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cedes the maternal cause, then it is exceedingly inappropriate for
the name “mother” to be applied to that parent whom no other
cause either joins or precedes for the begetting of offspring.”

So although Anselm prefers the masculine symbols father and son, an'd
although he uses the words “man” (homo) and “men” (homines} generi-
cally when he speaks of man’s fall and redemption, he is not doing so in
a way that nowadays some people would regard as sexist. And we must
remember, too, that Anselm, in his Omtio ad Sanctum Paulum (Prayer
to St. Paul), refers to Jesus as our Mother, who—Ilike a mother hep——
gathers Her chicks under Her wings: “Sed et tu IESU, bone domine,
nonne et tu mater? An non est mater, qui tamquam gallina congregat
sub alas pullos suos? Vere, domine, et tu mater.”?

3.3. A Feminist Critique. Some Feminists, nevertheless, seek to fault
Anselm’s reasoning in the Cur deus homo on the grounds that it makes
God into a sadistic Overlord.?® For in the name of justice Anselm is
led to make the following claim: “It is impossible for God [in and of
Himself] to lose honor. Either the sinner freely repays what he owes or
else God takes it from him against his will. For either a man willingly
exhibits due subjection to God (be it by not sinning or be it by mak-
ing payment for his sins), or else God subjects him to Himself against
his will by tormenting him [my italics] and in this way demonstrates that
He is his master—a fact which the man refuses to acknowledge voluntar-
ily.”% Certain Feminists object to depicting the Divine Being as dire'ctly
causing suffering—as tormenting someone. As Dorothee Solle writes:
“Each attempt to view suffering as immediately or mediately caused by
God is in danger of thinking sadistically about God.”* And Elga Sorge
objects to viewing as a loving act God the Father’s delivering His Son over
to death on the Cross: “To be able to interpret—of all things!—killing

27 Monologion 42.

B Sancti Anselmi Cantuariensis archiepiscopi Opera Omnia: ad fidem codicum rec. (ed. Fran-
ciscus Salesius Schmitt; Seckau 1938—61; repr. Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann, 1968),
vol. 11, 40. [Vol. 11 is contained in tome I1] o

29 See Regula Strobel, “Feministische Kritik an traditionellen Kreuzestheologlen, in
Vom Verlangen nach Heilwerden: Christologie in feministisch-theologischer Sicht (ed. Doris Strahm
and Regula Strobel; 2nd ed.; Fribourg: Edition Exodus, 1993), 52—64. Strobel refers to
Dorothee Sélle, Elga Sorge, and Christa Mulack, among others.

39 Cur deus homo 1, 14.

3 Quoted from Regula Strobel, op. cit., 52 (mmy translation).
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as an act of love is probably something reserved for men, or, certainly,
for persons blinded patriarchally.”*

Contrary to the foregoing opinions, we may say that God the Father’s
arranging for human salvation by means of His allowing His Son to be
put to death is not a sadistic conception either for Anselm or for any
orthodox Christian theologian or even apart from all theology. Anselm
takes great pains to exhibit the divine rationale and to argue that human
salvation is possible only through the compassionate self-sacrifice of a
God-man. But even leaving aside his necessary appeal to orthodox the-
ology, it is wrong to suppose either (1) that an act of self-sacrifice, and
the commissioning thereof, is, necessarily, sadistic or (2) that all punish-
ment administered by an omnipotent being is, necessarily, sadistic. And
why need our envisioning of such punishment be, necessarily, from the
perspective of the patriarchally blinded? Indeed, the beauty of the Cur
deus homo lies in the fact that Anselm succeeds in presenting a theory
that balances divine justice with divine mercy—a view that sees God as
taking suffering (including suffering of soul) upon His incarnate human
nature so as to be able to spare man from eternal suffering. In short,
one might, perhaps, with arguable plausibility suggest that the doctrine
of Hell is a sadistic doctrine.® But to claim that self-sacrifice cannot be
done out of love is altogether implausible and tendentious. Even in sec-
ular literature, such as Charles Dickens’ Tale of Two Cities, self-sacrifice
is deemed an act of fellow-feeling and of goodness. For in that novel
Sydney Carton, through the use of a drug and a disguise, changes places
with Charles Darnay and is guillotined in his stead. And Carton experi-
ences something edifying in his self-sacrifice: “It is a far, far better thing
that I do than I have ever done; it is a far, far better rest that [ go to than
I have ever known.”3

Contrary to Elga Sorge’s previous judgment, Anselm, and orthodox
Christian theology generally, do not judge the act of killing Jesus to be
an act of love. Rather, they judge Jesus’s undergoing of death (in obedience
to the Father’s command) to be an act of love. The difference between

32 Quoted from Regula Strobel, op. cit., 53 (my translation).

3 E.g., note Marilyn M. Adams’s line of reasoning in her Horrendous Evils and the Good-
ness of God (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1999), 41—43. Some points critical of
Adams are made by Katherin A. Rogers in her article “A Defense of Anselm’s Cur Deus
Homo Argument,” in Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 74 (2000):
187—200.

34 Last sentence of the novel.
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the active and the passive voices here is a difference that makes all the
difference, so to speak.

3. 4. The Parallel with the Abraham-Isaac Story: Occasionally, the death of
Christ is likened to the Old Testament account of Abraham and Isaac.
As it is said, both Abraham and God the Father were willing to sacrifice
their respective only-begotten son. And in both cases, it is presumed,
the sons were willing to be sacrificed. In the former case the sacrifice
was not actually made, whereas in the latter case it was. Let it be said,
however, that these similarities are dwarfed by the differences of the
two cases, so that any parallelism becomes relatively insignificant. To
mention only one consideration: the sacrifice made by God the Father
was made in order to accomplish the salvation of mankind—something
not the case with the intended sacrifice of Isaac. But, if we care to note
a second thing, Isaac did not foreknow that he was to be the intended
victim, and he did not go to Mount Moriah in order to die. By contrast,
on Anselm’s theory, Jesus foresaw His death and was born into the world
in order to sacrifice His life. Finally, Jesus’s death can intelligibly be
regarded by Anselm as a self-sacrifice, whereas in no sense could Isaac’s
intended death be considered to be a self-sacrifice.

3. 5. Relationship between rationes convenientes and rationes necessariae:
Confusion has arisen about Anselm’s distinction between “fitting rea-
sons” (rationes convenientes) and “compelling reasons” (rationes necessariae).
The confusion results from Anselm’s having spoken of certain fitting
reasons as also compelling and from his having envisioned certain com-
pelling reasons as also fitting. Thus, he can sometimes refer to fitting
reasons as necessary and to necessary reasons as fitting; and his doing so
has tended to blur that very distinction. And yet, not unsurprisingly,
the distinction is really very clear, once we explore Anselm’s termi-
nology more fully. We have already seen (in 2.1. above) that, accord-
ing to Anselm, the slightest unfittingness is impossible in the case of
God and that in our reasoning about God even a small degree of de-
tectible fittingness amounts to rational necessity, provided our conclu-
sion is not outweighed by stronger reasons on the other side. In other
words, rationes convenientes are conditionally necessary, whereas rationes
necessariae are “‘unconditionally” necessary, inasmuch as there cannot be
had (Anselm believes) any over-riding weightier reasons.

A clarifying example of Anselm’s distinction occurs in Cur deus homo
II, 16, where Anselm is attempting to draw from Scripture a theological
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conclusion that is not found explicitly in Scripture. He poses the ques-
tion of whether or not Adam and Eve, whose sin precipitated the Fall,
will be among the redeemed. And he reasons that they will be. For at
no time in the history of the human race could there have been a period
when no human being was saved—lest it seem that God’s purpose in
creating the human race would have been thwarted:

We must not believe that there was any time— from the point of
man’s creation—in which this present world with the creatures cre-
ated for men’s use was so empty that in it there was no member of
the human race who shared in the end for which man was created.
For it seems unfitting that God would even for a moment have per-
mitted the human race ... to have existed in vain, so to speak. For
to some extent these men would seem to exist in vain as long as
they did not seem to exist for that end for which they were espe-
cially created.

Accordingly, Boso agreeingly asserts: “We can conclude that this view
is not only fitting but also necessary.” Boso does, however, place con-
ditions upon this rational necessity: “For if this view is more fitting and
more reasonable than the view that at some time there was no one con-
cerning whom God’s purpose in creating man was being accomplished,
and if nothing opposes this reasoning, then necessarily there was always
someone who shared in the aforementioned reconciliation. Hence, we
must not doubt that Adam and Eve shared in that redemption, even
though Divine Authority does not openly state this.” Although Boso
uses the conditional word “if” (si in Latin), Anselm goes on to reason
that it would indeed be incredible (incredibile) that God would exclude
Adam and Eve from His original plan. Thus, Anselm is making the
strong claim that the opposite view about Adam and Eve could not be
more reasonable than is the inference that Adam and Eve are among
the redeemed. So, in the end, Anselm implicitly removes the condi-
tions from the rational necessity, so that the conclusion about Adam and
Eve is not only fitting but also (absolutely) necessary to believe. And
the necessity in question is theological, not logical, necessity. For it is
a necessity that holds in the light of certain theological presuppositions.
Yet, although this kind of necessity may be said to be conditional upon
the presuppositions, nonetheless it is properly referred to as unconditional
necessity because the theological presuppositions are absolute presuppo-
sitions, so that the inferences supported by them are as theologically
necessary as theological inferences ever get.
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Finally, let it be clear that the necessity is rational necessity, that it is
the kind of necessity that governs our inferences. It is not a necessity
that constrains God to act. Although God never acts without a reason,3
it would be bizarre to state that He is compelled to act reasonably.

3.6. Not a Real Sacrifice: Occasionally, one encounters the claim that
the God-man’s sacrifice of Himself on the Cross was not a real sacri-
fice—or at least, not a sacrifice effective in showing love3®—because
it involved suffering only with respect to His human nature. That is,
since the divine nature is impassible (according to Augustine, Anselm,
Aquinas, et al.), God qua God experiences no suffering, so that the
prospect of, and the event of, crucifixion and death presented no di-
vine anguish, no divine distress. Hence, God cannot be said to have
suffered with us either in the circumstances surrounding His death or
at any moment whatsoever during his earthly life. Now, someone who
cannot dread death (whether a painful death or not) and cannot grievingly
foresee that his plans, aspirations, memories, loving-relationships, etc.,
will be terminated by his death cannot rightly be thought of as sacrific-
ing himself; for he is giving up nothing whose anticipation brings with
it a sense of loss. Moreover, as Anselm’s theory 1s interpreted as teach-
ing, the God-man can never be unhappy-—not even in the face of death.
So in giving His life (in the sense of letting it be taken from Him), He
makes no sacrifice. At most, it is said, Anselm can assert that Jesus lets
Himself be martyred for the truth, rather than saving His life by denying,
untruly, that He is God. And martyrdom, it is said, is not the same thing
as sacrifice.

The foregoing misunderstanding serves to bring out, once again, the
fact that Anselm’s orthodox Christology 1s a necessary condition of the
viability of his theory of Atonement; for the foregoing observations de-
rive from an impugning of that orthodoxy. Anselm does maintain that
although Christ shares some of our misfortunes, He is not unhappy.¥”
But, at the same time, Anselm takes seriously the New Testament’s pre-
sentation of Jesus as groaning in spirit (John 11:33) and as saying, “My

35 Cur deus homo 1,8 and 11, 10.
3 See Adams’s exploratory discussion in Horendous Evils, 121, 168—70, and r74. On p. 174
she writes: “I prefer a version of my Christological hypothesis according to which God the

Son suffers in both natures—in the Divine nature ... and in the human nature ... .” (On
p- 121 the reference in footnote 30 needs to be corrected to read: “Cur Deus Homo, bk 2,
chap.12....7)

37 Cur deus homo 11, 12.
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soul is sorrowful even unto death” (Matt 26:38). He reconciles the ap-
parent discrepancy between the passage in Cur deus homo and the passages
in Scripture by recourse to the doctrine of the hypostatic union of Je-
sus’s two natures—i. e., the doctrine of the intimate union of the divine
nature with the human nature in the Person of God the Son. This union
is so close that it allows for Jesus to be said to suffer with respect to His
human nature (though not with respect to His divine nature). Yet, it
is the God-man, Jesus, who suffers in and through the human nature:
the human will, the human intellect, the human body. And it is the
God-man who is not unhappy, in and because of the divine nature. (A
person, not a nature, is rightly said to be happy.) According to Anselm
the reason that the God-man is not unhappy is that He willingly accepts
this human condition and willingly undergoes the sacrifice of His life.
The fact that He does not grieve over this sacrifice-as-such does not
render it less a sacrifice and more an instance of martyrdom. He accepts
being made a curse; for it is written “Cursed is every one that hangeth
on a tree” (Gal 3:13; Deut 21:23). Thus, Anselm can both concede that
Jesus dreads death (as witnessed by His agony in Gethsemene) and is not
unhappy; 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.”® Happiness, after all, is a state of being, whereas
sorrow and distress are transient feelings.

So, in last analysis, Anselm can be seen as insisting upon the real na-
ture of Christ’s sacrifice—i. e., as insisting upon the intelligibility of our
speaking of Christ as willingly and obediently sacrificing Himself. How-
ever, this intelligibility is dependent upon the intelligibility of the the-
ological doctrine of the hypostatic union of Christ’s two natures and
upon the following theological concession: Just as the soul apart from
the body cannot experience the pain of a material fire, so God the Son—
in and of Himself—cannot, apart from incarnation, experience pain and
suffering. Yet, God-incarnate can be said to experience both physical
pain and psychological distress—in and through His human nature.

Finally, there is a sense in which self-sacrifice and martyrdom are not
mutually exclusive. If one let’s himself be slain because of his behef
in a putative noble-truth that he chooses to continue affirming rather
than choosing to renounce, then he is appropriately said to be a martyr

B Loc. cit.
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for the truth. However, if he foresees that his entering into a given
situation (such as entering into Jerusalem, for example) will force upon
him the making of such a choice, and if he could avoid that situation but
chooses not to do so, in order thereby to die in witness of the truth: his
martyrdom just is a self-sacrifice.

4. The Key Problem Facing Anselm’s Account: As brilliant as Anselm’s
Cur deus homo is in the history of Western spirituality, its reasoning
nonetheless embeds an ineliminable fallacious inference—one pointed
out by Wolfgang Gombocz and others.3? Put concisely, Anselm’s ba-
sic argument, as we have seen, is that only an Adamic man ought to
make satisfaction on behalf of his race; but only God can make satis-
faction; therefore, satisfaction must be made by a God-man, if it is to
be made at all.*° Now, this argument (as I pointed out many years ago
and as Gombocz accentuates and expands upon) is invalid by virtue of
its equivocating on both the word “ought” and the word “can.” Let us
consider these briefly. With respect to human beings Anselm uses the
word “ought” (debere) in the sense of “to owe”: only an Adamic man
owes ... . However, with respect to Christ, Anselm uses “ought” in the
sense of “should if He chooses to.” For Christ, although He is a man, is
a sinless man. Unlike all other Adamic human beings, He does not owe
to God a debt that has resulted from His sinning. Nor is He under obli-
gation to make restitution on behalf of His fellow-human beings. Nor
is He under the sentence of death, as are all other human beings. Ac-
cordingly, qua God-man, He does not owe to God any payment (other
than obedience); it is not true to say of Him that He ought (debere) to
make satisfaction (i. e., that he owes [debere] the making of satisfaction).
But, in another sense, He ought to make satisfaction inasmuch as He
wills to redeem His fellow human beings; and this redemption can be
accomplished only by His freely yielding up His life.

¥ Wolfgang L. Gombocz, “Anselm von Aosta als Schrecken der ‘europiischen’ An-
thropologie? = Anmeldung der philosophischen Pflicht ‘Cur Deus Homo’ zu durch-
kreuzen,” in Entwicklungslinien mittelalterlicher Philosophie. Vortrige des V. Kongresses der
Osterreichischen Gesellschaft fiir Philosophie (ed. Gerhard Leibold and Winfried Léffler; Vi-
enna: Holder-Pichler-Tempsky, 1999), part 2, 73-86. Idem, “Cur Deus homo als ‘europi-
ische’ Last: Einwinde vor allem gegen den Theologen Anselm,” in Cur Deus Homo (ed.
Paul Gilbert et al.; Rome: Pontificio Ateneo S. Anselmo, 1999), 453~70. Jasper Hopkins,
A Companion to the Study of St. Anselm (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1972),

195-97.
49 Cur deus homo 11, 6.
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Likewise, an equivocation occurs with respect to the modal word

<

can.” As I earlier wrote:#

When Anselm says “Only man ought to,” he is also tacitly say-
ing “Only man can”; and this sense of “can” is different from the
sense of “can” in the statement “Only God can.” Only God can—
in the sense that only God has the power to make satisfaction; only
man can—in the sense that only man can consistently be thought to
make satisfaction. That is, only God can effectively; only man can ac-
ceptably. For it is theologically unacceptable (i. e., inconsistent with
other theological tenets) for man to be forgiven immediately, apart
from any satisfaction’s having been made; and it is theologically un-
acceptable (inconsistent) for anyone who is not a man (of Adam’s
race) to make payment for ... [Adam’s] and his descendants’ debts.

This equivocation on “can” is significant because Anselm states that a
sinless non-Adamic man cannot make satisfaction for the Adamic human
race because he would not be of that race. But this sense of “cannot”
is different from the sense in which he cannot make satisfaction because
he lacks the power to do so. To be sure, a non-Adamic human being
would lack the power. Yet, there is a second reason why he cannot make
satisfaction: viz., he cannot because he ought not. But this “ought not” is
not meant in the sense that he does not owe (though, indeed, he would
not owe anything except continued obedience) but in the sense that his
sacrifice is not appropriately transferable.
We may re-state the entire matter more pointedly:+?

Only Adam and his natural descendants ought; in that only they
owe; but Jesus ought, in that He wills to. Only God cany in that
He has the power to; but only man can, in that no other alternative
is theologically admissible. Anselm’s confusion occurs when he in-
fers, invalidly, that because only man ought, and only God can,,
only a God-man ought, and can,. ‘

The foregoing line of reasoning evidences Anselm’s main fallacy. How-
ever, following upon this fallacious inference of his there come sub-
sidiary confusions. For he implies

that only Adamic man can, because only Adamic man oughti—
that is, that non-Adamic man can,not because he ought; not. But

4 Hopkins, Companion, 196—97.
42 Ibid., 197.
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if Jesus both ought; not and can,, why should the case be differ-
ent for a non-Adamic man? Why, in other words should we predi-
cate “can;not” rather than simply “can;not” of a non-Adamic man?
Clearly, a non-Adamic man who was not also God could; not ren-
der satisfaction, for he would not have the power to make a pay-
ment greater than everything which is other than God. But why
could; not God have become incarnate by assuming a non-Adamic
human nature in order for a non-Adamic God-man to render sat-
isfaction?¥

Anselm’s only answer to the last question is that a non-Adamic man’s
sacrifice would not restore the honor and dignity of the Adamic human
race—restore it by virtue of a member of that race’s making satisfaction and
defeating the Devil on behalf of the entire race.

In the end, then, Anselm must discard His simple argument to the ef-
fect that only a man ought; only God can; and, therefore, only a God-man
both ought and can. For the conclusion is a non-sequitur and, as such,
requires additional premises in order for it to be derived. And it now,
too, becomes clear that Anselm’s theory of divine sacrifice is plausible
mostly in the combined contexts (1) of feudal honor (including family
honor) and (2) of the ecclesiastical penitential systemn. The former con-
text promotes the idea that honor is due to an individual in proportion
to his rank or social position or ontological degree of perfection. The
latter context fosters the notion that penance must be done for each sin
and that the penance must be proportional to the gravity of the sinful
act. Nowadays, however, in Western societies, class distinctions tend to
be minimized, the spirit of political egalitarianism tends to prevail (“one
man, one vote”), and paradigms related to kings and royalty—paradigms
such as that of lése majesté—no longer hold sway. Similarly, the idea of
there having to be a strict proportion between penance and pardon is less
widely accepted. Accordingly, Anselm’s theory—as insightful as it was
in the medieval context—will hold less appeal to many in the twenty-
first century. But were the notions of honor and of rank to be restored,
Anselm’s theory of Atonement might once again become more widely
embraced. And a fortiori this acceptance might well become still more
broadly based were there to be a renewed appreciation of the notion of
holiness.

43 Ibid., 197.
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5. Concluding Recapitulation: We have seen, then, that in his Cur deus
homo Anselm teaches that incarnation and death were the only means
whereby God could accomplish the reconciliation of human beings with
Himself, once the human race had fallen. In and through Jesus—who
is the God-man, two natures in one person—God lovingly effects the
supreme sacrifice of Himself qua human to Himself qua divine. This
salvific sacrifice of a human being by the Divine Being, to the Divine
Being, on behalf of all human beings who will avail themselves of it—this
sacrifice is unique and unrepeatable.44 And the account of it—whether
the simple presentation in the Pauline epistles or the more elaborate
theological expansion in Anselm’s Cur deus homo—is unparalleled in the
history of religion.
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