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The Atonement ın Reformation Theology
P/expiatıon dans Ia theologıe de Ia reformatıon

Br  Ha Dıe Sühne ın reformatorıischer heologıe
Davıd Wright, Edinburgh

RESUME voıt le mınıstere de l’Eglise Un
mLıse du mınıstere de

L/’expiatıion constıtualit DaS suJet reconcılıatıon, c’est dıre de l’expiatıion,
de dıscussıon dans la CONLroOverse de la MALS auUSSL, comprenan ’Pexhortatıon
Reformatıon, la dıfference de Ia << Y reconcılıes D} (v 20)
Justıfıcatıon. Son traıtement theologıque ot  f adresse mU Croyanis, ıl envısage
est dısperse, ı7 apparailt, lorsqu’ıl est Un expiatıon quotidıienne de LOS peches
aborde, 1aıson DVec d’autres suJets, dans Un repentiance LOouJours
tels qQUE le sacrıfice, Ia Ia renouvelee. De plus, ıl s’attaque Ia
chrıstologıe. L’approche caracterıstique questıon de SAVOLFr quand Dıeu
de la theologıe dans Ia Reformatıon est commence de O0OUS5 aımer. Enfin, Calvın
l’exposıtion de l’Eerıiıture plutöt QUE la Iıt le PDPAaSsage presentant OChrıst

coupable et pecheur nOoLre
SuU le commentaıre de Calvın S
systematıque. Aınsı Ce etude ase

i Tous les elements la
Corınthiens- LOULT fenant doectrıine de l’expiatıon elaboree Dar la

compte autres exposıitions reformatıon sont vırtuellement presents
sıecle. Non seulement Calvın 67

USAMMENFASSUNG ber uch andere Auslegungen des
Jahrhunderts ate Calvın versteht dıe

Die ühne WAr, 2anz LMN Gegensatz zZU.  S geistliche Rolle der Kırche ın erster Lınıe
RKechtfertigung, zZUFr eıt der Reformatıon als eınen ‘Dıienst der Versöhnung” (d.h
eıne kontroverse Angelegenheıt. Ihre der Sühne) Mehr noch, dıe Wo  I Lafßt
Abhandlung erfolgte, wenn S1Le denn euch verschnen 20) als
erfolgte, unzusammenhängend unter Gläubige gerıichtet verstehend, steht ıhm
verschıedenen Überschriften wW1Le z B eın täglıches “Sühnen) UNSerer Sünden Lın
Opfer und dıe Messe,, 'Chrıstologıie‘ eftc. ständıg erneuerter Buße UOr Augen
Die charakterıstische Methode der Darüber hiınaus rıngt mıt der Frage,
reformatorıschen Theologıe ıst dıe WwWann anfıng, UnNnNns lieben. Die
Schriftauslegung und nıcht dıe Korintherstelle versteht Calvın SO, SLe
systematısche Theologıe. Aus dıesem OChrıstus darstellt als jemanden, der
rund escha, sıch dıe folgende schuldıg ıSt, Ja eın Sünder ıst, ın UunNnS. Sıe
Abhandlung UvVOr allem miıt Calvıns vereinıgt Iso LmM runde alle Bestandteıle
Kommentar Kor.ezıcht der reformatorıschen Sıuhnelehre.

Where o0€es ONNeEe find doctrine of the ent— a rehable indıcator of what the
atonement ın Reformatıon theology? It Old Church’s establıshment thought had
WäaS, belıeve, the subject of ma)Jor DSONC I 1ın Protestantism—Justifica-
CONLtroVversy, whether between the Old tıon recelves lengthy and ımportant
Church the 1ie evangelıcals be- attention, orıgınal S1N few an
tween evangelıcals themselves 0)81  (D the sacrıfıce of the INass 1s declared LO be
looks LO the ecrees of the Councıl of truly propıtiatory:
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The victım 15 ONe an the Sam®e, the SAaImne The dıstinective Scots Confess1ion (1560)

deals ıth the sacrıfıce ofChrist ın artıcleNO offerıng by the mınıstry of prıests who
then offered mself the C  9 the 9, °“Chrıist’s Death, Passıon, an Burıal’,
INanneTr alone of offerıng being dıfferent. hıch ends ıth reference to ‘the EVET-
T’he frıuts of that bloody sacrıhıce 4AaTe Jastıng purgatıon and satısfaction’ PUTr-
rece1ved moOSsSt. abundantly through thıs chased for thereby. In wıdely
unbloody OT avaılable modern renderıng the LWO

Ul have een collapsed ınto ‘  atone-
But atonement PTrODEer 1S barely visıble. ment). 'The LWO words of the sıxteenth-

turn to the confessi1ons an cate- century versıon precısely reflect the
chısms of the Reformation mMmovements— Latin *
theır officjal presentatıons of doctrine, More ınteresting 1n thıs Confess1ion 1S5
ıt were-—the treatment 15 remarkably the preceding artıcle ‘Election’, ın
varıable. 'T’he Augsburg Confessjion of hıch the medıatıon ofChrist 1S get 1ın the
1530 has artıcles orıgınal S1N an JusS- frame of the “Mmaıst holie fraterniıtie’ be-

Lween Christ brother an ourselves.tıfıcatıon, and also the Son of God,
hıch affırms that he W as truly born, By the YFather’s appoıntment before the
suffered, W as erucıfıed, died, a! W as bur- foundatıon of the world, hıs Son took
1e 1ın order LO be sacrıfiıce not only for bodie of OUur bodie, esh of flesh, an
orıgınal S1N but Iso for al other SINS an ONe of OUuUr bones’.

NO ATre not afraıd to call God OU.to propıtiate od’s wrath‘. Moreover,
promiınent D the corruptions of the Father John ıt. 1s because he has
INass 1ın artıcle 1S5 ‘the abomınable g1ven hıs only Son to be OU  — brother. There
TOTrT of the sacrıific1al role of the INass follows aCcCcount of the suffering of the

(G0d-man for human salvation ° 'T ’he ScotsINEeanNns of hıch S1N W as taken aAaWAaV and
Confess1ion remiıinds how varıable ATe(+0d W as reconcıled”. 'T’he corrective teach-

ıng irom Scripture 1S5 then set forth T’he the forms and eXpress10ns of hat LOO
Catholiec Confutation of the Confession readıly sS1iL ‘°the Reformation/‘.
an Melanchthon’s Apology piıck all Another product ofthe S, firutful

decade for confess1i0on-wrıting, WAas thethree topıcs al length—original S1N, Justi-
ficatıon an the I1I1Nass On the last the Belgıic Confession of 1561 'T hıs has LWwoO
Apology provıdes extended discussion artıcles Justificatıion, ON of whiıich
of sacrıfıce, distingulshing LWO maın quotes Paul Sayıng that We AaTre Justi1-
LYDeES, propıtiatory and euchanrstice. 'The f1ıed by faıth alone’, and LWO others hıch

present hat might call the work offormer °Treconcıles God placates hıs
wrath merıts the forgıveness of SINS for Christ. The first of these VIEWS ıt the
others’; by the latter those wh have een manıfestation of od’s Justice an
reconcıled gıve thanks’. The only real DPTO- 1n Christ, an the second 1ın terms of S9L-
pıtıatory sacrıfliıce 1n the world 1Ss the iısfactıion. Our everlasting Hıgh Priest
death of hrıst The context determiınes ‘presented hımself1ın Ou.  i behalf before hıs
that, far atonement 1S concerned, Father 1ın order LO AD DCASC hıs wrath Dy
Christ’s sacrıliıce 1s saı1d only LO reconcıle hıs full satısfaction'. As ONSCHUECNC
God“ other of being reconcıled to God 1S

T’he early enevan Confession of 1536 needed ®
has brief artıcles ‘Salvatıon ın Jesus’ T’he Second Helvetic Confess1ion of
an ‘Rıghteousness 1n Jesus’. The former 1566 15 wıdely apprecıated the moOost
declares that “üıt 15 ‚Jesus Christ wh 15 mature ofthe Reformed confess1i1ons ofthe
gıven LO Dy the WYather, 1ın order that century. It 1s5 certaınly the longest, but ıt.
1n hım should 1TeCover a ]] of which 1n 15 scarcely INOTeEe satısfyıng tO those 1ın
ourselves ATe deficıent). The latter ques of explıicıt statement atone-
mentijons the reconcılıatıon of “enemles of ment Much 1S5 LO be found underJustifica-
God an subjects of hıs wrath and ]Judge- tıon (wıth clear cho of Corinthians
ment’.® 9:21), an SOMe 1ın the full artıcle ‘O
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The Atonement ın Retormatiar Theology
‚Jesus Christ, TIrue (G0d an: Man, the related the unıon of dıvınıty an human-
Only Savlour of the World’, hıch 155 pr1- 1ty 1ın Christ LO hıs reconcılıng work an
marıly Christological. Here paragraph delıghted LO quote Luther hımself, here

the passıon an all that Chrıst dıd and from hıs work The Councıls and the
endured for OU. sake by comıng 1n the Church:
flesh presents TY1S thereby reconcıl-
ıng the heavenly Father LO all the faıthful, We sSstT1aAaNs mMuUusStT know that unless

1sS5 1n the balance an throws weıghtexplatıng S1n, dısarmıng death and shat- counterbalance, shall siınk tO the bottomterıng condemnatıon and ell note that
modern translatıon has reversed the wıth scale. INean that thıs WaY ıt 1S

terms of the reconcıllatıon—believers to not true that died for u but only
the Father instead of V1Ce INa dıed, AaTe lost, But ea

an! dead he the opposıte scale, thenOM consults handy one-volume iıntro- hıs sıde g0oes OWN anı upward hkeductions LO the theology ofthe Reformers,
the result 1S hlıttle dıfferent. ılhelm 1g an EeMPTY Of’ he Ca  »

1esel’s Reformed Symbolıcs (1962) has Iso agaın Jump Out of hıs pPan But
he could ave Sal the unless

catıon and Sanctification’ °“Christol-
chapters ‘Unıion wıt. Christ’, “Justifi- he had become INa  » hlıke u that ıt.

could be sa1ld: God dead, passıon,02y Tımothy George’s Theology of the
Reformers (1988) devotes few LO 00 (G0d’s ean According LO hıs

comparıson of Calvın’s an nselm’s NAaiLure God cannot die, but SINCE (30d an
INa Are unıted OM PEeETSON, ıt. 1S5 Correctpresentatıons of the atonement, but tOo talk oOu ean when thatotherwiıse barely mentıjons the top1c— cdies whi 1s ONe thıng ONe Person wıthalthough he COMNCUTS wıth lan S1igg1ins’ God?Judgement that Luther followed OIX  CD

consıstent domınant theory of the In fact, ıt. 1S5 not merely that the doc-
atonement, drawıng instead the trıne of the atonement AaPDPPCAaATrs dıspersed
N$| of hıstorıic approaches. Edmund ın Reformation theologıcal wrıtings. The
Schlink’s Theology of the Lutheran Con- central Reformation decades wıtnessed
fessions (1961) subsumes few mentıjons hıttle 1ın the WaYy of systematıc theology.of atonement under justificatıion. Melanchthon’s Locı Communes an

'T’hıs selectıve SUTVEY ea LO the COIN- Calvın’s Instıtutio are not representatıveclusıon that theologısıng about the atone- of the lıterary endeavours of the leading
ment 1n sıxteenth-century Protestant Reformers. Peter artyr Vermiglı's Locı
reform 1S dıffused rather than COMNCEN- Communes wWerI’le compiled from hıs works
trated. It EINETSECS ın varıecd contexts of after hıs death Wolfgang Musculus, the
engagemen ıth Catholıcısm, wıth learned Augsburg Keformer, 1issued hıs
competing eXpress10ns of Protestantism. Locı Communes 1ın 1560 NnOot long before
As for the former, ıt. WwWas the fact that the hıs death, er 1Impressıve productivity
INass had een turned iınto sacrıfıce 1n translatıng the Fathers an comment-
usurpıng the place of Christ’s unıque self- ıng massıvely maJor parts of the Bıble
offeriıng that above al else persuaded sıgnıficant proportion of the eiorm-
Calvın to regard ıt not corruption of ers theologıcal wrıtings WerTe exposıtionsthe Lord’s SUPDPDET but cAhabolical of Scripture 1ın OI!  D form another
Jection of 1ıt, rıpe not for reformatıon but Calvın used four forms 1ın Geneva—
for replacement. thıs CONtroversy 9 lecture, pastors’ corporate Bıble
invıted exposıtıon of bıblıcal under- study French ' congregation’) and ONN-
standıng of Christ’s sacrıfıce. Strance admonıtıon.) Perhaps the MOsStT

Or agaın the supper-strife between characternstiec mode of Reformation theol-
Lutherans an Swıss/Reformed became 1S exegetical exposıtory. Locı
the catalyst for Chrıstological elabora- commonly appeare appended to the
tıon, especlally the Lutheran sıde. approprılate Passase of Scripture; the
Such developed Christology instinctıvely PapaClCY, tO Matthew 16:17—-19, church

EuroJTh G  e



David Wright
and SLALE LO Romans etCc It W as at10nNn of men an ıth (G0d an the
alyın intentıon to EINSUTE that hıs COINN- other CONCETIUNS the by hıch
mentarıes WerTrTe not cluttered by locı MMaYy obtaın the benefit of IT
an! he put them 1INnto the Instıitutio 'The first that has reconcıled
irom the 1539 edıtıon onwards hımself through Chrıst There ollows

the rest of e 111 ımmediıately the explanatıon that God
volve around perhaps the locus classıcus 70R Chrıst an hıs person has
for the atonement the Bıble Corin- brought about reconcılıatıon 'The WaY
thıans 18—21 (on the assumptıion that which he 1L ext Dy not
atonement focusses specıfıcally the fO them theır SLTLS thıs Iso
theme of reconcılatıon) 111 take the explaıned by showıng how Ohrıist made
platform for OUur consıderatıon the COIN- guilt offerıng for OUTr S1115 an procured
mentary by John Calvın publıshed rıghteousness for The sSecond INnal
1547 French an 1548 Latın As po1ın that the STAaCcCEe of reconcılıatıon
pıck poınts hıs exposıtıon wıll refer applıed LO Dy the gospel that MaYy
tO other sıxteenth CeENTtUrYy ommMmMentators cshare 1T Here ıf anywhere aul
both Protestant and occasıonally Catho- wrıUungs have quıte remarkably
lıe But first present abrıdged TLext of portant passasge and must carefully
alvın' cComments what he calls here CXAUINTNNE the words ON  D by 0)81

quıte remarkably ıimportant Passapge.j— T’he MINILSEFY of reconcılıatıon 'Thıs
have sought LO omıt nothıng of sSub- MOST remarkable descr1ption of the (;0s-

stance Musculus 1ıkewı1se held 1T LO be pel MESSaAYC delıvered through
Passasge always LO be valued MOST hıghly ambassador toO reconcıle INe  ; an
Dy all belıevers, LO be instilled deeply ı LO (G0d It the SIN dıgnıty of mınıs-

mınds wıth specıal Care ters of the gospel tO be sent by (G0d LO
wıth mandate LO be the INESSCHNSCTS an

ohn Calvın 8 Corinthians the pledges of hıs good 111
18—-21 owards But thıs saıd not much

LO glorıfy miıinısters LO com(fort the godly
Moroever all thıngs of Go0od wh: that whenever they hear the gospel

has reconcıled LO hımself through they InNaYy know that (+0d dealıng wıth
Jesus hrıst and has S1ven the IN11N1S- them and 1T WerTrTe negotlatıng
Lr Yy of reconcılıatıon agreement wıth them about theır return

LO hıs DTaCce What blessing COU. be INOTeEeBecause (G0d W as hrıst reconcıl- desırable than thıs! hus let remember
1: the world LO hımself by not ımputıing
LO them theır S1115 an he entrusted LO that thıs the INnal PUrDOSC of the DOS-
the word of reconcılıatıon pel that although ATe Dy nature chil-

Ten of wrath the quarrel between God
'Therefore aCct ambassadors an Ca  . be resolved an Ca be

behalf of hrıst though (G0d WerTe rece1ved Dy hım into hıs STaCce Mınısters
horting through beg behalf of ATe S1IVenNn authorıity LO declare thıs g00d
hrıst Be reconcıled TLO God NEWS LO and LO asSssSurance

of0d’s fatherly love owards It truDE Hım wh knew S11 he made S1NMN that AalıYy er pPperson Ca Iso ear WIT-behalf that mıght be made the
rıghteousness of (+0d hım NEeESS to of0d’s STAaCE but Paul teaches

that thıs duty laıd speclally uDON
All thıngs (aAre of God He all i1sters hus when duly ordaıned I11N1S-

thıngs that belong LO hrıst kıngdom, ter declares fifrom the gospel that God has
ıf he had Ssa1ld °If wısh LO be Christ’ een made Prop1ıt10uUs (propıtiatum) LO

he should be ear 0d’s ambassadormust be regenerated Dy God but thıs
ordınary gıft out publıc duty 0d’s TC-

Who reconcıled There LWO 1Nal sentatıve an endowed ıth rıghtful
POo1INTS here OIle CONCETMANS the reconcılı- authorıty LO make S declaratıon tOo
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The Atonement Reftarmation Theology
God W ın Chrıst. ome takez tOo Was first ın tıme an ın order Iso

IMNeanNn sSImply ‘(G0d W as reconcılıng the regards God; but, regards u hıs love
has ıts foundatıon 1ın the sacrıfice ofworld LO hımself iın Christ), but the INEAaANMN-

ing 1S5 fuller and richer than that, for he 1s hrıst For when thınk of (30d apart
sayıng, fırst, that God W as ın Chrıst an from medıator, Ca CoOncelve of hım
then that by thıs ıntervention he W as only being ansr y wıth u but when
reconcılıng the world to hımself. Thıs 1S medıator 15 interposed between u
sa1d of the Father, SINCE ıt. ould be uUN- know that he 1s pacıfıed owards But
natural LO SaYy that the dıyıne nature of SINCE it 15 Iso needful for to know that
Chrıist W Aas 1ın hrıst hus he 15 sayıng Ohrıst Camne forth LO from the ountaın
that the Father W as 1n the Son, 1n aAaBTree6- of 0d’s free 9 Scripture explicıtly
ment wıth ‚.John 10.38, ‘I 1ın the Father eaches both; the Father’s wrath has een
an the Father 1n me. hus he who placated by the ons sacrıfice and thus
has the Son has the Father Iso Paul the Son W as offered for the explatıon of
CEXPTESSES hımself 1ın thıs WaYy that human SINS, because (30d has had

maYy learn LO be satısfıed wıth Chriıst uDON them an has made thıs sacrıfıce the
because ın hım find (G0d the Father pledge of hıs rece1ving them iınto hıs fa-
also, he commMunılcates hımself LO by VO 'To 108 wherever there 1s5 sS1N
hıs Son there 15 also od’s wrath for (G0d 15 not

'The second clause deals wıth the work propıt10us Owards untiıl he has blotted
of Christ, which 1S LO be propıtiatıion, Out OUT S1INS by NOt ıimputıing them Sınce

OUT consclencCes cannot STasp . bless-SINCE apar from hım God 1S displeased
ıth all because have departed ıng apart from the intervention ofChrıst’s
from rıghteousness. has (30d sacrıfıce, Paul 1Ss rıght LO make ıt the foun-
peared LO humankınd 1ın Christ? For 1eC- datıon an of reconcılıatıon far
oncılıatıon, 1ın order that the hostilıty ATe concerned.
mıght be ended an wh: WerTe strang- Havıng entrusted O He Say>s agaın
eTrTs mıght be adopted SOTMNS Although that commM1sSsS10N LO ffer E reconcılı-
Christ’s comıng had ıts SOUTCeEe 1ın the Vel- atıon LO has een g]ven tOo mınısters of
flowıng love of (0d for u yet, untiıl hu- the gospel. Hor objectıon could be
INa  ®} beings know that God has een raısed. 1 miıght be asked, ‘Where 1S Chrıiıst
propiıtiated by mediıator, there cannot the peacemaker between (30d an hu-
but be theır sıde separatıon which manıty now? How far from o0€eS he
prevents them irom havıng ACCEeSsSs LO God dwell”?’ He Say>S that he 19165 suffered,
But of. INOTe SOONMN L11OW CVEILIY day he offers the frunt of hıs

By nolt ımputıng them Notice hOow suffering tOo through the gospel hıch
human beings return LO favour—by he has g1ven LO the world SUTeE an
being regarded rıghteous, DYy obtaınıng certaın record of hıs completed work of
rem1ssıon of theır S1NS. As long God reconcılhlıatıion. hus the duty of mM1n1S-
ımputes SINS to u he cannot but ters 1s LO apply LO the frunt of Christ’s

deathregard wıth abhorrence, for he cannot
look ıth frıendshı1ıp favour upOoN SIN- But ın Case anyonNn«ec should imagıne thıs
Ners But thıs MaYy aAaPPCaLr to contradıct applıcatıon ın SOINEC such magıcal
hat 1S5 sa1ld elsewhere, that We WeTC the papısts have invented, should
loved by hım before the foundatıon of the note carefully hat he SaVvyY>s Nnext. an how

for hım the applıcatıon consısts entirelyworld’ (Eph 1.4), an LO contradıct st1ill
INOTeE .John 3.16, where he SayS that hıs of the preachıng of the gospel. Kor the
love for W as the TEASON why he eXP1- POPEC an hıs priıests use thıs pretext
ated SINS by Christ, for the mMust LO provıde SOINE shadow ofwarrant for the
always precede the effect My 1S altogether ungodly an execrable traffic
that Were loved from before the foun- they onduct Ver the salvatıon of souls.
dation of the world, but nOoLt apar from ”The Lord”/, they SaYy, ‘has g1ven COIN-
Christ But do agree that the love of God mıssıon an! authorıity LO forgıve sıns.’
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accept thıs, provıded that they CarTr’ y Out both explatory sacrıfıce and fault
the work of ambassadors Paul here erıme. But the meanıng ofthıs word an
deser1ibes ıt. The mınısters of the of the entire sentence wiıll be better Ull-
church restore to (G0d’s favour 1ın derstood ıf COMPDATE the LWO sıdes of
rıght an! orderly by bearıng wıt- the antıthesıs contaıned ın ıt Sın 1s
NEess LO through the gospel of how God posed LO rıghteousness for Paul teaches
has een reconcıled by hıs STAaCE that WerTrTe made the rıghteousness of

God result of Chrıst’s havıng eenAs though (i0d Were exhorting. 'T‘hıs made sS1N. Here rıghteousness not1S of the greatest ıimportance and ındeed quality habıt but somethıng ımputedabsolutely to g1ve authorıity LO tO u SINCEe ATE saıd tOo have receı1ıvedmınıstry. For who would OW QU'
tıon that that iınvolves hıs eternal salva- the rıghteousness of Chrıist What then 1s

mMean by ‘sın"? It 1S5 the ouilt aCccounttıon LO depend merely uponNn human ofhıch Are accused before the Judge-testimony? ment of God As man’s CUrse used LO beWe beg behalf of OChrıst .
Be reconcıled. We should ote that here cast uDON the sacrıficıal vıctım,

aul 1S dealıng wıth behevers and he de- Christ’s condemnatıon W as absolu-
clares that he has LO execute hıs comm1s- tıon an ıth hıs strıpes ATe healed.

T’he rıghteousness of G(i0d ın hım Fiırst,S10N to them V day Chriıst nNnot the rıghteousness of (G0d here notqauffer Just LO explate OU. S1INS ONCE, NOr
W as the gospel instituted only ın order the rıghteousness that 1S o]ven to by
that the SINS commıtted before bap- God, but rather the rıghteousness that 1S

approved by hım, Just 1ın John 12.43thetısm should be forgıven u but rather, glory of God INECanlls that hıch (+0dSINCE S1N CVECLIY day, by daıly for- PTOVES an the glory of INe  - that whiıichg1veness (30d recelves iınto hıs favour.
'The work of the gospel ambassadors 1S WI1NsS the vaın approval of the world So 1ın

perpetual, for the gospel MUST be PTO-
Rom 303 when he SayS that We have
COINE short of the glory of (10d?’ heclaımed ceaselessly 1n the church LO the that ın urselves have nothıng 1nen! ofthe world and ıt cannot be preached hıch LO glory before God 'To AaPPCAaAr to bewıthout promıse of the forgıveness of

SINS. We have here explıcıt and rele- rıghteous before INe  - 1s5 not. dıfficult, but
vant passage LO refute the ungodly eacn- that 1S only false semblance of rıght-

COUSNECSS, hıch finally brıngs about OUTıng of the papısts hıch requıres 111e  - LO rulın, for the only Lrue rıghteousness 1sseek the forgıveness of post-baptısmal that hıch 15 accepted of GodSINS elsewhere than 1n the explatıon a_

complıshed ın Chrıst’s en He We IMNaYy 110 return LO the contrast
drawn 1n thıs between rıghteous-calls u much after baptısm before ess an S1N. How Ca  » become rıght-1ıt, to that OT)!| explatıon made DYy Chrıst, EOUS before God? In the SaIne WaYythat MaYy know that always recelve hrıst became SINNer. For he took, itforgıveness by TEeE unmerıted STaCcCEe WEerTre, OUTr DETSON, that he miıght be the

Hım wh NEeUW sSLN Note ell how offender 1n OU Name an thus mıght be
ın all aul’s wrıtiıngs there 1S erWaY reckoned sınner, not because of hıs OW
of returnıng iınto God’s favour than that offences but because of those of others,
hıch founded exclusıvely upoN SINCE he hımself W as PUTEe an free from
Chrıst’s sacrıfıice. Let learn then al- CVETYVY fault an oTre the penalty that W as

WaYS to look LO hım, when wısh to be OUur due and not hıs OW Now 1ın the SaIne
absolved from ouilt 1S5 commonly WaY ATrTe rıghteous ın hım, not because
taught that here C  sın explatory have satısfied 0d’s Judgement by OUuTrT
sacrıflıce for S1N, that ıt. 1S rendered OW works, but because aAare Judged 1ın
pıaculum 1ın Latın In thıs an other Das- relatıon LO Christ’s rıghteousness which

Paul has borrowed E express1on have put by faıth, that ıt. mMay be-
TOM the Hebrew 1ın hıch asham COMe OW: hat 1s why have chosen
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LO retaın the preposıtion In rather than to Tea-minıstry almost part ofthe

effecting of reconcıhatıion. ‘It 1s the ıllus-replace ıt by PDET, through’, SINCE thıs
g1veSs meanıng INOTeE ın lıne wıth aul’s trıous tıtle of the gospel that ıt 15
intention. embassy LO reconcıle INe  v an LO

(G0d.’ When hear the gospel, INaYy
Why reconcıiliation? know that (God 155 engaged wıth (f£rac-

tare) and, ıt. WEerc«, negotlatıng (DACISCL)
about return to hıs favour. It 1S5 (10dCalvın lets hıs answer LO thıs question

emerge the exposıtion proceeds: 'Dy entreatıng, beseechıing, beggıng
nature children of wrath'; (0d 18 ınfensus, through hıs servants (v 20) Calvın PTrOpP-
hostile LO ere translated weakly, ‘dıs- erly STresses that thıs mıinıstry 15 O1 of

declaration—that (+0d has een madepleased’); Tregards wıth abhorrence’
(ex0SOS, hated): enmity, N: of God, etc propıtious LO sinners— and he Ca  w COI1-

ome points of translatıon suggest NeTV- 1Ne both emphases follows (on 19)
OUS translator! 'The reference (v 19) LO “ ’he church’s mınısters 1ın due order
separatıon theır sıde”, the sıde of STOTEe to 0d’s favour when through the

gospel they ATe wıtnesses LO of 0d’shuman beings, should perhaps be affect-
ıng them (eorum respectu); ‘quarrel favour havıng een reconcıled LO us.  7 (The
resolved’ (v 18) 1S weak for ‘dıyısıon Latın 1s bolder than Smaıiıl’s translatıon:
abolished’ (dissıdıio abolıto) de reconcılıata nobıs De: gratıa.)

We need nOot elay Ver S question. Musculus nıcely complements Calvın
alvın makes ıt. clear that whıiıle SINS fifrom INOTeEe anthropologıcal angle ‘“Rec-
AT still counted agaınst there C: be oncılıatıon cannot take place between the

between God an ourselves. unwillıng, but requıres the assent an
Musculus T1INgSs E out INOTE explicıtly, wiıll of both J1eSs Our reconcılatıon
but commentator reveals need for far (+0d 1sS concerned, 1S ındeed COIN-

direct address LO the question 6  why? al pleted erfecia 1ın the death of the
the outset.!* ator Chriıst, but TOM sıde it 15 not

completed erfecia unless genunmnely
God’s inıtiatıve accommodate ourselves to ıts terms (con-

dıtıiıonıbus) that Ca be receptive
Calvın leaves thıs largely unnoticed untiıl (capaces) of ıt. These terms AT CI-

15 reached, but Musculus’s INore LANCEe an faıth 1n hrist.
expansıve exposıtıon hıghlıghts ıt. most 'The metaphor of the ambassador lends
effectively: ‘“God not waıt for untıiıl ıtselfLO imagınatıve development 1ın INOTE

than OI! commentator, especlally Muscu-pursued reconcıliatıon supplıants,
but he reconcıled when WerTe 12N0- lus anı Thomas Cajetan de V1ı0 before
rant of hıs PUurpOosCcC, ındeed alıenated and whom Luther W as sumMmMOoNed al
dead ın SINS, and of hıs OW. free Augsburg 1n oth alvın an Mus-
inıtiatıve an through hıs Son. culus (entrusted tO the word

of reconcılıatıon’) out of theır WaYy LOOffended maJesty takes the lead 1n OIl-

cılıng ıts enemıiles.’ We AT samplıng here fiınd fault ıth the multıiplıcatıon of
the commentarıes of pastor-theologlans, of reconcıl1ıatıon under the DPapDaCy
for whom it W as the MOST natural thıng to — — MNasses, prıvate confess10ns, papal 1N-
lace theır works wıth worshıp, exhorta- dulgences, absolutions, hat Calvın calls
tıon, rebuke an consolatıon. 'The age of That whole godless anı execrable traffic
the restrictedly academıc commentary that they exercise 1n the salvatıon of
had not arrıved. souls’ Mınısters have warrant ın Scr1p-

tLur LO be ambassadors of the gospel—no
INOTeEe an less.The miıinıstry of reconciliation Paul’s phrase has accustomed LO

This deserves INOTEe than routine atLten- speakıng of ‘the mınıstry ofreconcıliatiıon’
tıon, for Calvın 1s5 not the only exposıtor task LO be undertaken, al least
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shared, by human agents. Why do not understands God actıve through
comfortably talk of OUTr engagıng 1ın ‘the hrıst reconcılıng the world’. Although

miınıstry of atonement’? Or Ven ın ‘the there 1sS obvıous dıfference between the
mınıstry of salvatıon/redemption/etec.”? latter, INOTE instrumental role for hriıst
alvın wants LO emphasıze, and Muscu- an! other interpretations hıch stress
lus EVEeN INOTE clearly, that human m1n1s- the comıng of God 1ın Christ,
Lry 1s almost part of the atonement. 'To the WaY Calvın develops hıs cComMent
paraphrase Cyprıan and ManYy fter hım, thıs clause— CChriıst Immanuel, for
including Calvın), ‘No atonement wıthout example—shows that conceptual sharp-the church’s miıinıstry 1EeSS W AasSs elusıve.

'The dıfference between Catholicism
and Protestantism INaYy be expressed 1ın How V aSs reconcıliatiıon effected?
the followıng terms: whereas the former
sacramentalıses ‘the mınıstry ofreconcili;- not ımputing theır SINS to them)’ 1s
atıon’ (or atonement), the latter homıilet- Calvın’s dıstıinetive versıon of the Pauline
1ses ıt. ext—non ımputando instead of the nom1-

natıve partıcıple (ımputans) of the Greek,God w as 1ın Christ the Vulgate an Erasmus, but he leaves
hıs readers tO 1SCcCover hıs 1Te6€4sS0on Hıs

Here dogma an exeges1s meet, wıth no exposıtıion of hat he calls the offiıcı.m
agreement N exposıtors an SOINE- Chrıst draws upon varıety of COI-
tımes confusıon. Calvın dıvıdes the state- cepts—propitiation, placatıon, pacıfıca-
ment, makıng “God’s being 1ın hrıst/ the tıon, removal of hostilıty, explation,
ıntervention hıch effects ‘the reconcılıng rem1ss1o0n, adoption (a dıistinctive alv-
of the world”’. He has doubt that “+0d/’ in]ıan note), sacrıfıce, mediıatiıon. He PUFr-here the Father, for ıt WOU. be s ues exegetical path ın
awkward to SaVy that ‘the divine nature of presenting the ımport of not Iimputing.hrıst W as 1ın hım Musculus wıth What becomes crystal-clear (and thıs MaYythıs readıng, but VeErYvY brıefly— God hım- be why Calvın opted for the instrumental
self ındwelling hrıst hıs Son  w Erasmus’s gerundıve) 1sS the 0TL2a absence from hıs
Paraphrases put ıt. neatly, “God the Fa- mınd-— and irom sıxteenth-centuryther W as 1ın him ’ But for Bullınger the ommentator have looked at—of the
text speaks unquestionıngly of two-na- tıon that 0d’s ıIn Chrıiıst of ıtself
ture Chriıstology, LO whıiıch, ın relatıvely reconcıles non-ımputes. 'T’he profu-short treatment of these Verses, he 91ves S10N of metaphors emphasıses that Ol-
dısproportionate an! faırly techniıcal T cılıation, 1.e. the pacıfyıng ofWTa 1s not
tention.** oth Bullınger an Calvın cıte achıeved wıthout rem1ssıon of SINS, that
John 10:38 (°I 1ın the Father but 1S, the non-ımputing of SINS, hıch
wıth dıvergent ınterpretations. Conrad quires the medıatıion of Christ’s sacrıfice.
Pellıcan, Reformer ın ase and Zurich
an! able Hebrew scholar, presented both, Which ‘world?’ 1s reconcıled?
apparently wıthout discerning theır 1N-
compatıbilıty—..e. both “God the Father alvın omıts an Y mentıon. Musculus,
Was 1n hım' anı "Truly hrıst W as God”’, however, that SOME ın hıs day from
an! there Was salvatıon lıfe for thıs an sımılar attempted LO
unless he wWerTe 'The explanatıon for revıve the erTor of unıversal salvatıon,thıs hıes, ] thınk, ın the derıvatıve charac- faces the question. ‘As far the work of
ter of Pelliıcan’s material.” reconcılıatiıon 9Q06S, ıt 1S5 ready (paratum)Others make comment al all t00O an sufhficıent for the reconcılıng of the
brıiefly to be of much help Cajetan g1ves whole human race.’ But, noted
three possıble constructions (and then above, for Musculus there Ca  » be TeC-
combiıines them all), OIl being sımply oncılıatıon ıth the unwillıng. But 1ıf, ın
°God WAas 1ın Christ personalıter). Another LO ‘the minıstry of reconcılı-
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atıon), al the world embraced it, then neıther o0€eSs Calvın resort LO the tıme-
mortal would perısh. Sınce thıs 1S5 NnOt the eternıty dıfference.)

'The Reformer confronts the SaIine prob-Casc, Musculus concludes that only those
chare ın ‘Thıs unıversal (generalıs) grace‘’ lem at greater length ın Instıtutio DG
who embrace ıt 1ın repentance an faıth 4, where he dıisplays sharper touch but
What could be neater? nds ıth long quotatıon from

It W as left LO Catholic Cajetan toO sShOW Augustine, which includes the followıng:
CONCEeT IN tOo lımıt ‘The world’ LO 0d’s ‘In marvellous and dıvıne WaY (30d loved

He knewpeople, suggesting that the phrase be EVEeN when he hated
construed differently— reconcılıng the how, at the SAaIiIne tıme, LO ate ın each 0)]81

world-in-Chrıist’, that 1S, not the world ın of hat had made an LO love what
he had made 'T hıs ınvokes dıstinetioniıts entirety but ıt. 1s yoked to Chrıst, a ]]
not between SINNer an S1N but betweenfrom an y natıon wh: AT members of

rıst, the elect 'T *hıs construal, he be- SINNeEeTr an creature, hıch 1ın turn INaYy
lıeves, SQUAaTES both wıth the truth and ralse SOINE eyebrows. It 1S not the glory of
ıth the ratıo of the miınıstry of reconcıli- the gospel LO get forth love for S1IN-
atıon. ners? Yet e 15 how Calvın hımself put

ıt of have 1ın ourselves somethıng
When did God start lovıng us deserving of0d’s hatred But because

the ord wılls not LO lose hat 15 hıs ın u
alvın ralses mMmoOomMmentous 1SSUue, hıch out of hıs OW. kındness he still finds
EMETSCS much from hıs exposıtıon somethıng tO love. OWever much IMaYy
from Paul’s text He has saıd, ‘Dy not be SINNers DYy OU: OW fault, neverthe-
imputıing . . ‘As long (0d imputes less remaın hıs creatures.’
SINS to u ıt, 15 NECESSATY that he regard Thıs 1S iındeed fascınatıng section of

the Instıtutio. At 0)]81 stage alvınwıth abhorrence (ex0SOS), for he cannot be
frıendly propıt10us to sinners.’ But WerTrTe to be adaptıng INOTeEe Lutheran lJaw-gos-

not loved before the foundatıon of the pel model (unless AT overwhelmed Dy
world? Was not 0d’s love the ofthe fear of0d’s wrath, wiıll not fully Srasp
explatiıon of sıns? alvın concludes that the dıvıine mercy) At another poınt he

qsserts that, although hıs explanatıon 1S5Scripture teaches LWO apparently contra-
dıctory hıngs ‘1 admıt that the love of God geared °to the weakness of capacıty
1s pr10r 1ın tıme an! also 1ın order regards (captus), 1.e. accommodated, “it 1S not sa1ld
(Go0od quantum ad Deum), but irom OUTr falsely In fact hat Calvın CXDOSECS here
poınt of V1CW (respectu nostrı) the begın- 1S5 the dıfficulty of propoundıng propıtıa-

tion an penal substitution wıthoutnıng of love 1S placed 1ın Chrıist’s sacrıfıce.’
(Not the least interesting feature of. setting dıvyıne Justice Ver agaınst dıvıne
sentence 15 that alvın uses Lwo words for 9 an Father Ver agaınst Son In
love, dılectıo anı amor.) wrestlıng wıth ıt. here observe Calvın

One of the Nıngs Calvın wants LO Sa y the bıblıcal theolog1an much the
systematıcıan. Propitiation 15 somet1ımes1s clear enough: sSInners cannot be PCTI-

suaded that (0d 1s mercıful to untiıl erıtic1sed for dıvıdıng the Trinıty One
SEE that embodıed 1ın the sacrıfiıce reply miıght be that must follow Scr1p-
of the medıiıator. Hence Paul 1sS rıght tO ture, ın the lıght of hıch the Trinıty LOO
make S sacrıfıce the begıinnıng an 15 tO be construed.

of reconcıllatıon nostrı respectu.
But Calvın o0€es not appeal to hıs ell- Being reconciıiled CVCT’V day
known theme of accommodatıon 1ın order
LO resolve the dıfficulty, hıch 1ın realıty Musculus TEW attention LO the absence

of object you 1ın as thoughpersısts. ÖOne miıght deduce fifrom thıs
paragraph that, accordıng to Calvın, God God Were exhorting through u beg
both loves anhates (sınners, the elect) behalf of Chriıst Consequently
from eternıiıty. (It 1S interesting that ‘Be reconcıled’ need not be viewed
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addressed LO the Corinthlans but illus- qualıtas habıtus but gıven Dy 1mMpu-
ratıve of the general proclamatıon (z0d tatıon, the 1S guilt, an Calvın
has entrusted LO hıs servants. Or perhaps Ca talk of ‘“Christ’s condemnatıion)’. We
there WeTITe SOINE Nn the Corinthjans become rıghteous before (God 1ın the WaY
who had NOot responded ın repentance an ın hıch hrıst became sınner. He
faıth an still needed LO be reconcıled. adopted, ıt. WEerTrC, OU'  — HNam,

Calvın had problem 1n treatıng °‘Be LO become ouilty under OUu. Name an be
reconcıled’ spoken toO belıevers, toO Judged sınner, not by hıs OW: offences
whom Paul has LO execute hıs commı1ıssıon but by others’.
(the mıinıstry of reconcılıatıon) CVETYV day Melanchthon close tOo thıs
He then takes OUr breath aWAaV °“Christ ‘made sS1Nn. Christ W as quiıddam rennr

not suffer 1ın order 19105 only to explate Pa Deo, ‘somethıng ouilty (neuter) be-
SINS Just S1N daıly, also fore God, whereby he felt the horrendous

by daıly rem1ssıon ATe rece1ved Dy WTa of the eternal Father agaınst all
God iınto favour (gratiam). 'The volce of S1INS, though he had polluted hımself
the gospel ambassador 1S LO resound 1ın wıth Vour SINS an mıne an everybody’s.’the church toO the en of the world What Erasmus’s Annotatıones, the other
surprıses here 1s the usSe of ‘explate’ of the hand, reflect COIMNCEeTMN (whıich he aser1bes
ever-repeated dıvyıne forgı1veness of Iso LO Lefevre d’Etaples) that Christ
ever-repeated SIınNNıng. It remınds OIl 1M - should not from thıs text be called

sınner').mediıately of the Lutheran formula sımul
LUStus, sımul pPeCcCcalor, sımul penıtens. Yet however ‘made S1N 1S exegeted, all
But 1ın the context 1n thıs commentary, Commentators SLTress that 1ın thıs charac-
alvın applıes ıt. LO condemnatıon of ter Chrıist oTe the penalty for OuUu.  — S1NS.
Catholic teachıng hıch requıres people He 1s called redeemer, SaVys Melanchthon,
°to seek rem1ssıon of SINS after baptısm because he paıd the prıce for More
elsewhere than from the explatiıon 1I11- than other wrıters Melanchthon dwells
plıshed (peracta!) 1ın the death of Christ)’. the dread awfulness ofthe transactıon.
He rejects the dıstınetion between Pre- Musculus 1ın turn emphasıses (+0d the
baptısmal an post-baptısmal S1INS, hıch agent: ‘God hımself laıd hıs innocent
had had enormously far-reachiıng effects Son all S1INS, LO be explated the

the shape of mediıeval relıgıon 1ın the C  9 outsıde the gateWest So here observe example of iıllustration how exeges1s IMayhat earlıer characterised the dısper- ect dogma rather than determiıine ıt 15
S10N of the doctrine of atonement In the provıded Dy the Dominıcan Ambrosius
Reformers. In myrıad lıke thıs Catharınus Polıtı) “God made hım S1N. 1S
the once-for-all reconcılıatıon - figure COTNINON to scrıpture (thoughplıshed ın Christ’s sacrıfice 18 turned by other instances o1ven), meanıng that
Reformers LO sharp crıt1ique of entral God placed all SINS, especlally orıgınalelements ın papa. relıgı0n. S1IN, hım In hıs body, erucıfied an

dead, S1N 1S al the Same tıme erucıfıed an
The great exchange dead hıs PreDaTES the ground for Polıti

tOo lınk the next clause, that miıght
In hat W as Chrıst made sın"? T’he become the rıghteousness of God ın hım),
COINMMON explanation, found 1ın Erasmus,® tLO Chrnist’s resurrection. ‘Rıghteousness’
Pellıcan, Musculus anı ın Catholic wrıt- here Tıghteous people  9 the
eTrTSs lıke Cajetan, cıtes Hebrew of analogy of CITCUMCIS10N— 0r sımply, ‘the
c  s1n ın the of ‘sacrıfıce (hostıa) for rıghteous’.
S1N. (Exod 30:10, eviıt 4:21: Hosea 4:8) It 1s5 wıth thıs final clause ofthe chapter

that less of oNseNSu: becomes evıdentalvın mentiıons thıs ınterpretation, but
prefers OnNne that o0es greater Justice LO the N:Our ommentators. Polıiti's leanıng
parallelısm ofthe Just the rıght- Owards the rıghteousness of °*the 111e

Are saıld to be made 15 not creature’ through 1ın Cajetan. He
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concentrates mınds. We INAaYy en wıthfiırst speaks of rıghteousness COoMMUNN-

cated LO Trom the merit, the sanctifica- Bullınger’s commendatıon of ıt
tıon, the reconcılıatıon of Chrıst’, but then
of being transformed gradually iınto In T1e COmMPDAaSS e chapter 15 full of SAaV-

ıng doctrine, urge that ıt be en readthat rıghteousness, that PTrogreS- an re-read. It has wondertful warmth ofsıvely become rıghteous ın under- the Holy pırıt, ıt. reinforces hope beyondstandıng, motı1ve, actıon an! endurance.
Kor Calvın, the other hand, rıght- MeASUTE, ıts CO 1S of the hıghest. It

here 1s matter solely of 1MpUuU- presents the vehes depiction gospel
an the most exalted praıse of the mınıstrytatıon, not o1ven tO but acceptable LO of the Word You Ca scarcely read INOTEGod (zELL probata). He backs thıs wıth

SOINEC comparatıve exegesı1s. By the great vivıd passage elsewhere Pa  E Pay heed,
exchange, Chrıist became sınner, So there{fore, belhıeving soul, to hat the Lord

1S ellıng youATe NO rıghteous ın hım, Aan! ATrTe
assessed (censemur) by reference LO
Christ’s rıghteousness, hıch put Summary
by faıth that ıt. becomes urs’'. ‘In

The atonement W as not 1Ssue 1ın Refor-OChrıist‘ rather than ‘through (so
Erasmus, although orıgınally 1n 1516 he matıon CONtroVverSsy, unlıke Justificatıon.
translated ın ıLlo) 1s sıgnıfıcant dıffer- Its theologıcal treatment 1s dıspersed,
ENCE for alvın pearıng under other heads, such SaCcr1-

1Ce and the INass Chrıstology, ıf at allMusculus explicıtly gets .. ın the
The charaecterıstic mode of eformatıonframework of ‘: exchange‘’ (commutatıo),

an forcefully parallels the LWO INOVE- theology 1sS scrıptural exposıtion rather
ments. By bearıng OuUu. S1INS Chrıst INOTeEe than systematıcs. So z centres

Calvın’s comments Corinthiansbecame sinner lıke than W by A takıng note of other sıxteenth-CeE1VINg hıs rıghteousness by ımputatıon,
become rıghteous lıke hım Melanchthon, CENTUrYy exposıtıions. Not only o0eSs Calvın

the CONTtrarYy, wants LO further. ‘We subsume the church’s mınısternal role
wıthın ‘the miınıstry of reconcılıatıon’, 1.e.ATe pronounced not guılty but rıghteous, atonement, but also, through akıng ‘Be(G0d Justifyıng, that 1S, accepting an

aT the SaIiInle tıme renew1ıng vıvıfyıng reconcıled (v 20) addressed LO
He COVEeEeTr'Ss wıth hıs rıghteous- belıevers, he envısages daıly ‘explating'

ess lıke Coat; ıt 15 imputed LO and of SINS 1ın ever-renewed repentance.
Moreover, he grapples ıth the question9T the SAaInNle tiıme inıtıates 1ın 1e and

eternal rıghteousness.’ Calvın would not when God started lovıng No less
have disagreed, but he not fınd ıt. 1ın frankly, Calvın reads the passage Pre-
thıs passage. senting Chrıist guilty and sıiınner In

OU.  =- person’. Vırtually all the ingredientsstudy of thıs kınd cannot produce of Reformatıon doctrine of atonementsystematiıc unıfıed presentatıon of the
atonement ın Reformatıon CYVYECS hat Arl here.
would have een possıble, submıt, only

oOtfesby concentratıng OIl  D Reformer OTle
confessıon catechısm. Nevertheless,
doubt ıf an y sıgnıfıcant element of doc- Canons and ecrees of the Councıl of
trıne of the atonement faıthful LO the Irent, Lr CANATrOeder (Rockford, 1
maın thrust of the eformatıon has een 146

T’he OR of Concord. T’he Confessions ofomıtted entirely. Furthermore have the Evangelıcal Uuclheran Church, irremıiınded ourselves how the Reformers
professed LO do theology, out of the Tappert (Phıladelphıiaa, 29—30, JÖ,

92952—3Scriptures 1n interaction wıther SCI1D- Reformed Confessions tR Century,ura exposıtors. 1n Coriınthlans ed. Cochrane London, 12
have passage that marvellously Cochrane, Reformed, 170; Phılıp a
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T’he Creeds of OChrıstendom ols 6th ICS Lewıston 6586 Its brief
edıt (New ork 111 447{ treatment of Calvın not wholly
Schaft UCreeds 111 444-—6 accurate

13Ibıd 111 406-—8 In ‚postolı aul Aas Epıstolas ad
Cochrane eJjorme 246 (hıs OWI) work Corınthios (Basel 399 The
2—3 See instead Schaftf Creeds 111 Commentary Wäas first publıshed 1559
257 S53 Melanchthon spe of ‘the evil’ of
orge eology of the Reformers ash- wıth which 15 horr1ıbly ansry and
vılle Ü 59 eferring to hıch has een horrıbly condemned by
lan S1gg1ns Martın Luther’s Doc- (30d/’ Preface tO hıs incomplete COTINIMNEeN-
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