—or taking the place and acting in the foom and stead of others—
naturally and obviously suggests the notion, that those others,
::::e placf: was taken-—-ir.l whose room or stead something was
— or suf ered—uwere a distinet and .deft':m.te class of persons, who

conceived of, and contemplated individnally, and not a mere
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indefinite mass indiscriminately considered. Mediation, or inter-

ition in behalf of others, understood in a general and indefinite
sense, without any specification of the nature or kind of the me-
diation or interposition, may respect & mass of men, viewed indis-
criminately and in the gross; but mediation or interposition, in the
form or by means of substitution in their room, or taking their
place, natuarally suggests the idea that certain particular men were
contemplated, whose condition and circumstances individually were
known, and whose benefit individually was aimed at. This idea
is thus expressed by Witsius:* ¢ Neque fieri nobis ullo modo
posse videtur, ut quis Christum pro omnibus et singulis hominibus
mortuum ex animi sententia contendat, nisi prius enervata phrasi
illa pro aliquo mori, qui substitutionem in locum alterius notari
nuper contra Socinianos evicimus.” Witsius thought that no man
could honestly and intelligently contend for the truth of the doe-
trine, that Christ had died for all men, until he had first enervated
or explained away what was implied in the phrase, of dying in the
room and stead of another; and there is much in the history of
theological discussion to confirm this opinion.

This extract, however, from Witsius, reminds us that the doc-
trine of the atonement, as maintained against the Socinians, in-
cludes the idea, not only of substitution, but also of satisfaction ;
and the examination of this notion affords clearer and more explicit
evidence that Christ did not die for all men, or for any who ulti-
mately perish. If anything be really established in opposition to
the Socinians upon this subject, it is this,—that Christ not only
took the place, or substituted Himself in the room and stead of
sinners, but that Ie suffered and died in their room and stead,—
that is, that I1e suffered what was due to them, and what, but for
His suffering it in their stead, they must have endured. Of course
we do not found upon the idea,—for, as we have already explained,
we do not believe it to be true,—that Christ’s sufferings, in point
of amount and ertent, were just adequate to satisfy for the sins of
a certain number of persons. We have no doubt that He would
have endured no more, though many more had been to be saved.
Still, His sufferings were the endurance of a penal infliction. And
they were the endurance of the penalty which men had incurred,
—of that penalty itself, or of a full equivalent for it, in point of

* De (Econ. Feed., Lib. ii,, c. ix., 8. L.
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legal worth or value, and not of a mere substitute for it, as the uni-
versalists commonly allege. The law, which men had ,brokcn ap-
pou'mte.d a penalty to each of them individually,—a penalty t(; the
infliction of which each was individually liable. And unless the law
was to be wholly relaxed or set aside, there must, for each individt‘ml
who had transgressed, be the compliance with the law’s demands,—
th'at is, the infliction of this penalty, either upon himself, or on a SI,]b-
stitute acting—qualified to act—and accepted as acting, in his room
and stead. The transgression was personal, and sobx;lust be the
fnﬂi?tion of the penalty. If the transgression, and the correspond-
ing infliction of the penalty, were in their nature personal, and had
resPect to men individually, so, in like manner, must a;ly trans-
actions or arrangements that might be contemplated and adopted
with a view to the transference of the penalty ; so that, it being
borne by another, those in whose room IIe bore it mir,rllt cscap:
unpunished, the law being satisfied by another suffering tTle penalt
which it prescribed in their stead. i
. The Scripture, however, not only represents Christ, in suffer-
ing and dying, as substituting Himself in our room,—as enduring
the penalty which we had incurred, and must otherwise llavz
endured,—and as thus satisfying the divine justice and law in our
stead ; but also as thereby reconciling men to God, or purchasing
for ?hcm reconciliation and pardon.  This, the direct and imz-’
n1ed1.ate effect of the death of Christ, in its bearing upon men’s
condition, naturally and necessarily suggests the idczllj of a distinct
and definite number of persons in whose behalf it was effected
aflfi who are at length certainly to receive it. It is not rcconciliaZ
Fnllty, but reconciliation, that the Scripture represents as the
immediate object or effect of Christ’s death; and this implies a
Pel:sonal change in the relation of men individually to God. And
1t is no sufficient reason for explaining this away, as meaning
something far short of the natural and obvious import of the
w.ords, that men individually were not reconciled when Christ
;1}116(.1, but receive reconciliation and pardon individually during
ol thome Wo soourorean o flly warnged i doingre
o We ne, y warranted in doing,—
at reconciliation with God and forgiveness of sin, whercver
they are possessed and enjoyed, in any age or country, stand in
the same relation to the death of Christ, as the reconciliation and



354 DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT. [CHar. XXIV.

pardon which the apostles enjoyed, are represented by them as
doing ; and that is, that they were immediately procured or pur-
chased by it, and that their application, in due time, to all for
whom they were purchased, was effectually secured by it. If
this be the relation subsisting between the death of Christ and
the reconciliation and pardon of sinners, He must, in dying, have
contemplated, and provided for, the actual reconciliation and
pardon of men individually,—that is, of all those, and of those
only, who ultimately receive these blessings, whatever other steps
or processes may intervene before they are actually put in posses-
sion of them.

The leading peculiar views generally held by Arminians,—
at least those of them who bring out their views most fully and
plainly,—are, as we formerly explained, these : first, that they
do not regard Christ as suffering the penalty due to sinners, nor
even a full equivalent—an adequate compensation—for it, but
only a substitute for it; secondly, that there was a relaxation
of the law in the forgiveness of sinners, not merely in regard to
the person suffering, but also the penalty suffered, since it was
not even in substance executed; and, thirdly, that the direct
immediate effect of Christ's death was not to procure for men
reconciliation and pardon, but merely to remove legal obstacles,
and to open a door for God bestowing these blessings on any men,
or all men. These views they seem to have been led to adopt by
their doctrine about the universality of an atonement; and as the
universality of the atonement naturally leads to those methods of
explaining, or rather explaining away, its nature,—its relation to
the law, and its immediate object and effect,—the establishment
and application of the true scriptural views of substitution, satis-
faction, and reconciliation, as opposed to the three Arminian
doctrines upon these points stated above, exclude or disprove its
universality,—or its intended destination to any but those who are
ultimately pardoned and saved. Substitution, satisfaction, and
reconciliation may be so explained,—that is, may be wrapped up in
such vague and ambiguous generalities,—as to suggest no direct
reference to particular men, considered individually, as the objects
contemplated and provided for in the process ; but the statements
of Scripture, when we carefully investigate their meaning, and
realize the ideas which they convey,—and which they must con-
vey, unless we are to sink down to Socinianism,—bring these
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topics before us in aspects which clearly imply that Christ sub-
stituted Himself in the room of some men, and not of all men,—
that all for whose sins He made satisfaction to the divine just’ice
and law, certainly receive reconciliation and pardon,—and that
when they do receive them, they are bestowed upon each of then;
on the ground that Christ suffered in A{s room and stead, expiated
his sins upon the cross, and thereby effectually secured his eternal
salvation, and everything that this involves.

It has been very ably and ingeniously argued, in opposition to
the doctrine of universal atonement, and especially in favour of the
consistency of the unlimited offers of the gospel with a limited atone-
ment, that the thing that is offered to men in the gospel is just that
which they actually receive, und become possessed of, when they
individually accept the offer ; and that this is nothing vague and
indefinite,—not a mere possibility and capacity,—but real, actual
reconciliation and pardon. This is true, and very important; but the
process of thought on which the argument is based, might be carried
further back, even into the very heart and essential nature of the
atonement, in this way. What men receive when they are in-
dividually united to Christ by faith,—that is, actual reconciliation
and pardon,—is that which is offered or tendered to them before
!:hey believe. But that which is offered to them before they believe,
is just that which Chirist impetrated or purchased for them ; and
what it was that Christ impetrated or purchased for them depends
upon what was the true nature and character of His death. And
if His death was indeed a real satisfaction to the divine justice
and law in men’s room, by being the endurance in their stead of
the penalty due to them,—and in this way affording ground or
reason for treating them as if they had never broken the law, or
as if they had fully borne in their own persons the penalty wh,ich
it prescribed,—we can thus trace through the whole prc;cess by
which sinners are admitted into the enjoyment of God’s favour,.a
necessary reference to particular men considered individually, a
firm and certain provision for the reconciliation and pardon of all
ff)r whom, or in whose stead, Christ died, for purchasing redemp-
tion only for those who were to be ultimately saved, and, of course,
for applying its blessings to all for whom they were designed.

) Those more strict and definite views of substitution, satisfac-
tion, and reconciliation, which thus exclude and disprove an unli-
mited or indefinite atonement, that did not respect particular men,





