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which it is occupied in '
: j general way, The investiralion :
8 frg i l
| ﬁgeigé;algn &'ﬂ‘lﬁn, but im. the same time exceedingly s%:?tﬁi?l%nm
and dee, d tF cor;c usion reached by it iy o f)] Negitive ung-.
v to he [(l}] 'L? 1[()m l’mi forms its theme.  The author allows a
. met umole l‘]f?l'ls worl, and considera jt an important con‘--
e 1o_gu,u selence, especially ji fig vipy of the dee
oy el lheb lrim‘z: of the Tm'my'; but he rejects g unsmmg'
_._"cmsu}: i 1c.mghl‘on \’vhlclg It 1ests throughouy, 1t the
buia i croution. - Lichner of e 21 he flf of man
. : ] tourse, as we Ligye
ggc:i ]r::ito{!:lnliglgh;]uesl[ljun the Soteriological design of- I}ler%;;?n,
15 relotio lmhsin as! e only possible menug ol redemptinn m?cr]’
.ule,exclu.:;ive s Iy Mmaintiin, that this is noy (g be viewed ag
oy tgnulnary renson of {he myslery, that there wag
ety fo n“n‘t '€ contrary back of this,and of 4 fur bronzl-
orand 4 u]:)hiuhloufm"m the original iden of humanity itselr, i
] lqu J.l was possibile for the specinl peed crcn’lcd‘
e d its wi{fn»cdy and cure here uynder any such sy.
e, Jom., sul Maller refuses 1o acknowledge any fneces.
Ay, or e Ir ;irnuno&}‘, beynnd_lhe _existence of sin an the
x"ie\vflhe-ullilm?teil:l;d W}Illoclesgézgﬁag;csi oo in bis
coaothat if the first Adaimn Lind not fulﬁzn, :E;:g[&?cr:fl(y]ilg?:tl?;y;
en
not entered into

,_I}D Eecond-Adum io tale Lis place, if sin. [ngd
e warld thé Son of God would nover have
pprortd ave assumed humpg

ine?l:‘:?l?l lll;]wflsl [‘0&) EI{lfl cl:lhe;' view, according (g Miiller, are tq be
Tt in i‘t in tistic Period, purticularly-in (he Wrilings of-
e ﬁr:’t o it Is__n_moug the Schoolmen pf the midd]e t:'mes
Cu'ntet‘bl;l' ca distinetly and formally intg view.  Ansclm of -
¥, 1n his celebrited teast, Cur Deus Homn 9 c;illlllllor

? exeludes

ityby referring 1he I i
i g Reimation whelly segsi
alonement for sin ; and Thomns A I'U O e s the g O o0
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Y1Ir is ofientimes considered the chief purpose of Christ's
Incarnation,” saya T'rench ( Efuls. Lect. p. 218,) “ that it made
kis death possible, that it provided him a body in which to'de "
that which merely as God he could net do namely 1o sulfer and
to die; while sonme of the profoundest tenchers of (he past, so
far [rom contempluling the Incarnation in this light, have rather
allirmed that tiie Son of God would equally have taken man’s
nature, though of courze under very different conditions, even if
he had not fallen—that it Iny in the everlnsting purposes of God,
quite irrespective of the fall, that the stem and the stallk of hu-
manily should at length bear its perfect {lower in Him, who
should thus at once be its root and crown.” This passage we
have quated belore, in our notice of the worle from which it is
talcen, as one of significant interest in relation to the greut sub-
jeet to which it refers.

In o later article we huve called attention to o more full and
Tormal presentation of the snme view by Professor Lichner of
Germany, who umlies it in fact the foundation thought of his
recent work on Christology, The view is adopted alsa by Dor-
ner, and has called {orth as we have seen.the direct approbation .
of Schdberlein, in an able recension of Liebner’s waorle publish-
ed o Redter’s Repertorium, Licboer himsell has appeared
again, as we have also seen, in the same Journal, in opposition
to Dr. Thomasius, a distinguished Lutheran divine, who it seems
has entered the ligts with him on the oppesite side.  This moy
gerve Lo show the interest which is taken in the question here
brought into debate, and how intimately related it is felt to be to

the very heart of theology at the prezent time. R b

We find now a new writer on the field, Dr. Julius Miiller,:
the authar of (he widely celebrated treatise on Sin.  His mere
name is suflicient of course lo command aitention and respec

He isnot a man to take up any subject lightly, and what h

writes is sure to carry with it the weight both of extensive leam

ing and profound thought.  This eredit is well sustained by, bi

disserlntion on the subject before us, in two anticles contnined i’

Schneider's Dewische Zeitschrift for October 1850, under tha

tile: “The Question examined, Whether the Son of God

would have become man, il the human race had continued with

out sin.””  "Fhe occasion of the discussion is in lorge pariay
least the work of Professor Licbner. It isnot however a revie
of this in any strict sense, but, addresses iiself to the inquiry with

Ithovgh Iie soetns-oceasionally to Io i
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(;?'?EQUOIIEII in fant by-sot_nc n); the p::lr:;ndﬁ'ci;g[;[;:]ﬂy, ety
!:I[y -b?lg]}zfﬂhis:[l n'cel'tarn abbot Euperl, a theologian of deci
c'exilury ib ”;B_ 0‘) ln:t lt!mn schaolnstic turn, ﬂppcarsbin the 12H;

S zE:-] m. \ioc(n!e of (_hc View, setling it in what he
et Acrcssair ¥ connection wig Avugusting’s theory of
rede unswcr.Inn' .tltcr s time, o number of the schoolmen arg
o wering e c{llcsllon, Cur Deyg homo ? g the sa

! Y 5 as for inslance Alexander Hales, John Dung lSS:)e

ud, and Lis school. ¢ Wil (his last his Pelagianizing  antho
o .
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pology may have some. here somewhat inta play, inclining him
to detract from the weight of gin 1s a determining influence an
(God’s counsela; but the immediate reason he Urges in favor-of
the view is, that the happiness and glory (o which Christ’s soul
hus been predestinated i5 o Divine purpose which in_the order
of dignity gocs before the purpose of sulvation towards other
souls, on which acconut (he Incarnatiun, ug being the necessary
condition of ils realization, canndt in the order of God’s purpo-
¢ on the full-of 'mun absolutely as its cause, Were .
(Liis the case, it would scem (o follow that Christ must be regar-
ded ns a bonwmn oocasionalunt, something -which Duns Scotus
wnkes to be wholly derogatory to tho proper glory of fiis.nature.”
We find the sune view pamestly rointained again by the cele-
Lrated John Wessel, and still also under the same general regard
10 the dignity of Cihrist’s porson, b3 infinitely transcending evett
in his human nuture the worth of all buman beings besides,
With the Reformers of the 16th century the sense of sin was

ses depen
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roael rlerodox ivi
. proach of heteradoxy.  Fhe orthodox divines of the Lutheran

confession, so i i
'wi[htcs)?ig“\:usizbrdfr:lsl they lunsuh the guestion, declare themselves
; s against it.  Still this Las nol-prevente
' - it ill ot-prevenied the Jater
:.l(::;llllolgy ﬂclm{ fooking fuvorably on a view, which is fultcti‘l!l?l
ot ofl'_l]])cil\:ilct ]cspccml_l_\r by the consideration, that the highcqli
et ¢ c'mnolubuorx:c, bllmlgmgl\wll'l it the. grealest exaliation (;f
DI, Gani aarded as depende i}
m, Ct 14 t nedent upon muan’s willul s
perversion, and so on something acei B
Iy 8 sting aceidentul, but i
LA yane 8 ALl i, bt must rest o1 H
Loriginal pare idea of the crention in the Divine mind, or in'oltlll:‘
, .

H U X 3 3 f
Cer }fﬁl{:]g on he essential relation between God and man.”
o e imgstfgatmn hore in hand has 1o do with ils subiu[z] onfy
s.presented on the ground of the tue Bible doctrine of 2 pm}
i 1=

. " :

: . 2 :

f;:;ﬁl}iﬁuyd.' Puntheistic systems, which resobve the wctivity of
love into a metaphysical processof absolute sclf-conccigué

so notive, aud atong with (his the iden of redemption so proini-
nent and strong, that- the question, whether the Son of God
would not have assuned flesh even if man had never fallen,
muay be said to have Lad no pewer even Lo engage their serious
altention. At all events they could have for it but pne answer.
The mystery of the Tricurnntion depends for them on the lrage:*
dy of Sin. If pressed with the difficalty-of upholding the.ub-
solute sovercignty of God's decree they are yeady in fuvor- of
this view to take refuge even in suprafapsarinnisny, and to in-
clude the fall itsell inthe decree as the condition of redemptiot.,
@g Calvin, us we all know, without any sort of gualification or
PBut Luther when necessary lopked ot the malter in
Fven in-hie Larger Catechism he says: “0b
reavit Deus, ut 103 redimeret,” God creoted man
i1 order to his redemplion—a proposition which implies that the
act of creation must have curried in it a provision for that which
malkes redemption necessarys, in other words must have involved
e necessity of sin. A public representative indeed of the oth-
or vimgofl the necessity of e Incarnation, cames hefore us in
this age in the peson of the Lutheran Osiander. But this ad-
vocacy stood connected with what was considered an unsound
theology on the sibject of justification, which eaused it of couwse .
1o have more weight against the view in question thap in its fa- ‘
vor. The case was made still worse for. it, hy ils gaining the
approbation of Fanstus Yoeinus 3 though with bim again the rea-
eott for veceiving it lay in a particular peculiarity of his own sys-
tem which the iypothesis happened 1ofi, rather than in the older

- .

\:i:‘fj]:::iﬁ\i1(‘0:“5;}?{51i'lL'l“SL tlirough th(? speculative thinking of
‘Illoughl' o ;.1111 qu:cs:i‘:,]\nu-' .;)ilblctx uu]‘)‘[fropl-m{_e(l- .m._ilmmscivus athc
e el e SN e “u.u meaning is simply, that man
“which view the entire l:isim‘ym;[?[lll]s: (.h\.q.“-e or. theanthropic, in
so called eternal incarnation of the 1%-:;“!: ° I’:(]:I rcgi.l]mud o o

§ ]::Ji,liilprh"lysmul hlasphewny is here left cniimljr.ml;t bi'-:il'l:ili I["Lélw'
. 1 e i ) g h
Elpmé?l{[(:? }_llll[::‘lll;ltmu'ml to be necessary cici for a nernl :Ir_-\tﬂll_
o ieal mrin ]]n‘ll.u‘l lffc, it is remarded  as flowing ounly from
g t:aslcpof w{:i;hm- ground, ffom an act of the personal God;
el e e lull)y' tzccesszfg/-al. may have must rest \vlmll\;

to revenl itself um}\-[! oA 1!10 disposition of God'slove
those theories of a ° .s_m_:h farm.—5u also no vegard is hadl 1o
e = o ﬁ-'mn l;}fll_qugl'nnl necessity for the Inenrnalion, which
e Ll o aking it (o be the conipletion of God himselr,

. B ¥, as they say, in which the contradictic -
- pretended abstractions, Dei " S
Patgohobany. S -lh,- Jeity and Humianity,is brought toan end
“neter of abeolt SO TR RLIAT tlre mystery indeed the char-
"ll % solute necessity, not for man only bul also for G -
b it coml_llutcl_v destroys in doing so the irue i 5 lor Gud;
-+ lutey and gives us under the ue S o an e “]u'l Lo
3 g 1l e name of an elevnal Divine incaran-

reserve.
the snue light.
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e hOrm';lc?’i?nr&\urspminng u_J[' the two different theories saps: * Qui

g0l wlarmue oo ::&13 .';_ll‘erl pracpmmpx]us sit difficile esi Vit](;l’:? ro Py
alicus est et 4 viris catholicis sustinetar.” pre £o.
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, . Thig ex-
bsurdity of an absolule cunmg[t(a fgsf,  tho Logos
1im‘1i lllft} é‘ the conception lhai_lhel SLDnthl became flesh ;.on.
cludes to G- tion ia tha i : f ihe.
;.the assump ak e e
lmcnm('i .ﬂlc]s‘;;a';;{}cs o rejection of blh_c che l!sggzj ?L'—"m n’ process.
* iden whic he whole cing o . ren the
inity, and resolves the ’ {1 thus against even
Thinily, anc! e hould be on its guard et B =Y .
s i nece shou ith such a view ;& caus,
Cliristian scienc it greement with suc din
‘thing lilke nn ng observe I
- sound of aa.‘-‘{lt]]i’rllkgs- which lias not been suﬁimexﬂ{re N
liDlI,.MU”c‘_IEI‘* of the later German theolﬂié.")’&m cound but the
certrin quariers ransplant not merely ot
: shown to lransplant ne tion to the histori
tion has been he folse ideo in ques oo and
nbstance of the fa has the whole voice
sotual subsian The iden of course has the whale blv sub-
Bible, ” inst it; while it inevitably
field of the inmend acalnst ”-) w N bﬂlh
irit of the New Testar T d that of the creature b
spirit of t s conceplion of God and that of 1 fully into
VAL bemdﬁsrﬁbccg;ng!]of God would in this vx_e\‘v; {-:{1:1 cou?{d not
tho courso of i up 0 1 crtin J's0 could nat b this sither
the cours Teet God 5 and soco < is 0o
e and perfee B lins come to pass is
hava been tiue un absolute which has Since
. e for an abs : 1o Dusa. i
nfler m(é)l;t?“:([li(;tion, than one_eternally C(Ll?lni LUpg‘GB withaut
less o contr Id be ne incarnattan corld in
: re could be iod needed dhe wor
moreover there cor ld follow that God nee inoly. 10
cistence, it would eales it accordingly,
crented existence, ruly be God; he creal ale it at
e might truly . is, he does nol create
ordlor thut he » I reality—that is, he ver
ing himsell into full reality—tha sentiplly freedom o
bring himsel . ‘erenlion implies essentially e in the-
¥ idea of -cre d to be wanting ; in
all, for the hich is here supposed to S of Cod.
: world, which ! . realure o 1
ngmlr‘llst\s;‘(;c\h all sound lhmsml mvn:"; ctl?t}::l g}“ Ifimsc’ and An-
world, ; e the condit 1. -
ame time see the condition d word
he '““SS!‘l“t-S;e“?;uld be right with his impicusly bol
ilest -
gelus
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side of 1he transaction ; in ke sensonamely, that it js @wan ouly
wlio could 1oy traly fulfil- his gy, idea, the sense of: his gwn
nature, withont (e entrance of ‘the Logos in 5 real way ingg (e
organism of his lifp. '

“Here comes ingg consideration (11q Posture of Schlcicrmagl,.
er's theology wigh regord: 10 the poiny in hand. Thomasins
mnkes this g souree in fact of ihie modern furm of ()0 propo-
sition; thut 1] Son of God woulll have beconyg incsmate gyen
if- man hag pas sinnod. By Miiller shows very elendy thay jy
lins 0o ooy i, Sehleiermaclioy’s theory whateve, ceording 1o

“this theory, Gliyig ig the completion of hiumay nature, the spn-
ond slage of pygn’s creatinng ag distinguished. from the firat in
Adam ( Clavbensiohre & 59). The firg creation s imperfeer,
through a wan of full hariony jn (he nature of man Letween
his conscicnee and wiil, g coltsciousness of (3o ot being
arong cnonglh (g mive (e spiril fig Preper supremacy over (a
fesli s in Chyig first this couseiongiuss with g corresponing
POWer appewes iy force; and fyom liim, througlt the actinn

P
6 Luith direereq towards Lim hy big people, it js broughi 1p ¢y.
completing thps (he origing]

e ftself 1o ¢hg race geneially,
seise of our by, lile, ang SCIing il free frony its previgug
mperfection, Creation an redetiprion here: are only diffurent
Puts of one worfs, 7, this view, jt s plain, that theye i no
raom for the question, whetlier the Incarnation woul have been
llecessary if man [y ol sinned.  IPar wha the systen) taleeq
for sin is in (aul o mere nitnial defoct iy (e fitsi fory of may 'y
being itself, whicl, from the first looie forward 1o 1he higher con.
Ml conmplemen and oyl s

sciotstioss of Christ as jtg own noeed

i this tselr gt o regarded of cowse then 43 the only 1.

mal ovrder which ife case allows, Qrjr j, should b Inaging]
“that there miglit have been, necording (o 1))e theory, sucly o pro-
giess of the fjpsy imperfeet Tife of the race s wouly fiot have
been attended winpy that fiwap| cantradiction ang disiurbaneg
which we ngw eXpericnee pndoy the notion of sin, i
gee that in syel, eage there could e gy
of a higher ordor of existence in g single personn) Chist as (e
i means of redemption fyp others, In every view clearly, 1
“sysiem of Selleicrmacher implics that 1he mystery ol the ineqr.
naton is eonditianed by the inpertection of the worlif ag now
stunds, and kngws ng ground beyoud 1his of aside from (|jy on
which (o speai; of jy us hecessary,
. e rome thus to Miiljer’s second article, witl the question
disentungled from all fulse connections, and reduced 1o jig proper

theistic and tnly christian fony), Adwiitting (e exislence of 5
Vok. nn—sva, 1y, 15+

S . n s
i ir ran ihm gelegen;
1 I an mir, wie miy ; : .
??ulmltfsschew‘:sen ihm, er hilft-mir meines heg
chhe

: . P oming man ‘to
itions such ns the necessity of God ch-;ccilmt flow from
Propcilsﬂl.lIORP5 own nature, and the CPHSqulﬁiﬂc i)Inlft)l'lll of pun-
complele hi intelligible meaning on lose all
: some nlellig istic ground they lose
il, may have ) lunted to -theistic g h that
ism; but when teansph Tk show of depih _
theism ; bu seeive with o mere ) .
e, and deceive i e i hich they involve
sense and force, and erlnin. twilight fn wh et
only-of the dim uncertain. (v L put it intoa
comes only ‘{‘l“ they cannot satisly it they at Ieﬂﬁsorlz of inward
the lm;}d. nfusion, and that iself is for many a .
siale ol co & . s leind
iafnction.” nof thislcind,
sfsfaction stion then regards properly no CO"C(:.?I;O. but supposes
';Li‘l";lq(ﬁfr;d of the necessity for the I?T?gﬁa oinly,lo e Toimam
as the e 1 cc%i{y 18 reierl
that such ne
the case 1o be,

tis caxy Lo
0 room for the introduction
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. rioinal
. ¢z, the ongin
freeness of Lis acts, N
o, the perfect . aof the fn
personal I}[:,I?V Lﬁe(ﬂ,fst crl?mlion, :lml uwmlI :ﬁ;ﬁg will, and the
sufficigncy < only through iz under
. e necessary ist’s deatl, the thesis ;
something ma ion by Christ’s deatls, incarnation
I redemption by gtory of the incar
need of o real 1 5 that the mystery f things
. . till asserts, the = no! course o B8
consideration s Iv on this abnon o : il
: abzolutely o on of a noi
docs notl llhig?\t]cd]{nd place also ‘[Jp lhclflgg?lsé?\’ed that the ef-
bt woult [ man’s [ile. alce the
: development ol mg - the mystery (o tak
or sinless deve red it nocessary fur th rs: but
- rmlt]clﬂd I H ° } B h i(- How ;lpp[!!l 2
trance of sin icul character under whic lav o broader
. teriolosical clu : icular need there lay o
special so “back of this particular on of muns no-
. t back o ! ierinal ereadion of n
the iden is, that ba it in the originn is in full
sessity for it 1t iy wke this in fu
and d‘cep[t;r \I\]?:(é;l would have l'qull'lL(!l lf.] t]':,cj{j]]lﬂi;]cd lue Lo ifs
ture 1tseli, wincll be even il i liad ied
i lesigned o cnmined ond tied. .
what it was desig liought to be exam it on
A the thou . avored lo vest i
o Tmei lerr 'l::ls\w]:)scntes of the mei?]'l e(? dc(;l(;\zl;\:ler sec and we-
The older Itz modern friends i the
. i il prool. Tis r the fact of 1
d'mctls‘illlgmillmtl the Bible cvery '.‘"hcr? r“fﬁfﬁmm In other
knowledge, that ! the necessity of redemption. sal heory
: ‘aation Lo s and L imply sotericlogica '
jncarnation ghout on the simply sol R
'ds it proceeds tirough . is not necessary
w?ldsu.plocdistinul rcgurd o the oll}m‘. 'I}(L\eb meet us on all
vithout dl:illrsulur texts in proof of lhh}l s1 yGar xv: 45-47,
quoie part N o four, sueh a 3 re plav-
N only thre iii: 22, and ns more p L
sitles 3 while = ii: 10, 1 Paleriii: 22, I by cir-
i: 21-23 Col, ii: At B loei made io ool by !
Bph. 12 21-23, Col. i: 16-17, are e It why. it
- he vest Col. i: 1 ray.  Dut why,
siblo than {ﬂ%ohblful interpretation the Qllh?rn;;lt(:)éi bililical view,
enitons and d re not admit along.with tlff_i tor. arowing forih
Is asled, Tny &:} maore comprehensive churacler, g a
wnothier alse

1] lell WET 0‘ rilimate o 1 £C0ESI } ‘=l]l‘, lll ion & hLl.l
exXercise
-i 1C 1mate and necessary specils
[} 2
from t )

. : fe? 1'hus rela-
shristinn {ruth as a who it
st seheme of christion 2 : sr.  Rather the
o lh]e Wib'fostll::::ries do not exclude ef}"hp,;‘ﬂgra deternsinaie
ted the tw fon isto be taken sim e general
e ‘esgntalion is in the otber more ge
‘biblical repre ich is esnbroced in th i i126lf on.
, which is . g lself o
phase of the nflll-lﬁg first proceeds nnnllyhbﬂlllly% I::?ét;léztévnthﬂﬁu'
construction. I itnow is; the othe “with the
! nan’s state ns it oo he last has to do with
the fuct of n ile divestion. The last has to cstion ;
in just the opposl ] relation in qu H
ally, in just the sul substance of the relatic rid
e versul su of the world,
gt';“'tlmllll ml'?»i}m: nnslwcmblﬂ io tlc}c Muclzn}gg;;:h:;? l}ts realization,
wihile Lie ible, ific mode an ion of man’s
e w a specific o . chaustion of me
hn“g? utlllcc': ‘R’l'?)rd ma-flc flesh in order to the exha
iumely th . death theo-
ering and death. a0 of the two thy
curse b); -S“i?;;azri?mliﬂﬂ of the possible hrérmii’ﬁf’ sreat difficulties.
Buat t TG aathor, is attended w the need of re-
ries, according | stance, that which starts from
Take firsl, for mstance,

man’s soul, apd what room would 4

-out the eptyangg of the distur

- iids regards the worf: of Christ
- Wl not consent, of course to holq
the Priestly office .
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demption. The theory involves not Mmerely single biblig
bt the wholy yjpy that is takey of Chris’s person, and of iy
telations tg )0 world both before and sitnce. gy, earthly hiy-
man fife as it poy slands jg direetly apg Unavaidaliy suliject [
siflering s the soteriological view of the incamagipy aflirmg of
caurse that the enirapeq of the Son of Ggg into this wiigle form
of existenee Presupposes sin, ang by it alone ecomes intelljg;-
ble.  The sune theory pressos 1o congideration moreover, ([
in assuming flosh (g Logos has heen born g o niember of ¢y
ewisl) nition, and in subjection 1o jig lnw, while (he whole
Isracditis)y CCONOINY resulted cerlninly from t],q fact of the fy]),
nly in.view of 8in again, j jg trged, does i become intelligi-
ble why the incarnation ool not place at (he beginning of man’s

history, bt aq o later time ; sin mugt’ first ripen, ang hummlity
show wiiy j was » before 1he
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al texiz,

able to dg o itsell afier the fa]

dispenser of 4 higher life. And whe ean da‘ubl, the soleriofomi.
cal theary js ready to add, but thay ) ihis i

sense of g Apostles, ang parlicuingly of ()5 one amony them,,
who alone Jhag left us in hig \oriy; g3 the outling of 5 genera)
Yiew of the worlg With Chist for jgo centre ™ The mode ton
in which we gre hrought tp participate in Chrisgs life, is such g
10 involve in jig Very nalure the SUPpOsition of sin,  No only is
this the case with re enitince, but ajso wigh fuith in the sense af
Paal and Jopp, 5 i

UPpase no apposition between (e natura)
and spiritual, (le World of sense ang the invisihle workld, i -
here be for the idea of fith,
18 the power (g Drenles through the opg 10 embrace 1he gihior
- What room waylg there be for the tonception of ihny agency of
the Holy Ghost, which j

8 represenited 1o he naw the medinm of
Chris’s life angd work in the worlj g i

er? But how gan we think of 4
the two worlds in (uestion, the foleriologicn) theory aslcs, with.
bing power of sin into the Drocess
of man’s lifg 7 S ’
zain, the soteriofogical vigw
self simply to (o iden of
; 08 though he Prophetical ang Kingly ofliees
Were o Do properly cared for, ns some have pretended, only by
the other theary, : ! st in jis
conception of (e kingdom or God, which ;
of the full ang destined to gng 4% 4 new ereatipn the glories
of the Tesurrection.  The thrge offices are in (ryy), subordinagegd
throughoyt (g e idea of redermipiion
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 Thus it is that the theory which finds the cngf;; ?{sé{}c‘;ﬁn
carnntion in sin and the need of sn_Iv:u:on? SR o over
ver the entire compass of the faet ns il appears in oy, over
?3[ rist’s person and worl, beginning and end, mode otir' ol
1io:1 Limclzj national spliere, nll going before ns .]‘i)‘rcpn:':;_hc::n‘ .
If following after s consequence ; 1o room js left any ate for
3 other ?‘incipic to appropriale to ilzell any part or -p?-m-\tm- [
:Il?grfuct- liljm actitel incarnniion is taken up by its 'elh'pll‘:'lfl‘ uah)-
wcoam,’nl all points, 50 ns completely to !.l_!rus‘L “51“_'1 ‘mwuﬁ
:»r theory of an originad genernl necessity for it as a purely vag .
X i M .
“lli]l‘;:l?g'll}r’rl‘cl:b\ﬂ::ﬁ‘1c§)f|1}|1\\fa|'(l agreement between the l.woivlrt:'\".lrf:
will be f"cll, il we rc\’l_:rTc II]anrdcr [?il;r iﬁﬂi{l{fr{;;ﬂs ?l?:; c?n‘-is-
with the opposite principle, that nam BiE s B
ical necessity back .the general nature o
wlngical necessity back of 'sin mrl o ity ) gone
he idea is, that if the developnient o hwmnaity hnd g ne
for?::nrd in a perfectly normnl wid sinless w .1y1 'lf!ILNLu?‘“Ri-“s?l‘ow
still have become IIeslh. ) Blilinfc:::i“:‘:]m!,hm:]zu.qt o ot
o]y to please the imagination, S ghit.of
::)lil]gi')-iilfrcllliclul view, ns Licbner lumsci%’ 15 L:r;l::}l ég”nfllo,\hI ‘
it must be reganded as e acl of Jove on 10 put of Gul. Lo
whe 1 Dl'cc.mu'se to the human mce.  What would |
;:11111?1?(1:110 then; what want of the tace would it propose to sup-
Al
? ' . rat e
P]yﬂcm the ground is {aken, Ll‘m't the mcc1 ?T‘ﬂ[di:im-.‘-::ws[:ﬁcl:ljt
unity or wholeness Wiihm]’i“h‘(i Gutl;:ni:r::(l: 1.': “;je”;’ir.!l ke
all asunder atomistically it must have o pe i ke
Etg‘.ll'(;ll’i’ll the hiuman nature is joined with the divine.  Thia can

8l 1 i t s as
not mean merely, that Christ is appointed for .ll mankind

anki e him. ubmit (o his govern-
their ruler, and all mankind for him lo_s pm e 1Iwmg e
nient, that they belong of right to him and Iy R
muc[; the solci'"jolngicul view ilsell n]lmlvs,‘w’hi; | IE;‘!.II.\ nto b
shorl of the prfn'cfple here in hand,  Christ’s weads Ilfpl;liu r the
;'xr:.c then imust be understood of an aefial re!;rtw_n lmuth rzc;’{m
\ i i 2 he New Testiunent also in In ]
vit amt himself; asl ) n ! furs
:;V;ernsﬁ of =eguag only (o relation of this sort. : -["Iulls'slhr[(‘:fib
p;cdi;:mv which is used of Jesus Clwist (iﬂl’ﬂll;ﬂ{] y lln Er'\_rs v
Y i 3 ation he hes
i g transferred to the rela :
to the Chureh, is here transfern ‘ ! s 10
t::)nr:ﬂtind in general, an application it never has in Iih'c Ecﬂgucer-
But what does it signify inahe first :'(i{:l}llon ? . I\\fv(i}tlhulr:;__:3 G\h:n'uh
i i is joined in.real life unio | i,
ly, than that he is joined in.r U with hi ol
;?)l!']xsyt’o l;e its ruling and actuating principle, flling it with
u o

(i rila 4] ‘]” by li]B i)ﬂ Wl Gf.
]Jl' 2I1GC ﬂnd IISH?L, Has HIC Ol'gﬂn f )”5 ¥ bl 2
3 ] &

the Yoly Ghost.  Butnow extend this conception to the race as
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‘& whole, and what becomes of the reference of the incarnation
in any view to the idea of sin 7 Humanily then, sin or no sin,
‘a8 being alrendy in union with the divine.-lizman life, needs no
vedemplion. Tt has by this real relation all that it requires, and
it becomes idleindeed (o speak of sin 8 in any sense a fall from
God ; since in the midst of it all the race still stands, through jts
actunl head, in fyl] fellowship with God, and in [all JPossession
also of cternal life, What roct can there be in such circum-
Bances for the idea of redlemption, or for making it in any way
‘the object of the incarnation 7 _
BEach of the views in question then, it appears, goes actually
o exclude the other, They refuse to stand togedher,” It fol-
ows, that to mainlain itself oy all the idealistic theory, which
Prelends to resolve the toystery into a deeper general ground-
back of the soleriological view, muyst quit this nbstract position,
~and come forward as (he only suflicient key for the explanation
»of the whale fugt. '
. In this case however ane feature of it at least must still be
exeepled, the Saviour’s death upon the erass. Notto refer (his
whally to sin, would be to contradict phainly the whole sense of
the Scriptures. Butit is not casy to uphold the propitiatory Big-
. Nification of (his death, if we are to rétain steadily the thought
that the ‘God-man is the real head of the whole” human rase.
Itscems the most ready course to say, (hat (he intervention of
_8in made it necessary for the hend of The race o appear under
such a form as shonld include, in addition to 1he requirements
of the idea under its normal characler, (he provision of an afone.
ment, for the removal of the guilt belonging 1o men by means of
sulfering and death.  But to say nothing of the isolated position
the atonement is thus made lo take in the general revelution of
Christ, the foree of it as real coadition of reconcilintion with
God cannot stand, wliere it is firmly Leld that Christ is the act-
al head of all manking, and =o still less of course (he necessily
-of the incarnation for any such end.  The death of the Son of
God then must be tilen as haviug a declarative value only, sui-
o (o assure men that their original and -essential relaiion ro
tieir ever living hend remaing good nutw’ilhdunding their sense
of guili.  Such a declnation might have been given by ward
alone; bul it is rendered morp expressive thraugh the real sym-
bol thus exhibited iy he transaction of the cross. How every
such view tends 1o sink (he central mystery of faith into the
form of & mere accommodation to human fancy and coneeit ,
stripping it of all objective necessity and so of gl real inward
power, it is not Neeessary here (o prove. It fulls in truth into
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the sphere of certain v,rgllI ‘llcu(;“;n rngogoa;git;c theories, ?vlhwh are
al o field of true theology. .
fdi%giﬁ%‘l?g Zgig?l;havuid (his difficulty, that the idea of Christ’s
natural hendsliip of the race anticipates and prcsm:msfoigguse
a rcal appropriation of ltis atonement, on lh;: gar h?win f‘; rci
repentance and fuith, and so cunnot be regarde lais. t suc%; force
till this condition is at hand?  But if the Lhou% 1 ]’nd ‘!;inntion
iz not to lose itself in lhe_ mera conceplion of .C 11:1le 5 ‘ea ination
for'the race at larze, which })eiongs to the other-theor yi’ou N
imply ¢evidently the restoration of all men to iclomrrn:ndew10 _
God os the mctaphysimlly necessary end of :}1 ;ullluufi o idcl':s
ment, and go along with (his the avertlrow in l[J] o o m;d
of freedom, nceountability, guilt, punishment nF lpa'!'mtonémem
what becomes then Ofﬁuil'e' ﬁez:;l appropriiion of the’s

-ough repentance and faith f _ . .
tllig‘sgllmyIi)L he su p];os_egi pcr}mps, l}hl?t ahl;::ltsﬁ 131;?]{[.151«1:?['1331?0“;.
willul resistance to the atlraction of lhe e [rom

: that belones to it? -~ So Licbner would scem to Ll}:n :
'ti:ﬁell}fgi speils of the lusg of the wicl:qd ag ¢ c;)mpcnﬁnrcd Blg.
the head, 1n which is realized the fnl_i jden of . 3}11\111_&11 ?l;uun'ht
this in one view iz plainly to fall back into the ?ulpmc |lu ; T]u:
that Christ is the hend of ﬁ'w C'hurglz ; fort tre ?yb i.Jem] Oof -
manity as such is made to give way n fﬂYor ol .t;m, o&li,:e { he
redeemed, to which only, and not to the race at large,

i ) C deal
sipe is applied in the New Testament. Tn this way the ided

jstic acoount of the incarnation would yield in tratl to the sole-

ioloui - vi - one cannot see, why Lhe
riological.  In another view however ong & .

supposed capacity of Clirist lo compensale for the ]osslc;fi[a 1_711;1'5
of the race, should not be suflicient also 1o cognFm}sa1 ced
he for the whole—a result cerlainly as anti-solerio olgtcu tu]s._lph;_ve
ble. Then the last sense of his revelation, would be not his

towards actually existing men, bat the perfect realizntion of the

ity inhi Becomes then of
il idea of humanity in himself! But what 1 '
%]1% e:'];i.?i'::al motive already acknowledged, os lying at the ground
of the mystery? The thought besides dialectically destroys

i ie i body ie already
szelf - for o hend in which the whole iden of the body s already
;l::ilifzjcd,,so that it can by itsell make good any deficiency in

this whether partinl or total, is by such cllnrgclerrrﬁlsetlllezlauvc
the relativity that belongs o the very {;oncqptlmzl 0]- m’] cad.
Paul found all the (reasures of wisdom and know ‘c Jiy n
Yesus Chuist crueified. If the theory before us 1bslobim 1:;?(]‘:
than an empty abstraction, s before said, 1t must Blﬂ eh twn-
from this idea of e cross, to explain the other HSTICG 8 m'}d son-
nections of the listorical incarnation, as related to the wor
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- before and since. Canit do this? Liebner seems to think ED;
for on the ground that the iden of humanity is supposed abso-
lutely to require a perfect realization in one cential individual,
free from all the onesidedness that must attach (o other individu-
‘als as such, he boses the conclusion that mankind 7n any case,
that is even without sin, could be righteous before God-only by
fuith in Christ, their divine human bead. “But pow when
Licbner himsell expressly says at the same time, that this abso-
Intely universal individual connot belong originally to humanity,
but must procecd from o higher sphere, how shall we understand
it in the first place that the race should be found from the start,
not by its own apostacy from God but by God’s creative act, in
2 condilion of perfect inability to meet the Divine requirenont,
without the implantation of a new principle bigher than the
nature of humanity az such? How again is the consequence to
‘e aveided, that God in the first ast of creation purposely made
the world bad, in order to maoke it better in the second?  And
(if we attend to it, this unavoiduble insufficiency of all human
individuals aside from (he God-man as their universal centre,
* this want of righteousness in virtue of which they cannot be the
abjects of the Divine complacency, rests on no other ground
than this, that. as abstractions of the (rue ideal uvnily which is
~veached in Christ they are of course onesided and partial repro-
senfations only of tho real generic conception, and so necessnrily

" inadequate examples of humanity, This itsell then unfits us

to stand before God in our natural siate, that we are ‘only indi-
viduals in the common metaphysical ‘sense of the term! We
have here a questionnable mixing of the ethical and the meta-
Thysical, from which it is obly a step to the error current among
the disciples of the Nature-philosophy of Schelling, that indi-
viduality is itself the principle of evil, the original fall from the
absolute or God.” ' ’

All goes indeed to subvert the very ‘idea of sin. Forif the
abstraet singlencss of the human person taken by tself is itsolf
evil, since the whole creation besides looks to (his as its end, it

* follows that evil is identical with the conception of a finile crea-
% tion; or rather in place of a creation the ground of relative

exisience is made (o be, ns in the old Gnoslic systems, a falling

.awnay from God ; whereby at last the ethical force of sin is whol-

ly swallowed up in theosophico-metaphysical dreams.  Or with-
out this, if it be assumed m any view that the world as it came

- originally from God could not plense him, how must the iden of

sin suffer and along with it the whole view of salvation! T can
hardly Dbe talen at best to signify more than an ageravation of
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defects previonsly inherent in the ereature as such.. The_ reln-
tion between normal and abnormal becomes one of difference, .
1ol in principle, but only in degree. " How easily thus may the |
gense'of our own sin mingle itsell with the sentiment of meie
natural insufficiency before God, and in this Jose itsell aliogeth-
er! Such is the mischief always of trying'to fix ethical predi-
cotes on metaphysical relations which are independent of will
and freedom, with the view of hus translorming them into an
cthical character; the tmnsrarn'mlion_slrlkcs.unmfmdably the
other way, the ethical notions are fost in the simply metaphysi-
cal'.I'he origin of Licbner’s-confusion here is carried back by olljr
eritic to & metaphysical thought, which hnscaplivated Olll{ﬂa alao
too far, hiee thinks, on the same ground ; this nameiy,.i wl, | mf
relation of genus wod individual, and the postulnte {rom I\LQ
one representing in metnphysical sense the life of the who & 1?
madé the pointol departuce for ‘the speculative conslruction iJ
the christology. The though, in the opivion of Muller, is qlé y
a delusive phaniom, with ‘ussociations and !cndcnclcs‘hcsildels
that may well cause it 4o be regarded with distrust. The o L-r
quate actunlization of humanity in the person of the Sl?p o

Man, did not require thal heshould include in himsell all-par-

tictlar talents and properties of the raee, any more Lhan it
required that hie should enter into all human relations and eon-

nections.  His lifa was revealed under natural limitations, as of
sex, nationality, family, e,  Tirue, these particularities, essen-
tial to the trath of his human nature, were at the same time
surmounted and 1s it were set aside by the greatness of -_hts \io-
cution and spitit.  But this is something very different from Lsf \ef,
supposed concentration metaphysicaliy of ali the ronstituen D{‘
the tolal race:din him, as the central individual and microcosm o
umanily.
b But ngw taking the thonglit in ils- true sense, that the moral

jden which humanity carries in itsell requires.its udequate reali- -

zalion jo the form of individual life, how will it bear on the
proposition, that (he Son of God woukl have become incarnale
if there hnd been no sin? The thought itzelf contains nothing

that Iooks to the realization of this ideal only in one single indi-

vidual. Rather it requives it of sll; for notto strive after it

would be o positive falling away from morality, and the llliflg:l-
nation of an endlessstriving (hat can never reach the end, a \:}{;_1
progressus . infinitum, is o contradiciion that destroys -HSL} :
11 Kes however in the very nature of the moral idea, lhatl_t 10
nisus in question should be directed towards the whele realizo-
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tion of this idea if it is to have place in the mind at all; for the
iden is based on man’s -relation to God, and is for (his reason
superior to all conditions and circumstanees besides,  Artisiic,
seientilic, political ideals have quite anather chavacter. Their
renlization calls everywhere for u division of work into different
spheres; cven the mosl prominent minds here ure the beorers
und argnis onlyof some distinct part of the iden. - So the great-
est musical genius may have no sense whatever for works of
sculpture nnd painting, or the reverse.  But in the realization of
the moral idea, there is no room to speafs of any such division
of fasks in the service of the whole.  The aim must be all of
nathing.  The ebject of redemption acoordingly, now that sin
has turned the race aside-from i1s original destination, is to bring
to pass the ndequaie realization of this idea in all that are gath-
ered by it into the kingdom of God.  But suppose sin hnd not
accusred ; then the flen mnst have nctualized itself Lo the . full

inall lnman individuals—which is indeed implied also Dy ihe
hypothesis of a normul development ; and dws. the thouglit be-

fore us by no means leads to the necessity of the incamation for

the realization required. : '
« New diffisultics in the way of the theory under . consideration

come: into view, when we wke ‘into aceount the cxistence of

“othar created intellizences besides men, cither angels or (he in-

habitaats of other planets.  “IF it liesin the conception of cren-
ted pereonality universally, that its complete-destiny canbe reach-
ed only through the vead wnion of the Logos with i1s nature, we
must assuine, (against Heb. i 16 indeed,) that sueh o mystery

~-has had place also in favor of the angels. ~ But it belongs to the

very idea ol u true incarnation that the Logos enters as subjoct
into the process of an individual haman life throughout ; and if
he is not (o lose Lis personal wnity in thug going owt of himself
this can have place only in one individual. ~ Tuited with (wo or
‘more, he would not be ruly in any with his netual self, but the

*- union must he thought of merely as a sort of prophetieal inspi-

ration—the Logos simply worling upon the crented conscious-

-ness, without identifying himself with it and so without personal

tonjunciion. O else we wust imagine a suecession of personal
unions—like the Hildoo avatars of Vishnu for instance, in which
the deity tnkes the forms of different crentures and drops them
again ane after another. " But this coneeption alzo plainly de-
strays the triih of the inearnation ; for to this the permanence
of the union js indispensable, since the truth of man’s being
implies conlinued existence. Pantheistic systems indeed, if
they ndmit the hypothesis of ather orders of personal beings.



means, this lnocy is found destiiule of ail iblcel praok.  "ine
angels are styled also sons of God; they stand in near unien
with hiri, mere elose at present certainly than that to which
man is admitted ; they excel man in kno\vlmlgq; llm‘smlc af
the resurrection ig even deseribed expressly as being ¢ like unto
the angels.”  1In the view of the Bible thus, the imnge of 3od
in which man is said to have been created is not peculiar 1o him,
but belongs to nll personal beings ;. os indeed the iden of their
personality itsell implies.  Nuy, the decper fall of the lost an-
gels would seem to show that their first state was higher than
the original condition of man; which in fact the whole chris-
tian workd has always belioved.

The human race, we may believe, has indeed a great and .

wide ond to serve in the general econoiny of erention 5 not lipw-
ever as standing higher than other personal intelligences, bt ag

“ yawning gulph of pantheism.

. parts of crention revolve, asthey-find in it also their

proucnsion ot the nature of our relation to Christy aecordine to
* which, man is to be regarded as comine (o a sort of deificution
an uctual unity of essence with the Toomos, in virlue of I;{s -

manity.  Idvery such imngination of coulse whether it be open
-.or lntent only and disguisud, reduces the exisience of tho cgm-
cture to o mere unsubstantial show; tnd ends necessarily in the
@ “ But, now, if according to all that has been said th
-of the original necessity of e incamation ennnot he miintain.
ed, w[mt'wew must we (ke of the-idew of the Godanan, bo-
'-y[;md which certainly no higher idea is to he thought of as the
véros of the Divine zcheme of the world, amd which therefore

‘sl necessarily be the ceniral idea, around whick all the otlier

; union and
faol sy expressly in this sense,

e theory

end?  Does not the Aposile ;









