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ARTICLE III.
ANSELM'S DOCTRINE OF THE

INCAR~ATION

... ft.t.l'ILATJOlf 01' TO

II

cva

AND ATONEMENT.

DlmB ROMO."

By James Gardiner V ose, Milton, Mass. [Concluded from Vol. XI. p. 776.1
BOOK SECOND.

CHAP. 1 BiRD man IDQI mtJt:le Iwly ~ God, 10 tu to be kappy ita
1M enjuyment qf God.
.Amelm. It ought not to be disputed. that rational natme was

made holy by God, in order to be happy in enjoying Him..

For

to this end is it rational. in order to discern justice and injustice.

good and evil, and between the greater and the lesser good.
Otherwise it was made rational in vain. But God made it not
rational in vain. Wherefore. doubtless. it was made rational for
this end. In like manner is it proved that the intelligent crea·
ture received the power of discernment for this purpose, that he
might hate and shun evil, and love and choose good, and especially the greater goOd. For else in vain would God have given
him that power of discemment, since man's discretion would be
useless, unless he loved and avoided according to it. But it does
not befit (':JOd to give such power in vain. It is, therefore. estab·
lished. that rational nature was created for this end, viz. to love
and choose the highest good sopremely, for itt own sake and
nothing else; for if the bighest good were ohosen for any other
reason. then something else and not itself would be the thing
loved. But intelligent nature cannot fulfil this purpose without
being holy. Therefore that it might DOt in vain be made rational,
it was made. in order to fulfil this purpose. both rational and holy.
Now, if it was made holy ill order to choose and love the highest
good, then it was made such in order to follow sometimes what
it loved and chose, or else it was not. But if it were not made
holy for this end, that it might follow what it loves and chooses,
then in vain was it made to love and choose holiness; and there
clln be no rcason why it should be ever bound to follow holiness.
Therefore, IlS long as it will be holy in loving and chOOSing the
supreme good, for which it was made, it will be miserable;
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because it will be impotent despite of its will, inasmnch as it
does not have what it desires. But this is utterly absurd.
Wherefore rational nature was made holy, in order to be happy
in enjoying the supreme good, which is God. Therefore man,
whose nature is rational, was made holy for this end, that he
might be happy in enjoying God.
CHAP. II.
HuUJ fI&an would never have died, unleu he had
silt1Uli.
.An&elm. Moreover, it is easily proved, that man was 80 made
as not to be necessarily subject to death; for, IlS we have already
said, it is inconsistent With God'. wisdom and justice to compel
man to suffer death without fault, when He mac.le him holy to
enjoy eternal blessedness. It therefore follows, that had man
Dever sinned, he never would have died.

CRAP. III
How man will rile witl. the 8ame body wlt.ich II.e has
1ft' this tDOrld.
.AIue/I... From this the future resurrection of .the dead is
clearly proved. For if man is to be perfectly restored, the restoration should make him IHlch as he would have' been, had he
Dever sinned. '&80. It 01081 be so. AlUemi. Therefore, as mlln,
had he not sinned, was to have been transferred with the sl1rne
bully to an immortal state, 80 when he shall be restored, it must
properly be, with his own body as he lived in this world. '&$0.
But what shall we say to one who tells us that this is right
enough with regard to those in whom humanity shall be perfectly restored, but is not necessary as respects the reprobate?
.An.re/m. We know of nothing more just or proper than this, that
as man, had he continued in holiness, would have been perfectly
happy for eternity, .both in body and in soul; 50, if he persevere
in wickedness, shall be likewise completely miserable forever.
lJo¥J. You have promptly llat.iafied me in theso matters.
CHAP.

IV.

How God will complete,

i1~

rupect to human nature,

tlJlwI. /r,e Iuu b,gun.

.AJuelm. From these things, we can easily 8ee, that God will
either complete what he has begun with regard to human nature,
or else he has made to no end 80 lofty a nature, capable of 80
great good. Now if it be understood, that God has made nothing more valuable than rational existence capable of enjoying
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Him; it is altogether foreign from his character to suppose that
he will suffer that rational existence utterly to perish. 1Jo&o. No
reasonable being can think otherwise. Atuelm. Therefore is it
necessary for him to perfect in human nature what he has begun.
But this, as we have already said, cannot be accomplished save
by a complete expiation of sin, which no sinner can effect for
himself. 1Jo&o. I now understand it to be necessary for God to
complete what he has begun, lest there be an unseemly falling
off from his design.

I

CHAP. V.
Bow, alJJwugh the tiling may he fUCUMIfr!I, God ~
not do it by a oompulMwy fUceuity; mul wlUlt U 1M natwe of tJwt
nect.ui/:y whic4 removu or iu6m& gratitwle, and what necU&ity
iJICTeale. it.
1Jo&o. But if it be 80, then God seems, 8.8 it were, compelled,
for the sake of avoiding what is unbecoming, to secure the salvation of man. How, then, ca.n it be denied that he does it more
on his own account than on ours? But if it be 80, what thanks
do we owe him for what he does for himself? How shall we
attribute om salvation to his grace, if he saves us from necessity?
.Amelm. There is a necessity which takes away or lesSens our
gratitude to a benefactor, and there is a180 a oecessity by which
tbe fa"or deserves still greater thanks. For when oDe does a
benefit from a neces.ity to which he is unwillingly subjected,
less thanks are due him, or none at all. But when be freely
pla.cea himself under the neceuity of benefiting another, and
sustains that necessity without reluctance, theo he certainly deserves greater thanks for tbe favor. For this slwuld Dot be
called necessity but grace, inasmuch ,s he undertook or maintains it, Dot with any constraint, but freely. For if what yod
. promise to-day, of yonr own acconl, that you will give to-morrow,
you give to-morrow with the same willingness; though it be
necessary for 'YOU, if possible, to redeem your promise, or make
yourself a liar; notwithstanding, the recipient of your favor is as
much indebted for your precioult gift, as if you had Dot promised
it; for you were not obliged to make yourself his debtor, before
the time of giving it. Just 80 is it, when one undertakea, by a.
vow, a deaign of holy living. For though after his vow he ougllt
necessarily to perform, lest he suffer the judgment of an apostate,
and, although he may be compelled to keep it even unwillingly,
yet, if he keep his vow cheerfully, he is Dot leas but more plea·
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ing to God than if he had not vowed. For he has not only
given up the life of the world, but also his personal liberty for
the sake of God; and he cannot be said to live a holy life of
necessity, but with the same freedom with which he took the
vow. Much more. therefore, do we owe all thanks to God for
completing his intended favor to man, though, indeed, it would
Dot be proper for him to fail in his good design, because wanting
nothing in himself, he begun it for our sake and not his OWD.
For what man was about to do was not hidden from God at hi.
creation, and yet by freely creating man, God, as it were, bound
himself to complete the good which he had begttn. In fine, God
d0e8 nothing by necessity, since he is not compelled or restrained
in anything. And when we say that God does anything to avoid
dishonor, which he certainly does not fear, we must mean that
God does this. from the necessity of maintaining his honor;
which necessity is after all no more than this, viz. the immutability of· his honor, which belongs to Him in himself, and is not
derived (rom another; and therefore it is not properly called necessity. Yet we may say, although the whole work which God
does for man is of grace, that it is necessary for God, on account
of his unchangeable goodness, to complete the work which he
has begun. Bolo. I grant it.

VI. How fW bmtg, except the God-man, can make Me
by whick maft V saved.
-A1Ueirl&. But this cannot be effeeted, except the price paid tD
God for the sin of man be something greater than all the universe besides God. lJoso. So it appears. Anselm. Moreover, it
is necessary that he who can give God anything of his own,
which is more valuable than all things in the possession of God,
must be greater than all else but God himself.. lJoso. I cannot
deny it. Anlelm. Therefore none but God caD make this sat.isfaction. lJoMJ. So it appears. Apuelm. But none but a man
ought to do this, otherwise man does not make the satisfaction.
lJoMJ. Nothing seems more just Anselm. If it be necellsary,
therefore, as it appears, that the heavenly kingdom be made up
of men, and tbis cannot be effected unless the aforesaid satisfaction be made, which none but God can make and none but man
ought to make, it is necessary for the God-man to make it
lJoso. Now blessed be God! we have made a great discovery
with regard to our question. Go OD, therefore, as you ha,·e
CHAP.

~
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For I hope that God will assist us.

Anulm. Now must

we inquire, how God can become man.
CHAP. VII.
Row necessary it u.for eM lame bft"'8 to be perftct .
God and puftct man.
Anselm. The Divine aud human natures .cannot al~mate, so
that the Divine should become human, or the human Divine;
nor can they be so commingled as th~t a third should be produced
from the two, which is neither wholly Divine, nor wholly human.
For, granting that it were possible for either to be changed into
the other,.it would in that case be only God and not man, or man
only and not God. Or, if they were so commingled, that a third
nature sprung from the combination of the two (as from two
animals, a male and a female, of different species, a third is pro.duced, which does not preserve entire the species of either parent, but has a mixed nature derived from both), it would neither
be God nor man. Therefore the God·man, whom we require to
be of a namre both human and Divine, cannot be produced by a
change from one into the other, nor by an imperfect commingling
of both in a third; since these thirigs cannot he, or, if they could
be, would avail nothing to our purpose. Moreover, if these two
complete natures are said to he joined somehow, in such a way
that one may be Divine while the other is human, and yet that
which is God not be the same with that which is man, it is impossible for both to do the work necessary to be accomplished.
For .God 'will not do it, becaltse He has no debt to pay; and man
'Will not do it, because he cannot. Therefore, in order that the
God-man may perform this, it is necessary that the same being
.8hould be perfect God and perfect man, in order to make this
.atonement For he cannot and ought not to do it, unless he be
very God and very man. Since, then, it is necessary that the
God-man preserve the completeness of each nature, it is DO less
necessary that these two natures be united entire in one person,
jUtst as a body and a re880nable soul exist together in every
buman Deing; for otherwise it ill impossible that the same being
.should be very God and very man. IJoso. All that you say is
satisfactory to me.
CHAP_ VIII.
Huw it behoved God to take a man if eM race of
.Adam, euul born of a u·oman .
.kuea Il now remains to inquire whence and how God shall

1866.]

UlSUme human nature. For he will either take it from Adam,
or else he will make a new man, 8.8 he made Adam originally.
But, if he makes a new man, not of Adam's race, then this man
will not belong to the human family, which descended from
Adam, and therefore ought not to make atonement for it, because
he never belonged to it. For,8.8 it is right for man to make
atonement for the sin of man, it is also necessary that he who
makea the atonement should be the very being who has sinned,
or else one of the same race. Otherwise, neither Adam nor his
race would make satisfaction for themselves. Therefore, as
through Adam and Eve sin was propagated among alJ. .men, so
Done but themselves, or one born of them, ought to make atonement for the sin of men. And, since they cannot, one born of
them most fulfil this work. Moreover, 8.8 Adam and his whole
race, had he not sinned, would have stood firm, without the support of any other being, so, after the fall, the same race must
rise and be exalted by means of itself. For, whoever restores
the race to its place, it will certainly stand by that being who
has made this restoration. Also; when God created human
nature in Adam alone, and would ouly make woman out of man,
that by the union of both sexes there might be increase, in this
he showed plainly, that he wished to produce all that he intended
with regard to human nature from man alone. Wherefore, if
the race of Adam be reinstated by any being not of the same
race, it will not be restored to that dignity whioh it would have
had, had not Adam sinned, and so will not be completely restored;
and, besides, God will seem to have failed of his purpose, both
which suppositions are incongruous. It is, therefore, necessary
that the man by whom Adam's race shall be restored, be taken
from Adam. &0. If we follow reason, as we proposed to do,
this is the necessary result. Anselm. Let us now examine the
qnestion, whether the human nature taken by God, must be produced from a father and mother, 8.8 other men are, or from man
alone, or from woman alone. For, in whichever of these three
modes it be, it will be produced from Adam and Eve, for from
these two is every person of either sex descended. And of these
three modes, no one is easier for God than another, that it should
be selected on this account. &0. So tilr, it is well. Anselm.
It is no great toil to show that that man will be brought into
existence in a nobler and purer manner, if produced from man
alone, or woman alone, than if springing from the union of both,
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as do all other men. BolIO. I agree with YOll. .Amelm. Therefore must he be taken either from man alone, or woman alone.
lJoso. There is no other source. An&elm. 1n fonr ways can God
create man, viz. either of man and woman, in the common way;
or neither of man nor woman, as he created Adam; or of man
without woman, as he made Eve; or of woman without man,
which thus far he has never done. Wherefore, in order to show
that this last mode is also under his power, and was reserved
for this very purpose, what more fitting than that he should take
that man, whose origin we are seeking, from a wQman without
man? Now whether it be more worthy that he be born of a
virgin, or one not a virgin, we need Dot discuss, but must affirm,
beyond all doubt, that the God-man should be born of a virgin.
130&0. Your'speech gratifies my heart. Amelm. Does what we
have said appear sound, or is it unsubstantial as a cloud, as you.
have said infidels declare? Boso. Nothing can be more sonnd
.Ansl'lm. Paint not, therefore, upon baseless emptiness, but upon
solid truth, and tell how clearly fitting it is that, &.s man's sin and
the cause of our condemnation sprung from a woman, so the
cure of sin and the source of our salvation should also be found
in a woman. And that women may not despair of attaining
the inheritance of the blessed, because that so dire an evil arose
from woman, it is proper that from woman also so great a blessing should arise, that their hopes may be revived. Take 1$0
this view. If it was a virgin which brought all evil upon the
human race, it is much more appropriate that a virgin should be
the occasion of all good. And this also. 1f woman, whom God
made from man alolle, was made of a virgin (de virgine), it is
- peculiarly fitting for that man also, who shall spring from a .
woman, to be born of a woman without man. Of the pictures
which can be superadded to this, showing that the God-man
ought to be born of a virgin, we will say nothing. These are
sufficient. 130&0. They are certainly very beautiful and reason, able.
CHA.P. 1X.
Row of necesnty the Word rml:y can wnile in OM
person 'W'iJA man.
.
Anselm. Now must we inquire further, in what person, God,
. who exists in three persons, shall take upon himself the nature
of man.' For a plurality of persons cannot take one and the
same mall into a unity of person. Wherefore in one person
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only can this be done. But, aa respects this personal unity of
God and man, and in which of the Divine persons this ought to
be effected, I have expressed myself, as far as I think needful
for the present inquiry, in a letter on the Incarnation of the Word,
addressed to my lord, the pope Urban. Bolo.. Yet briefly glance
at this matter, why the person of the Son should be incarnated,
J8.ther than that of the Father or the Holy Spirit. .An.relm. If
one of the other persons be incarnated, there will be two 80ns in
the Trinity, viz. the Son of God, who is the Son before the
incarnation, and he also, who, by the incarnation, will be the
son of the virgin; and among the persons, which ought always
to be equal, there will be an inequality aa respeCts the dignity
of birth. For the one born of God will have a Jlobler birth than
he who is born of the virgin. Likewise, if the Father become
incarnate, there will be two grandsons in the Trinity; for the
Father, by assuming humanity, will be the grandson of the parents of the Tirgin, and the Word, though having nothing to do
with man, will yet be the grandBon of the virgin, since he will
be the eon of her SOD. But all these things are incongruous and
do not pertain to the incnmation of the Word. And there is yet
lUlother reuon which rendera it more fitting for the Son to be"COOle incarnate than the other persoDs. It is, that for the Son
to pray to the Fathel' is more proper than for any other penon
of the Trinity to supplicate hia fellow. Moreover, man, for whom
he was to pray, and the devil, whom he W'BB to vanquish, have
both put on a false likenesa to God, by their own will. Where-·
fore they have sinned, aa it were, especially against the person
of the Son, who is believed to be the very image of God.
. Wherefore the punishment or pardon of guilt is with peculiar
propriety ascribed to him, npon whom chiefly the injury was
inflicted. Since, therefore, infallible reason bas brought us to
this Decessary conclusion, that the Divine and human naturel
most unite in one pemon, and that this is evidently more fitting
in respect to the person of the Word than the other persons, we
determine that God the Word must l1nite with man, in one perIOD. lJo8o. The way by which you lead me is so guarded by
reason, that I cannot deviate from it to the right or left. An4eim. It is not I who lead you, but he of whom we are speaking,
without whose guidance we bave no power to keep the way of
truth.
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CHAP. X. B.otD 11..
diu IIOC oj dMx; tJJtd i,. tlJMt """ M
ea or otJIIut ft.; and 1uM milMr A, nor an angel ...",., prtA.
JM' tluJir IIDli,."" if i' .. irnpoNilU Jor tlaem 10 ft...
.A.uelm. We ought not to question whether this man wu
about to die as a. debt, as all other men do. For, if Adam would
not have died, had he not commit.ted sin, much len should this
man suffer death, in whom there can be no SiD, for he is God.
...,. Let. me delay you a little on this point. For in either case
it is no alight question with me whether it be said that he can
aiD or that he caunoL For if it be said that be cannotain. it
should 188m hard to be believed. For to say a word concerniDg him, not as of one who never existed, in the manner we
have spoken hitherto, but aa of one whom we know, and whoae
deeda we mow; who, I say. will deny t.hat he could have done
many things which we call ainful? For. to say nothing of other
things, how ahall we aay that it was not posaible for him to commit the sin of lying? For. when he says to the Jews, of his
Father: "If I say that I know him not, I shall be a liar, like
unto you," and, in thil sentence. makes use of the worda: "1
bow him not," who says that-he could not have uttered tbeee
-.me three wonU, or expreuing the lUDe thing dUfOl'ently, ha.ve
declared, .. I know him not?" Now had he done 10, he would
have beeD a liar, as he himself _Ys. and therefore a ainDer.
Therefore, aiDee be could do this, be could sin. .AJuelm,. It ie
we that he collid say this, and a.lIO that he could not aiD.
/JoMJ. How is that? AIu,lm. All power follows the will For,
.beD I I&y that I can speak or walk, it is understood. jf I chooee.
For, if the will be not implied as acting, there is DO power but
oaly neceaaity. For, when I say that I can be dragged or bound
1lDwillingly, this is not my power, but n8ceB8ity and the power
of another; since I am able to be dragged or bound in no other
sanae than this, that another can drag or bind me. 80 we caD
_y of Christ, that be could lie, &0 long as we understand, if be
chose to do 10. And, since he could not lie unwillingly and
could Dot wish to lie, Done the leas can it be said that he could
not lie. So in this way it is both true that he could and could
DOt lie. lJoMJ. Now let U8 return to our original inquiry with
regard to that man, IL8 if nothing were known of him. I say.
then, if he were unable to 8in, because, according to JOu, he
could Dot wi8h to sin, he maintaina holineas of Decessity. anci
therefere ho will no~ be holf from freewilL What thaDu. then,
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will he deserve for his holiness? For we are accus~med to say
that God made man and angel capable of sinning on this account,
that, when of their own free-will they maintained holiness, though
they might have abandoned it, they might deserve commendation and reward, which they would I\ot have done, had they been
necessarily holy. .Amelm. Are not the angels worthy of praise,
though unable to commit sin? Boso. Doubtless they are, because
they deserved this preaent inability to sin from the fact that
when they could sin they refused to do 80. .An&elm. Wbat say
yoo with respect to God, who cannot sin, and yet. has not de·
Bel'Ved this, by refusing to sin when he had the power? Must
not He be praised for his holinel8? Bolt). I should like to have
you answer that question for me; for if I say that He deservea
no praise, I know that I speak falsely. If, on the other hand, I
say that He does deserve praise, I am afraid of invalidating my
reasoning with respect to the angels. Amelm. The angela are
Dot to be praised for their holiness, because they could sin, but
becaoae it is owing to themselves, in a certain sense, that now
they cannot sin. And in this respect are they in a measnre like
God. who has, from himself, whatever he possesses. For a perIOD is said to give a thing, who does Dot take it away wheo he
am; and to do a thing is but the same as nqt to prevent it,
when that is in ODe's power. When, therefore, the angel could
depart flOrq holiness and yet. did Dot, and could make himself
unboly yet did not, we say with propriety, that he conferred virtue.upon himself, and made himself holy. In this sense, there·
fore, baa he holiness of himself (for the creature cannot have it
of himself in any other way), and, therefore, should be praised
for his holiness, because he is not holy of necessity but freely j
for that is improperly called necessity, which involves neither
compulsion nor restraint. Wherefore, since whatever God has,
he hal perfectly of himself; he is most of all to be praised for
the good things which he possesses Bnd maintains not by any
necessity, but, as before said, by his own infinite unchangeableness. Therefore, likewise, that man, who will be also God, since
every good thing which he possesses comes from himself, 'will •
be holy, not of necessity but voluntarily, and, therefore, will de·
aerve praise. For, though human nature will have what it has
from tbe Divine natn~e, yet it will likewise have it from itself,
aiBce the two natures will be united in one person. .Bo.o. You
have satisfied me on this point j and I see clearly that it is both
VOL. XU No. 4S.
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true that he could not sin, and yet that he deserves praise for
his holiness. But DOW I think the question arisea, since God
could make such a man, why he did not create angela and our
first parents so as to be incapable of sin, and yet praiseworthy
for their holiness? .Amelm. Do you know what you are 88.ying? Boso. I think I understand, and it is therefore I uk, why
he did not make them so. .AfUdm. Because it was neither possible nor right for anyone of them to be the same with God, as
we say tJwt mtm waa. And if you ask, why he did not bring
the three persons, or at least the Word, into unity with men, at
that time, I answer: Because rf'.ason did not at all demand any
such thin~ then, but wholly forbade it, for God does nothing
without reason. Bolo. I bluah to have asked the queation. Go
on with what you have to aay. .Amelm. We mltst conclude,
then, that he should not be subject to death, inumuch u he will
not be a sinDer. Bolo. I must agree with you.

XL JlOtD ClINt. diu of 1m 0tIIft powr, find 10w ~
Rot iMere
tJu ellmtial nature of mati.
.Amelm. Now, also, it remains to {nquire whether, as man's
natnre is, it is possible for that man to die? BtmJ. We need
hardly dispute with regard to this, since he will be really man,
and every man is by nature mortal. .Amelm. I do not think
mortality inheres in the essential nature of man, but only as
comlpted. Since, had man never sinned, and had his immortality been unchangeably confirmed, he would have bee1;l as
really man; and, when the dying rise again, incorruptible, they
will no less be really men . For, if mortality was an essential
attribute of human nature, then he wb,.o was immortal could
not be mnn. Wherefore, neither cornlption nor incorruption belong essentially to human nature-, for neither makes Dor destroys
a man; but happiness Ilccmes to him from the one, nnd"misery
from the other. But since all men die, mortality is included in
the definition of man, as given by philosophers, for they have
never even believed in the possibility of man's being immortal
in all respects. And so it is not enough to prove that that man
ought to be subject to death, for us to say that he will be in all
respects 0. man. &$0. Seek then for some othpl' reason, since
I know of none, if you do not, by which we may prove that he
can die. .Amelm. We may not doubt, that, as he will be God,
he will possess omnipotence. Boso. Certainly. .A7Uelm. He
CHAP.

d~,
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ean then, if he chooses, lay down his life and take it again.
Bolo. If not, he would scarcely seem to be omnipotent. ..Anselm.
Therefore is he able to avoid death, if he chooses, and also to
die IUld rise again. Moreover, whether he lays down his life by
the intelvention of no other person, or another cauaes this, so
that he lays it down by permitting it to be taken, it makes no
clUference, as far 8.8 regarda his power. Bolo. There is no doubt
about iL .Atuek If, then, he chooses to allow it, he could be
alain; and if he were unwilling to allow it, he could DDt be slain.
1ho. To this we are unavoidably brought by reason. Anselm.
Beason has also taught us, that the gift which he presents to
God, not of debt but freely, ought to be something greater than
anything in the posaes8ion of God. lJoMJ. Yes. Atuelm. Now
this can neither be found beneath him, nor above him. Bolo.
Very true. ~ In himself, therefore, must it be found.
Bolo. So it appears. Atuelm. Therefore will he give himself,
or something pertaining to himself. Boso. I cannot see how it
should be otherwise. .&wit&. Now must we inquire, what sort
of a gift this should be? For he may not give himself to God,
or anything of his, 8.8 if God did not have what was his own.
For every creature belongs to God. Bolo. This is so. Anselm.
Therefore must tbia gift be understood in this way, that he some·
how gives up himaelf, or something of his, to the honor of God,
which he did not owe aB a debtor. &0. . So it seems, from
what hBB been already said. Anselm. If we say that he will
give himself to God byobedieDce, so aB, by steadily maintaining
holiness, to render himself subject to his will, this will not be
giving a thing not demanded of him by God as his due. For
every reasonable being owes this obedience to God. Boao. Thia
cannot be denied. .AIuelm. Therefore must it be in some other
way, that he gives himself, or something belonging to him, to
God. lJoMJ. Reason urges us to this conclusion. .Amelm. Let us
see whether, perchance, this may be to give up his life or to lay
down his life, or to deliver himself up to death for God's honor.
For God will not demand this of him u a debt; for, as no sin
will be found, he ought not to die, as we have already said.
Bolo. Else, I eanno~ understand it. .Anlelm. But let us further
observe, whether this is according to reason. J]Qso. Speak you,
and 1 will listen with pleasure. Amelm. If man sinned with
ease, is it not fitting for him to atone with difficulty? And if
be was overcome by the devil in the easiest manner possible, so
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as to dishonor God by sinning against him, is it not right that
man, in making satillfaction for his sin, should honor God by
conquering the devil, with the greatest possible difficulty? Is it
not proper that, since man has departed from God as far as possible in his sin, he should make to God the greatest possible
satisfaction? ]J()so. Surely there is nothing more reasonable.
Anselm. Now nothing can be more severe or difficult for man to
do for God's ,honor, than to sutrer death voluntarily, when not
bound by obligation; and man cannot give hiIDl!lelf to God in
any way more tnlly, than by sllrrendering himself to death for
God's honor. ]J()so. All these things are true. AmelM. Therefore he, who willhes to make atonement for man's sin, IIhould be
one who ca\} die if he chooses. ]J()so. I think it is plain that
the man whom we seek for should not only be. one who is not
necessarily suhject to death on account of his omnipotence,
. and one who does not deserve death on acconnt of his sin, but
also one who can die of his own free-will, for this will be
necessary. Anselm. There are also many other reasons why it
is peculiarly fitting for that man to enter into the common intercourse of men, and maintain a likeness to them, only without
sin. And these things are more easily and clearly manifest in his
life and action~, than they can possibly be shown to be by mere
reason, without experience. For whO' can say h~w necessary
and wise a thing it was for him, who was to redeem mankind,
and lead them back, by his teaching, from the way of death
and destmction into the path of life and eternal happiness, when
he conversed with men, and when he taught them by personal
intercourse, to set them an example himself of the way in
which they ought to live? But how could he have given this
example to weak and dying men, that they should not deviate
from holiness, bf"CallSe of injuries, or scorn, or tortures, or even
death, had they not been able to recognize all these virtues in
himself?
CHAP.
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Row, though he ,hare in our tDea}mll", he i. not

therefore mi.erable.

Boso. All these things plainly show that he ought to be mor1Rl
and to partake of our weaknesses. But all these things are
our miseries. Will he then be miserable? Anselm. No, indeed! for as 110 advantage, which one has apart from his
choice, constitutes happiness, so there is no misery in choosing
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to bear a loss, when the choice is a wise one, and made without
compulsion. &.0. Certainly, this must be allowed.

ft"

XIIL Bow, aloftg tDitA ow otMr tDea.buuu, 1&. dou
of our tgaoraac..
Bo.. But tell me, whether in this likeness to men whieh he
ought to have, he will inherit also our ignomnC8, 8.8 he does our
other inftrmitiss! Aluelm. Do you doubt the omnipotence of
God! Bo.o. No! but, although this man be immor1Bl in respect
to his Dime nature, yet will he be mortal in his human nature.
For why will he not be like them in their ignorance, 8.8 he is in
their mortality? .An.teJm. That union of humanity with the
Divine penon will not be effected except in aOOordance with
the highest wisdom; and, therefore, God will not take anything
belonging to man which is only nseless, but even a hindrance
to the wort which that man must aooompliah. For ignorance is
in no respect usefol, but very prejudicial. How can he perform
works, 80 many and 80 great, without the highest wisdom? Or,
how will men believe bim if they find him ignorant! And if he
be ignorant, what will it avail him? If nothing is loved except
as it is known, and there be no good thing which he dOM not
Jove, then there ('au be no good thing of which he is ignorant.
Bnt no oue perfectly tmderstands good, save he who can dis·
tinguish it from evil; and no one can make this distinction who
does not know what evil is. Therefore, as he of whom we are
speaking, perfectly comprehends what is good, so there can be
no evil with which he is unacquainted. Therefore must he
have all knowledge, though he do not openly show it in his inter·
course wit.h men. Bolo. In his more mature years, this should
seem to be 88 you say; but, in infancy, as it will not be a fit
time to discover wisdom, 80 there will be no need, and therefore
no propriety, in his having it. .Amelm. Did not I say that the
incarnation will be made in wisdom? But God will in wisdom
assume that mortality, which he makes use of so wisely, be·
cause for so great an object Bnt he could not wisely assume
ignorance, for this is never useful, but always injurious, except
When an evil will is deterred 'from acting, on aooount of it. But,
in bim, an evil desire never existed. For if ignorance did no
harm in any other respect, yet does it in this, that it takes
away the good of knowing. And to answer yom question in 0.
word, that man, from the essential n~ture of his being, will
CIUP.
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be always full of God; and, therefore, will never want the power,
the fumness or the wisdom of God? IJoso. Thougb wholly unable to doubt the truth of this with respect to Christ, yet, on this
very account, have I asked for the reason of it. For we are often
certain about a thing, and yet cannot prove it by reason. ,

CIlA.P. XIV. HotD hi. dMJtA ouItDeiglu tI,e n"~ aJad grMtfwl
·ofour nm.
Bo80. Now I ask you to tell me how his death can outweigh
the number and magnitude.. of our sins, when the least sin we
can think of, you have shown to be so monstrous, that, were
there an infinite number of worlds as full of created existence
as this, they cduld not stand, but would fall back into nothing,
sooner than one look should be made contrary to the just will of
God. Anselm. Were that man here before you, and you knew
who he was, and it were told you that, if you did not kill him, the
whole universe, except God, would perish, would you do it, to
preserve the rest of creation? Roso. No! not even were an
infinite niup.ber of worlds displayed before me. Amen. But
suppose you were told: .. If YOll do not kill him, all the sins of
the world will be heaped upon you." Bo8o. I sbould answer,
that I would far rather hear all other sins, not only those of this
world, past and future, but also all others that can be conceived
of, than this alone. And I think I ought to say this, not only
with regard to killing him, but even as to the slightest injury
which could be inflicted on him. Amelm. You judge correctly;
but tell me why it is that your heart recoils from one injury
inflicted upon him as more heinous than all otber,sins that can
be thought of, inasmuch as all sins whatsoever are committed
against him? Bo,o. A sin committed llpon his person, exceeds
beyond comparison all the SillS which can be thougbt of, that do
not affect his person. Ansehn. What say you to this, that one
often suffers freely certain evils in his person, in order Dot to
suffer greater ones in his property? 11oso. God has no need of
such patience, for all things lie in subjection to his power, as
you answered a certain question of mine above. .A.n.relm. YOll
say well; and hence we see that no enormity or multitude of
sms, apart from the Divine person, can for a moment be compared with a bodily injury inflicted upon that man. Bo80. Tbis •
is most plain. A.nselm. How great does this good seem to you.,
if the destruction of it is such an evil? Bo,o. If its existence is
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as great a good. as its destruction is an evil, then ill it fa:r more a
good than those sins are evils, which its destruction 80 far surpasses. Amelm. Very true. Consider, also, that sins are as
bateful as they are evil, and that life is only amiable in proportion as it is good. And, therefore. it follows that that life is more
lovely than sins are odious. Boso. I cannot help seeing this.
.Anselm. And do you not think that so great a good, in itself 80
lovely, can avail to pay what is due for the sins of the whole
world? .&so. Yes! it has even infinite value. Anulm. Do you
see, then, how thill life conquers all sins, if it be given for them?
Boso. Plainly. bselm. If, then, to lay down life is the same as
to suffer death, as the gift. of his life surpasses all the SiDS of
men, so will also the suffcring of death.
CB4P.
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1Jo6o. This is properly so with regard to all sins not affecting
the person of the Deity. But let me ask you one thing more.
If it be as great an evil to slay him as his life is a good, how can
his death overcome and destroy the sins of those who slew him?
Or, if it destroys the sin of anyone of them, how: can it not also
destroy any siu committed by other men? For we believe that
many men will be saved, and a VB.lIt many will not be saved.
Anleim. The Apostle answers this question when he says: "Had
they known it, they would never have crucified the Lord of
glory." For a sin knowingly committed and a. sin done ignorantly are so different, that au evil which they could never do,
were its full extent known, may be pardonable, when dOlle in
ignorance. For no man could ever, knowingly, at least, slay the
Lord; and, therefore, those who did it in ignorance, did 110t rush
into that transcendent crime with which nOlle others can be compared. For this crime, the magnitude of which we have been
considering as equill to the worth of his life, we have not looke(l
at as having been ignorantly done, but knowingly; a thing which
DO man ever did or could do.
Bo.o. You have reasonably shown
that the murderers of Christ can obtain pa.rdon for their sin.
~m. What more do you ask? For now you set' how reason
of necessity shows that the celestial state must be made up from
men, nnd that this can only be by the forgiveness of sins, which
man can never have but by man, who must be at the same time
Divine, and reconcile. sinners to God by his own death. . There-

•

68

[J.Uf_

fore have we clearly found that Christ, whom we confess to be
both God and man, died for US; and, when this is known beyond
all doubt, all things which he says of himself must be acknowl·
edged as true, for God cannot lie, and all he does must be
received as wisely done, though we do not undemtand the reason of it. &0. What yon say is true; and I do not fur a
moment doubt that his words are true, and all that he does
reasonable. But I ask this in order that you may disclose to
me, in their true rationality, those thiogs in Christian faith
which seem to infidels improper or impossible; and tbis, not to
strengthen me in the faith, but to gratify one already confirmed
by the knowledge of the truth itself
CILlP. XVI.
ROfD God too} tAat man .from G ';flfullUbmmc~,
mttl yet tlJilAout .in; mad of 1M MJl"ation of AdtJm and Ev,.

Boso. As, therefore, you have disclosed the reason of those
things mentioned above, I beg you will also explain what I am
now about to ask. First, then, how does God, from a sinful
substance, that is, of human species, which was wholly tainted
by sin, take a man without sin, as an unleavened lump from
that which is leavened? For, though the conception of this
man be pure, and free from the sin of Heshly gratification, yet
the virgin herself, from whom he sprang, was conceived in
iniquity, and in sin' did her mother bear her, since sbe herself
sinned in Adam, in whom all men sinned. Amelm. Since it is
fitting for that man to be God, and also the restorer of sinners,
we doubt not that he is wholly without sin j yet will this avail
nothing, unless he be taken without sin, and yet of a sinflll substance. But, if we cannot comprehend iD what manDer the
wisdom of God effects thi:;l, we should be surprised, but with
reverence should allow of a thing of so great magnitude to remain hidden from us. For the restoring of humftn nature by
God, is more wonderful than its creation; for either was equally
easy for God; but before man was mode, he had not sinned, so
that he ought not to be denied existence. But after man was
made he deserved, by his sin, to lose his existence together with
its design; though he never has wholly lost this, viz. that he
should be one capable of being punished, or of receiving God's
compassion. For neither of these things could take effect if he
were annihilated. Therefore God's restoring man is more wonderful than his creating man, inasmuch as it is done for the
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sinner contrary to his 4escrts; while the act of creation wt\s not
for the sinner, andwas nol in opposition to man's deserts. How
great a thing it is, also, for God and man to unite in one person,
that, while the perfection of each nature is preserved, the same
being ma.y be both God and man! Who, then, will dare to think.
that the human mind can discover how wisely, how wonderfully,
80 incomprehensible a work has been accomplished? Boso. I
allow that no man can wholly discover so great a mystery in this
life, and I do not desire you to do what no man can do, but Qnly
to explain it according to your ability. For YOll will sooner convince me that deeper reasons lie concealed in this matter, by
showing some one that you know of, than if, by saying nothing,
yon make it appear that you do not understand any reason.
All.selm. I see that I cannot escape your importunity; but, if I
have a.ny power to explain what you wish, let us thank God for
it. But if not, let the things above said suffice. For, since it is
agreed that God ought to become man, no doubt He will not
Jack the wisdom or the power to effect this without sin. Boso.
This I readily allow. .An.relm. It was certai;'1ly proper that that
atonement which Christ made, should benefit not only those 1Vho
lived at that time but also others. For, suppose there were a.
king, against whom all the people of his provinces had rebelled,
with but a single exception of those belonging to their race, and
that all the rest were irretrievably under condemnation. And
suppose that he, who alone is blameless, had so great favor with
the king, and so deep love for us, as to be both able and willing
to save all those who trusted in his guidance; and this because
of a certain very pleasing service which he was about to do for
the king, according to his desire; and, inasmuch as those who
are to be pardoned cannot all assemble upon that day, the king
grants, on account of the greatness of the service performed,
that whoever, either before or after the day appointed, acknowledged that he wished to obtain pardon by the work that day
accomplisbed, and to subscribe to the condition there laid down,
should be freed from all past guilt; aod, if they sinned atter this
panlon, and yet wished to render atonement, and to be set right
again, by the effial.cy of this plan, they should again be pardoned,
only provided that no one enter his mansion until this thing be
accomplished, by which his sins are removed. In like manner,
sioce all who are to be saved, cannot be present at'thc sacrifice
of Christ, yet, such virtue is there in his death, that its power is.
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extenaed even to those far r~mote in place or time. But that it.
ought to benefit not merely those present is plauny evident, because
there could not be so many living at the time of his death as ue
necessary to complete the heavenly state, even if all who were
upon the earth at that time, were admitted to the benefits of
redemption. For the number of evil angels, which must be
made up from men, is greater than the number of men at that
time living. Nor may we believe that, since man was created.
there was ever a time when the world, with the creatures made
for the use of man, was so unprofitable as to contain no human
being who had gained the objeet for which he was made. F~
it seems unfitting that God should even for a moment allow the
human race, made to complete the heavenly state, and those
creatures which he made for their use, to exist in vain.
You show by correct reasoning, such as nothing can oppose, that
there never was a time since man was created, when there hu
not been some one who was gaining that reconciliation without
which every man was made in vain. So that we rest upon this
as not only proper,. but also necessary. For if this is more, fit
and- reasonable than that at any time there should be no one
found fulfilling the design for which God made man, and there
is no further objection that can be made to this view, then it is
necessary tbat .there always be some person partaking oC this
promised pardon. And, therefore, we must not doubt that
Adam and Eve obtained part in that forgiveness, though Divine
authority makes no mention of this. .Anselm. It is also incredible that God created them, and unchangeably determined to
make all men from them, as many as were needed for the celes,
tial state, and yet should exclude these two from this design.
Bo$o. Nay, undoubtedly we ought to believe that God made
them for this purpose, viz. to belong to the number of those for
whose sake they were created. Am"Zm. You understand it well.
But no 8"oul, before the death of Christ, could enter the heaveuly,
kingdom, as I said above,. with regard to the palace of the kiog.
&so. So we believe. .A.melm. Moreover, the virgin, from whom
that man was taken of whom we are speaking, was of the number of those who were cleansed from their sins, before his birth,
and he was born of her in her purity. lJoso. What you say
would satisfy me, were it not that he ought to be pure of him,
self, whereas he appears to have his purity from his mother and
not from himself. Anselm. Not so. But as the mother's purity,
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which he partakes, was only derived from him, he also was pure
by and of himself.

XVIL How A, ad not die of fteceuily, tAougi Ae could
is 6ona, CJCet!p' fJI tlatiMd '0 luffer tltJada.
BotJo. Thos far it is well. But there is yet another matter
that needs to be looked into. For we have said before, that his
death was not to be a matter of necessity; yet now we see that
his mother was purified by the power of his death, when without
this he could not bave been born of ber. How, then. was not
bis death necessary, when he could Dot have been, except in
new of future death? For if he were not to die, the virgin of
whom he was born could not be pore, since this could only be
effected by true faith in his death, aDd, if sbe were not pure, he
could not be born of her. If, therefore, his death be not a necessary consequence of his being born of the virgin, he never
could have been born of her at all; but this is an absurdity.
~"". If you had carefully noted the remarks made above,
yoo wonld easily bave discovered in them, I tbink, the answer
to your question. 110&0. I see not how. Aluelm. Did we not
Ind, when considering the question whether he would lie, that
there were two senses of the word puu;er in regard to it, the one
referring to his disposition, the other to the act itself; and that,
though having the power to lie, he W88 so constituted by nature
U not to wish to lie, and, therefore, deserved praise for his holiness in maintaining the truth? &80. It is 80. Amelm. In like
manner, with regard to the preservation of his life, the,e is the
power of preserving, and the power of wishing to preserye it
And, when the ql1estion is asked, whether the same God-man
could preserve his life, so as never to die, we must not doubt
that he always had the power to preserve his life, though he·
eould not wish to do so for the purpose of escaping death. And
since this disposition, which forever prevents him from wishing
tbis, arises from himself, he lays down his life not of necessity,
but of free authority. Boso. But those powers were nof in all
respects similar, the power to lie and the power to preserve his
life. For, if he wished to lie, he would of course be able to;
but, if he wished to avoid the other, he could no more do it than
he could avoid being what he is. For!le became man for this
purpose, and it was on the faith of his coming death, that he
could receive birth from a virgin, as you IBid above. Amelm•
CHAP.
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As you think that he could not lie, or that his death was necessary, because he could not avoid being what he was, so you can
assert that he could not wish to avoid death, or that ]le wished
to die of necessity, because he could not change the constitution,
of his being; for he did not become man, in order that he should
die, any more than for this purpose, that he should wish to die.
Wherefore, as you ought not tAl say that he could not help wishing tAl die, or that it was of necessity that he wished to die, it is
equally improper to say that he could not avoid death, or that he
died of necessity. 110&0. Yes, since dying and wishing to die
are included in the same mode of reasoning, both would seem to
fiill under a like necessity. .A1uelm. Who freely wished to become man, that by the same unchangiBg desire he should suffer
death, and that the virgin from whom that man should be born,
might be pure, through c{)nfidence in the certainty of this?
Bo80. God, the Son of God. AfUelm. Was it not above shown,
that no desire of God. is at all constrained; but that it freely
maint:ains itself in his own unchangeableness, as often as it is
said tbat be does anything necessarily ~ 110&0. It has been
clearly shown. But we see, on the other hand, that what God
unchangeably wishes, cannot avoid being 80, but takes place of
necessity. Wherefore, if God. wished that man to die, he could
but die. Because the SoD of God took the nature of man with
this desire, viz. that he should suffer death, you prove it uecessary that this man should not be able to avoid death. lJoso. Sb
I perceive. Anselm. Has it not in like manner appeared from
the things which have been spoken, that the Son of God. and the
man whose person, he took were 80 united tbat the same being
should be both God and man, the Son of God. and the son of the
virgin? lJoao. It is so. Anselm. Therefore the same man could
possibly both die and avoid death. Boso. I cannot deny it.
Anselm. Since, then, the will of God. does nothing by any necessity, but of his own power, and the will of that man was the
'same as the will of God, he died not necessarily, but only of hia
own pOwer. lJoao. To your llr((Uments I cannot object; for nei·
ther your propositions nor your inferences can I invalidate iu the
least. But yet tliis thing, which I have mentioned, always recurs
to my mind: that, if he wished tAl avC?id death, he oould DO more
do it than he could escape existence. For it must have been
bed that he was tAl die, for had it not been true that he was
about to die, faith in his coming death would not have existed,

.
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by which the virgin, who gave him birth, and many others also,
were cleansed from their sin. Wherefore, if he could avoid
death, he could make untrue what was true. Anselm. Why was
it true, before he died, that he was certainly to die? Boso. Be·
eause this was his free.and unchangeable desire. Aml'lm. If,
then. as you say, he could not avoid death because he was cer·
tainly to die, and was, on this account, certainly to die, because
it \V8.8 his free and unchangeable desire, it is clear that his ina·
bility to avoid death is nothing else but his fixed choice to die.
Bolo. This is so; but, whatever he the reasou, it still remains
certain· that he could nol avoid death, but that it was 0. neCe8'
aary thing for him to die. ..4.1uelm. You make a great ado about
nothing, or, as the saying. is, you stumble at a straw. l1oso. Are
you not forgetting my reply to the excuses you made at the be·
ginning of our disculSion, viz. that you should explain the sub·
ject, not as to learned men, but to me and my fellow inquirers?
Su1fer me, then, to question you as my slowness and dullness
require, 80 that, as you have begun thus far, you may' go on to
settle all ODr childish doubta.
CRA.P.
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lJiwJ, tJJitA God, tIwrt if neilkr neceuitll nor
if a coerciH ~, and tDhaI om tJuu i,

tI1~

IIDt MJ•

.AJue1m. We have already said that it is improper to affirm of
God, that he does anything, or that he cannot do it, of necessity.
For all necessity and impossibility is under his control. But his
choice is subject to no necessity nor impossibility. For nothing
is neceaary or impossible save as He wishes it. Nay, the very
choosing or refusing anything, as a necessity or an impossibility,
is contrary to truth. Since, then. he does what he chooses and
nothing else, as no necessity or igtpossibility exists before his
choice or refusal. so neither do they interfere with his acting or not
acting, though it be true that his choice and action are immutable.
And as, wh~n God does a thing, since it has been done, it can·
not be undone, but must remain an actual fact; still, we are not
correct in .saying that it is. impossible for God to prevent a past
action from being wbat it is. For there is no necessity or impolS'
llibility in the case whatever, but the simple will of God, which
chooses that truth should be eternally the same, for ~e himself
is ~th.,. .Al8o, if he has a fixed determination to do anything,
~ongh his design must be destined to
accomplisbment before
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it comes to pass, yet there ill no coercion as far as be is con·
cern ed, either to do it or not to do it, for his will is the lIole agent
in the cuse. For when we say that God cannot do a thing, we
do not deny his power; on the contrary, we imply that He hu
invincible authority and strength. For we mean simply this,
that nothing can compel God to do the thing which is said to be
impossible for Him. We often use an expression of this kind,
that a thing can be when the power is not in itself, but in something else; and that it cannot be, when the weakness does not
pertaiu to the thing itself, but to something else. Thos we say:
.. Such a man can be bound," instead of saying" Somebody can
bind him j" and: "He cannot be bound," instead of " Nobody
can bind him." For to be able to be overcome is not power but
weakness, and not to be able to be overcome is not weakness
but power. Nor do we say that God does anything by necessity,
because there is any lIuch thing pertaining to him, but because
it exists iJl something else, precisely as I said with regard to the
affirmation that he cannot do anything. For necessity is always
either compulsion or restraint; and these two kinds of necesllity
operate variously by tum, 80 that the same thing is both neces·
lIary and impossible. For whatever is obliged to exist, is also
prevented from non-existence j and that which is compelled not
to exist, is prevented from existence. So tllat whatever exists
from necessity, cannot avoid existence, BJld it is impossible for a.
thing to exist which is under a necessity of non-existence, and
'l"ice versa. Bnt when we say with regard to God, that anything
is necessary or not necessary, we do not mean that, as far as he
is concerned, there is any necessity either coercive or prohibitorYI
but we mean that there is a necessity in everything else, restrain·
ing or driving them in a particular way. Whereas we say the
very opposite of GQd. For,"When we affirm that it ilt necessary
for God to utter truth, and never to' lie, ''le only mean that such
is his unwavering disposition to maintain the truth, that of necessity nothing can avail to make him deviate from the truth, Qr
utter a lie. When, then, we say that that man (who, by the
uniQn of persons, is also ('..ad, the Son of God) CQuld· noi avoid
death, or the choice Qf death, after he was born of the virgin, we
do nQt imply that there was in him any weakness with regard
to preserving, or choosing to preserve, his life, but we refer to'
the unchangeableness of his purpose, by which he freely ·beCl\lDe
man for this design, viz. that, by persevering in his wish, he

.
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should su1l"er death. And this desire nothing could shake. For
it would be rather weakness than power. if he could wish to lie.
or deceive, or change his disposition, when before he had choseu
that it should remain unchanged. And, as I said before, when
one has freely determined to do some good action, and afterwards
goes on to complete it, though, if unwilling to pay his vow, he
could ~ compelled to do so, yet we must not say that he does
it of necessity, but with the same freedom with which he made
the resolution. For we ought not to say ~t anything is done,
or Dot done, by necessity or weakness, when free choice is the
only agent in the ease. And, if this is so with regard to man,
much less can we speak of necessity or weakness in reference
to God; for He does nothing except aeoording to his choice. and
his will no force can drive or restrain. For this end was accomplished by the united natures of Christ, viz. that the Divine
nature should perform that part of the work needful for man's
restoration, which the human nature could not do; and that in
the human should be manifested what was inappropriate to the
Divine. Finally, the virgin herself, who was made pure by faith
in him, so that he might be bom of her, even she, I say, never
believed that he was to die, save of his own choice. For she
knew the words of the prophet, who said of him: "He was
offered of his own will." Therefore, since her faitb was well
founded, it must necessarily tum out as she believed. And, if it
perplexes you to have me say that it is necessary, remember,
tlaat the reality of the virgin's faith was not the cause of his dying
by his own freewill; but, because this was destined to take place,
therefore, her faith was real. If, then, it be said that it was necessary for him to die of his single choice, because the antece~
dent faith and prophecy were true, this is no more than saying
tlIat it must be because it was to be. But such II. necessity as
this does not compel a thing to be, but only implies a necessity
of its existence. There is an antecedent necessity, which is the
cause of a thing, and there is also a subsequent necessity, arising
from the thing itself. Thua, when the heavens are said to
re,'Olve, it is an antecedent and efficient necessity, for tbey must
revolve. But when I say that you speak of necessity, because
you are speaking, this is nothing but a subsequent and inopt'ra..
tive necessity. For I only mean, that it is impossible for you to
speak and not to speak at the llame time, and not that some ono
compels you to speak. For the force of its own nature makes
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the heaven revolve; but no necessity' obliges you to speak.
But wherever there is an antecedent necessity, there is also a
subsequent one; but not vice versa. For we can say that the
heaven revolves of necessity, because it revolves; but it is not
likewise true that, because you speak, you do it of necessity.
This subsequent necessity pertains to everything, 80 that we
say: Whatever has been, necessarily has been. Whatever is,
must be. Whatever is. to be, of necessity will be. This is tha.t
necessity which Aristotle treats of (If de propositionibus singllla.ribus et futuris"), and which seems to destroy any alternative,
and to Mcribe a necessity to all things. By this subsequent and
imperative necessity, was it necessary (since the belief and prophecy concerning Christ were tnie, that he would die of his own
freewill), that it should be so. For this he became man; for
this he did and suffered all things undertaken by him; for this
he chose as he did. For therefore were they necessary, because
they were to be, and they were to be because they were, and
they were because they were; and, if you wish to know t~e real
necessity of all things which he did and suffered, know that they
were of necessity, because he wished them to be. But no necessity preceded his will. Wherefore if they were not, save by his
will, then, had he not willed, they would not have existed. So
then, no one took his life from him, but he laid it down of him·
self, aDd took it again; for he had power to lay it down and to
take it Il"lJ'8.in, as he himself said. Boso. You have satisfied me
that it cannot be proved that he was subjected to death by any
necessity; and J cannot regret my importunity in urging you to
make this explanation. Anselm. I think we have shown with
sufficient clearness, how it WIlS that God took a man without sin
from a sinful substance; but I would on no account deny that
there is no other explanation than this which we have given, for
God can certainly do what human reason cannot grMp. But
since this appears adequate, and since in search of other argu·
ments we should involve ourselves in such questions as that of
original sin, and how it was transmitted by our first parents to
all man kind, except this man of whom we are speaking; a.nd
since, also, we should be drawn into various other questions,
each demanding ils own separate consideration; let us be satisfied with this account of the matter, and go on to complete Ollr
intended work. Boso. Aft YOlt choose; but with this condition,
that, by the belp of God, you will sometime give this other expla•
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nation, which you owe me, as it were, but which now you avoid
discussing. Anselm. Inasmuch as I entertain this desire myself,
I will not refuse you; but because of the uncertainty of future
events, I dare not promise you, but commend it to the will of
God. But say now, what remains to be unravelled with regard
to the question which you proposed in the first place, and which
involves many others with it? 1Jo&0. The substance of the
inquiry was this, why God became man, for the purpose of saving men by his death, when He could have done it in some other
way. And you, by numerous and positive reasons, have shown,
that the restoring of mankind ought not to take place, and could
not, without man paid the debt which he owed God for his sin.
And this debt was so great, that, while none but man mnst 80lve
the debt, none but God was able to do it; 80 that he who does
it, must be both God and man. And hence arises a necessity
that God should take man into unity with his own person; so
that he who in his own Dature was bound to pay the debt, but
could not, might be able to do it in the person of God. ]n fine,
you have shown that that man, who was also God, mnst be
formed from the virgin, and from the person of the Son of God,
and that he could be taken without sin, though from a sinflll
substance. Moreover, you llave clearly shown the life of this
mlln to huve !Jeen so excellent and so glorious 8S to make amI)le
5utisfuction for the sins of the whole world, and even infinitely
more. It now, therefore, remains to be shown, how that payment is made to God for the sins of men.
Hmo CMisrs lift is paid to Godfor the sins
Christ uugltt, and in what sense ~ uught
flat, or 'UJa$ not bound, to suffer.
Anselm. ]f he allowed himself to be slain for the sake of
justice, did he not give his life for the honor of God? Bo~o. It
shonld seem so, but I cannot underslsnd, although I do not
doubt it, how he could do this reasonably. If J saw how he could
be perfectly holy, and yet forever preserve his life, I would
ackDowledge that he freely gave, for the honor of God, such a
gift 88 surpasses all things else but God himself, and is able to
alone for all the sins of men. Anselm. Do you not perceive,
that When he bore with gentle patience the insults put upon
him, violence and even crucifixion among thieves that he might
mamtain strict holiness i by this he set men an example that
CHAP.
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they should ne\'er tum aside from the holiness due to God on
account of personal sacrifice? But how could he have done
this, had be, as he might have done, avoided the death brought
upon him for such a reason? Bolo. But surely there was no
lleed of this, for many persons before his coming, and John the
Baptist after his coming but before his death, had sufficiently
enforced this example, by nobly dying for the sake of the truth.
..dJuelm. No man, except this one, ever gave to God what he
was not obliged to lose, or paid a debt he did not owe. But he
freely offered to the Father what. there was no need of his ever
losing, and paid for sinners what he owed not for himself.
Therefore he set a much nobler example, that each one should
Dot hesitate to give to God, for himself, what he must at any
rate lose before long, since it was the voice of reason; for he,
when not in want of anything for himself, and not compelled by
others, who deserved nothing of him but punishment, gave so
precious a life, even the life 4lf so illustrious a personage, with
such willingness. Bolo. You very nearly meet my wishes; but
suffer me to make one inquiry, which you may think foo.lish, but
which, nevertheless, I find no easy thing to answer. You say
that when he died. he gave what he did not owe. But no one
will deny that it was better for him, or that so doing he pleased
God more, than if be had not done it. Nor will anyone say
that he was not bound to do what was best to be done, and what
he knew would be more pleasing to God. How then can we
affirm that be did not owe God the thing which he did, that is,
the thing which he knew to be best and most pleasing to God, and,
especially, since every creature owes God all that he is and all
that he knows, and all that he is capable of? .A7I8elm. Though
the creature has Dothing of himself, yet when God gm.nts him
the liberty of doing or not doing a thing, he leaves the alternative with him, so that, though one is hetter than the other, yet
neither is positively freed. And, whichever he does, it may be
said that he ought to do it; aud· if he takes the better choice, he
deserves a reward; because he renders freely what is his own.
For, though celi~y be better than marriage, yet neither is absolutely enjoined upon man; 80 that both he who chooses marriage and he who prefers celibacy, may be said to do as they
ought. For no one says that either celibacy or marriage ought
lIot to be chosen; but we say, that what a man esteems best,
before to.king action upon any of these tn:lIgs, this he ought to

.
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do. And if a man preserves his celibacy, as 0. free gift. offered
to God, he looks for a reward. When you say that the creature
owes God what he knows to be the better choice, and what he
is able to do, if you mean that he ·owes it as a debt, without
implying any command on the part of God, it is not always true.
'Thus, as I have already said, a man is not bound to celibacy as
a debt, but ought to try matrimony if he prefers it. .And if yon
are unable to understand the use of this word" debere," whea
no debt is implied, let me inform you, that we use the word
"t/ebere" precisely as we sometimea do the 'Vorda "poue," and
"nota JIO"t," and also "necessitas," when the ability, etc., is not
in the things themselves, but in something else. When, for
instance, we say that the poor ought to receive alma from the
rieh, we mean that the rich ought to bestow alms upon the poor.
For this is a debt not owed by the poor but by the rich. We
also so.y that God ought to be exalted over all, not because there
is any obligation resting upon him, but because all things ought
to be subject to him. And he wishes that all creatures should
be what they ought; for what God wishes to be, He ought to
be. And, in like manner, when any creature wiBhes to do a
thing that is left entirely at his own disposal, we say that he
ought to do it, for he ought to be what he wishes to be. So our
Lord Jesus, when he wished, as we have said, to suffer death,
ought to have done precisely what he did; because he ought to
be what he wished, and was not bound to do anything as a
debt. .As he is both God and man, in connectiou witb his
human nature, which made him a man, he must also have received from the Divine nature that coutrol over himself, which
freed him from all obligation, except to do as he chose. In like
manner, as one person of the Trinity, be must have had whatever he possessed of his own right, 1>0 lUI to be complete in himself, and could not have been under oLligations to another, nor
have Deed of giving anything in order to be repaid himself.
Boso. Now I see clearly, that he did not give himself up to die,
for the bonor of God, as a debt; for this my own reason provelf,
and yet be ought to have done what he did. .Amelm. That
hoUDr certainly belongs to the whole Trinity; and, since he i.s
very God, the Sou of God, be offered bimself for his own
honor, lUI well as for that of the Fat.ber and tlle Holy Spirit;
lhat is, he gave his humanity to his Divinity, whicb is one person
of the TriuDe Gud. But, though we expreslt our idea more den-
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nitely by clinging to the precise tmth, yet we may say, according to our custom, that the Son freely gave himself to the
Father. For thus, we plainly affirm, that in speaking of one
person we understand the whole Deity, to whom as man he
offered himself. And, by the names of Father and. Son, a
wondrous depth of devotion is excited in the hearts of the
hearers, when it is said that the Son supplicates the Father on
our behalf. 11oso. This I readily acknowledge.
CIUP. XIX.
llUUJ human saJvationfollows upun his death.
Anselm. Let us now observe, if we can, how the salvation of
men rests on this. &80. This is the very wish of my heart.
For, although I think I understand you, yet I wish to get from
you the close chain of argument. Anselm. There is no need of
explaining how precious was the gift, which tbe Son freely
gave. &80. That ill clear enough already. Anselm. But you
surely will not think that he deserves no reward, who freely
gave so great a gift to God. Roso. I see that it is ne~essary for
th,e Father to reward the Son; else he is either unjust in not
wishing to do it, or weak in not being able to do it; Imt neither
of these things can be attributed to God. Anselm. He who
rewards another, either gives him something which he docs not
have, or else remits some rightful claim upon him. But anterior
to the great offering of the Son, all things belonging to the
Father were his, nor did he ever owe anything, w'hir.h could be
forgiven him. How then can a reward Le bestowed on one
who needs nothing, and to whom no gift or release can be
made? &so. I see, on the one hand. a nt'cessity for a reward,
and on the other, it appears impossible; for God must necessarily render payment for what He owes, and yet there is no one
to receive it. Ansel'm. But if a reward so large and so ·deserved is not given to him or anyone else, then it will almost
appear as if the Son had done this great work in vain. &so.
Such a supposition is impious. Anselm. The reward then must
be bestowed upon some oue else, for it cannot be upon him.
&so. This is necessarily so. Anselm. Had the Son wished to
give some one elso what was due to him, could the Father rightfully prevent it, or refuse to give it to the other person? &so.
No! but I think it would be both just and necessary that the
gift should be given by the Father to whomsoever the Sou
wished; because the Son should be allowed to give away what
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is his own, and the Father cannot bestow it at all except upon
some other person. .Amelm. Upon whom would he more properly bestow the reWllld accruing from his death, than u~. '
those for whose salvation, as right reason teaches, he became
man; and for whose sake, as we have already said, he left an
example of suffering death, to preserve holiness? For surely
in vain will men imitate him, if they be not also partakers of
his reward. Or whom could he more justly make heirs of the
inheritance, which he does not need, and of the superfiuity of
his possessions, than his parents and brethren? What more
proper, than that, when he beholds 80 many of them weighed
down by so heavy a debt, and wasting through poverty, in the
depth of their miseries, he should remit the debt incurred by
their sins, and give them what their transgressions had for.
feited? .Bosot The universe c8.n hear of nothing more reasonable, more sweet, more desirable. .And I receive such confidence
from this, that I CIUIDot describe the joy, with which my heart
exults. For it seems to me, that God can reject none, who
come to him ill this name. Anselm. Certainly not, if he come
aright. And the Scriptures, whiah rest on solid tmth, as on a
firm foundation, and which, by the help of God. we have somewhat examined, - the Scriptures, I say, show us how to approach in order to share such favor, and how we ought to live
under it Bolo. And whatever is built on this foundation, i.
founded aD an immovable rock. Anselm. I think I have nearly
enough answered your inquiry, though I might do it still more
fully, and there are doubtless many reasons, which are beyond
me, and which mortal ken does not reach. It is also plain that
God had no need of doing the thing spoken of; but eternal
truth demanded it. For though God i. said to have dODe what
that man did, on account of the personal union made; yet God
W1l8 in no need of descending from heaven to conquer the devil,
nor of contending against him in holiness to free mankind. But
God demanded that man should conquer the devil, so that he
who had offended by sin, should atone by holiness. As God
owed nothing' to the devil but punishment, so man must only
make amends by conquering the devil, as man bad already been
conquered by him. But whatever was demanded of man, he
owed to God and not to the devil.
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CHAP. Xx.
HOUJ great and IwUJ jlUt iI God', c~.
Now we have found the compassion of God, which appeared
lost to you, when we were considering God's holiness and man's
sin; we have found it, I say, so great, and so consistent with his
holiness, as to be incomparably above anything that can be con-.
eeived. For what compassion can excel these words of the
Father, addressed to the sinner doomed to eternal torments, and
having no way of escape: Take my only begotten Son, and
make him an olfering for yourself;" or these words of .the Son:
., Take me, and ransom your souls." For these are the voices
they utter, when inviting and leading us to faith in the Gospel.
Or, can anything be more just, than for Him to remit all debt,
since he has earned a reward greater than all debt, if given with
the love whieh he deserves.
II

•

XXI. Hor.o it " impossible for the det7il to be reconcikd.
If you carefully consider the scheme of human salTation, you
will perceive the reconciliation of the devil, of which you made
inquiry, to be impossible. For, as man could not be reconciled
but by the death of the God-man, by whose holiness the loss
occasioned by man's sin should be made up; so fallen angels
cannot be saved but by the death of a God-angel, who by his
holiness may repair the evil occasioned by the sins of his companions. And as man must not be restored by a man of a different race, though of the same nature, so no angel ought to besaved by any other angel, though all were of the same nature,
for they are not like men, all of the same race. For all angels
were not sprung from one, as all men were. And there is another
objection to their restomtion, viz. that, as they fell with none to
plot their fall, so·they must rise with none to aid them; but this
is impossible. But otherwise they cannot be restored to their
original dignity. For, had they not sinned, they would have
been confirmed in virtue without any foreign aid, simply by the
power given to them from the first. And, therefore, if anyone
thinks that the redemption of our Lord ought to be extended
even to the fallen angels, he is convinced by reason, for by rea80n he has been deceived. And I do not say this, as if to deny
that the virtne of his death far exceeds all the sins of men and
angels, but because infallible reason rejects the recoDciliatiOll of
the fall en angels.
CHAP.
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CIUP. XXIL BouJ the mala of the Old and NerD TutGmmt iI
IioIm _ 1M thing, whicla Mve hem laid.
lJo«J. All things which you have said seem to me reasonable
and incontrovertible. And by the solution of the single question
proposed, do I see the truth of all that is contained in the Old
and New Testament For, in proving that God became man
by necessity, leaving out what was taken from the Bible, viz.
the remarks on the pe180DS of the Trinity, and on Adam, you
CODvince both JeWII and Pagans, by tbe mere force of reason .
.And the God·mao himself originates the New Testament,
and approves the Old. And, as we must acknowledge him to
be true, so DO one can dissent from anytbingcontained in these
boob. ~ If we have said anything that needs correction,
I am willing to make the correction, if it be a reasonable one.
Bot, if the ~nclosions which we have arrived at by reason,
seem confirmed by the testimony of the truth, then ought we to
.Uribote it, not to ourselves, but to God, who is blessed forever.
Amen.

ARTICLE IV.
THE NARRATIVE OF THE CREATION IN GENESIS.
By ReT. John O. Meanl, East Medway, Mael.

IT is proposed to give an exposition of the first chapter ot
Genesis, with the first three verses of the second chapter, which
oomplete the nazrative of the creation.
The object is, to learn what God teaches in this portion of
Scriptnre. It is important to bear this in mind. We receive
the Bible as written by Divine inspiration. This passage, espe·
cially, must be regarded as purely matter of revelation. These
facts could not be known in any other way. No human being
\Vas present to observe these scenes. This is, in the absolute
Bense, a Divine communication. Olll object, then, is to learn.
what God designs to communicate.
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