REASONS FOR THE INCARNATION ST ATHANASIUS AND ST ANSELM

“The Incarnation” by Athanasius is the oldest and most complete study of its kind and was written before the outbreak of Arianism; thus the book and the writer preserve the non- polemic understanding of one of the major doctrines of the Church.

Any comparison between St. Athanasius and a later writer known as St. Anselm of Canterbury will reveal the differences.  (St. Anselm was born at Aosta a Burgundian, a town on the confines of Lombardy.  He died 21 April, 1109.  He  wrote, Cur Deus Homo (1094-98) or “Why God Became Man”  and was highly recommended by Pope Urban II.  Here is a selection from the book which is presented as a dialog between Anselm and a friend with the name Boso, in its abbreviated form.
CHAPTER ELEVEN:  What "to sin" and "to satisfy for sin" mean. 
ANSELM.  We must inquire, now, into the reason why God forgives the sins of men.  And to do this more clearly, let us first see what "to sin" and "to satisfy for sin" mean. 

BOSO.  It is your function to explain, and mine to listen. 
ANSELM.  If an angel or a human being always rendered to God what he should, he would never sin. 

BOSO. I can only agree. 
ANSELM.  "To sin," then, is nothing else than not to render to God His due. 

BOSO. What is the debt we owe God? 

ANSELM. The will of every rational creature must be subject to the will of God. 

BOSO. Perfectly true. 

ANSELM.  This is the debt which angel and man owe to God, so that no one sins if he pays it and anyone who does not pay it, sins. This is justice or rectitude of will, which makes persons upright or right in heart, that is, in Will. This is the only and the total honor which we owe to God and which God exacts of us. For only such a will produces works pleasing to God, when it is able to act; and when it is unable to act, it gives satisfaction by itself alone, because no effect of activity gives satisfaction without it. A person who does not render God this honor due Him, takes from God what is His and dishonors God, and this is to commit sin. Now, as long as he does not repay what he has plundered, he remains at fault. Neither is it enough merely to return what was taken away, but on account of the insult committed, he must give back more than he took away. 
For example, one who harms the health of another does not do enough if he restores his health, unless he makes some compensation for the injury of pain he has inflicted. 
Similarly, for one who violates the honor of some person, it does not suffice to render honor, if he does not make restitution of something pleasing to the person dishonored, in proportion to the injury of dishonor that has been inflicted. This also must be given attention: when someone pays back what he unjustly pilfered, he must give what could not be demanded of him if he had not defrauded the other person. Thus, therefore, everyone who sins must pay to God the honor he has taken away, and this is satisfaction, which every sinner must make to God. 

BOSO. Since we have set out to follow reason, I have no objection I can make on any of these points, although you frighten me a bit. 

CHAPTER TWELVE:  Is it fitting for God to remit sin out of mercy alone, without any payment of the debt? 

ANSELM. Let us go back and see whether it is fitting for God to remit sin out of mercy alone, without any payment for honor taken away from Him. 

BOSO. I do not see why it is not fitting. 

ANSELM. To remit sin in such a way is the same as not to punish it. And since to deal justly with sin, without satisfaction, is the same as to punish it, then, if it is not punished, something inordinate is allowed to pass. 

BOSO. What you say is reasonable. 

ANSELM. It is, however, not seemly for God to let pass something inordinate in His kingdom. 

BOSO. If I wanted to say otherwise, I would be afraid of sinning. 
ANSELM. Hence it is not fitting for God to remit sin without punishing it. 
BOSO. That follows. 

ANSELM. There is another consequence, if an unpunished sin is remitted: one who sins and one who does not sin will be in the same position before God. And that would be unseemly for God. 

BOSO. I cannot deny that. 
ANSELM. Look at this, also. Everyone knows that the justice of human beings is subject to the law that the measure of recompense is weighed out by God in proportion to the degree of justice. 

BOSO.  So we believe. 

ANSELM.  But if sin were neither atoned nor punished, it would not fall under any law. 

BOSO. I cannot disagree. 

ANSELM.  If pardon is given out of mercy alone, injustice is less encumbered than justice. And this appears extremely incongruous. This incongruity even goes so far as to make injustice resemble God, for as God is subject to no law, neither would injustice be. 

BOSO. I cannot refute your argument. But since God commands us absolutely to forgive those who offend us, it seems to be inconsistent for Him to command us to do what is not fitting for Him to do. 

ANSELM.  There is no inconsistency here, because God gives us this command precisely that we may not usurp what belongs to God alone. For it belongs to no one to carry out vengeance, except to Him who is the Lord of all. Even when earthly rulers exercise vengeance justifiably, the one who is really exercising it is the One who established them in authority for this very purpose. 

BOSO.  You have gotten rid of the inconsistency which I thought was there. But there is another problem for which I would like to have your answer. For since God is so free that He is subject to no law, to no one's judgment, and so kind that nothing kinder can be imagined, and since nothing is right or becoming but what He wills, it does seem extraordinary to say that He absolutely does not will, or has not the freedom, to pardon an injury to Himself, although it is from Him that we are accustomed to ask remission even of the wrongs we do to others. 

ANSELM.  What you say about His freedom and will and kindness is true. But we must understand these things by reason in such a way as not to seem to compromise His dignity. For freedom extends only to what is advantageous or to what is becoming, and a kindness which would bring about something unworthy of God ought not to be called kindness at all. But when we say that what God wills is just and what He does not will is not just, this is not to be understood in the sense that if God should will something unbecoming, it would become right by His willing it. It is not, for example, logical to say: "If God wants to lie, it is right to lie"; rather, one who wants to lie is not God. For a will can never choose to lie unless it be a will in which the truth is impaired, in fact, a will which is itself impaired by deserting the truth. 
When, then, someone says: "If God wants to lie" all he means is: "If God were of such a nature that He could wish to lie"; and so it does not follow that a lie is right. Perhaps, though, it may be interpreted in the same sense as when we say of two impossible things: "If this is, that is," although neither the one or the other is so. Should a person say, for instance: "If water is dry, then fire is wet," neither statement is true. Therefore, it is true to say: "If God wills this, it is right," only regarding those things which it is not unfitting for God to will. If, for example, God wills that it rain, it is right that it rain, and if He wills that some man be killed, it is right that he be killed. Hence, if it is not fitting for God to do anything unjustly or inordinately, it does not pertain to His freedom or kindness or will to pardon without punishment a sinner who does not make recompense to God for what he took away. 

BOSO. You are making irrelevant every objection I thought I could make against you. 
ANSELM. Consider, further, why it is not fitting for God to do this. 

BOSO. I am gladly listening to whatever you say. 

CHAPTER THIRTEEN: Nothing is less tolerable in the order of things than for a creature to take away honor due to the Creator and not make recompense for what he takes away. 

ANSELM. Nothing is less tolerable in the order of things than for a creature to take away the honor due to the Creator and not make recompense for what he takes away. 

BOSO. That is perfectly clear. 

Anselm. Now, nothing would be less justifiably tolerated than what is least tolerable. 

BOSO. This is clear, too. 

ANSELM. Then I think you will not say that God ought to tolerate that than which nothing would be less justifiably tolerated, such as that a creature not restore to God what he takes from Him. 

BOSO. On the contrary, I see that that is to be denied, absolutely. 
ANSELM. Likewise, if there is nothing greater or better than God, there is nothing more just than for the supreme justice which is the same as God Himself, to preserve His honor in the order of the universe. 

BOSO. Nothing is clearer to me than that. 
ANSELM. Therefore, God preserves nothing with greater justice than the honor of His dignity. 

BOSO. I have to agree. 

ANSELM. Do you think He would be preserving it entirely, if He permitted it to be taken away from Him in such a way that there would be no reparation and no punishment for the offender? 

BOSO. I dare not say yes. 

ANSELM. Then it is necessary either that the honor taken away be restored, or that punishment follow. Otherwise, either God will not be just to Himself or He will be unable to attain either. And it would be monstrous even to entertain that thought. 

CHAPTER FOURTEEN: What kind of honor does the punishment of a sinner give to God? 

BOSO. I understand that nothing more reasonable can be said. But I want you to tell me if the punishment of a sinner gives honor to God, or rather, what kind of honor it is. For if the punishment of a sinner is not for the honor of God, when the sinner does not repay what he took away, but is punished, then God loses His honor in such a way as not to regain it. But this seems to contradict what we have said. 

ANSELM.  It is impossible for God to be deprived of His honor. For either the sinner freely pays what he owes, or God takes it from him against his will. It may be that a person by free choice shows due subjection to God -- either by not sinning or by making reparation for sin -- or it may be that God subjects him to Himself, against the person's will, and thus He shows Himself his Lord, which is what the person himself refuses to acknowledge voluntarily. And in this matter, we must observe that just as man, by sinning, plunders what belongs to God, so God, by punishing, takes away what belongs to man. Surely, not only that which he already possesses is said to belong to a person, but also what is in his power to possess. Since, then, man is so made that he could have possessed happiness if he had not sinned, it follows that when, because of sin, he is deprived of happiness and every good, he is paying back what he plundered, out of what belongs to himself, although he is paying unwillingly. For although God does not transfer to His own use, for His own advantage, what He takes away -- as a man directs to his own use, money he takes away from another -- nevertheless, what He takes away He uses for His own honor, by the very fact that He takes it away. For by taking it away, He shows that the sinner and the things that belong to him are subject to Himself. 

CHAPTER FIFTEEN: May God permit His honor to be violated, even in the least degree? 

BOSO.  I like your explanation. But there is still another question I would like you to answer. If God must preserve His own honor, as you are establishing, then why does He allow it to be violated, even in the slightest degree? For what is allowed to be damaged in any measure is not entirely and perfectly protected. 

ANSELM.  Considered in itself, God's honor cannot be increased or diminished. It is itself, by itself, honor incorruptible and absolutely unchangeable. But when each single creature, either by natural impulse or by the use of reason, fulfills its direction toward a goal proper to itself, and, so to speak, prescribed for it, it is said to obey God and to honor Him. This is especially true of rational nature, which has the gift of knowing what it ought to do. When it wills what it should, it honors God -- not that it confers anything on Him, but that it freely subjects itself to His will and plans and keeps its place in the order of the universe, and to the best of its power, it preserves the beauty of that universe. But when it does not will what it should, it dishonors God so far as it can, since it does not subject itself freely to His plan, and, to the extent of its power, it disturbs the order and the beauty of the universe, although it does not injure or degrade the power and dignity of God, at all. If, for example, those things that are contained within the sphere of the sky should wish not to be under the sky or to be released from the sky, they could not at all exist except under it, nor can they flee from the sky except by drawing nearer to it. For no matter where they were to come from or where they were to go, or what direction they took, they would be under the sky, and the greater the distance they would get away from any part of the sky, the closer they would approach to the opposite part. Similarly, even though a man or a fallen angel is unwilling to submit to the divine will and plan, still he cannot escape it; for if he wants to escape the dominion of the will that commands, he rushes under the dominion of the will that punishes. And if you ask how he passes from one state to another, it is only under a permissive will; and supreme wisdom directs his perversity of will or action toward the order and beauty of the universe I have been talking about. For a willing satisfaction for wickedness, or at least the exaction of a penalty from one who refuses satisfaction -- granting that God draws good out of evils in many ways -- takes its proper place in this same universe, and contributes to the beauty of its order. If divine wisdom did not impose these sanctions where wickedness tries to disturb right order, there would arise in the very universe which God has to keep in order, a certain deformity from the violation of the beauty of order, and God would seem to be deficient in His providence. As these two consequences are unfitting, they are therefore impossible, with the result that it is necessary that satisfaction or punishment follow every sin. 

BOSO.  You have answered my objection satisfactorily. 
ANSELM.  It is evident, then, that no one can honor or dishonor God, as God is in Himself; but to the extent of his own nature, a person appears to do one or the other, when he subjects his own will to Gods, or withdraws it from God's. 

BOSO.  I know nothing to say against that. 

CHAPTER TWENTY: Satisfaction must be made in accordance with the measure of the sin. And man cannot do this by himself. 

ANSELM.  You do not doubt this, either, I suppose: that satisfaction must be made in accordance with the measure of the sin. 

BOSO.  If it were otherwise, sin would remain to some extent outside the rule of order; and this cannot be, if God leaves no disorder in His kingdom. But we have already established the principle that the slightest incongruity in God is impossible. 

ANSELM.  Tell me, then: what will you pay to God for your sin? 
BOSO.  Repentance, a contrite and humbled heart, fasting, and all sorts of bodily work, mercy in giving and forgiving, and obedience. 

ANSELM.  In all these things, what are you giving to God? 
BOSO.  Do I not honor God, when, because of fear and love of Him, in sorrow of heart I give up temporal joy; when by self denials and labors I trample underfoot the delights and repose of this life; when, in giving and forgiving, I give liberally of what is mine; when, in obedience, I subject myself to Him? 

ANSELM.  When you render to God what you owe to Him, even without having sinned, you ought not to count it as payment for a debt you owe because of sin. Now all those things you mention, you owe to God. In this mortal life, so great must be your love and so great your desire to arrive at the goal for which you were created (this is the purpose of prayer), and so great your sorrow at not being there yet, and your fear that you may not arrive there, that you ought not to experience any joy except from those things which give you either the help or the hope to arrive at your goal. For you do not deserve to have what you do not love and desire in proportion to its nature, and regarding which you are not in sorrow when you do not yet possess it and you are still running such a great risk of never possessing it. This risk also involves fleeing the repose and earthly pleasures which distract the mind from that genuine repose and delight, except to the extent that you know they foster your intention to persevere. But you must regard your giving as a paying of a debt, just as you recognize that what you are giving you have, not from yourself, but from Him whose servant you are -- both you and the one to whom you are giving. 
Nature also teaches you to do for your fellow-servant, that is, as one human being to another, what you want him to do for you; and it makes clear that whoever is not willing to give what he has, ought not to receive what he does not possess. With regard to forgiveness, I say briefly that vengeance does not at all belong to you, as we said before. The reason is that you do not belong to yourself, nor does he who did you any injury belong to you or to himself, but you are servants of one Lord, created by Him out of nothing; and if you have revenge on your fellow-servant, you are proudly arrogating to yourself a right of judgment over him which belongs exclusively to the Lord and Judge of all.  As for obedience, now, what do you give to God that you do not owe Him, to whose command you owe all that you are and have and are able to do? 

BOSO.  I do not dare to say now, that in all these cases I give anything to God which I do not owe Him. 

ANSELM.  What payment, then, will you make to God for your sin? 

BOSO.  If, even when I am not in the state of sin, I owe Him myself and whatever I can do, in order to avoid sinning, I have nothing to offer Him in compensation for sin. 

ANSELM.  What, then, will become of you? How can you be saved? 

BOSO.  If I take your arguments into consideration, I do not see how. But if I have recourse to my faith -- I hope that in Christian faith that woketh by love, I can be saved. Besides, we read: If the unjust be converted from his injustice and do justice, all his injustices are forgotten. 

ANSELM.  This is said only to those who either awaited Christ before He came, or who believe in Him after His coming. But we excluded Christ and the Christian faith as if they never existed, when we proposed to seek by reason alone, whether His coming was necessary for the salvation of men. 

BOSO.  So we did. 

ANSELM.  Let us, then, proceed by reason alone. 
BOSO.  Although you lead me into some tight corners, still I greatly desire you to continue as you began. 

CHAPTER TWENTY-ONE: How grave a burden sin is. 

ANSELM.  Let us assume that you do not owe all those things which you have just supposed you could render as payment for your sin. And let us see whether they can avail to making satisfaction for even one very small sin -- such as taking a single look which is contrary to God's will. 

BOSO.  Except for the fact that I hear you calling this sin into question, I would think that I could blot it out by a single act of remorse. 

ANSELM.  You have not yet considered how grave sin is. 
BOSO.  Show me this now. 

ANSELM.  Suppose you were to find yourself in the presence of God and someone were to give you the command: "Look in that direction." And suppose that, on the contrary, God were to say: "I am absolutely unwilling for you to look." Ask yourself in your heart what there is, among all existing things, for the sake of which you ought to take that look in violation of God's will. 

BOSO.  I find nothing for the sake of which I ought to do this -- unless perhaps I were caught in the necessity of having to commit either this sin or some greater one. 

ANSELM.  Exclude this necessity, and consider with regard only to the sin in question whether you could [legitimately] commit it for the sake of saving your life. 

BOSO.  I see clearly that I could not. 
ANSELM.  So as not to make you tarry longer: what if it were necessary either for the whole world and whatever is other than God to perish and be reduced to nothing or for you to do so small a thing which is contrary to the will of God? 

BOSO.  When I consider the action itself, I see it to be something trifling. But when I reflect upon the fact that it is contrary to the will of God, I recognize that it is something extremely grave and comparable to no loss. However, we are often irreproachable in acting against someone's will, so that his possessions are safeguarded; afterwards, our having done this pleases the one against whose will we have acted. 

ANSELM.  This happens to a man who sometimes does not understand what is useful to him, or who cannot replace what he loses; but God has no needs, and even as He has created all things, so He could also replace them if they were to perish. 

BOSO.  I must admit that even for the sake of preserving the whole of creation, it is not the case that I ought to do something which is contrary to the will of God. 

ANSELM.  What if there were more than one world, full of creatures, just as this world is? 

BOSO.  If there were an infinitely multiple number of worlds and they too were exhibited to me, I would still give the same answer. 

ANSELM.  You can do nothing more rightly. But if it were to happen that contrary to the will of God you were to take that look, consider as well what you would be able to render as payment for this sin. 

BOSO.  I do not have anything more than what I have already mentioned. 
ANSELM.  By comparison, then, this is how gravely we sin whenever we knowingly do something, however small, contrary to the will of God. For we are always in His presence, and He always commands us not to sin. 

BOSO.  As I see it, we are living in very great danger. 

ANSELM.  It is evident that God demands satisfaction in proportion to the extent of the sin. 

BOSO.  I cannot deny it. 

ANSELM.  Therefore, you do not make satisfaction unless you pay something greater than is that for whose sake you ought not to have sinned. 

BOSO.  I see both that reason requires this and that it is altogether impossible. 

ANSELM.  And God cannot elevate to happiness anyone who is at all obligated by the debt for sin because God ought not to do so. 

BOSO.  This verdict is exceedingly grave. 

CHAPTER TWENTY-FIVE: Necessarily, man is saved through Christ. 

BOSO.  How, then, will man be saved if he does not pay what he owes and if he ought not to be saved unless he pays it? Or how can we impudently maintain that God, who is rich in mercy beyond human understanding, cannot bestow this mercy? 

ANSELM.  At this point you ought to ask those who believe that Christ is not necessary for man's salvation -- those in whose place you are speaking -- to explain how man can be saved apart from Christ. However, if they cannot at all do so, then let them stop scoffing at us, and let them come near and join themselves to us, who do not doubt that man can be saved through Christ; or else let them give up the hope that man's salvation can somehow occur. But if they dread doing so, let them believe with us in Christ, so that they can be saved. 

BOSO.  Let me ask you, just as I did at the beginning, to show me in what way man is saved through Christ. 

ANSELM.  Since even unbelievers admit that man can in some way be made happy, and since we have demonstrated adequately that man's salvation can by no means occur if we assume that Christ does not exist: has not the possibility of man's being saved through Christ been sufficiently proved? For it is possible for man to be saved either by means of Christ, or else by some other means, or else by no means. Therefore, if it is false that man's salvation can by no means occur, and false that it can occur by some other means, it is necessary that it occur by means of Christ. 

BOSO.  Suppose someone perceives the reason why man's salvation cannot occur in some other manner but does not understand how it can occur through Christ. And suppose he wants to claim that it cannot occur either by means of Christ or by any other means. What answer shall we give him? 

ANSELM.  What answer ought to be given to someone who affirms of what must occur that it cannot occur -- his reason being simply that he does not know how it occurs? 

BOSO.  That he is foolish. 

ANSELM.  Therefore, what he says must be treated with contempt. 
BOSO.  That's true. But he ought to be shown how the thing he thinks to be impossible does really occur. 

ANSELM.  From what I have already said, do you not realize that it is necessary for some men to attain happiness? For if it is unfitting for God to bring a man having any stain to that end for which He created him free of every stain -- lest [by so doing] He should seem either to regret the good work He had begun or to be unable to fulfill His purpose -- then, much more, because of this same unfittingness, it is impossible that no man whatsoever be elevated to the end for which he was created. Therefore, either the kind of satisfaction-for-sin which I earlier showed to be required must occur outside the context of the Christian faith -- something which no sound reasoning can demonstrate -- or else satisfaction-for-sin must assuredly be believed to occur within the context of the Christian faith. For that which on the basis of rational necessity is inferred really to be the case ought not to be called into any doubt, even if the reason why it is true is not discerned. 

BOSO. What you say is true. 

ANSELM.  So what more are you asking? 
BOSO. I have not come for you to remove from me doubts about my faith but for you to show me the rational basis of my certainty. Therefore, just as you have led me rationally to the place where I can see that for his sin sinful man owes to God what he cannot pay, and that unless he pays [what he owes] he cannot be saved, so I want you to lead me to the place where on the basis of rational necessity I understand the following points: viz., (1) that all those things which the Catholic faith commands us to believe about Christ if we want to be saved must be true; (2) how they avail to man's salvation; and (3) how it is that God saves man by mercy although He forgives man's sin only if man pays what he owes on account of his sin. In order that your arguments may be the more certain, begin so basically that you establish them on a firm foundation. 

ANSELM. May God continue to aid me now. For you do not at all spare me or take into account the weakness of my knowledge when you impose upon me so difficult a task. Nevertheless, trusting in God rather than in myself, I shall make the attempt (since I have already commenced); and with God's help I shall do the best I can. But lest because of too lengthy a sustained-presentation weariness should arise in him who is willing to read these things, by making another beginning let us distinguish what is still to be presented from what has already been said. 

BOOK II - CHAPTER ONE: Man was created just in order to be happy. 

ANSELM.  We ought not to doubt that God created rational nature just in order for it to be happy through enjoying Him. Indeed, the reason it is rational is in order to discriminate between what is just and what is unjust, between what is good and what is evil, between what is a greater good and what is a lesser good. Otherwise [i.e., could rational nature not make these discriminations], it would be the case that it was created rational in vain. But God did not create it rational in vain. Therefore, there is no doubt that it was created rational for the foregoing purpose. Similar reasoning proves that rational nature received the ability to make these discriminations in order that it would hate and shun evil, and love and choose good, and more greatly love and choose a greater good [than love and choose a lesser good]. For otherwise, it would be the case that God bestowed in vain upon rational nature this ability-to-discriminate, because rational nature would discriminate in vain if it did not love and shun in accordance with its discrimination. But for God to have bestowed in vain such a great capability would not be fitting. Thus, it is certain that rational nature was created for the purpose of loving and choosing the Supreme Good above all other things -- loving and choosing it for its own sake and not for the sake of anything else. (For if [rational nature loves the Supreme Good] for the sake of something else, it really loves not the Supreme Good but this other thing.) But rational nature is able to do this only if it is just. Therefore, so that it would not be rational in vain, it was created both rational and just at once. Now, if it was created just in order to love and choose the Supreme Good, then it was created just either for the further purpose of one day attaining what it loves, and has chosen, or else not for this purpose. But if it were not the case that rational nature was created just for the further purpose of attaining the thing it justly loves and chooses, then its having been created such as justly to love and choose this thing would have been in vain, and there would be no reason why rational nature ought ever to attain this thing. The consequence would be that as long as rational nature would do just works by loving and choosing the Supreme Good, for which it was created, it would be unhappy; for against its will it would be in a state of deprivation, since it would not possess what it desired. But this view is utterly absurd. Consequently, rational nature was created just in order to be happy through enjoying the Supreme Good, viz., God. Accordingly, man, who is rational in nature, was created just in order to be happy through enjoying God. 
CHAPTER TWO: Man would not have died if he had not sinned. 

ANSELM.  The fact that man was created in such a state as not to have to die is easily proven from the following consideration: It is opposed to God's wisdom and justice (as I said earlier) that He compel to undergo death someone blameless, whom He created just, for the purpose of becoming eternally happy. Consequently, if man had never sinned, he would never have died. 

CHAPTER THREE: Man will be resurrected with the body in which he lives during this present life. 

ANSELM.  From the above considerations the eventual future resurrection of the dead is clearly proven. Indeed, if man is to be perfectly restored, he ought to be restored to such a state as he would have been in had he not sinned. 

BOSO. It cannot be otherwise. 
ANSELM.  Therefore, just as had man not sinned he was to have been transformed into incorruptibility with the body he had, so it ought to be the case that when he will be restored he will be restored with the body in which he lives during this present life. 

BOSO.  What answer shall we give if someone claims that this ought to occur in the case of those in whom the human race will be restored but that it need not occur in the case of reprobate men? 

ANSELM.  Nothing can be thought to be more just or fitting than the following: The whole man (i.e., consisting in a soul and a body) would have been eternally happy if man had persevered injustice; correspondingly, the whole man will be eternally unhappy if man continues in injustice. 

BOSO.  On these matters you have satisfied me with terse answers. 
CHAPTER FOUR: God will accomplish with human nature that which He began. 

ANSELM.  From the foregoing considerations the following point is easy to recognize: Either God will accomplish with human nature that which He began, or else He has created in vain so sublime a nature for [receiving] so great a good. But if God is recognized to have created nothing more precious than rational nature, for the purpose of rejoicing in Him, then He is very far from allowing any rational nature to perish completely. 

BOSO.  A rational mind cannot think otherwise. 

ANSELM.  Therefore, it is necessary that God will accomplish with human nature what He began. But this accomplishment can occur, as I said, only by means of complete satisfaction for sin. And no sinner can make complete satisfaction. 

BOSO.  I now understand the necessity of God's accomplishing what He began -- in order that He not seem, contrary to what is fitting, to fail in what He has undertaken. 

CHAPTER SIX: Only a God-man can make the satisfaction by means of which man is saved. 

ANSELM.  But this work can only be accomplished if there is someone who pays to God, for man's sin, something greater than every existing thing besides God. 

BOSO.  This has been proven. 

ANSELM.  Moreover, whoever can give to God something of his own which surpasses everything that is less than God must be greater than everything that is not God. 

BOSO. I cannot deny it. 
ANSELM. Now, nothing except God surpasses everything that is not God. 
BOSO. This is true. 

ANSELM.  Therefore, only God can make this satisfaction. 

BOSO. This follows. 

ANSELM. But only a man ought to make this satisfaction. For in any other case it would not be man who makes it. 

BOSO. Nothing seems more just. 
ANSELM.  Therefore, if (as has been established) it is necessary that the Heavenly City be completed from among men, and if this completion can occur only if the aforementioned satisfaction is made, and if only God can make this satisfaction and only a man ought to make it: it is necessary that a God-man make it. 

BOSO. "Blessed be God." Now we have discovered a major point regarding the topic we are investigating. Therefore, proceed as you have begun. For I hope that God will continue to aid us. 
CHAPTER SEVEN: It is necessary that one and the same [individual] be fully divine and fully human. 

ANSELM.  We must now investigate the manner in which a God-man can exist. For it is not the case that the divine nature and the human nature can be changed into each other so that the divine nature becomes human or the human nature becomes divine; and it is not the case that they can be so mingled that from these two natures there is formed a third nature which is neither fully divine nor fully human. Indeed, if it were possible for the one nature to be changed into the other, then the result would be only someone who is divine and not someone who is human, or else only someone who is human and not someone who is divine. Or if they were so mingled that from the two corrupted natures a third nature were formed (as from two individual animals -- one male and one female, but of different species -- a third animal is born, which does not retain fully either the nature of the father or the nature of the mother but receives a third nature, which is a mixture of the two), then the result would be neither someone who is human nor someone who is divine. Therefore, the God-man about whom we are asking cannot be made from a divine nature and a human nature either by the transformation of the one into the other or by the corrupt mingling of both into a third. For these things cannot happen; or if they can happen, they do not apply to what we are investigating. But if these two integral natures are said to be conjoined in some manner such that, nevertheless, the human nature is distinct from the divine nature and the one who is divine is not identical with the one who is human, then it is impossible for either one to do what must be done. For the one who is divine will not do it, because He will not be under obligation to do it; and the one who is human will not do it, because he will not be able to do it. Hence, in order that a God-man will do this, it is necessary that one and the same [individual] be fully divine and fully human, so as to make this satisfaction. For only one who is truly divine can make satisfaction, and only one who is truly human ought to make it. Therefore, since it is necessary to find a God-man who retains the integrity of both natures, it is no less necessary that these two integral natures conjoin in one person (just as a body and a rational soul conjoin in one man); for otherwise it is impossible that one and the same [individual] be fully divine and fully human. 

BOSO. All that you say pleases me. 

CHAPTER EIGHT: God ought to assume a human nature from the race of Adam and from a virgin woman. 

ANSELM. It now remains to ask from where and in what way God will assume a human nature. Either He will take it from Adam or He will create a new human being from no other human being -- as He created Adam. But if God were to create a new human being, not of Adam's race, then this human being would not belong to the race of men who are born from Adam. Therefore, it would not be the case that he ought to make satisfaction for Adam's race, because he would not descend from it. For just as it is right that human nature make satisfaction for human nature's guilt, so it is necessary that the one who makes satisfaction be either the sinner himself or someone of his race. Otherwise, neither Adam nor his race would make satisfaction for themselves. Therefore, just as from Adam and Eve sin was transmitted unto all men, so only they themselves or someone descended from them ought to make satisfaction for men's sin. Consequently, since they themselves are unable to [make satisfaction], it is necessary for the one who will do this to derive from them. Moreover, just as, had Adam not sinned, he and his entire race would by themselves have remained standing, without the assistance of another creature, so if Adam's race rises after the fall, it should rise and be lifted up by its own efforts. For no matter through whom it is restored unto its own place, assuredly it will stand because of him through whom it will recover its place. Moreover, when God first created human nature in Adam alone and willed to create a woman (in order for human beings to be reproduced from the two sexes) only from Adam, He showed clearly that He willed to create only from Adam that which He was going to create from human nature. Therefore, if the race of Adam were restored through a man who is not from the Adamic race, it would not be the case that [it is restored] unto the dignity that would have been its possession had Adam not sinned. And, thus, it would not be fully restored; and God's plan would seem to be a failure. But both of these consequences are unfitting. Therefore, the human nature [of the man] through whom Adam's race is to be restored must be assumed from Adam. 

BOSO. If we follow reason, as we proposed to, then this conclusion must, inescapably, be true. 

CHAPTER TEN: This man is not required to die. How He is able to sin and not able to sin. Why He and an angel ought to be praised for their justice even though they cannot sin. 

ANSELM.  However, we now ought to investigate whether this man would be required to die, just as all other men are required to die. Now, if Adam was not going to die had he not sinned, much more would not this man -- in whom there could be no sin, because He would be God -- be required to undergo death. 

CHAPTER ELEVEN:  He dies of his own power. Mortality does not pertain to sinless human nature. 

ANSELM.  But it now remains to examine whether He would be able to die with respect to His human nature (for with respect to His divine nature it would always be the case that He is incorruptible). 

BOSO.  Why should we be in doubt about this, since He would be a real man, and every man is naturally mortal? 

ANSELM.  I think that mortality pertains not to sinless human nature but to corrupt human nature. Indeed, if man had never sinned and if his immortality had been immutably confirmed, he would have been no less a real man; and when mortals will rise in incorruptibility, they will be, no less, real men. For if mortality pertained to the essence [veritas] of human nature, there could not at all be a man who was immortal. Therefore, neither corruptibility nor incorruptibility pertains to the sinless state of human nature, since neither of these is essential to human nature; rather, the one conduces to man's unhappiness, the other to his happiness. (But since there is no human being who does not die, the word "mortal" was included in the definition of "man" by the philosophers, who did not believe that human nature as a whole ever could have been or ever can be immortal.) Therefore, the fact that that man would be a real man does not suffice to show that He ought to be mortal. 

BOSO.  Then, look for another reason; for I do not know, if you do not, the reason which proves that He can die. 

ANSELM.  There is no doubt that as He will be God, so He will be omnipotent. 

BOSO. This is true. 

ANSELM. Therefore, if He wills to, He shall be able to lay down His life and take it up again. 

BOSO.  If He cannot do this, it seems that He is not omnipotent. 
ANSELM.  Therefore, if He wills to, He shall be able never to die; and [if He wills to] He shall be able to die and to arise. But as far as His power is concerned, it does not matter whether He lays down His life without anyone else serving as a cause thereof or whether, with His permission, someone else is a cause of the fact that He lays it down. 

BOSO.  There is no doubt about this. 

ANSELM. Therefore, if He is willing to permit it, He will be able to be killed; and if He is unwilling to permit it, He will not be able to be killed. 

BOSO. Reason leads us unswervingly to this conclusion. 

ANSELM.  Reason has also taught us that He ought to have something greater than whatever is inferior to God -- something which He would give to God willingly and not out of debt. 

BOSO.  This is true. 

ANSELM.  But this gift can be found neither beneath Him nor beyond Him. 

BOSO. This is true. 

ANSELM.  Therefore, it must be found in Him. 

BOSO. This follows. 

ANSELM. Therefore, He will give either Himself or something belonging to Himself. 

BOSO. I cannot think otherwise. 

ANSELM.  It must now be asked what kind of giving this ought to be. For since every creature is God's, it is not the case that He will be able to give to God -- as if it were to one who did not already have this as his own -- either Himself or anything belonging to Himself. 

BOSO. True. 

ANSELM. Therefore, this giving must be interpreted as follows: In some way in which He will not be required to, He will offer, for the honor of God, either Himself or something belonging to Him self. 

BOSO. This follows from the things already said. 

ANSELM. If we say that He will give Himself in the sense of obeying God, so that by perseveringly keeping justice He will surrender Himself to God's will, this would not be a case of giving what God does not already exact from Him as a debt. For every rational creature owes this obedience to God. 

BOSO. This cannot be denied. 

ANSELM. Therefore, He must in some other way give to God either Himself or something belonging to Himself. 

BOSO. Reason drives us to this conclusion. 
ANSELM. Let us see whether perhaps this giving is the giving of His life, or the laying down of His life, or the handing Himself over to death, for the honor of God. For God does not exact His life from Him as something owed. Indeed, since there will be no sin in Him, He will not be required to die, as I said. 

BOSO. I cannot think otherwise. 

ANSELM. Let us consider, in addition, whether this view agrees with reason. 

BOSO. You continue to speak, and I shall continue to listen willingly. 

ANSELM. If man sinned through pleasure, is it not fitting that he make satisfaction through distress? And if (with the result that he dishonored God by sinning) he was conquered by the Devil so easily that it could not happen more easily, is it not just that in making satisfaction for sin man should (for the honor of God) conquer the Devil by such a difficult means that it could not be done by any means more difficult? And is it not fitting that man, who by sinning so stole himself from God that he cannot remove himself to any greater extent, should by making satisfaction so give himself to God that he cannot give himself to any greater extent? 

BOSO. There is not anything more reasonable. 

ANSELM.  Now, for the honor of God, a man can willingly and out of no obligation suffer nothing more harsh and difficult than death; and a man cannot at all give himself to God to any greater extent than when he hands himself over to death for the honor of God. 

BOSO. All of this is true. 

ANSELM. Therefore, He who shall will to make satisfaction for man's sin ought to be such that He can die if He wills to. 

BOSO. I see clearly that that man about whom we are inquiring ought to be such that He will not die of necessity (because He will be omnipotent) and will not die out of obligation (because He will never be a sinner) and yet will be able to die of His own free will (because it will be necessary [that he be able to die freely]). 

ANSELM. There are also many other reasons why it is especially fitting for that man to be like men and to dwell among them, yet without sin. These reasons stand out, of themselves, more readily and more clearly in His life and deeds than they can be demonstrated by reason alone, independently of experience. For who will explain how necessarily and how wisely it happened that He who was going to redeem men and to lead them back, by His teaching, from the way of death and perdition to the way of life and eternal happiness associated with men and in this association (although He taught them by word how they ought to live) presented Himself as an example? But how could He give Himself as an example to weak and mortal men, so that they would not depart from justice on account of wrongs or insults or pain or death, if they did not know that He Himself experienced all these things? 

CHAPTER TWELVE: Although He shares our misfortunes, He is not unhappy. 

BOSO.  All of these considerations show plainly that He ought to be mortal and ought to share our misfortunes. Yet all of these misfortunes contribute to our unhappiness. Will He, therefore, be unhappy? 

ANSELM. By no means. For as something beneficial which someone possesses against His will does not conduce to his happiness, so to experience something detrimental wisely and willingly, without being compelled to, is not [a cause of] unhappiness. 

BOSO. This point must be granted. 

CHAPTER FOURTEEN: How His death outweighs the number and the magnitude of all sins. 

BOSO. I ask you now to teach me how His death outweighs the number and the magnitude of all sins -- seeing that you have shown one sin which we regard as trifling to be so infinite that if an infinite number of worlds were exhibited, each as full of creatures as is our world, and if these worlds could be kept from being reduced to nothing only on the condition that someone would take a single look contrary to the will of God, this look ought, nonetheless, not to be taken. 

ANSELM. Suppose that man were present, and you knew who He was, and someone said to you: "Unless you kill this man this whole world and whatever is not God will perish." Would you do this for the sake of preserving every other creature? 

BOSO. I would not do it even if an infinite number of worlds were exhibited to me. 

ANSELM. What if you were then told: "Either kill this man or all the sins of the world will come upon you"? 

BOSO. I would reply that I would prefer to bear all other sins -- not only those which have been committed and will be committed in this world, but also whatever sins can be thought of, in addition to these -- than to commit this one sin. And I think that I ought to give the same answer not only for the case of slaying Him but also for the case of the slightest harm which would touch Him. 

ANSELM. You think correctly. But tell me why your mind judges that one sin which harms this man is more dreadful than all other sins which can be conceived; for no matter what sins are committed, they are all sins against Him. 

BOSO.  The reason is that a sin which is committed against His person surpasses, incomparably, all conceivable sins which are not against His person. 

ANSELM. What will you say about the fact that often someone voluntarily endures harm against his person in order not to suffer greater harm in regard to his possessions? 

BOSO. [I will say] that God does not have need of this long-suffering; for all things are subject to His power, as you mentioned previously in reply to one of my questions. 

ANSELM. You give a good answer. We see, then, that no magnitude nor multitude of sins which are not against the person of God is comparable to [the sin of] harming the physical life of this man. 

BOSO. This is very clear. 

ANSELM. In your opinion how great a good is [the life] of Him whose being-put-to-death is so evil? 

BOSO.  If every good is as good as its destruction is evil, then [His life] is a good incomparably greater than the evil of those sins which His being-put-to-death immeasurably surpasses. 

ANSELM.  You speak the truth. Reflect also upon the fact that sins are as detestable as they are evil; and the life of this man is as lovable as it is good. Hence, it follows that His life is more lovable than sins are detestable. 

BOSO. I cannot fail to understand this. 

ANSELM.  Do you think that such a great and lovable good can suffice to pay what is owed for the sins of the entire world? 

BOSO.  Indeed, it can [suffice to pay] infinitely more [than that]. 

ANSELM. Therefore, you see how His life would overcome all sins if it were given for them. 

BOSO. Clearly. 

ANSELM.  Therefore, if to give one's life is to accept death, then just as the giving of His life outweighs all men's sins, so too does His acceptance of death. 

BOSO. This is plainly the case regarding all sins which do not touch the person of God. 

CHAPTER FIFTEEN: How His death blots out even the sins of those who put Him to death. 

BOSO.  But now I see another point that must be questioned. If to put Him to death is as evil as His life is good, how can His death overcome and blot out the sins of those who have put Him to death? Or if it blots out the sin of one of them, how can it blot out any of the sins of other men as well? For we believe that many of the former have been saved and that countless other men are saved. 

ANSELM. This question is answered by the apostle who said that "if they had known it, they would never have crucified the Lord of Glory." For a sin done knowingly and a sin done in ignorance are so different from each other that the evil which these men could never have done knowingly, because of its enormity, is venial because it was done in ignorance. For no man could ever will, at least knowingly, to kill God so those who killed Him in ignorance did not rush forth into that infinite sin with which no other sins are comparable. Indeed, in order to ascertain how good His life was, we considered the magnitude of this sin not with respect to the fact that it was committed in ignorance but as if it were done knowingly -- something which no one ever did or ever could have done. 

BOSO.  You have shown rationally that the slayers of Christ were able to obtain pardon for their sin. 

ANSELM.  For what more do you now ask? Assuredly, you see how rational necessity shows that the Heavenly City is to be completed from among men and that this completion can be effected only through the forgiveness of sins -- a forgiveness which no man can have except through a man who is himself God and who by his death will reconcile sinful men to God, plainly, then, we have found Christ, whom we confess to be divine and human, and to have died for us. But now that we know this fact without any doubt, we also must not doubt the truth of all the things He says (since God cannot lie) and the wisdom of all the things He did (even though we may not understand the reason for them). 

BOSO.  What you say is true. And I do not at all doubt that what He said is true or that what He did was done reasonably. 
CHAPTER EIGHTEEN: How the life of Christ is paid to God for the sins of men. The sense in which Christ ought, and the sense in which He ought not to have suffered. 

ANSELM.  But tell me now what you think must still be resolved regarding the problem you set forth at the beginning -- because of which problem many other topics intruded themselves. 

BOSO.  The crux of the problem was why God became a man in order to save mankind through His death, although He was apparently able to accomplish man's salvation in some other way. Responding to this problem, you showed by many compelling reasons that the restoration of human nature ought not to be left undone, and yet could not be done unless man paid what he owed to God for his sin. This debt was so great that only God was able to pay it, although only a man ought to pay it; and, thus, the same [individual] who was divine was also human. Hence, it was necessary for God to assume a human nature into a unity of person, so that the one who with respect to his nature ought to make payment, but was unable to, would be the one who with respect to his person was able to. Next, you showed that that man who was God had to be taken from a virgin by the person of the Son of God; and you showed how He could be taken sinless from the sinful mass. You proved very clearly that the life of this man was so sublime and so precious that it can suffice to make payment for what is owed for the sins of the whole world -- and even for infinitely more [sins than these]. Therefore, it now remains to show how His life is paid to God for the sins of men. 

ANSELM. If He allowed Himself to be killed for the sake of justice, did He not give His life for the honor of God? 

BOSO.  Even though I do not see how He could reasonably have done this -- since He was able to keep justice unwaveringly and His life eternally -- nevertheless, it I can understand a thing which I do not doubt, I will admit that He freely gave to God, for God's honor, some such gift to which whatever is not God is not comparable in value, and which can make recompense for all the debts of all men. 

ANSELM.  Do you not realize that when He endured with patient kindness the injuries, the abuses, the crucifixion among thieves -- which were all inflicted upon Him (as I said above) for the sake of the justice which He obediently kept -- He gave men an example in order that they would not, on account of any detriments they can experience, turn aside from the justice they owe to God. He would not at all have given this example if, as He was able to do, He had turned aside from the death that was inflicted upon Him for such a reason. 

BOSO. It seems that it was not necessary for Him to give this example, since we know that many people before His coming -- and John the Baptist after His coming and before His death sufficiently gave this example by bravely enduring death for the sake of the truth. 

ANSELM. Except for Him, no human being through his death ever gave to God what he was not necessarily going to lose at some time or other, or ever paid what he did not already owe. But that man freely offered to the Father what He was never going to lose as a result of any necessity; and He paid on behalf of sinners that which He did not already owe for Himself. Therefore, it is much more the case that He gave an example, in order that no single human being would hesitate (when reason demands it) to render to God on behalf of himself that which one day he will summarily lose. For although He did not at all need to do so for Himself, and although He was not at all compelled to do so for others to whom He owed only punishment, He gave with such great willingness so precious a life -- indeed, His own self -- i.e., so great a person. 

BOSO. You are coming very close to satisfying me. But bear with my asking a question which although you may think it foolish to ask, nevertheless I would not readily know what to answer if it were asked of me. You say that when He died, He gave what He was not obliged to. But no one will deny that when He gave this example in such a way, He did something better (and that His doing it was more pleasing to God) than if He had not done it. And no one will say that He was not obliged to do what He understood to be better and to be more pleasing to God. Therefore, how can we maintain that He did not owe to God the deed He performed -- i.e., the deed He knew to be better and to be more pleasing to God -- especially since a creature owes to God all that he is, all that he knows, and all that he can do? 

ANSELM.  Although a creature has nothing from himself, nevertheless when God grants him the right to do or not to do something, He gives him both prerogatives in such way that although the one alternative is the better, neither alternative is definitely required. Rather, whether he does what is the better or whether he does the alternative, we say that he ought to do what he does. And if he does what is the better, he should have a reward, because He voluntarily gives what belongs to him. For example, although the state of virginity is better than the marital state, neither of these is definitely required of a man. Instead, we say both of him who prefers to marry and of him who prefers to keep his virginity that he ought to do what he does. For no one claims that virginity ought not to be chosen or that marriage ought not to be chosen. Rather, we say that before a man has decided upon either of these, he ought to do the one which he prefers; and if he keeps his virginity, he looks forward to a reward for the voluntary gift which he offers to God. Therefore, when you say that a creature owes to God what he knows to be the better and what he is able to do, then if you mean "[He owes it] as a debt" and do not add "provided God commands it," [your claim] is not in every case true. 
For, indeed, as I said, a man does not owe virginity as a debt; but if he prefers, he ought to marry. Now, perhaps the word "ought" troubles you, and perhaps you cannot understand it apart from [its signifying] a debt. If so, then be aware that just as ability and inability and necessity are sometimes ascribed not because they are in the things to which they are ascribed but because they are in something else, so it also happens in the case of ought to. Indeed, when we say that the poor ought to receive alms from the rich, this statement means nothing other than that the rich ought to give alms to the poor. For this obligation ought to be exacted not of the poor but of the rich. We also say that God ought to rule over all things -- not because He at all owes anything but because all things ought to be subject to Him. And [we say that God] ought to do what He wills, since what He wills ought to occur. Likewise, when a creature wills to do what it is his prerogative to do or not to do, we say that he ought to do it, since what he wills ought to occur. Hence, when the Lord Jesus, as I said, willed to endure death: since it was His prerogative to undergo death or not to undergo death, He ought to have done what He did, because what He willed ought to have been done; and He ought nor to have done it, because [He was] not [obliged to do it] out of debt. 

Assuredly, the Lord Jesus was divine and human. Therefore, in accordance with His human nature (from the time that He was a man) He so received from His divine nature (which is different from His human nature) to have as His prerogative whatever He had that He was not obliged to give anything except what He willed to. And in accordance with His person He so possessed from Himself what He possessed, and was so completely sufficient unto Himself, that He was not obliged to make any recompense to anyone else and did not need to give anything in order to be recompensed. 

BOSO. I now see clearly that it was not in any respect out of debt that He gave Himself over to death for the honor of God (as my argument seemed to show), and that nevertheless He ought to have done what He did. 

ANSELM. Surely, that honor belongs to the whole Trinity. Therefore, since He Himself is God -- viz., the Son of God -- He offered Himself to Himself (just as to the Father and the Holy Spirit) for His own honor. That is, [He offered] His humanity to His divinity, which is one and the same divinity common to the three persons. Nevertheless, in order to say more clearly what we mean, while still abiding within this truth, let us say (as is the custom) that the Son freely offered Himself to the Father. For in this way we speak most fittingly. For by reference to one person [viz., the Father] we understand it to be God as a whole to whom the Son offered Himself according to His humanity; and through the name "Father" and the name "Son," an enormous devotion is felt in the hearts of those listening when the Son is said to entreat the Father for us in this way. 

BOSO. I accept this most gladly. 
CHAPTER NINETEEN: How very reasonable it is that human salvation results from his death. 

ANSELM. Let us see now, as best we can, how very reasonable it is that human salvation results from His death. 

BOSO.  My mind strives toward this end. Now, although I think that I understand this point, I want you to produce the structure of the argument. 

ANSELM.  It is not necessary to discuss how great is the gift which the Son freely gave. 

BOSO. This is [already] sufficiently clear. 

ANSELM.  But you will not suppose that he who freely gives to God so great a gift ought to go unrewarded. 

BOSO.  On the contrary, I recognize that it is necessary for the Father to reward the Son. Otherwise, the Father would seem to be either unjust, if he were unwilling [to give a reward], or powerless, if He were unable [to give a reward]. And both of these features are foreign to God. 

ANSELM.  One who rewards another either gives what the other does not already have or else remits what can be exacted from the other. Now, even before the Son performed so great a deed, everything that was the Father's was also the Son's; and the Son never owed anything that could be remitted. Therefore, what will be recompensed to one who needs nothing and to whom there is nothing that can be given or remitted? 

BOSO.  On the one hand, I see the necessity for giving a reward and, on the other, the impossibility thereof. For it is necessary that God pay what He owes; but there is not anything which He can pay. 

ANSELM.  If so great and so deserved a reward were not paid either to the Son or to someone else, then the Son would seem to have performed so great a deed in vain. 

BOSO. This is heinous to suppose. 
ANSELM.  Therefore, it is necessary that a reward be paid to someone else, since it cannot be paid to Him. 

BOSO. This follows inescapably. 

ANSELM.  If the Son wanted to give to someone else that which is owed to Himself, would the Father rightly be able either to prevent Him or to withhold the reward from the one to whom the Son would give it? 

BOSO.  Indeed, I think it both just and necessary that the reward be paid by the Father to the one to whom the Son wanted to give it. For the Son is permitted to bestow what is His own; and only to someone other than to the Son can the Father pay what He owes. 

ANSELM. To whom will the Son more fittingly give the fruit and the recompense of His death than to those for whose salvation He became a man (as sound reasoning has taught us), and to whom (as we said), by dying, He gave an example of dying-for-the-sake-of-justice? Surely, they would imitate Him in vain if they would not share in His merit. Or whom will He more justly make to be heirs of the reward He does not need, and heirs of His overflowing fullness, than His own kinsmen and brethren (whom -- bound by such numerous and great debts -- He sees languishing with need in the depth of miseries), so that what they owe for their sins may be forgiven them and what they lack on account of their sins may be given to them? 

BOSO. The world can hear of nothing more reasonable, nothing more kind, nothing more desirable. Indeed, I receive so much confidence from this thought that right now I cannot say with how much joy my heart exults. For it seems to me that God rejects no human being who approaches Him under this name. 

ANSELM. This is true -- provided he approaches as he ought. Sacred Scripture everywhere teaches us how we are to approach the participation in such great grace and how we are to live under this grace. Sacred Scripture is founded upon the solid truth, as upon a firm foundation; and with God's help we have perceived this truth to some extent. 

BOSO.  Truly, whatever is erected upon this foundation is established upon a solid rock. 

ANSELM. I think that I have now to some extent satisfactorily answered your question -- even though someone better than I can do this more fully, and even though the reasons for this matter are deeper and more numerous than my intelligence (or any mortal's intelligence) can comprehend. It is also clear that God did not at all need to do what we have been discussing; rather the immutable truth required it. For although on account of a unity of person God is said to have done the thing which that man did, nevertheless God did not need to come down from Heaven in order to overcome the Devil. And [God did not need] to act against the Devil by means of justice in order to free man. Rather, God demanded of man that he overcome the Devil and that, having offended God by his sin, he make satisfaction by his justice. 
Indeed, God did not owe anything to the Devil except punishment; and man did not [owe the Devil anything] except to conquer him in return for having been conquered by him. But man owed to God, not to the Devil, whatever was required of him. 

CHAPTER TWENTY: How great and how just the mercy of God is. 

ANSELM.  We have discovered that God's mercy -- which, when we were examining God's justice and man's sin, seemed to you to perish -- is so great and so harmonious with His justice that it cannot be conceived to be greater or more just. Indeed, what can be thought to be more merciful than for God the Father to say to a sinner, condemned to eternal torments and having no way to redeem himself: "Receive my only begotten son and render him in place of yourself," and for the Son to say "Take me and redeem yourself"? For the Father and the Son do make these respective statements, as it were, when they call and draw us to the Christian faith. And what is more just than that He to whom is given a reward greater than every debt should forgive every debt if it is presented to Him with due affection? 

CHAPTER TWENTY-TWO: The truth of the Old and of the New Testament has been proved within the statements that have been made. 

BOSO.  All the statements you make seem to me to be reasonable and to be statements which cannot at all be contradicted. And I recognize that whatever is contained in the Old and in the New Testament has been proved by the solution of the single problem which we have set forth. For you prove the necessity of God's becoming a man, and you do so in such way that even if the few things you have introduced from our books are removed (e.g., what you mentioned about' the three persons of God and about Adam), you would satisfy not only the Jews but also the pagans by reason alone. Moreover, this very God-man has established the New Testament and confirmed the Old. Therefore, just as it is necessary to affirm that He was truthful, so no one can deny the truth of anything contained in these testaments. 

ANSELM. If we have said anything which ought to be corrected, I do not refuse correction if it is done in accordance with reason. But if that which we think we have rationally discovered is corroborated by truth's testimony, we ought to attribute this not to ourselves but to God, who is blessed forever. Amen. 

St  Anselm is the main source for what  we call the Substitution Theory of the Atonement and his book Cur Deus Homo is still the hunting ground for many Evangelicals. Anselm has frequently been criticized for introducing the notion of substitution implied in the theory of satisfaction: it appears to make the saving work of Christ a remotely by that subject. Anselm is often blamed for introducing this notion into Christian theology.  It was also noted that the biblical background of Anselm’s theory is lacking and that the substitution is a relatively accidental feature of Biblical models of human salvation through Christ.
Anselm defines satisfaction for sin as the repayment of what is owed to God. The debt owed to God by every rational creature, human and angelic, is that the creature subordinates the creaturely will to the will of God.  Sin is the non-payment of this debt or obligation, and robs God of the honor due to God. This is a by-product of Feudalism which led even the Reformers to use the vocabulary of satisfaction as the only biblical way of preaching the saving work of Christ, this was common in the  medieval theology and the theology of the sixteenth century reformation. All agreed that Christ’s saving death involves a satisfaction to God of what the human being owes God but cannot pay God. Yet this model of salvation through the satisfaction worked by Christ is also frequently criticized for an apparent consequence: it appears to make Christ’s saving work a remote matter, alien in origin from the human subject of salvation and alien in effect, since it is appropriated remotely by that subject. And Anselm is often made to bear the blame for this consequence. Also redemption became a problem for God who must find a solution to his violated honor.
Anselm did not invent this model of Christ’s work as satisfaction and its coordinate concept of sin as debt. Before Anselm, these ideas were embedded in the liturgy, as in the Easter Proclamation Exultet (7th to 9th century), which lauded the “only begotten Son, Jesus Christ, our Lord and Savior, who paid for us to the eternal Father the debt of Adam’s transgression” [qui pro nobis aeterno patri adae debitum soluit]. These ideas were seen by modern scholars as also known to some of the early fathers such as Athanasius, who described Christ’s death as the liberation from the debt, ( On the Incarnation chapter s 9  and 20). When the New Testament declares that the death of Christ is a ransom or purchase price and human sin is described as debt the New Testament teaching is mixed with the late development.  The New Testament, in fact, provides a rich variety of models for Christ’s saving work, particularly his saving death.  
The Sacrifice Model 
“Christ offered for all time in a single sacrifice” (Hebrews 10.12). Christ’s death is totally different from those of the OT sacrifice for sins. Christ’s own words in the New Testament narratives of institution of the Eucharist imply this model: “this is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins.” It is elaborated much more fully in the Epistle to the Hebrews, wherein Jesus as the High Priest of the New Covenant enters the immediate presence of God with the perfect sacrifice of his own lifeblood (Hebrews 9.11-28).  The sacrifice model speaks that human sin is thought of as pollution that requires purification through the shedding of the blood and this reflects the OT understanding of sin as pollution. Jacob Milgrom in his Massive study of Leviticus has challenged Christian theologians to prove from Leviticus that there was even an idea of Substitution in the book of Leviticus.   Isaiah 53:5, 6, 10, would come to be used in interpreting the suffering of Jesus, in which the bruises of the suffering servant are the means of healing for those who have offended. There is no hint of a ‘payment’ to God. Even by saying “Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law by becoming a curse for us” (Galatians 3:13) was understood by Athanasius as referring to his death rather than by becoming a curse, “On the Incarnation 20:2. The sixth century words:   Fortunatus’ (.600, Latin poet, b. near Treviso, Italy was a priest in Gaul and later bishop of Poitiers) will confirm the early understanding of redemption as healing:   
SING, my tongue, the Savior's glory; tell His triumph far and wide; tell aloud the famous story of His body crucified;

how upon the cross a victim, vanquishing in death, He died. Eating of the tree forbidden, man had sunk in Satan's snare, when our pitying Creator did
this second tree prepare; destined, many ages later, that first evil to repair.

Such the order God appointed when for sin He would atone; to the serpent thus opposing schemes yet deeper than his own; thence the remedy procuring,
whence the fatal wound had come So when now at length the fullness of the sacred time drew nigh, then the Son, the world's Creator, left his Father's throne on high; from a virgin's womb appearing, clothed in our mortality.

All within a lowly manger, lo, a tender babe He lies! See his gentle Virgin Mother
lull to sleep his infant cries!  While the limbs of God incarnate round with swathing bands she ties.

THUS did Christ to perfect manhood in our mortal flesh attain: then of His free choice He goes to a death of bitter pain; and as a lamb, upon the altar of the cross, for us is slain.
Lo, with gall His thirst He quenches! see the thorns upon His brow!
nails His tender flesh are rending!  See His side is opened now!
whence, to cleanse the whole creation, streams of blood and water flow.

FAITHFUL Cross! Above all other, one and only noble Tree! None in foliage, none in blossom, none in fruit thy peers may be; sweetest wood and sweetest iron!  Sweetest Weight is hung on thee! Lofty tree, bend down thy branches,
to embrace thy sacred load; oh, relax the native tension of that all too rigid wood;
gently, gently bear the members of thy dying King and God.
Tree, which solely wast found worthythe world's Victim to sustain. Harbor from the raging tempest! Ark, that saved the world again!  Tree, with sacred blood anointed of the Lamb for sinners slain.
Blessing, honor, everlasting, to the immortal Deity; to the Father, Son, and Spirit,
equal praises ever be; glory through the earth and heaven to Trinity in Unity. Amen. 

OR

Abroad the regal banners fly, now shines the Cross's mystery:  Upon it Life did death endure, and yet by death did life procure.  Who, wounded with a direful spear, did purposely to wash us clear from stain of sin, pour out a flood of precious water mixed with blood.
That which the prophet-king of old hath in mysterious verse foretold, is now accomplished, whilst we see God ruling the nations form a Tree. O lovely and refulgent Tree, adorned with purpled majesty; culled from a worthy stock, to bear
those limbs which sanctified were. Blest Tree, whose happy branches bore
the wealth that did the world restore; the beam that did that Body weigh
which raised up Hell's expected prey. 
Hail Cross, of hopes the most sublime! Now, in the mournful Passion time; 
grant to the just increase of grace, and every sinner's crimes efface.

Blest Trinity, salvation's spring may every soul Thy praises sing;
to those Thou grantest conquest by the Holy Cross, rewards supply. Amen

Christ Made “SIN” in the Ancient Commentaries 

Origen on 2 Cor 5 21 and related passages.’ Christ who knew no sin was made “sin,”  He sees in atoning Jesus God, the lamb sacrificed for our sins.’ Reflecting on Rom 8: 3, he wrote:  That Christ was made a “victim (or “sacrifice “) for sin “ and that he was offered for the expiation of sins, all the Scriptures testify, mainly Paul, writing to the Hebrews, “this he did once for all in offering up himself” [ 7: 27] and also, “he who has not spared even his own Son but has delivered him for us all” [Rom 8 : 32]. By this sacrifice of his flesh, which is called “(sacrifice)


for sin,” “he has condemned sin in the flesh “ [ Rom 8 : 3], as the Apostle says elsewhere, that “ he has appeared for the destruction of sin by the sacrifice of himself” [  Heb 9 : 26] : and the prophet says: “our sins he bore, our iniquities he carried” [Is 53) . “ For sin” then [ Rom 8: 3], that is, by the sacrifice of his


flesh, in order that the justification of the Law might be fulfilledin us [ Rom 8 : 3f]. For by this sacrifice of the flesh, which was offered for sin, he condemned sin, that is, he expelled it  and took it away’  Commentary on Romans, the Latin translation by Rufinus, IV:1 on Rom 8:3 

Cyril of Alexandria  -   Paul then says of the Father: “For our sake he made him to be sin who knew no sin, so that in him we might become the righteousness of God” [ Cor 5 : 21]. It is as if he said : he wanted him who had never sinned to suffer what the great sinners must suffer, in order to reveal us as just, we who have received faith in him; because he has borne the cross, “despising the shame “[Heb 12 : 2]; one dies for all, he who was worth as much as all of us (ho panton antaxios).  In 2 Cor 5:21, PG 74, 974

More meaningful perhaps is what follows in the same context. Christ has not sinned, explains Cyril, but he has been given up for our sins, for Scripture calls also “sin” the “victim (offered) for sin,” as in Hosea 4: 8 “They feed on the ‘sin’ of my people, and are greedy for their guilt.” This is apparently a reference to , the sacrifice for sin which was eaten by the priests in the ancient temple so  “sin “ = “offering for sin” is explicitly connected with 2 Cor 5 : 21. Several decades previously the Latin Commentator Ambrosiaster of the Latin tradition had proposed a similar interpretation, with a reference to Isaiah 53.  Having quoted again Hosea 4: 8, Cyril comments in Letter 41 to Acacius ‘According to the Scriptures then, Christ has been made a victim (sphagion) for our sins. Hence the very wise Paul writes: him who knew no sin God has made to be “sin”. . . that is, God made him a victim for the sins of the world [ Is 53; 1 Pet 2:24; Rom 5: lO]. . . . In fact the Word of God, good and merciful, was made flesh, man that is, like us who are under the yoke of sin; he has accepted our lot [ Heb 2: 5] and has given his life in exchange (antallagma) for the life of all.’ PG 77,209
In an early writing Cyril links 2 Cor 5 : 21 and Rom 8: 3, to conclude: Christ was made “sacrifice for sin “ (thuma huper hamartias), “for Christ, our passover, has been sacrificed “ (1 Cor 5 : 7). Then Cyril explains his statement by quoting Lev 6 : 25-30 (the ritual of the sin-offering) and asking: “Do you understand that Moses has commanded to immolate the ‘sin,’ that is, the ‘sacrifice for sin ‘ “ This ram, he continues, was a figure of Christ, who for our sake “has been made sin” (2 Cor 5 : 21), was “reckoned among the wicked” (Lk 22: 37; Is 53 : 12), crucified with the robbers, and called “curse” : “ Cursed is everyone who hangs on a tree” (Gal 3 : 13 ; Dt 21: 23).28
Commenting on Jn 1: 29, Cyril mentions that we were in Christ when he gave his life as a ransom for all; “As we were in many sins, subject therefore to death and corruption, the Father gave up his Son as a ransom (antilutron) for us. One for all, because all are in him and he is better than all; who, because of us and for our sake (huper) died and rose again.’

On John, PG 73, 103 

Christ did not become a sinner in the dialogue with a Nestorian

B: well, they say that the divine Paul writes about the Son as if he had become a curse and sin for he says: ‘He who did not know sin, became sin for our sakes” (2 Cor 5:21); and again: “Christ redeemed us from the curse of the Law when he became a curse for us” (Gal 3:13). But they would maintain that this does not mean he really became a curse and sin, rather that here the Holy Scripture clearly means something else. In exactly the same way, they argue, we should understand the phrase: “And the Word became flesh” (Jn 1:14).

A. It is true that he has introduced this opinion that just as one says, “He became curse and sin,” so in the same way did he “become flesh,” and this notion holds a predominant place among his followers.

B. What do you mean? For when one says of him: “He who knew not sin became sin for our sakes and redeemed from the curse of the Law those who were under the law, becoming a curse for their sakes,” then how could anyone doubt that this clearly refers to the time when the Only Begotten was incarnate and made man?

A. Well, when one speaks of the incarnation one also implies all those other things that are applied according to the plan of salvation,  brought to bear on the one who willingly suffered this “emptying out,” as for example hunger and tiredness. How could he who has all power ever have been tired, or how could one ever say that he who is the food and life of all beings was ever hungry, if he had not appropriated to himself a body which by its very nature was subject to hunger and tiredness? 
In the same way one could never have counted him among the lawless (for this is what it means to say that he became sin) nor would he ever have become a curse, enduring the cross for our sakes, if he had not become flesh, that is incarnated and made man for our sake, submitting to a birth like our own, although it was from a holy virgin.
B. I agree. Your opinion is right.
A. Moreover it is foolishness to think or to affirm that the Word became flesh in just the same way as he became curse and sin.
B. Tell me why.
A. Did he not become accursed in order to lift the curse? And did not the Father make him sin in order that he might bring sin to an end?
B. They too would agree with this.
A. In that case, if it is true that the Word became flesh in exactly the same way that he became curse and sin, which is how they understand it, then surely he must have become flesh for the suppression of flesh? But how would this serve to exhibit the incorruptibility and imperishability of flesh which he achieved, first of all in his own body? For he did not allow it to remain mortal and subject to corruption, thus allowing the penalty of Adam’s transgression to continue to pass on to us, but since it was his own and personal flesh, that of the incorruptible God, he set it beyond death and corruption.
B. How well you put it.
A. Somewhere Holy Scripture says that that the first man, that is Adam, was made “a life-giving soul,” while the last man, that is Christ, was made “a life-giving spirit” (1 Cor 15:45). Should we say, therefore, that as he became curse and sin for the destruction of that curse and sin, just so he became a life-giving spirit in order to suppress the state of being a living soul? These people nonsensically twist the significance of the word “became” and then maintain that he became flesh in the same way as he became curse and sin. This is the way that the incarnation, or rather the enmanment of the Word, is destroyed. For if this approach is taken as the truth then the whole sense of the mystery is lost to us; for Christ is not born, neither did he die, neither was he raised, in accordance with the scriptures. In this event where is the faith? That “word of faith which we proclaim” (Rom 10:8)? How did God raise him from the dead if he did not die? And how could he die if he had not been born according to the flesh? And “if Christ is not raised” (1 Cor 15:17) then where is that resuscitation of the dead which inspired in the saints the hope of everlasting life? And where is that revitalization of human bodies which is achieved by participation in his holy flesh and blood?
B. This is why we affirm that the Word became flesh in regard to that generation from a woman, according to the flesh, which is said to have taken place in the last times of this present age, even though, as God, he exists before every age.
A. Exactly so. For it was in this way that he “became like us in all things except sin” (Heb 4:15). The all-wise Paul bears witness to this when he says: “Since the children have a common share in flesh and blood he himself equally participated in these things so that through his death he could reduce to powerlessness the one who held the dominion of death, that is the devil, and that he might liberate those who all their lives were held in slavery by the fear of death. For he did not take his descent from the angels, rather from Abraham’s line, and thus it was fitting that he should be made like his brethren in all things” (Heb 2:14-17). And this likeness in all things has as a kind of beginning, or as the inception of the affair, his birth from a woman; his revelation in the flesh, even though in terms of his own nature he is invisible; his abasement in the human condition for the economy of salvation, even though he has the transcendent name; his humbling to manhood, even though he is raised high above the Thrones; and his acceptance of servile limitations, even though he is by nature the Lord (Phil 2:60. And all this because “The Word was God” (Jn 1:1).
B. How right are your thoughts on this matter? Nonetheless you should know that in their opinion it is inadmissible and even unfitting either to think or to affirm that the Word who was ineffably and incomprehensibly born from God the Father had to undergo a second birth from a woman. They maintain that it was enough for him to have been born from the Father once only, in a manner fitting to God.
A. In that case they are finding fault with the Son, and saying that his decision to undergo a voluntary self-emptying for our sake was misguided. Surely in this way the great and venerable mystery of piety is frustrated and rendered futile, for are they not implying that the Only Begotten’s wonderful economy in the flesh served no purpose for the inhabitants of earth? The word of truth does not allow the babblings of such people as this to gain the upper hand, on the contrary it shows them up for their most stupid ramblings wholly devoid of any knowledge of the mystery of Christ. God the Father engendered the Son from himself in one single act of generation, but it was his good pleasure to save the whole human race in him by means of the incarnation, or rather the enmanment, which, of course, evidently and entirely depended on birth from a woman; and for this end, that by the likeness that the Word born from God had with us, the law of sin in the members of our flesh could be condemned, and so that in the likeness of the death of the one who knew not death, death might be destroyed. As it is said: “If we have been conjoined with him in the likeness of his death, so also shall we be in the likeness of his resurrection” (Rom 6:5.). It follows, therefore, that He Who Is, The One Who Exists, is necessarily born of the flesh, taking all that is ours into himself so that all that is born of the flesh, that is us corruptible and perishing beings, might rest in him. In short, he took what was ours to be his very own so that we might have all that was his.
 “He was rich but he became poor for our sake, so that we might be enriched by his poverty” (2 Cor 8:9). When they say that the Word of God did not become flesh, or rather did not undergo birth from a woman according to the flesh, they bankrupt the plan of salvation, for if he who was rich did not impoverish himself, abasing himself to our condition out of tender love, then we have not gained his riches but are still in our poverty, still enslaved by sin and death, because the Word becoming flesh is the undoing and the abolition of all that fell upon human nature as our curse and punishment. If they so pull up the root of our salvation, and dislodge the cornerstone of our hope, how will anything else be left standing? As I have said, if the Word has not become flesh then neither has the dominion of death been overthrown, and in no way has sin been abolished, and we are still held captive in the transgressions of the first man, Adam, deprived of any return to a better condition; a return which I would say has been gained by Christ the Savior of us all.

On the Unity of Christ,  SVS 1995

Gregory Nazianzus

Gregory is called Gregory the Theologian he wrote to Amphilochius, bishop of Iconium,: “Do, then, the greater thing, by celebrating the liturgy, and loose the great mass of my sins when you lay hold of the Sacrifice of the Resurrection” (tës anastasimou thusia).  Most reverend friend, cease not both to pray and to plead for me when you draw down the Word by your word, when with a bloodless cutting you sever the Body and the Blood of the Lord, using your voice for the lance.’   Letter 171, PG 280

 Elsewhere he calls the Eucharist, ‘the external sacrifice, the antitype of the great mysteries.’ Or 2 PG 35,497

 What an example of humility Christ gave us ! exclaims Gregory: he who was without sin accepted to be called sin itself (auto amartia), curse itself (autokatara). It is improbable that Gregory really read in Paul that Christ personified “sin” or “curse” (2 Cor 5 : 21; Gal 3 : 13), since such a proposition appears unacceptable. In fact, Gregory insists again: Christ did not become “sin,” but he was called so, setting for us an example of humility. In another oration he proposes a fuller explanation.  ‘You must connect with this your subordination of the Son to the Father 1 Cor 15 :25. Why? You will say. Is he not subordinate now? If he is God, does he need at all to be made subordinate to God? You are talking as if he were a bandit or an opponent of God! 
No—look at this fact: the one who releases me from the curse was called “curse” Gal 3: 13 because of me; “the one who takes away the world’s sin” was called “sin”  1 Cor 5:21and is made a new Adam to replace the old. In just this way too, as head of the whole body, he appropriates my want of submission. So long as I am an insubordinate rebel with passions which deny God, my lack of submission will be referred to Christ. 
But when all things are put in submission under him, when transformed they obediently acknowledge him, then will Christ bring me forward, me who have been saved, and make his subjection complete. In my view Christ’s submission is the fulfillment of the Father’s will. As we said before, the Son actively produces submission to the Father, while the Father wills and approves sub mission to the Son. Thus it is that he effects our submission, makes it his own and presents it to God. “My God, my God, look upon me, why have you forsaken me? Ps 21:1 LXX and Matt 27 46” seems to me to have the same kind of meaning. He is not forsaken either by the Father or, as some think, by his own Godhead, which shrank in fear from suffering, abandoning the sufferer. Who applies that argument either to his birth in this world in the first place or to his ascent of the cross? No, in himself, as I have said, he expresses our condition. We had once been the forsaken and disregarded; then we were accepted and now are saved by the sufferings of the impassible. He made our thought lessness and waywardness his own, just as the psalm, in its subsequent course, says the Twenty-First Psalm clearly refers to Christ.’ Or 30:5 which is the 4th theological Oration, PG 36,109, see new translation 2002 SVS  

Theodoret of Cyrus
He goes on to add to the aforesaid the dishonor of the passion. After all, the one who did not know sin he made sin for our sake so that him we might become the righteousness of God (5:.21): though free of sin he underwent the death of sinners in order to undo people sin, and bearing the name that we have he gave us the name what he himself is — that is, he regaled us with the riches of righteousness.  Commentary on the Letters of Paul, Vol,  1, 274

Edited by R Hill 2001
Did God create death and is Death a Divine Penalty for Sin?

Western Christianity, after the rise of Augustinianism, accepted that death is a divine punishment. In general, in Western Christianity, the concept of death and the immortality of the soul after death are colored by the Greek ideas of Scholasticism, which dominated Western theology as a result of the spread of Aristotelianism. Humanity was created for communion with God. Humanity had the potential to find its complete fulfillment in communion with God and in living as the image of God. The human person was not created for death; death was not part of our nature.

When God warns Adam and Eve that if they eat and become disobedient by learning the difference between good and evil according to their desire they ‘shall surely die’( Gen2: 7). This was no threat of punishment, for death is by no means a contrived punishment’ rather it was simple statement of reality. 

We can see the difference between East and West in the two statements:

 The first by Gregory of Palams, ‘God did not say if you sin I will kill you but he said if you sin you shall surely die, (Phy. Ch. 5:150). 
The second statement by Augustine, ‘We certainly were dead in soul and in body, which no Christian doubts: in soul on account of sin, and in body on account of punishment of sin.’ (De Trint 4:3, 5).

Because this is an important theme in Eastern Theology, I must provide the testimony of the Fathers of the church:

Theophilus of Antioch wrote the oldest account of Creation and the fall to Autolycus about 190.

1  ‘If you say show me your God, I would say show me your self, and I will show you my God. Show, then, that the eyes of your soul are able of seeing...

2  The tree of knowledge itself was good, and its fruit was good. For it was not the tree, as some think, but the disobedience, which had death in it. For there was nothing else in the fruit than only knowledge; but knowledge is good when one uses it with discernment. But Adam being yet an infant in age was on this account as yet unable to receive knowledge worthily. For now, also when a child is born it is not at once able to eat bread, but is nourished first with milk, and then, with the increments of years. It advances to solid food. Thus, too, would it have been with Adam; for not as one who grudged him, as some suppose, did God command him not to eat of knowledge. But God wished also to make proof of him, whether he was submissive to His commandment. And at the same time God wished man, infant as he was, to remain for sometime longer simple, and sincere. For this is holy, not only with God, but also with men, that in simplicity and guielessness subjection is yielded to parents.
But as when a law has commanded abstinence from anything, and some one has not obeyed, it is obviously not the law which causes punishment, but the disobedience and transgression. Not, therefore, as if there were any evil in the tree of knowledge; but from his disobedience did man draw, as from a fountain, labor, pain, grief, and at last fall a prey to death.

3  God showed great kindness to man in this, that Clod did not want him to remain in sin forever; but, as it were, by a kind of banishment, cast him out of paradise, in order that, having by punishment expiated, within an appointed time, the sin, and having been disciplined, he should afterwards be restored.

Wherefore also, when man had been formed in this world, it is mystically written in Genesis, as if he had been twice placed in paradise; so that the one was fulfilled when he was placed there, and the second will be fulfilled after the resurrection and judgment. 
For as a vessel, when on being fashioned it has some flaw, is remoulded or re-made, that it may become new and entire; so also it happens to man by death. For somehow or other Adam is broken up, that he may rise in the resurrection whole; I mean spotless, and righteous, and immortal.

4  Was Adam Immortal or Mortal?  But some one will say to us, was man made by nature mortal? Certainly not.  Was he, then, immortal?  Neither do we affirm this.  But one will say, was he nothing?  Not even this is the right answer.

For if God had made him immortal from the beginning, God would have made him god. Again, if God made him mortal, God would seem to be the cause of his death.  Neither, then, immortal nor yet mortal did God make him, but, as we have said above capable of both; so that if he should incline to the things of immortality, keeping the commandment of God, he should become god; but if on the other hand, he should turn to the things of death, disobeying God, he should himself be the cause of death to himself.’

Theophllus to Autolycus, 1: 25,26, 27

Immortality belongs to God alone 1 Tim 5:16 and 1:17 See also St Ambrose of Milan, The Christian faith, and 3:19-21.  ‘Adam lived for many hundreds of years after his disobedience. This does not mean that God lied when He said that ‘in the day that you eat, you shall surly die. For from the very moment that Adam and Eva were estranged from the true life that is God, the verdict of death was pronounced upon them on that very day and Adam and Eve lived their death.’

Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomios, Hom., 2 PG 45:545c

‘The real death is hidden inside the heart, and man has died within’ Macarious of Egypt, On Guarding the Heart, 2 Vol., 42, 179

‘When Adam ate, he died immediately in his soul, and after 930 years he also died in his body. For as the death of the body is the separation of the soul, so also the death of the soul comes when the grace of the Holy Spirit of God is removed from it.’

Symeon the new theologian, Horn., 1:2 PG 66:3.

The two trees in paradise according to Gregory of Nyssa

‘The two trees could not occupy the same place at the centre of paradise: if we allow one to be at the centre, the other must be excluded. The dead centre of a completed bounded object is determined by its equidistance from the circumference. Since a circle has only one centre, it can never have two centers occupying the same location. If the centre of another circle takes the place of the one already there, ii is necessary to substitute another circle; thus the first centre is excluded from being its centre, while a new circle is described about the second centre. But Scripture says that in the centre of paradise both trees had a power contradictory to each other (Gen 2:9, 3:3); I mean one tree bestowed life and the other’s fruit was death. St Paul named this latter fruit, ‘sin’, saying that ‘the fruit of sin is death’ (Rom 6:23). The lesson we must understand was here is that life is the most central of God’s plants. Death was not planted, nor did it have roots or room of its own; by barrenness of its nature, participation in what is good after death became fruitless for the living. Since life was at the centre of all things God planted, death’s nature consists in the cessation of life.’

Gregory of Nyssa, Homilies on Song of Songs, Hom.12, p216-17

Physical Death and Spiritual Death

‘On the day Adam and Eve ate the forbidden fruit they immediately died a spiritual death. He who made them die as none other than the devil, the killer of man, who achieved his purpose when he deceived Eve through the serpent.’ Origen, On John, 20, PG 12:232

Athanasius of Alexandria, ‘On the Incarnation of the Logos’ chapters 3-9  

‘God was not the creator of death, but rather the father of death was the king of evil, that is the devil. Death came into the world by the envy of the devil.’

Gregory of Nyssa, On the Inscription of the Psalms 16, PG 44:60k

‘Death is the confusion of laws and the overturning of all good things of life’ Basil the Great, On envy, 6, PG 31 :385a.

Death becomes a blessing

‘With physical death God offered man a great benefit, it terminates the time of mans sinful condition. Through death is the provision that man does not remain forever in the condition of sin’ Theophilos of Antioch, to Autolycus, 2:26.

‘That the inherent evil in us be not eternalised, the body is dissolved temporarily through the great providence of death, and having thus removed the evil, human nature reformed to be once again separated from evil and restored to its pristine life’

Gregory of Nyssa, Homily on Plucheria, PG, 46:877a.

‘The divine lawgiver uses death to cut the way of sin and thus proves the punishment to be philanthropy, because Adam transgressed and received the punishment foretold to him by the Creator, the benevolent God provides things so that the punishment becomes salvation. For death dissolves sinful man and puts an end to his evil activities. At the same time it release him from pain; be is freed from suffering, death banishes the grief and the cares and puts an end the various passions of the body. The heavenly Judge mixed so much love for man with his punishment’ Cyril of Alexandria, On the Incarnation 6, PG 75:1424d.

The Wages of Sin is Death Rom 6:23
This is the oldest comment on the text of Rom 6:23 is by Origen of Alexandria

Paul employs a military metaphor to good effect by saying that death is the wage due to those who fight under king sin. But God does not give his soldiers a wage, as if they have something owing to them. Rather, he gives them the gift of grace, which is eternal life in Christ.  The death being referred to here is not the death which separates the body from the soul but the death by which because of sin the soul is separated from God.’

Common Romans, Commentarii in Epistulam ad Romanos, vol 3:226 Ed by 1, Heither.
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