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A. Part 6:  Soteriology (The Doctrine of Salvation)

1. Christ’s Mediatorial Offices 

a. Introductory Paragraphs (675)

(1) Skip
b. Some Characteristics of Christ as Mediator (675-681)

(1) Summarize this section of the Shedd text. 

Answer: The first characteristic of Christ as mediator that Shedd defends is the necessity of being both God and man. A mediator must be able to represent both parties in a dispute. If the mediator were solely God, He would be one of the parties, thereby disqualifying himself. For this reason, the Son as Trinitarian Person alone would not be able to perform the mediatorial role. Instead, He had to be incarnated and join Himself with a human nature. Shedd proves this by reference to a number of passages, primarily Galatians 3:20.
A second point for which Shedd argues is that Christ’s role as mediator is inherently one of humiliation. This is clear for a number of reasons, he argues. First, the incarnation involves His assumption of a human nature. For the infinite God to take onto Himself the finite nature of a human being is clearly an act of incredible humility. In fact, Scripture holds up this action of Christ’s as the ultimate model of humility, directing Christians to have the same humble mindset that was manifested in Christ when, though He is God, He nevertheless assumed “the form of a servant,” choosing to make “Himself of no reputation.” Second, Shedd notes, the office of mediator assumes a position of dependence. Christ’s acceptance of the role of mediator involves his acceptance of a subordinate office, that is, He is sent by the Father on His errand. The messenger who offers terms to a rebel army, Shedd says, is inferior to the king who sends him. Shedd quotes Galatians to the effect that in the incarnation, Christ was voluntarily “made under the law,” and yet, as giver of the law, the law was naturally subordinate to him. Third, Shedd notes, Christ’s mediatorial office is temporary. It is not like the primary and inherent aspects of Christ’s nature, which are eternal. Christ has always been, and always will be the Creator, Shedd says. It is a part of who He intrinsically is. But the office of redeemer had a beginning point in time, and it will have an end point in time. There was a time when Christ was not the mediator between God and man and there will be a time when He no longer will be. The theanthropos came into being at the moment of the virgin conception. Until that moment, there had been no one capable of filling the mediating office between the infinite God and finite humans. And the opportunity to be saved will not be available forever. There will come an end when the kingdom of God is consummated and His enemies are punished, after which no offer of redemption will remain. And as such, no mediator will be needed. The Theanthropos will endure, but His office of mediation will not, since there will be no humans left for Him to exercise His mediatorial office. Fourth, Shedd notes, Christ’s work as mediator is subject to reward. He is not rewarded for being an eternal and perfect Trinitarian Person, but for being the One who makes peace between God and men. As God, the Son cannot be rewarded. He is already God, exalted to the highest, in need of nothing. Yet God does exalt Christ, giving him a kingdom and a people, and crowning him “with glory and honor.” So to be exalted, He must have humbled Himself. Finally, Shedd says, Christ entered into a covenant with the Father, which He could not do if He had originally been subordinate to him. 

The rest of the section details Shedd’s understanding of the covenants involved in the redemption of the lost. After the covenant of works made by God with Adam in Eden, Shedd says, God made a new covenant of grace with those who would be saved. In this covenant of grace, God promised to redeem the elect, demanding only their belief. God the Father also made a covenant with God the Son to effect the salvation promised in the covenant of grace. Shedd refers to this as the covenant of redemption. In it the Father promises the Son the reward of a kingdom and eternal glory in return for the Son’s perfect life and atoning death on behalf of the elect. Nevertheless, it is not necessary to think of these two covenants as distinct entities, Shedd argues. They are both modes or subdivisions of what he calls the evangelical covenant of mercy. This is the overarching scheme of salvation made with Christ as united with the elect, and therefore incorporating all aspects of the work of salvation. Within the covenant of mercy, or, from the human perspective, within the covenant of grace, there are two administrations. The first is the Mosaic administration, in which God still gives salvation by means of faith in Himself, but the covenant is administered by means of ceremonial animal sacrifice and the keeping of the Law of Moses by the nation of Israel. The new administration takes place by the once-for-all sacrifice of Christ Himself, which is available to Gentiles as well as Jews and is worked out in the spiritual, rather than the ceremonial, obedience of believers.  
c. Threefold Office (681-682)

(1) Skip
d. Christ’s Prophetic Office (682-685)

(1) Define the Prophetic Office of Jesus Christ?

Answer: The prophetic office of Christ is that by which He reveals God’s will to men. He does this in several ways, Shedd notes. First, immediately, He reveals God’s will in Old Testament theophanies. YHWH’s appearances in the Jewish Scriptures, whether to Moses, Abraham, or others, are of a mediatorial nature, Shedd argues. They must therefore be the appearances of the One who is the Mediator between God and men. Even pre-incarnation, then, Christ exercised His prophetic office directly in visible form. Secondly, Christ directly fulfills his prophetic office in the incarnation. It was not possible to make his teaching more direct than this, Shedd notes. The Son of God walked the earth and spoke to and instructed men as man. In the person of a human being, God spoke His words to the world, making known His will and his love. Furthermore, He did not merely tell people the truth, He also showed it to them by living daily as an example to them, working the works of His Father. Indeed, Christ pointed to His works as a prophetic testimony to Himself, urging the Jews to reject Him if He did not do the works of God while also urging them to believe in Him by means of His miracles if they chose not to hear His prophetic Word.
Third, Shedd notes, Christ also fulfilled his prophetic office mediately, by means of the Holy Spirit, both before and after his incarnation. The words of the Old Testament prophets were spoken by “the Spirit of Christ,” according to Hebrews. They were the words of Christ given to man to reveal of the will of God and to foreshadow the coming of the Messiah. Likewise, the infallible Scriptures are His testimony of Himself through the pens of his Apostles who were commissioned, authorized, and empowered by Him to speak and write His message to all generations. Even the natural knowledge of the law and of God that is written in the hearts of men is a part of Christ’s prophetic office, Shedd says. That knowledge is placed there by Christ by means of the Holy Spirit that men might know God and His will. Fourthly, Christ continues to fulfill his prophetic office in the Church even to the present. As already mentioned, He inspired the Apostles and prophets who are the foundation on which the church is built. But He also continues to speak through His Word, equipping and enabling the successors to the Apostles to make known His truth and will. The sign gifts of miracles and inspiration may not continue, but this is simply because they are no longer necessary. They existed for a particular age and were authoritatively documented. This was sufficient evidence to convincingly authenticate the message for all future time.  But even in the age of miracles not all believed.  So having served their purpose, they are no longer needed. Inspiration, likewise, was granted for a time that the foundations of the Church might be laid, but, that task finished, its purpose was also fulfilled and it could be dispensed with. Regardless, Christ continues to give the gifts and abilities of preaching and teaching to his followers in every generation. In addition, Shedd notes, not only the leadership, but also the very existence of the church itself testifies to the message of Christ. Its superior understanding of the truth enables it to share its message while scattered throughout the world. Part of its purpose is to “show forth the praises” of God. This, too, fulfills the prophetic work of Christ.     
(2) How is Christ’s Prophetic Office distinguished from the biblical prophets’ (e.g., Isaiah)?

Answer: The difference between Christ’s prophetic office and that of the merely human prophets preceding Him is demonstrated by the difference in their respective reactions to the presence of God. Mere human prophets, finding themselves to be the recipients of a message from God, disclose fear and astonishment. They realize that they are sinful men in the presence of the holy God and that they are unworthy even to be the tools of such a One. Christ, however, discovers no such embarrassment. He merely speaks the words of God and is at ease with the presence of the divine. Thus He shows Himself to be the equal of God. Further, Christ does not receive His prophetic message in the same way that mere human prophets do. They speak the word that came to them—that which they have received. Christ simply speaks what is—the knowledge that He has and always has had. They speak on the basis of revealed knowledge. He speaks on the basis of simple omniscient intuition and understanding. And as such, He speaks with authority, not deferring to what others have taught or even to what God has taught.
e. Christ’s Priestly Office (685-688)

(1) Define the Priestly Office of Christ?

Answer: The priestly office of Christ consists in His expiation of the sins of his people and of his intercession for them. A priest is in religion, Shedd says, what an ambassador is in politics. He is one who goes between: a mediator. The purpose of his office, as Hebrews points out, is to represent his people before God, to communicate for them, and to facilitate good relations. More specifically, given the sinful state of human beings and their consequent alienation from and enmity with God, the prime purpose of any priest representing them must be to overcome this breach of the peace. In order to achieve harmony between God and men, it is necessary to effect reconciliation of men to God and to expiate their sins, making them right with Him. This is the purpose of the sacrifice of atonement. It allows for both justice and mercy on God’s part—justice, in that sins are punished and not passed over, but mercy, in that sins are forgiven and instead laid on a substitute. Consequently, the substitutionary sacrifice was commonplace long before the inception of the Mosaic covenant. Abraham offered sacrifices hundreds of years before the Mosaic Law was enacted, Noah several centuries before that, and Adam at least two millennia or before that. It is the job of the priest to offer sacrifices for the people in satisfaction or expiation of their sins, and, reconciliation having been effected, to present their requests to God.
(2) How does Christ administer this office?  

Answer: Christ administers His priestly office as no mere man could do. The Law and the traditions that preceded it prescribed repeated animal sacrifices, which Hebrews notes were ultimately a mere reminder of sins. But Christ offered Himself once for all. Shedd quotes numerous texts proving that Christ makes atonement for His people by being made a curse for them, taking on Himself the wrath of God for sin and dying in their place. This is the first part of the priestly office fulfilled in completion. The second part, intercession, He accomplishes during His session at the right hand of the Father. Intercession involves two parts, the first is what Shedd calls “the application of His atonement to the individual.” In other words, Christ intercedes on behalf of individual believers by making His own sacrifice stand in place of theirs, thus diverting God’s wrath from the repentant. He also intercedes for men in giving them the Holy Spirit and the gifts of the Spirit. This was especially evident in the generation of the Apostles with the outpouring of miraculous gifts on them.
(3) How is the administration of Christ’s Priestly Office distinct from His administration of the prophetic office?

Answer: The administration of the two offices differs in that, whereas the prophetic office is now administered in a mediate fashion, by means of the church and Holy Spirit, the priestly office is administered directly. The Old Testament priests, Shedd notes, were not Christ’s underlings carrying out His work on His behalf. Rather, in accord with Hebrews, they were types of Him, that is, shadows of what was to come. Similarly, the so-called Roman Catholic priesthood does not offer sacrifices to God on Christ’s behalf. If He had intended that a class of priests should carry on His priestly office after His ascension, He would have established such a class, which He did not. He did establish a class of people to continue carrying out His prophetic office—apostles, preachers, and teachers—but His priestly office is administered solely by Himself. His sacrifice for sins was once for all and, therefore, there is no longer any need for continued sacrifices either for sin or as a type of that which has already come. Now that the reality has appeared, the shadow is removed. Likewise, though Shedd does not explicitly elaborate, the other portion of Christ’s priestly office, his intercession for us, is conducted immediately by Himself at the Father’s right hand, not through an established priesthood. 

2. Vicarious Atonement

a. Atonement as Substitutionary (690-696)

(1) Summarize the difference between personal and vicarious atonement.

Answer: Shedd notes four primary differences between personal and vicarious atonement. First, in the case of personal atonement, it is the offender himself, and no other, who makes satisfaction for his violation of a law. The same person who transgresses atones for the transgression. An executed murderer is atoning before human law for his own violation of it and a damned soul is doing the same before divine law. In the case of vicarious atonement, however, the offender does not make atonement, but the one offended does. It is God, who was sinned against, who nevertheless pays the penalty for that sin. Secondly, focusing on the action rather than the person, in the case of personal atonement, the offender gives atonement for the offense. But in the case of vicarious atonement, the offender does not atone. Rather, he receives atonement. Thirdly, personal atonement is an exercise of pure justice and is by definition incompatible with the exercise of mercy. To whatever extent an offender atones for his offense, mercy has not been exercised towards him, but justice has. He has been given, retributively, what he deserves, rather than having his deserved penalty waived. Vicarious atonement, however, is not only merciful, but, Shedd notes, it is the highest form of mercy. Not only does God forego punishing the offender as his sins merit, but He also suffers Himself in the offender’s stead. This is, Shedd aptly notes, “the greatest and strangest mercy” one can imagine. It is indisputably more merciful than a simple release from punishment for in that case the Godhead would not suffer in its exercise of mercy. There was a penalty of suffering that needed to be paid to effect that release and God Himself paid it. Fourthly, personal atonement is not compatible with the salvation of the offender. All sin merits eternal suffering. All men commit sin. For personal atonement to obtain, all men would have to spend eternity in hell. Because, however, of the vicarious atonement of Christ, by contrast, the sinner need not experience eternal death. Rather, he may be saved and experience eternal life with God. Later, Shedd makes explicit a fifth difference. Vicarious atonement can be accomplished only by God. Creatures of God are not so constituted as to be capable of ransoming one another, as recognized in the fact that no innocent man may give himself to be executed in place of a criminal. Personal atonement can be made by creatures, however.  
(2) Why does the Socinian assertion that vicarious atonement is unmerciful lack force or merit?

Answer: Socinians object that vicarious atonement is unmerciful. God does not forgive sin, they argue. Instead, He demands payment for every individual transgression and is not satisfied until His wrath has been fully exercised. There are several problems with this logic. First, the objection fails to distinguish between the persons involved. No, God is not merciful to Christ, but He most certainly is merciful to the sinner in whose stead Christ dies. Second, what is left of the Socinian’s argument breaks down when basic Trinitarian theology is examined. The objection necessarily rests on a misunderstanding that holds that Christ is external to the Godhead. For the objection to have any weight, God must pour out His wrath on a third party. In this case, God may be just, but not merciful, and it would be the third party in whom mercy would inhere. But this scenario does not describe reality. Christ is not a third party. He is truly and fully God. Therefore, God Himself is the one on whom God’s wrath is out-poured. Thus, one cannot maintain that God the Father must be unmerciful as though it cost Him nothing to pour out His wrath on His Son in the stead of guilty man. The Father also suffered in Christ’s suffering. Thus, it was God, the entire Deity, who suffered in vicarious atonement. As Shedd previously noted, this is not only mercy, it is the highest form of mercy. God not only mercifully allows for a substitute for the punishment of man’s sin, but also provides Himself as the substitute. The Socinian attempts to make the false god of his misunderstanding merciful, but in doing so makes him unjust. Through vicarious atonement, by contrast, the true God avoids the apparent contradiction of simultaneously being both just and merciful and is, in fact, the One who is both just and the justifier of sinful man. 
b. Atonement as Suffering and Forgiveness as Its Result (696-699)

(1) Summarize this section of Shedd.
Answer: Atonement involves two basic parts. The first is the ground of the atonement, that is, the reason for it. This must be the infliction of the penalty for sin on a substitute.  In the Old Testament this required an animal sacrifice, while in the New Testament the penalty was placed on Christ. Intrinsic to this infliction of penalty is suffering. It involves the agony and death of the victim. Also, the offerer must not enjoy this act. It must truly be a genuine sacrifice for him. The second part of atonement is the actual extension of forgiveness. The latter follows from the former. Divine wrath is propitiated by the suffering of the substitute and consequently is not poured out on the transgressor, that is, the transgressor is forgiven. Forgiveness without a grounding propitiation is unknown in the Bible. It consists of the transfer of the penalty from the transgressor to another, not the simple waiver of the penalty. Consequently, the latter step is neither difficult, nor the real demonstration of mercy. The decision of the Trinity to have Christ suffer in agony and death in order to accomplish the grounding of the forgiveness of sinners is far more difficult than the latter step of forgiveness itself.  
c. Atonement as Objective (699-708)

(1) Skip
d. Atonement as Subjective (708-711)

(1) Skip
e. Christ’s Sufferings as Penal Substitution (711-720)

(1) Explain the difference between calamity, chastisement, and punishment.

Answer: Calamity, chastisement, and punishment are the three categories of suffering. All involve the infliction of some species of pain on the individual. Each may even involve exactly the same species and degree of pain on an individual as the others. The difference is in the reason for their infliction. Punishment is penal suffering inflicted upon an unbeliever as a just consequence of sin. Chastisement is non-penal suffering inflicted upon a believer for his good. Calamity is the suffering which befalls man by the providence of God for other reasons than disciplinary or judicial. Calamity is therefore only existent in a sinful world. The purpose of calamity is suffering because of sins, but not because of the specific purpose of God to punish a specific sin or person but rather the wrath of God in action in nature.
(2) What is the purpose of chastisement?

Answer: Chastisement is suffering inflicted on the child of God by God for the believer’s benefit. In the family, Shedd argues, penalties are not inflicted by parents on children to satisfy justice. Rather, they are meant as guides to the child, inflicted only for the child’s own good that he may learn the difference between right and wrong and choose the former and refuse the latter. Likewise, God does not inflict punishments on believers in order to satisfy His sense of justice. That has already been propitiated by Christ’s death. Yet He does inflict suffering. His purpose is not the satisfaction of His wrath, but the moral improvement of the saint. Consequently, the suffering inflicted may be out of all proportion to individual’s merits, since it is unrelated to their merits. A good man may be benefited by a greater degree of suffering and God may consequently inflict it upon him. Whereas a rather mediocre man, yet still one saved by the grace of God, may not be able to endure the harsher lesson, so God may consequently inflict only a minor one upon him. In sum, God, our heavenly Father, “disciplines us for our good.”   
(3) What is the purpose of punishment?

Answer: Punishment is the infliction of suffering on an individual by God in just retaliation for offenses committed by that person. The law-breaker does not benefit from his suffering in any way, yet the purpose for its infliction nevertheless is good. He has broken God’s moral law and he is receiving what he deserves.  The offender is paying the debt that is obligatory for him to pay in order to fulfill the demands of divine justice. 
In Substitutionary Punishment, the out-pouring of God’s wrath was upon Christ. Christ had no faults, nor was the crucifixion an unnecessary mistake. On the contrary, it was the purpose for which Christ came into the world. God punished the sins of the rebellious world in the Person of Christ’s for no other reason than to fulfill the obligations of justice. That purpose fulfilled, Christ needed no additional suffering. With His task accomplished, He is raised victorious from the dead, ascends into heaven, and is seated at the right hand of God. Shedd notes that Christ’s sufferings were both ordinary and extraordinary. The ordinary were those that any human being might suffer. Christ was hungry, He thirsted, He felt the pain of a violent death. But the extraordinary were those that had no parallel in human experience, occasioned by the positive infliction of God. God awakened His sword against the man who was also His fellow Member of the Trinity and in an aguish of soul that surpassed the physical pain of a tortured death, Christ cried out, “My God, my God, why have You forsaken Me?”  
(4) Did Jesus experience the emotional wrath of God?  Explain your answer.

Answer: No. Jesus suffered the wrath of God in that He experienced the just punishment for the sins He assumed for the elect. Anselm defines the wrath of God as “His will to punish” and God did will to pour out His punishment for sin on Christ. But this does not mean that God the Father was emotionally angry with the Person of God the Son. To the contrary, God the Father incessantly loved God the Son with the same love with which He had loved Him from eternity. This must be particularly clear in light of the fact that at the moment He suffered the outpouring of God’s wrath, Jesus was performing the task for which the Father would honor and glorify Him.  Even as Christ “became sin” and an atoning sacrifice of sin, God the Son was being utterly obedient to God the Father and the Father loved Him. God’s emotional wrath is only aroused by personal unrighteousness, Shedd holds, of which Christ had none.
f. Christ’s Active and Passive Obedience (720-722)

(1) What is the distinction between Active Obedience and Passive Obedience?
Answer: Christ’s passive obedience refers to the sum total of His suffering during the incarnation. Not only the out-pouring of God’s wrath and the physical pain of the crucifixion are in mind here, but literally all pain of any kind experienced by the God-man during His earthly life. Every hunger pang and bruise were sufferings brought upon Him due to the fallen state of the world, which was in turn due to sin. Shedd quotes Edwards noting that this passive obedience in suffering included every aspect in which the state of man was degraded due to his fall. This suffering is denominated Christ’s obedience because it was His voluntary decision to take it upon Himself. Christ knew every kind of suffering He would endure in the incarnation and willingly placed Himself in such a position as to experience it in obedience to the will of the Father. The passive obedience of Christ serves to fulfill the penalties of the law on behalf of the believer. Christ suffered the Law’s curses, so that those who find their hope in Him are released from the threat of suffering. 

Christ’s active obedience denominates His purposeful and perfect keeping of all of the requirements of the Mosaic and moral laws during His incarnation. Shedd argues this also fits under the heading of the atonement for sins, since, even though Christ was morally perfect and did not suffer from doing good, He was the Creator and Lawgiver.  As such, it was still a humiliation and suffering for Him to submit to being born under the law and living subject to it. But to a greater extent, Jesus’ active obedience in fulfillment of the law serves as the positive mirror of His atoning death. Not only did Christ suffer the penalty of the Law in order to negatively free believers from its curse, He also perfectly fulfilled the requirements of the law in order to positively earn them its blessings. As the sinners guilt is imputed to Christ and He suffers for it, so Christ’s obedience is imputed to the believer, and he is rewarded for it.  Due to His active obedience the believer is now fit not merely for annihilation without the punishment for eternal death, but for eternal glory and life through the merits of Christ. Shedd notes a number of Scriptures to the effect that by the Messiah’s obedience believers “shall many be made righteous.”
g. Atonement and Its Necessity in Relation to Divine Justice (722-728)

(1) How does atonement cancel a legal claim?

Answer: Atonement, Shedd says, cancels legal claims by virtue of the essential nature of justice. Justice demands that which is due. When what is due is paid, justice does not demand that anything more be paid. Actually justice itself then makes its demand that nothing more be paid. In the case of sin, the prescribed retributive penalty is that which justice demands. In personal atonement, the offender is subjected to the penalty. And once this is done, the legal claim on the offender is cancelled. Atonement has been made for the sin. Any further claim by the law for punishment would be unjust and contrary to the demands of justice. Having been fulfilled, the law has nothing more to claim. 
Vicarious atonement works in the same way. The death of Christ pays the required penalty for all of a believer’s offenses. The penalty fulfilled, God’s justice has no more demands to make on that individual. His due has been given Him, in Christ. It would therefore not only be unmerciful, but actually unjust, for God to punish a person’s offenses in Christ and then have the individual suffer punishment himself for this would be a double payment of what was actually due. The second “payment,” not actually being a penalty paid to God, would not be a payment, but an unmerited wrong. And God cannot do wrong.  
(2) If atonement cancels guilt, then why is it that the vicarious atonement of Christ does not save all men indiscriminately, as the Universalist contends?

Answer: Shedd explains the vicarious atonement’s sufficiency and lack of efficacy to save all men by means of a very simple analogy. A loaf of bread, he says, may be sufficient to feed a starving man, but it is useless (i.e. not efficient) for that purpose unless he eats it. The death of Christ was of infinite value and merit—enough to save all human beings that ever have been, will be, or could be. But it will do no good for any of them unless they accept it by faith. If the atonement is not appropriated by the individual by means of God’s faith, and so imputed to that individual by God, then it will not be counted as relevant to that person’s case and will not save them. It is not the atonement itself that saves sinners. It is its imputation to them. For that, it is necessary that they should receive it. This has nothing to do with the value of Christ’s death and everything to do with the use that sinners make of it. Free money may be worth much, but unless a debtor takes it and uses it, his debt will remain unpaid. The individual must respond to Christ’s death not as a mere historical event, but in faith, trusting God for the application of its atoning worth to his own case. It is through faith that we are united to Christ, making it possible for our sin to be imputed to Him and His righteousness to be imputed to us. Part of that faith is necessarily confession of the sins for which atonement is sought.  For one cannot be said to have accepted atonement if one maintains that one does not have any sins that require atonement—and repentance for them.
(3) How does Shedd answer the objection that it is unjust to exact a personal penalty from any individual member of the human race if a vicarious penalty equal in value to that due from the whole human race has already been paid to justice?

Answer: There are two senses, Shedd notes, in which it might be said to be “unjust” to exact the penalty of an individual’s sins from that individual after a vicarious atonement has been made, but not appropriated. The first is that one might argue that infliction was unjust to the individual. But this simply does not follow. It was the individual who sinned and justice is perfectly justified in exacting the penalty for that sin from the one who committed it. The existence of a vicarious atonement is entirely beside the point. It has not been appropriated. There were conditions laid down under which it might have been appropriated by the sinner, but those conditions were not fulfilled. When the atoning payment is made, Shedd points out, it is not automatically necessary that it be applied to the case of anyone who would benefit from it. It belongs to the one who made it. That one is God. It is perfectly just for God to do what He wills with that which is His own. He is free to give it or retain it, to impute it or not impute it. And given that He may grant it or not at His pleasure, it clearly follows that He is free to grant it conditionally. The condition laid down is faith in Christ.  Not that the act of faith itself inherently merits application of the atonement, but as God’s promise it is nevertheless binding on Him. It is only through the fulfillment of God’s condition of faith that the atoning payment becomes of any relevance to the case of an individual. Thus, lacking the fulfillment of that condition, it is perfectly right for God to refuse to apply the atonement. 

The second injustice that one might allege against the exaction of the penalty of sin from a sinner when an atonement exists sufficient to cover it is that it is unjust to the law of God to fill its demands twice. It is unjust to pay justice a total value more than it demands. This weak objection is the result of a failure to realize that one is attempting arithmetic with infinite values. The value of every sinner’s offense against God is infinite. The value of the offenses of all sinners everywhere against God is also infinite. The value of Christ’s death in atoning for human sins is also infinite. It is irrelevant whether the value of a human being’s suffering under retributive punishment for sins is finite or infinite, the arithmetic is exactly the same either way. The penalty to be paid is infinite. If Christ alone suffers, the payment is infinite. If Christ suffers plus the sinner suffers, the payment is still infinite. Infinity plus a finite number is still infinity. Infinity plus infinity is still infinity. 
h. Atonement in Its Relation to Divine Mercy (728-732)

(1) How is vicarious satisfaction a mode of divine mercy?

Answer: Vicarious atonement is the harmonization of justice with mercy. It was necessary for justice that the penalty for sin be paid and that it not be extracted from an unrelated third party. It was necessary for mercy that the penalty not be paid by the debtor. The only possible solution was for the penalty to be paid by God, to whom the debt of the satisfaction of justice was owed. While this is a fulfillment of justice to God, it is also an act of mercy by God to sinners. The penalty that should have been exacted of them by justice alone is forgiven them. They are not required to pay what they owe. Furthermore, Shedd notes, the vicarious atonement is not just a mode of mercy, but the highest mode. God’s mercy to sinners in sending them rain and sunshine costs Him nothing, and consequently, it is mercy, but not the highest mercy. Revoking the penalty for sin by fiat, supposing the possibility of the act, would have been mercy, but not the highest mercy. It would have been analogous to a mob freeing a criminal from prison, the painless triumph of might over right. Punishing another creature in place of man would have been mercy to man, if unjust to the other, but still not the highest form. It is only in the vicarious atonement that God sacrifices, enduring pain, suffering, and humiliation in place of the condemned. That, says Shedd, is mercy in its highest form.  
(2) Why is vicarious satisfaction of justice the only possible mode of exercising divine mercy?

Answer: God is just. The demands of justice, by definition, must be satisfied by a just being. Justice by definition requires the payment from each of what is due. And the wages that are due to sin are physical and spiritual death. Therefore, God must punish each sinner’s sin with the death of the sinner. This would seem to render mercy entirely impossible. The “trick” to vicarious atonement is that it imputes the guilt of each sinner atoned for to the victim and then punishes that sin in the victim’s person rather than in the original offender’s. By making the sin belong to a substitute, vicarious atonement makes it possible for justice to punish the substitute rather than the principle. Yet, to be just, the substitute must be both willing and able to take on the guilt of another. And while it is possible that a creature might be willing to do this, only God is capable of it. If either the principle or God as his substitute must suffer for justice to be fulfilled, and if it would not be merciful for the principle to suffer but it would be merciful for God to, then by definition, the only way that it is possible for mercy and justice to be reconciled is for God to suffer the penalty of sin in the offender’s place. Any other solution, Shedd notes, does not fulfill justice, but tramples on it. It is only vicarious atonement that satisfies divine mercy, while also fulfilling the demands of justice. And since God must fulfill the demands of justice, vicarious atonement is the only possible way for God to be merciful.
i. Possibility of Substitution (732-739)

(1) How is the Calvinistic theory of the “relaxation” of justice different from Scotus’s and Grotius’s theory of the “relaxation” of justice?

Answer: Justice demands that every sin receive the punishment it is due, Shedd notes, but not every sinner. The possibility of transferring the payment of the penalty due justice from the offender to a substitute, the very heart of the doctrine of vicarious atonement, is known as the “relaxation” of justice under the Calvinistic system’s terminology. Vitally, however, the relaxation only involves the transfer of the punishment. It does not affect the amount of punishment that is to be paid. The “relaxation of justice” taught by Scotus and Grotius, on the other hand, involves the diminution of the penalty as well as its transfer to another individual. This is not relaxation of justice, Shedd says, it is simply injustice. To fail to pay justice the full penalty that it demands is the same as to fail to pay justice at all. In either case, justice is owed something that it does not receive. In either case, injustice is committed. Further, the ability to decree the diminution of a payment implies the ability to decree its negation. If it is possible to say that one part of a penalty need not be paid, then it is likewise possible to say that each other part need not be paid as well. If God’s wrath is subject to diminution without being propitiated, then it is capable of being completely assuaged without recourse to any penal suffering whatsoever. This theory, also known as “acceptilation,” would completely undermine the doctrine of vicarious atonement, of course, and is not possible. 
(2) Explain how the concepts of “equivalency” and “identity” relate to the possibility of penal substitution.

Answer: Penal substitutionary suffering must be equivalent to that for which it is the substitute, but it need not, and, in fact, cannot, be identical. To be identical it would need to be the same in literally every way, including that it must be personally executed upon the offender and not on someone else. If it is executed on someone else, then it is not identical with the penalty executed on the individual. Hence, Shedd notes, the substitution of an identical penalty is nonsense, it is a string of words that contradicts itself and leaves no possible meaning. The substitutionary atonement, howevr, must be equivalent to the one for which it is substitute. It may not be the same suffering in kind, but it must be the same in degree. Christ did not suffer in exactly the same way that a sinner would have suffered. He experienced no despair or the consciousness of personal sin. But He did suffer in the same degree as the sinners whose places He took. Shedd illustrates the difference in the payment of a debt. The money paid back almost certainly will not be identical to that loan received. This would require a loan of, say, 100 pieces of gold, to be paid back not only in gold, but in the exact same pieces of gold that were originally lent. Thus, identity of payment makes little sense even in commerce. Equivalent payment, on the other hand, demands that the same value be repaid. If the gold pieces were worth one dollar each, then the repayment may be in silver, but it must be in one hundred dollars worth of silver or else the loan is not repaid. In commerce, as in vicarious atonement, it is equivalency that matters.   
j. Extent of Atonement (739-750)

(1) Why is it important to distinguish “atonement” from “redemption” with respect to understanding the issue of the extent of the atonement?

Answer: The underlying question is who are those “for” whom Christ died. If Christ died or did not die “for” all men, the word “for” is capable of three distinct meanings. First, it may mean “with the purpose of applying His atoning work to all men and so effecting their salvation.” In this usage, clearly, Christ did not die for all men; this would lead to a heresy in the form of universalism or divine fallibility. Secondly, it may be meant that Christ died “with the purpose of offering the atonement procured by His death to all men, but only conditionally upon their exercise of faith in him.” In this sense it is true that Christ died for all. Thirdly, some use the word to designate the fact that the value of Christ’s work is sufficient to atone for the sins of all men, and this is clearly also true, but is a semantically improper use of the term. 

The solution to this terminological confusion, says Shedd, is to distinguish between the extent of the atonement and the extent of the redemption effected by Christ. Contrary to typical Calvinistic practice embodied in the TULIP acronym, Shedd uses “atonement” to refer to the value of Christ’s sacrifice and the extent of the offer of salvation. Atonement, therefore, is universal and unlimited. Christ died in order to offer the merits of his death to all human beings everywhere. By “redemption,” on the other hand, Shedd means the extent of the effective application of Christ’s offer of salvation. Those redeemed by Christ are those who are actually saved by Him. They are the elect. Redemption, therefore, is specific and limited. Shedd wishes to clarify, though, that the fact that redemption is “limited” does not imply that only a small number of people will be saved. In common usage the term signifies that something is relatively minor, but in theological usage it merely implies that it is definitely circumscribed. The fact that there is a boundary does not mean that the boundary may not be immense. 

Shedd notes that although atonement and redemption may be distinguished as conceptually different, they are intimately connected in the divine mind. God did not eternally plan an atoning death for His Son with no eternal plan for its application to individual men. The number of the elect must be known to the omniscient Go, and it was with the intention of redeeming them that He sent His Son to die. He did not send His Son into the world to redeem nobody in particular, because He knew who the elect would be and it was His eternal purpose to save them. Nor did He send His Son to die with the intention of redeeming all men only to be thwarted by human unrepentance. He knew who would not repent and consequently it was not part of the plan of the omniscient God to redeem those that He knew would not be redeemed. Shedd explains all this in terms of divine pre-determination and foreknowledge of the elect and reprobate. 
k. Universal Offer of Atonement (750-754)

(1) How does Shedd understand the notion of a universal offer of atonement?
Answer: The offer of atonement is made universally despite the limited nature of actual redemption for a number of reasons. For one thing, Shedd says, God commands it. Second, any offer must be universal. God has not revealed to His human ministers the identities of the elect and reprobate, so they must make the offer to all. Third, he says, the fact that the atonement is capable of covering the sins of all men should be published to all men simply because it is true. Like a medicine, it is to be offered to all that those so inclined may obtain it. Fourth, God actively opposes the salvation of no man. It is the impenitence of the sinner that prevents his salvation, not God’s prevention. Reprobation is negative. God chooses the elect and then leaves the reprobate to their own devices. Fifth, the offer is universal because God wishes for it to be universally received and it is quite proper for Him to make known His desire, even if it is not to be effected. Shedd’s sixth reason is the mirror image of his fourth. Rather than it being God who prevents the application of the atonement to the case of the individual reprobate, it is that person Himself. Seventh, Shedd says, the call is not for individuals to believe that they are elected, but that the atonement is sufficient for their salvation. Eighth, the preacher of the Word should expect God’s working in the hearts of the hearers. He is to believe that God will work for good in them, and thus, that some of them will be among the elect. Finally, the benefits of the Gospel proclamation extend even to the reprobate, so it is fitting that they too should hear it and be delivered, at least to some degree, from pagan superstition, heightened depravity, temporal ills, and immediate punishment, all of which are restrained by the prevalence of the Gospel. 

These reasons are those which Shedd argues explain why it is appropriate that the offer of atonement should be universal with respect to the character of God. But he adduces three more with respect to man himself. First, the offer is made to all because it is the duty of all to accept it. The fact that a person will choose to disregard his duty is no reason why a righteous authority should fail to make that duty known to him. Second, the message of Christ’s atonement with its graphic display of the enormity of sin and the compassion of God is the most vivid way in which it is possible to preach the law of God. This law should be preached so as to make an impression. Therefore, it is right to preach the offer of atonement. Finally, Shedd says, the offer of atonement reveals the pride of man to himself and opens his eyes to his willful desire to earn his own salvation rather than accepting the gift of God. This self-revelation makes known to him his impotence with respect to the means of salvation, potentially leading him to seek the ability to believe from God. 
3. Regeneration

a. Introductory Paragraph (761)

(1) Skip
b. Various Uses of the Term Regeneration (761-763)

(1) How is regeneration related to conversion?

Answer: Catholicism, says Shedd, uses the word “regeneration” to refer to the entire process of transformation from an old creature condemned in sin to new creature alive in salvation and righteousness, involving both justification and sanctification. The more detailed Protestant usage, however, makes the term more specific. Regeneration itself is the act of God whereby the one dead in sin is made to be spiritually alive. Also known as “passive conversion,” this is the transformation of the heart, the change in the sort of person one is, from one who is at enmity with God and in rebellion against those things that pertain to Him to one who is at peace with God and desires Him. It is a one-time, instantaneous action. Conversion, by contrast, is, in Shedd’s terminology, the effect of which regeneration is the cause. Once God has brought man spiritually to life, the process of turning to God occurs. Also denominated “active conversion,” it is this to which Shedd refers as “conversion.” It is the ongoing process by which regenerate man acts to mold himself by God’s grace into conformity with that which he is called to be. Conversion, therefore, develops and manifests the substance of the new life which regeneration has brought into being.
c. Characteristics of Regeneration (764-773)

(1) How does “renewal” relate to regeneration?

Answer: Renewal is regeneration as it relates to the human will. Shedd reverts to his distinction between inclination and volition in the will in order to explain the term. In Shedd’s psychology, he reiterates, the human will has a controlling desire that it follows at all costs, referred to as its inclination and it then produces innumerable minor decisions, denominated volitions, in pursuit of its inclinational goal. In the unregenerate man, Shedd says, the inclination of the will is away from God and toward that which is evil. He is unable to alter this inclination because by definition it is what he ultimately wills to do. When regeneration takes place, however, God changes the inclination of the sinner’s will, directing it to Himself and His holiness, and away from evil. This makes it possible for a person to will what is good and pleasing to God. This is what is referred to, Shedd says, in biblical texts that designate God’s regenerating work as a “quickening” and also in those like Philippians 2:13, which states that God works in the believer’s heart “to will.” This active bringing of the spirit to life to God, recreating it as a new spirit in the divine image from which it fell, and inclining it to holiness and all that is good is properly denominated “renewal.” Shedd argues that God’s ability to so act is proven by Scriptures such as David’s requests that God “incline my heart” to what is right.
(2) What is Shedd’s single best argument to support the claim that man cannot cooperate in regeneration?  Why?

Answer: Shed gives several arguments, the best of which is that man cannot participate in his own regeneration due to the fact that he is “dead in trespasses and sins.” Dead men do not do anything, Shedd notes. If man’s spirit is dead when the regeneration takes place, then it is incapable of exerting any effort for the furtherance of that regeneration. He then goes on to argue that man’s will is not only dead and inactive, but is also actively hostile to God until regeneration is completed. Because his will is inclined away from God, Shedd says, he by definition cannot act in cooperation with God, because to act with the intention of cooperating with God requires a preceding volition to cooperate with God, which in turn requires an inclination towards God. All is rooted in the inclination. And while sinful man’s inclination is by definition turned away from God, none of his acts can be in cooperation with God. Further, says Shedd, it is not the case, as some have held, that one can at least will not to resist God.  It is God’s work in inclining the heart toward Himself that simultaneously quickens it and turns it away from evil, Shedd says. This generation of holiness drives out evil in its advent. For the will to be otherwise than inclined to wickedness before it is inclined to holiness would be for it to be without character—that is, no will at all. Likewise, Shedd argues, there can be no “receptivity” to God prior to his regenerative work. Receptivity is more than lack of character, it is a positive inclination and, Shedd notes, it is nonsense to speak of a will that is inclined toward wickedness while being inclined to holiness. The latter is to already be regenerated. The former is not yet to be regenerated. Therefore, there can be no human cooperation in regeneration at all. 
(3) What is Shedd’s single best argument to support the claim that regeneration is not effected by the use of means?  Why?

Answer: Shedd gives at least three arguments in support of his statement that God does not use means in bringing about regeneration. First, he says very simply, regeneration is instantaneous. Therefore, there is simply not an occasion for means to be employed. Second, regeneration is the work of the Holy Spirit working on the human spirit. As in the creation of man, God works directly, Spirit to spirit, to give life. Third, the use of means presupposes the existence of something alive—Shedd calls it a “principle of life”—on which those means can act. Since the act of regeneration involves the giving of life rather than the calling forth of a life-seed already in existence, this action must be immediate rather than mediate. He illustrates this third point by examining the use of means with regard to conviction, conversion, and sanctification. In each case, Shedd argues, there is something in man already alive on which God may act through intermediate means. But in the case of giving life, it is the life itself that must be imparted. 

Perhaps Shedd’s strongest argument is his first. It must be true that regeneration is instantaneous. One is either alive or dead. There is no in-between. Given that, the transformation from dead to living must take place in an instant. And if it takes place in an instant, it is difficult to see how means could be made use of in effecting it. True, one can conceive, in some vague spiritual sense, of the Holy Spirit using a sort of tool mediately and progressively achieve the transition, but this is entirely hypothetical and unscriptural. No such tool appears to exist. The sorts of means that God employs, such as prayer, Scripture reading, and preaching, etc., are all the sorts of means that require time in their use. The parts of the transition from sinner to saint are divided under different terms. Regeneration refers only to the instantaneous transformation itself. The previous part of the salvation process is otherwise denominated as “conviction.” Given this use of terms, regeneration must be either directly effected by God or it must occur technically without any agency whatsoever. If it is to be seen as a separate action of God’s, then it must be immediate.  
d. Man’s Agency in Regeneration (773-782)

(1) Regarding man’s agency in regeneration, how is the Augustinian use of the term “preparative” distinguished from the Semi-Pelagian use of the term?

Answer: The semi-pelagian usage of “preparative” refers to an incipient holiness in man and state of acceptation of God self-produced by the heart prior to its regeneration. The sinner thus prepares his own heart. The desire for God may be faint, upon this theory, but the relevant point is that it is nevertheless positively good and self-produced. Upon the inception of this holy and Godward self-inclination of the sinner’s heart resulting from the sinner’s initiative, the Holy Spirit then reacts in cooperating with the impulse and regenerates “the rest” of the sinner’s will. In Augustinian-Calvinist theory, by contrast, preparation has nothing to do with self-produced goodness, but rather it is an awareness of one’s own depravity and inability to effect one’s salvation or change the inclinations of one’s heart from evil to good that is induced from outside. Rather than being the beginning of regeneration, it is something separate that leads the sinner to a consciousness of his need for regeneration. Preparatives, in the Augustinian-Calvinist theory, may include Scripture reading, hearing, meditation, and application, as well as prayer for regeneration. All of these may serve as a mirror to the corrupt soul, demonstrating to it its inability to desire what is good or to repent from its desire for what is evil. Meditation and serious study will further serve to convict the unbeliever’s conscience. Lacking immediate assurance of salvation, prayer may even embitter the one who prays, Shedd says, further demonstrating to him his unregenerate condition. 

In semi-Pelagianism, Shedd indicates that preparatives are the beginning of regeneration itself. The first glimmerings of holiness in the not-yet-fully regenerate soul are the preparatives to the completion of regeneration. And given their occurrence, the Holy Spirit “joins” in the process. In Augustinianism-Calvinism, preparatives are not absolutely necessary. Shedd holds that regeneration may happen without the newly regenerate person being conscious of the fact and thus that it is possible for infants to be regenerated. In this case, full consciousness never having been attained, it is of course impossible that the preparatives should take place.  Moreover, Shedd holds that infants, and perhaps even other people, may be regenerated without a real conscious conviction of sin. Salvation typically does follow such preparatives, though. At the same time, however, Shedd argues that the occurrence of preparatives and the subsequent conviction of sin—even prayer for regeneration—is not sufficient for salvation. Even if a man is truly convicted of sin and of his need for regeneration, Shedd asserts, regeneration is not assured. It is a sovereign bestowal and God is not bound to give it. The sinner must not think that in praying and requesting regeneration he does anything meritorious that earns His salvation. 
4. Conversion (787-791)

a. Questions

(1) What is conversion?

Answer: Shedd defines conversion as the action, on the part of the newly regenerate individual, away from sin and to Christ. It consists of two sub-actions, faith and repentance, which are temporally simultaneous, but logically ordered so that faith precedes repentance. Faith, says Shedd, is not merely intellectual assent to the truth of the propositions that describe Christ’s reality, deity, love, mercy, et cetera. That is mere belief. Even the demons have that sort of intellectual assent of the truth. Rather, faith, in its biblical sense, is belief combined with trust and love. It does not merely acknowledge the truth about Christ, but rests in it, loves it, and places its hope for the pardon of sins in Christ. It is the transition from trust in one’s own righteousness to trust in the vicarious righteousness of Christ’s work of redemption for salvation. This is demonstrated even by the wording of the Scriptural language regarding faith. The as-yet unsaved are not called upon to believe that it is true that Christ died for sins, nor are they called upon to simply believe the Gospel. Rather they are instructed to believe in the Gospel and to believe on Christ. The language accords with hopeful trust, but not with sterile intellectual assent. Shedd insists that faith always follows regeneration and that the ability to have faith presupposes that the individual in question must have already been regenerated. He notes that, given its trusting and loving character, faith can be specified to be an action both of man’s intellect and of his will. He also notes that it is the act of faith that results in the union of the human soul to the spirit of Christ. The union thus worked by the Holy Spirit is a spiritual one that gives life eternally and is consequently mysterious in nature.
Repentance is a translation of the Greek word metanoia, which literally means to change one’s mind. “mind.” In this sense, Shedd argues that mind is sometimes used for heart. It is the core of one’s being that is in question. Repentance consists of four distinct elements, which Shedd enumerates out of the Westminster Confession. First, it involves a sense of the disgusting nature of sin, not merely a horror of the danger into which sin leads one. Second, it involves recognition of the mercy of God, specifically as manifested in the vicariously atoning death of Christ. Third, the repentant individual will be brought to sorrow over his sin and will turn away from it. Lastly, that individual will purpose to walk according to the will of God, doing what is right in the future. 

Shedd argues that there are several reasons faith must logically precede repentance. First, he says, faith is the means to which repentance is the end. It is only when we believe that God is merciful and trust ourselves to His mercy that we are able to turn away from sin and resolve to walk according to the will of God. Second, repentance is the turning of the sinner away from sin and to God, but he cannot turn to God unless he believes in Him, trusts, and loves Him. If he does not love God, then he certainly will not turn to Him. Third, were repentance to come before faith, one could not come to God “just as one is.” One would have to get past the obstacle of repentance before being able to come to God in faith. Fourth, Shedd argues, biblically, all are called to come to Christ. All includes repentant and unrepentant. But the necessity of repentance preceding faith would imply that only the repentant could actually come. So the precedence of repentance would contradict the biblical invitation. Fifth, were repentance to come before faith, it would seem to imply that the repentant sinner had a legal claim on Christ, who was therefore obligated to receive him. Whereas, if faith precedes repentance, then the one who repents has already been sovereignly received.  Lastly, Shedd argues, if one is lacking in faith in Christ, then the only aspect of God that is relevant to one is His wrathful fury as an avenger of sin and a consuming fire. Such a view of God is not liable to the excitement of repentance, but only of terror. One must see God through the lenses of faith as a loving and merciful deity before one can love Him.  
(2) How is conversion distinguished from faith, regeneration and justification?
Answer: Regeneration is the ground for the rest of these salvific events to occur, in Shedd’s understanding. Once one has been regenerated by God, one is then capable of exercising one’s will in such a way as to perform the act of conversion. Conversion in turn, consists partially in the manifestation of faith, which is belief in God plus the additional inclination of the will to love Him and place one’s trust in His atonement for sins in Christ as the grounds of one’s justification. So conversion is distinguished from regeneration in that it is the act of man that results from the latter, which is an act of God. It is distinguished from faith in that faith is only a part of the act of conversion—the other part is the act of repentance. And conversion is distinguished from justification in that justification is what the individual seeks in Christ’s death when exercising the faith that is part of conversion.  

5. Justification 

a. Preliminary Considerations (793-796)

(1) Why are the active obedience and the passive obedience of Christ necessary for the justification of the sinner?

Answer: To be justified, or declared righteous before the Law, it is necessary to keep it perfectly. Having suffered the penalty for one’s transgressions of the Law will not suffice for perfect justification, because the command of the Law is not “keep me or be punished, as you choose.” It is simply, “keep me.” Atonement for trespasses does not put one back into the same category of perfect righteousness that one occupied before one fell. It is both necessary to suffer the penalty for one’s transgressions AND to perfectly keep the whole Law. Of course, it is only possible to do the latter if one commits no transgressions to be punished in the first place. Regardless, perfect obedience is needed if one is not only to avoid the curses, but also to merit the blessings of the Law. For the sinner, then, it is impossible to personally achieve the blessings of the Law. And the only way that they can be achieved vicariously is for the substitute not only to suffer the punishment for the sinner’s transgressions in his place, but also to keep the Law perfectly in the first place so as to possess and be able to impute the sort of perfect righteousness that earns those blessings. This is what was achieved by Christ’s active and passive obedience. His passive obedience, the sum of the suffering that Christ experienced in His life and passion, paid the penalty that satisfies the curse of the Law. This payment is imputed to the believer so that he need not bear the Law’s curse. Christ’s active obedience, His perfect keeping of God’s moral law and of the earthly Mosaic covenant, earns the blessings that are promised by the Law for perfect obedience. That righteousness is also imputed to the believer, allowing him to experience the Law’s blessings as well as to escape the payment of its curses.
b. Justification: Its Characteristics and Results (796-800)

(1) Briefly summarize and state the six characteristics and results of justification discussed in this section of Shedd.

Answer: First, justification results from faith not because faith merits it, but because faith is the instrument by which God administers it. Faith is an action of man.  If it merited salvation, then salvation would be a debt owed by God to man. This is clearly unscriptural, since salvation is the gift of God, not wages paid to the one who has faith. Furthermore, faith does not equate to any kind of suffering and, therefore, cannot be an atonement for sin, which would be a necessary part of any action that would merit eternal life. Second, the alleged righteousness of the individual has no part whatsoever in the justification of the sinner. It is solely and entirely the righteousness of Christ that justifies him before God.  A faith that does not result in good works is dead and not real faith, but it is the faith and not the works that justify. Third, justification takes effect in an instant. It does not take time for a sinner to be wholly justified, progressing from partially to mostly to fully so. God declares it, and immediately it is so. 

Fourth, God’s declaration of justification is consistent with an eternal God. It is the whole person throughout time that is justified. All sins are imputed to Christ and declared null and void at once, those that are future as well as those that are past. Yet, because man is a temporal being, his experience of justification is temporal. Consequently, he does not feel this justification entirely at each moment. Instead, he sins and experiences the grace of God in forgiving that sin, and then sins again and experiences God’s grace in forgiving that sin, and so forth. At times in this sequence, the believer may even experience suffering due to his sins before he experiences his justification before God, as his heavenly Father chastens him for his good. Fifth, the justification that is earned for the believer by Christ includes not only the absence of punishment, but also the positive reward of eternal life. It is incorrect to hold that eternal life is earned by a believer’s good works after his sins are put away by Christ. Those good works are imperfect and the reward that he is to receive is beyond compare. It would be error to expect such a reward, promised in return for perfect obedience of the Law, to be given as merited by such poor and incomplete service as the believer actually manages to render. Rather, it is the perfect obedience of Christ that earns the reward imputed to His saints. The Bible recognizes this in referring to the kingdom as a believer’s “inheritance,” and as a “gift,” rather than as “wages.” Finally, justification is not an end in itself. It is only a means to sanctification. After one is regenerated and made alive and then justified and made right with God, the purpose of salvation is that the process should continue and the believer be made like God in sanctification.
6. Sanctification (803-806)

a. How is sanctification distinguished from regeneration?

Answer: Shedd argues that there are two distinct but closely related uses for the word sanctification in Scripture. The first refers to that which is set apart to God as holy. The second is that which is set apart by God, purified, and made holy. It is the latter sense in which the word is used with regard to believers’ sanctification. Those who are justified, or declared to be right with God, must then undergo a process of sanctification, being conformed to His image. The process is gradual. No one becomes perfect overnight. In fact, Shedd quotes extensively from Scripture to prove that no one will actually attain to sinless perfection through their process of sanctification in this life. Anyone living who claims to be without sin is a liar, as 1 John notes. It is not until we see Christ as He is in the resurrection that we will be made like Him. This process is distinguished from regeneration in that it follows after and from it. Where regeneration is the instantaneous work of the Holy Spirit in making the new believer alive in God, sanctification is the work of the Holy Spirit as it continues to strengthen and perfect the now-regenerate Christian. After regeneration has taken place, the Holy Spirit builds up the existing “graces” with which the believer is endowed, growing those aspects of his character in which he already mirrors the divine image, and also pushes the believer to build himself through spiritual exercises such as prayer, Scripture reading, etc. It is this work that is properly termed sanctification.  
b. How is sanctification related to justification?

Answer: Justification leads to sanctification. Once the believer is justified, he by definition has faith in the blood of Christ as effectively ridding him of sin. Faith is not mere belief, but also love and trust. If a believer has love and trust for God, he will desire to do the will of God. God’s desire for the believer is the believer’s sanctification, that is, conformity to the divine image. Therefore, the justified believer has not only an incentive, but the highest incentive to struggle against sin and pursue sanctification. He loves God. His gratitude is awakened by the forgiveness he has received and it is his desire to reciprocate to the small degree that is possible. Not in order to receive future favor with God, but as a thankful offering for past, undeserved favor.  Shedd notes that Paul and James seem verbally to contradict one another on this point, but that in reality they are in agreement. Paul, addressing believers undergoing a temptation to follow the Judaizers, stressed that faith, not works, is what justifies. In other words, it is faith, not sanctification, that results in justification. James, writing to those tempted to rely solely on faith and ignore good works, stresses that “faith” without works is dead. In other words, a claim to justification that does not lead to sanctification is false. Though separate, the two are intimately related. 
B. Part 7:  Eschatology (The Doctrine of Last Things)
1. Intermediate or Disembodied State

a. Summary of the Doctrine (831-833)

(1) Why did the Protestant Reformers reject the patristic and medieval understanding of the intermediate state?

Answer: Christian understandings of the nature of the intermediate state of the soul between death and resurrection, says Shedd, have been mixed with mythological pagan ideas and consequently have differed widely throughout Christian history. The Bible makes it clear that the body that dies is not resurrected until the Day of Judgment at the end of the world. Consequently, the soul must remain disembodied until that time. This fact led the patristic and medieval theologians to conclude that the state of those souls during their disembodiment must be one of imperfect enjoyment or suffering. Because the body is necessary to the completeness of a human being, the early fathers concluded that the spirits of the blessed were both holy and happy, but only imperfectly so, apparently stored in some sort of underworld in preparation for the great resurrection. This lack of full enjoyment of the benefits of Christ in the state of disembodiment was exaggerated as the patristic period gave way to the Middle Ages. Not only did souls of the blessed not fully enjoy the glory of Christ, now they were understood to be passively punished and subjected to pain in a semi-hell, that is, “purgatory,” on account of their sins. As well the souls of the damned were not seen as entering fully into hell until the resurrection. They too were stored in a state not fully wicked and not fully tormented until the final judgment should occur. 

The reformers rejected both of these doctrines. The resurrection, they held, accomplishes nothing more than the addition of the body to the soul in whatever state it entered into immediately upon death. The souls of believers are instantaneously taken up to heaven, awaiting the resurrection of their bodies, but nevertheless fully enjoy the presence of God. The doctrine of purgatory, completely mythological and possessing no Scriptural support, was universally discarded. Likewise, the damned were no longer seen as merely “stored” for judgment. Their souls were understood to be thrown into hell immediately upon death. At the resurrection, their bodies would be reunited to their souls, but then both would simply be consigned to the lake of fire. Ironically, modern theologians within the Protestant camp have committed a parallel error to medieval theologians, making the state of the damned less extreme than Scripture warrants. Modernists want to make it possible for the souls of the unregenerate dead to repent during their disembodiment, but this is outside of Scripture and Reformation tradition.   
b. Pagan Influences on the Doctrine of Hades (833-838)

(1) Summarize this section of Shedd. 

Answer: After its rejection at the time of the Reformation, the pagan view, by which paradise and hades are seen as part of the same underworld shared by blessed and damned alike, began to be reintroduced by popular writers and was thence incorporated to some extent back into the realm of theological understanding. This conception, however, is entirely to be attributed to Greco-Roman pagan mythology, not to the biblical data. The Bible uses hades as a name for hell. It is where the wicked go when they die. Yet confusion did creep into the writings of some rabbis in later years and it is even manifest in Josephus when he describes Samuel as being called up from hades. From pagan society and from the traditions of the rabbis, the understanding of hades as a universal intermediate state of imperfect blessing or damnation made its way into some of the writings of early church fathers, though never into any of the church’s creeds. One should not conclude, however, that because pagans thought of hades as a universal resting place of the dead, and because some teachers of Scripture were influenced by that pagan view, that therefore the biblical view must be the same. For one thing, the writings of the fathers were not consistent on this point, and denied, as well as affirmed, the unitary and underworldly nature of hades. Marcion, the heretic, was the first writer to suggest that the Jewish fathers were in Hades, and he was rebutted by a number of the fathers. They note explicitly that paradise, or Abraham’s bosom, is separate from hades and that the dead there are in a blessed condition as contrasted with the dead in hades. Further, Scripture clearly represents paradise as being elevated above hades—the chasm in the parable of the rich man and Lazarus may well mean a vertical chasm, especially since the rich man raises his eyes—which is a consistent denomination in Scripture for that which is better, more glorious, and closer to God.
c. Christ’s Alleged Descent into Hell (838-850)

(1) Why does Shedd reject the “descended into Hell” clause of the Apostles’ Creed?
Answer: Shedd gives a number of reasons for rejecting the doctrine of Christ’s descent into hell or hades. First, he argues that it has no real support in Scripture beyond the straining of some passages beyond their original meaning. Second, he notes that the current words in the Apostle’s Creed are not original. The first form of the creed moved straight from Christ’s death and burial to the resurrection on the third day—and the same formula was used by the Councils of Nicaea and Constantinople. Third, he points out that the injection of the words, “he descended into hades,” occurred in Aquileia, where it was accompanied by the removal of the clause expressing Christ’s crucifixion, death, and burial. The stated reason for this transposition was that the new clause simply expressed the same meaning as the old one more clearly. In other words, “He descended into hades” was originally intended to convey nothing more than Christ’s death and burial in “the grave,” for which “hades” was frequently used. The new clause was then made use of in some other churches, but only as a substitute for the old one, that is, always as an explanation of it, never as an additional point of doctrine. Fourth, Shedd argues that while support for the idea of Christ’s descent into hades is found in the writings of the early church fathers, the fathers themselves were of two minds on the subject. Their support was by no means the universal teaching of the church. This is why the creeds did not manifest the doctrine for so long a time. Fifth, Shedd argues that all of this lack of support is inexplicable if Christ really did descend into hades either to free the saints or to condemn or give a last chance at salvation to the sinners there. Such an event, had it taken place, he says, would have ranked among the foremost events of His life, along with his birth, death, and resurrection. If it had occurred, it is unbelievable that it would have such sparse Scriptural evidence. Instead, it should be one of the major emphases of the gospels and the traditions of the church. It is not. Therefore, it may be safely concluded that the doctrine is spurious.  
d. Scriptural View of the Intermediate State (842-850)

(1) What is the best argument Shedd offers to prove that the Old Testament teaches the concept of the immortality of the soul and its separate existence from the body after death?

Answer: Shedd proffers several arguments in support of the Old Testament’s understanding that the spirit lived on after the death of the body. One of these is Shedd’s reference to the prohibition on necromancy in Deuteronomy. The necromancer, by definition, is one who communes with those who are dead. He does not commune with their bodies. Their bodies are gone, buried, possibly even rotten and non-existent. The necromancer speaks to the spirits of those that are dead, that is, with their souls. And if it is possible for him to speak with their souls after their bodies are dead, then it follows by necessity that their souls live on after the death of the body. This is evident from the account of Saul and the medium at Endor. The biblical text states that Samuel himself was called up by the Witch of Endor. Again, if his spirit was called up after his body was dead, then his spirit must have lived on after the death of his body. This makes it impossible to logically maintain that the Old Testament did not teach the immortality of the soul and its existence separated from the body after death. (KAL NOTE: Note well, though, that theologians disagree on the issue of whether one truly contacts the spirits of dead human beings during an act of necromancy.  It is more likely that one is contacting a demon impersonating the dead human being.)
Shedd offers a number of other arguments such as the happiness of the righteous after death.  He mentions the faith of Enoch. Enoch walked with God, says the Scriptures, and God took him. He did not die. He simply was not found. The context cannot mean that God annihilated the saint for his faithful mode of life. It must mean that God raised him directly to immortality in heaven. One could object that this does not absolutely necessitate the independent existence of the soul, but it certainly does indicate some form of immortality and continued connection with an unglorified earthly body. Likewise, David’s statement that after death “you will not leave my soul in hell” and Job’s expectation that he would see God even after his present body was destroyed are powerful indicators of an intermediate state of the soul. Also persuasive are Shedd’s argument’s from the Scriptural language of the gathering of the dead to their people, of their giving up of the ghost, of the spirit returning to God after the body crumbles into dust, and the general confident trust of God’s saints for salvation even in the face of death. 
e. Meaning of the Word Sheol (850-858)

(1) Summarize this section of Shedd. 

Answer: The word sheol in the Old Testament, as with hades in the New Testament, can be used either in reference to the physical grave or to hell. A greater proportion of its uses have the physical grave in mind than is the case with hades, simply because a greater degree of revelation took place with respect to hell in the New Testament than in the Old. It is not the case, however, that sheol refers to a pagan-like unitary spirit world, where good and bad alike live after death, regardless of a hypothetical division of the realm into a “good place” and a “bad place.” Sheol’s signification of hell is demonstrated by several arguments. First, Shedd says, the wicked are threatened with sheol in a way that the righteous are not. This cannot apply to the grave, since both wicked and righteous die. Therefore, passages like the words of Job that evildoers “in a moment go down to sheol,” must be taken to mean that evildoers are threatened with a place of punishment after death, where they will be cast by the great, righteous, and terrible judge of all the earth. Secondly, it would make little sense for the final judgment to be spoken of so often and the place of its execution to not be mentioned, Shedd says. There is no other designation for the place of the punishment of the wicked in the Old Testament except for Tophet, which usage is rare and metaphorical as it was the place where sinners sacrificed their children to Molech. Therefore, it must be the case that the judgment threatened so frequently will be executed in sheol. Third, Old Testament passages that speak of the eternal resting place of the righteous describe it as paradisiacal, glorious, and bright, and they are at peace with God. This is in strict contrast to the descriptions of sheol, which tend to the dark, shadowy, and unpleasant, a place where the anger of God burns. Therefore, the two places must, to avoid contradiction, be understood to be different. Fourth, sheol is linked by the Scriptures with spiritual death, which equates to God’s retributive punishment, thus making it, in effect, hell. This is in contrast to the eternal life that is enjoyed by the righteous. Again, therefore, sheol must be the place of punishment of the wicked and paradise must be a separate place for the righteous.
Sheol can also be used simply to refer to the physical grave, in the same way that the Scriptures use “death” to mean both spiritual and physical death, depending on context. When a person is described as going down to sheol in the sense of the grave, only the physical body is meant. It is not intended that one should understand a person’s spirit as being buried. It is in this sense that Jacob’s sons worried that they would “bring down the gray hairs” of their father to sheol and that the Psalmist in 89:48 equates seeing death with being given into the hand of sheol. In the sense of the physical grave, however, sheol is not the permanent resting place of the righteous. Psalms also speaks of the righteous being physically there for a time, but only until redeemed by God in resurrection. The wicked will also see a resurrection, but it will be a resurrection of shame.    
2. Christ’s Second Advent (863-865)
a. Skip this section

3. Resurrection

a. Historical Considerations (867-869)

(1) How is the doctrine of Transmigration distinguished from the doctrine of Resurrection?

Answer: Transmigration is the view held by Hindus that entails the transfer of a soul out of one body and into another wholly different body. The Egyptians held that the human soul migrated through a whole cycle of bodies, at the end of which the good soul would finally procure some sort of blessedness. The Greeks also speculated about the transmigration of souls. The key point in this, however, is that the person produced by the union of the soul with its new body was understood in some sense to be a different person from the one who had the soul before. In resurrection, by contrast, it is one and the same person who rises. In fact, in some sense, many of the church fathers understood it to be the same body, though changed. Justin Martyr apparently held that the deformed would rise with their deformities before being healed of them. Shedd holds that there is no more improbability in this view that the same body will be resurrected than there is in the original growth of the body from a single cell. The one real difficulty he sees in the idea that the literal parts of the body will be called back from the earth is that one atom may be part of more than one body over time and that these atoms would have to be excepted from the general rule. In any case, he concludes that resurrection is taught in the Old Testament and was one of the distinctive points of the Christian faith from its inception.  
b. Scriptural Teaching on the Resurrection (869-873)

(1) What is a “spiritual body”?
Answer: Shedd defines a spiritual body as a “spiritlike” body. By this he does not mean that the body looks like popular conceptions of a ghost, but that the spiritual body is fitted and in every way appropriate to the spiritual world that it will inhabit, just as the flesh-and-blood natural body is fitted to the natural world that it inhabits. This does not entail the changing of the material of the physical body into spirit. Rather, Shedd affirms that it will still be physical, only, he says, quoting Turretin, the body will “become spiritual with respect to its qualities.” It will be a body with different and greater capabilities. The spiritual body will be recognizable as being the body of the person to whom it belongs. This is clear from Scriptural references that teach the recognizability of persons such as Moses and Elijah during the transfiguration and of “all the prophets” in the kingdom of heaven. Thus, it will not be entirely different from the natural body of that person. Shedd balances between the extremes of saying that the body will be entirely different, in which case it could not be recognized as being the spiritual body of a given person, and saying that the body will not be different in any way, in which case it would be a simple resurrection of the natural body. Rather, it will be the same body, but with enhanced attributes. Nor will the body necessarily be composed of the very same particles that the natural body is. The atoms that make up a person’s body are not the essence of that body. They change. The body grows over time, being composed sometimes of more and sometimes of fewer particles. Rather, the essence of the natural body, he says, is the animal soul, which at the resurrection will call to itself whatever atoms happen to be convenient and from them will be constructed a body that is admittedly of different composition, but nevertheless is recognizably identical. Finally, the spiritual bodies of believers and unbelievers will be different from each other. Those of the saved are celestial, glorious, and overwhelming in their splendor. Those of the lost are bodies of shame and condemnation.
(2) What is the distinction between a “natural body” and a “spiritual body”?

Answer: The natural body is the physical, flesh and blood body that all people have in this present life. It is intrinsically sense based and is responsible for the physical desires and hardships of its bearer, whether hunger, thirst, sexual proclivity, et cetera. The spiritual body will not be so. It will not be possessed of these physical appetites, as Shedd demonstrates from verses like those in Revelation that speak of the saved neither hungering nor thirsting and the statement of Jesus’ in Matthew’s Gospel that those in paradise are like the angels of God in that they no longer marry. This is the only real difference elaborated on by Shedd. As noted above, the spiritual body will have greater capacities and are suited to the new world it is to inhabit, but the difference will not extend to unrecognizability, nor necessarily to the total absence of a physical element.
4. Final Judgment (878-880)
(1) How is the private judgment at death distinguishable from the public judgment on the last day?
Answer: According to Shedd, there are two separate judgments of a person after death. The first is the person’s own judgment of himself. Upon death, the individual is in the presence of God in a way that he has not been during his physical life, Shedd says. That presence implies full self-knowledge. Confronted with the perfect measure of God, the creature is confronted unavoidably with his own condition. Thus, his spiritual state and the deeds that comprise it appear to him in his thoughts, either accusing or excusing him. This is the private judgment. It takes place immediately upon death, and the judge is not God, but the individual himself. And yet, the judgment is perfectly just, because of the unique self-revelation to which the individual is subjected upon his entrance into the divine presence. He sees things in exactly the same perspective that God does. Thus, this private judgment is an accurate indicator of the individual’s eternal state, and it is followed immediately by consignment to either sheol or paradise to await the final, guaranteed confirmation of this sentence at the last judgment. 

The second judgment of which Shedd speaks is conducted by God at the end of the world, when the dead receive their resurrection bodies. Shedd describes the sequence of events as beginning with the Lord’s bodily descent and the establishment of the throne of judgment. All those who have ever lived will be gathered before him and separated according to their regenerate or unregenerate state. At that point, each person will be judged. The moral character of every person will be exposed to public view. Those who have rejected God in spite of an abundance of natural blessings will be confronted with the fact. Those trials that have oppressed believers will be put into their true light, and thus explained. The judgment here will be a confirmation of the sentence passed by the individual upon himself in his private judgment, and it will be followed by the consummation of whatever reward or penalty the individual has already begun to taste in paradise or hades.   
5. Heaven (882-883)
(1) How did Augustine understand the relationship of sin and death to heavenly happiness?
Answer: Augustine held, and Shedd agrees, that heavenly happiness will be greater than the happiness of the Edenic paradise. This is because in Eden, while man was neither sinful, nor mortal, he possessed the ability to become both. He had not yet sinned, but possessed the ability of falling into sin, which would, and in fact did, lead to death. This is a natural evil. To have the possibility of calamity is worse than to not have the possibility of calamity, and thus, by definition, is to be in a less blessed state. In heaven, there will be no such risk. No temptation or trial or probation will be left to complete. That is the purpose of one’s time on earth. They will enjoy only perfect rest in the glory of the Savior. The saints will be securely kept free from both sin and death by God, and thus will exist in far more blessed a state than Adam possessed.
(2) What are the four Scriptural representations of the heavenly state?

Answer: The first revelation about heaven contained in Scripture is that one of its distinctive characteristics is an unsullied perfection, completely devoid of sin. It is the resting place of the saints made perfect after death, completely sanctified by the blood of Christ and now glorified together with Him. With sin eliminated, the corruption to which the creation was subjected will no longer obtain. All will be “very good” once more. Second, the inhabitants are indefectible. Their holy perfection is immutable and free from the threat of sin and the dissolution of their blessed state. As Augustine, noted above, the state of the saints in the final paradise is more blessed than that of Adam and Eve in Eden.  For in heaven God will have removed the danger that inheres in the ability to sin. The saints are free of that undesirable ability. Third, the happiness of heaven is chiefly mental. It is not in eating and drinking and other bodily activities that Shedd sees the wonder of the heavenly realm. Rather it is the simple glory of the direct and unimpaired sight of the divine that will bring them joy. Finally, heaven is a state of permanent and immanent experience of the presence of God. The blessed will not only have God near to them as on earth, but will walk with Him as in Eden and will see Him face to face and marvel at His glory. This is a degree of exaltation, Shedd says, in which not even the angels participate.  
6. Hell

a. History of the Doctrine (884-888)

(1) Skip this section

b. Biblical Argument (888-911)

(1) What is the most persuasive biblical argument Shedd offers to prove that Hell is a place and state of eternal conscious punishment?
Answer: Shedd’s offers several persuasive biblical arguments, one of which is the emphasis that Christ placed on hell. He was vehement in His warnings. Those who fail to believe in Christ will be punished with fire that is not extinguished for all eternity. Fire is extreme torment.  And the fact that the fire burns for eternity is unimpressive if those subjected to it are remitted before the end of eternity. Further, Shedd notes, the suffering with which the unrepentant are threatened is the suffering of the Devil and the suffering of the, demons, rebellious angels who followed the Devil. This was a point of reference that the Jews to whom He spoke would have been familiar. The devil and his angels were to suffer the tormenting wrath of God for their rebellion and they were to endure it endlessly. There was to be no release for them.  So if unbelievers were to be subjected to the same punishment, then the natural implication, lacking qualification, is that their punishment also would be unending. Jesus made no qualification. The thrust of His warnings, Shedd says, in unquestionably clear. The impression they naturally make on an unbiased listener is that hell will involve the infliction of conscious suffering on the unbeliever forever. As such, if it is the case that hell does not entail eternal conscious punishment, then Jesus has exaggerated, been dishonest, or was just plain wrong because He would have conveyed an understanding that is far in excess of reality.  This is certainly not the case.  The argument for a limited hell, for unconscious annihilation in place of conscious torment or for redemption of the lost beyond the grave, Shedd concludes, is reduced to absurdity. Since Jesus is God, He does not lie or make mistakes. For anything other than the traditional view of eternal conscious punishment to be correct, God in Jesus would have had to lie or be mistaken. This cannot be. 
c. Rational Argument (911-933)

(1) According to the rationalistic critic, why should the doctrine of Hell be removed “from the sphere of rational belief”? (911)
Answer: Where the discussion of the merits of the doctrine of hell is confined to biblical exegesis, Shedd notes, the defender of orthodoxy has a rather easy job. The doctrine is so obvious that the vast majority of those who examine the Scriptures understand their obvious meaning to be the orthodox one. Shedd quotes Davidson in support of this. If words have any definite meaning, and if the Bible teaches anything, the critic acknowledges, it is the eternal torment of the damned. This is granted. One cannot get around it except by straining one’s interpretations to the point of ridiculousness. However, Davidson argues, “reason” must reject what the Bible clearly teaches. He wants to focus instead on what he understands—or misunderstands—of God’s character and of the soul’s nature. God is infinitely good, Davidson says. This, he believes, is incompatible with eternal punishment. Simple reason is the arbiter to which he appeals in justification of the proposition that the soul must be allowed to repent even after death. In this case, philosophy supplants Scripture, which is unacceptable.
(2) According to Shedd, what are the three main cardinal truths necessary to rationally defend and maintain the doctrine of Hell?

Answer: If three cardinal truths be maintained, Shedd says, then the philosophical case for endless punishment in hell is airtight, as well as the biblical case. First, God is just. Second, He created man with a free will. Third, man used that free will to voluntarily sin, without being coerced to do so in any way. These axioms make eternal punishment not merely rational, but necessary. To say that God is just is to say that He must, by virtue of His own character, punish sin. And sin is the free exercise of the will in rebellion against God.  If the will is forced, then what it does is not sinful, Shedd affirms. There is no guilt for what one cannot help doing. One is not punished for a calamity of which one is the victim. If Lucifer’s fall was coerced, then he would not be fallen. This is a basic Christian truth that has been universally acknowledged. 
(3) How does the theory that punishment is retributive honor human nature?

Answer: Punishment as retribution honors a person’s human nature by acknowledging in it the image of the divine as manifested in the freedom of the person’s will. The philosophical grounding for the infliction of suffering to qualify as punishment requires that the action committed is freely chosen. If it is not freely chosen, then to punish it makes no sense any more than it makes sense to punish a rock for falling on one’s foot. Punishing a man demands that one recognize his nature as higher than that of a rock. It is a nature capable of choosing between good and evil and is a nature that is responsible for its choices. This also recognizes that the ground for the rightful infliction of suffering on a man must inhere in the man himself. He cannot be made to suffer according to the benefit it would bring to society, but only in accord with his own deserts. The alternative is to inflict chastisement on the unrepentant sinner, which is suffering not in order to satisfy justice, but solely in order to “correct” behavior or to inflict suffering for the benefit of society, possibly as a deterrent to others’ commission of the same crime. The first option is to treat the offender like an animal, a non-personal being to be trained to live in whatever manner the trainer chooses. The second is to deny the offender even the recognition of a bestial level of dignity and merely to treat him as a tool to be made use of as an object lesson in order to further the government’s purposes. Either of these alternatives to retributive justice treats the victim as the property of the state, a thing undeserving of just treatment. Only retributive justice recognizes that the state does not own the individual. He is not its “chattel.” He may only be punished in so far as justice demands.  Then when justice has been fulfilled, he has a right to a cessation of suffering.  
(4) How is the endlessness of future punishment implied in the endlessness of guilt and condemnation?

Answer: Action continues as long as there is still a reason for it, Shedd says. In the case of the infliction of suffering, the retributive theory of justice must necessarily, therefore, demand unending suffering. If moral reform were the purpose of punishment, then punishment might cease to be inflicted. The goal of moral reform is to correct a deficiency in the character of the sufferer. This goal may be accomplished. The sufferer may gain, through suffering, the moral qualities that he lacked. If that were to happen, then the purpose for the infliction of suffering would no longer exist and punishment would immediately cease as irrelevant. But the purpose of retributive punishment is not moral reform. It is the infliction of wrath because of condemnation and guilt. No matter how long a person is punished for his misdeed, he will never cease to be guilty of it. Therefore, there is never an end to the reason for retributive punishment and, as such, never an end to the punishment itself.  Shedd goes into some detail reiterating the fact of the eternal nature of guilt. If it is right to inflict punishment for the sole reason that a person is guilty at one time, he maintains, then endless punishment is justified. Guilt is not a temporal thing. One is not guilty only for a certain number of days. If one becomes guilty then one is always guilty. And guilt is indivisible. One cannot pay for part of one’s guilt now and part later, until one has dispensed with it all. It is always unitary and always present. Therefore, if it is right today to punish a sinner simply in condemnation of the fact that he is guilty, then it will be right to do so tomorrow, for he will still be guilty, and so on to infinity. There will never be a time when it stops being the case that the sinner is guilty of sin, and therefore, if God’s retributive judgment is based solely on the fact of guilt, which it is, then there will never be a time when His justice allows for a cessation of punishment of the guilty one.  
(5) How is the bondage of the sinful will related to the endlessness of sin?
Answer: Sin, says Shedd, is like the moral suicide of the will. Though the beginning of the action was voluntary, it entails the forfeiture of the ability to undo what one has done. Sin is notorious for enslaving sinners. A novice to a sin may have the power to choose for or against the sinful action. But as time passes, and the temptation is indulged repeatedly, the ability of the will to resist atrophies. A man binds himself in the chains of habit and in the end he has no ability to resist at all. There is no force external to himself in the entire equation.  Yet by the end he is chained to his sin and its commission is compulsory. In the end, Shedd says, quoting Proverbs 7, the temptation and the obedience to the temptation become a part of the man, and an inescapable aspect of his character and he follows his sins “as an ox goes to the slaughter...till a dart strike through his liver.” The will is no longer free. Through its continuous acceptance of sin it has forgone its own ability to resist. The will has fastened the chains on its own self and has thrown away the key. This too is voluntary, but the enslavement is no less perfect. The free will has freely given up its own freedom. With that accomplished, though all of its actions follow from its own free choices, it cannot get its freedom back. Ability to do good dies, but conscience does not die with it. So a man is left continually sinning and continually smitten with remorse for his sin.
(6) How does Shedd explain the statement that “endless punishment is rational because sin is an infinite evil”?

Answer: Sin requires endless punishment, Shedd argues, because sin is infinitely evil in that it is a wrong done to an infinite God. It is not merely the offense itself that matters, Shedd says, nor the person who commits the offense. The status of the person against whom an offense is committed determines just how weighty that offense is. This can be demonstrated with a sequence of offenses, each of the same intrinsic nature, but committed upon different victims. Torture of an insect barely rises to the level of vice. Torture of a higher animal, on the other hand, is a crime. Torture of a human being, one made in the image of God, is a terrible crime. And how can one quantify the horror of torture against a close and intimate dependent? Yet God is even closer, even more glorious, even higher, and even more deserving of honor and love. He is infinitely so. Therefore an offense against Him is the highest offense—one that has no limits and one, based on strict principles of justice, that is deserving of infinite retributive punishment. David certainly sinned against Uriah when he stole his wife and had him murdered, but the proportionate degree of guilt that he bore toward God led him to say that “against you only” had he sinned. 

The incarnation and crucifixion of Christ, Shedd notes, is virtual proof of this understanding. God the Son humbled Himself, taking on the form of finite man, bearing the constraints of humiliation and suffering and the deprivation of His rightful glory and died a cruel death, accepting the outpouring of the wrath of God upon Himself to expiate the sins of the world. Why?! What possible reason could there be for such an ordeal and such a sacrifice, if the offense to be paid were merely finite? A finite offense would only require a finite penalty. God might reasonably require the purgation of men’s sins before receiving them into glory, but there would simply be no need and no reason for the infinite gift of Himself on their behalf. That the infinite God should suffer an infinite penalty makes it obvious that the offense that had to be paid for was itself infinite in nature. 

Finally, Shedd defends himself against the objection that sins are committed in time and therefore, having taken only a finite time to commit, cannot be infinite in guilt and require an infinite time to expiate. This simply doesn’t follow, Shedd notes. The seriousness of a crime is not measured by the time it took to commit. Murder may be instantaneous and theft prolonged. It takes little time to put a bullet in a man’s head, but a great deal of time to steal a man’s belongings. Yet theft is certainly not a greater crime than murder! This is nonsense. The length of time necessary to the commission of a crime and its gravity simply are not correlated. Yet that is the presumption on which this objection rests.    
(7) How can one argue that the wicked prefer Hell, rather than Heaven?

Answer: The lost spirits that populate hell, Shedd argues, are totally corrupt. There is no lingering trace of goodness, no penitence or godly sorrow for sin, no desire for God. It is a fiction to picture the inhabitants of the lake of fire crying out ineffectually for the salvation of God. The wrath of God may be the greatest of all evils to them, Shedd says, but it is an evil that is more preferable to them than the alternative, which is the presence of God and reconciliation. At this extreme, all that is good and of God is hated by them. With the entirety of existence divided between heaven and hell, they see hell as the less undesirable option. To this effect, he quotes Milton’s Lucifer choosing to reign in the torments of hell as better than to submit his will again to the service of God. As evidence of this preference, Shedd points to the biblical descriptions of the attitude of the unsaved: their love of darkness and their hate for God.  The man who chooses sin may have his alternatives laid out for him ever so clearly—the filth and squalor of the brothel on one side and the cleanliness and peace of the believing home on the other.  And yet love for sin will still lead him to choose the evil and reject the good. He will willfully choose that which does not satisfy over that which does. It is irrational. It is sinful. It is foolish. But it is his preference. And so, on death, he will count the torments of hell less painful than the giving up of sin and will prefer hell to heaven.
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