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Part 1. Anthropol ogy

SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY

PART II.

ANTHROPOLOGY

SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY —T
PART II. — ANTHROPOLOGY. 2

Having considered the doctrines which concern the nature of God and his relation to
the world, we come now to those which concern man; his origin, nature, primitive state,
probation, and apostasy; which last subject includes the question as to the nature of sin; and
the effects of Adam’s first sin upon himself and upon his posterity. These subjects constitute
the department of Anthropology.
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CHAPTERI.

ORIGIN OF MAN.
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1. Scriptural Doctrine.

§ 1. Scriptural Doctrine.

The Scriptural account of the origin of man is contained in Genesis i. 26, 27, “And God
said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion over
the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth,
and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. So God created man in his own
image, in the image of God created He him; male and female created He them.” And Gen.
ii. 7, “And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils
the breath of life; and man became a living soul.”

Two things are included in this account; first that man’s body was formed by the imme-
diate intervention of God. It did not grow; nor was it produced by any process of develop-
ment. Secondly, the soul was derived from God. He breathed into man “the breath of life,”
that is, that life which constituted him a man, a living creature bearing the image of God.

Many have inferred from this language that the soul is an emanation from the divine
essence; particula spiritus divini in corpore inclusa. This idea was strenuously resisted by the
Christian fathers, and rejected by the Church, as inconsistent with the nature of God. It as-
sumes that the divine essence is capable of division; that his essence can be communicated
without his attributes, and that it can be degraded as the souls of fallen men are degraded.
(See Delitzsch’s “Biblical Psychology” in T. and T. Clark’s “Foreign Library,” and Auberlen

>«

in Herzog’s “Encyclopddie,” article “Geist der Menschen.”)
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2. Anti-Scriptural Theories.

§ 2. Anti-Scriptural Theories.
Heathen Doctrine of Spontaneous Generation.

The Scriptural doctrine is opposed to the doctrine held by many of the ancients, that
man is a spontaneous production of the earth. Many of them claimed to be ynyeveig,
avTOXOeveg, terrigena. The earth was assumed to be pregnant with the germs of all living
organisms, which were quickened into life under favourable circumstances; or it was regarded
as instinct with a productive life to which is to be referred the origin of all the plants and
animals living on its surface. To this primitive doctrine of antiquity, modern philosophy
and science, in some of their forms, have returned. Those who deny the existence of a per-
sonal God, distinct from the world, must of course deny the doctrine of a creation ex nihilo
and consequently of the creation of man. The theological view as to the origin of man, says
Strauss, “rejects the standpoint of natural philosophy and of science in general. These do
not admit of the immediate intervention of divine causation. God created man, not as such,
or, ‘quatenus infinitus est, sed quatenus per elementa nascentis telluris explicatur.” This is
the view which the Greek and Roman philosophers, in a very crude form indeed, presented,
and against which the fathers of the Christian Church earnestly contended, but which is
now the unanimous judgment of natural science as well as of philosophy.”1 To the objection
that the earth no longer spontaneously produces men and irrational animals, it is answered
that many things happened formerly that do not happen in the present state of the world.
To the still more obvious objection that an infant man must have perished without a
mother’s care, it is answered that the infant floated in the ocean of its birth, enveloped in a
covering, until it reached the development of a child two years old; or it is said that philosophy
can only establish the general fact as to the way in which the human race originated, but
cannot be required to explain all the details.

Modern Doctrine of Spontaneous Generation.

Although Strauss greatly exaggerates when he says that men of science in our day are
unanimous in supporting the doctrine of spontaneous generation, it is undoubtedly true
that a large class of naturalists, especially on the continent of Europe, are in favour of that
doctrine. Professor Huxley, in his discourse on the “Physical Basis of Life,” lends to it the
whole weight of his authority. He does not indeed expressly teach that dead matter becomes
active without being subject to the influence of previous living matter; but his whole paper
is designed to show that life is the result of the peculiar arrangement of the molecules of
matter. His doctrine is that “the matter of life is composed of ordinary matter, differing
from it only in the manner in which its atoms are aggregated.”2 “If the properties of water,”

1 Dogmatik, vol. i. p. 680.
2 Lay Sermons and Addresses, London, 1870, p. 144.
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he says, “may be properly said to result from the nature and disposition of its component
molecules, I can find no intelligible ground for refusing to say that the properties of proto-
plasm result from the nature and disposition of its molecules.”® In his address before the
British Association, he says that if he could look back far enough into the past he should
expect to see “the evolution of living protoplasm from not living matter.” And although
that address is devoted to showing that spontaneous generation, or Abiogenesis, as it is
called, has never been proved, he says, “I must carefully guard myself against the supposition
that I intend to suggest that no such thing as Abiogenesis has ever taken place in the past
or ever will take place in the future. With organic chemistry, molecular physics, and
physiology yet in their infancy, and every day making prodigious strides, I think it would
be the height of presumption for any man to say that the conditions under which matter
assumes the properties we call ‘vital,” may not some day be artificially brought together.”4
All this supposes that life is the product of physical causes; that all that is requisite for its
production is “to bring together” the necessary conditions.

Mr. Mivart, while opposing Mr. Darwin’s theory, not only maintains that the doctrine
of evolution is “far from any necessary opposition to the most orthodox theology,” but adds
that “the same may be said of spontaneous generation.”> As chemists have succeeded in
producing urea, which is an animal product, he thinks it not unreasonable that they may
produce a fish.

But while there is a class of naturalists who maintain the doctrine of spontaneous gen-
eration, the great body even of those who are the most advanced admit that omne vivum ex
vivo, so far as science yet knows, is an established law of nature. To demonstrate this is the
object of Professor Huxley’s important address just referred to, delivered before the British
Association in September, 1870. Two hundred years ago, he tells us, it was commonly taken
for granted that the insects which made their appearance in decaying animal and vegetable
substances were spontaneously produced. Redi, however, an Italian naturalist, about the
middle of the seventeenth century, proved that if such decaying matter were protected by
a piece of gauze admitting the air but excluding flies, no such insects made their appearance.
“Thus, the hypothesis that living matter always arises by the agency of preéxisting living
matter, took definite shape; and had henceforward a right to be considered and a claim to
be refuted, in each particular case, before the production of living matter in any other way
could be admitted by careful reasoners.”® This conclusion has been more and more definitely

Ibid. p. 151.
Athenaeum, September 17, 1870, p. 376.
Genesis of Species, by St. George Mivart, F. R. S. p. 266.
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Athenaeum, September 17, 1870, p. 374.
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settled by all the investigations and experiments which have been prosecuted from that day
to this. It has been proved that even the infusorial animalcules, which the most powerful
microscopes are necessary to detect, never make their appearance when all preéxisting living
germs have been carefully excluded. These experiments, prosecuted on the very verge of
nonentity, having for their subject-matter things so minute as to render it doubtful whether
they were anything or nothing, and still more uncertain whether they were living or dead,
are reviewed in chronological order by Professor Huxley, and the conclusion to which they
lead fully established.” This is confirmed by daily experience. Meat, vegetables, and fruits
are preserved to the extent of hundreds of tons every year. “The matters to be preserved are
well boiled in a tin case provided with a small hole, and this hole is soldered up when all the
air in the case has been replaced by steam. By this method they may be kept for years, without
putrefying, fermenting, or getting mouldy. Now this is not because oxygen is excluded,
inasmuch as it is now proved that free oxygen is not necessary for either fermentation or
putrefaction. It is not because the tins are exhausted of air, for Vibriones and Bacteria live,
as Pasteur has shown, without air or free oxygen. It is not because the boiled meats or veget-
ables are not putrescible or fermentable, as those who have had the misfortune to be in a
ship supplied with unskilfully closed tins well know. What is it, therefore, but the exclusion
of germs? I think the Abiogenists are bound to answer this question before they ask us to

consider new experiments of precisely the same order.”®

But admitting that life is always derived from life, the question still remains, Whether
one kind of life may not give rise to life of a different kind? It was long supposed that parasites
derived their life from the plant or animal in which they live. And what is more to the point,
it is a matter of familiar experience “that mere pressure on the skin will give rise to a corn”
which seems to have a life of its own; and that tumours are often developed in the body
which acquire, as in the ease of cancer, the power of multiplication and reproduction. In
the case of vaccination, also, a minute particle of matter is introduced under the skin. The
result is a vesicle distended with vaccine matter “in quantity a hundred or a thousand-fold
that which was originally inserted.” Whence did it come? Professor Huxley tells us that it
has been proved that “the active element in the vaccine lymph is non-diftusible, and consists
of minute particles not exceeding 1/20000 of an inch in diameter, which are made visible
in the lymph by the microscope. Similar experiments have proved that two of the most de-
structive of epizootic diseases, sheep-pox and glanders, are also dependent for their existence
and their propagation upon extremely small living solid particles, to which the title of mi-
crozymes is applied.” The question, he says, arises whether these particles are the result of

7 What Charlton Bastian, who contested the conclusions of Professor Huxley, took to be living organisms,
turned out to be nothing but minute follicles of glass.
8 Huxley’s Address, as reported in the London Athenaum, September 17, 1870, p. 376.
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Homogenesis, or of Xenogenesis, i.e., Are they produced by preéxisting living particles of the
same kind? or, Are they a modification of the tissues of the bodies in which they are found?
The decision of this question has proved to be a matter of vast practical importance. Some
years since diseases attacked the grape-vine and the silk-worm in France, which threatened
to destroy two of the most productive branches of industry in that country. The direct loss
to France from the silk-worm disease alone, in the course of seventeen years, is estimated
at two hundred and fifty millions of dollars. It was discovered that these diseases of the vine
and worm, which were both infectious and contagious, were due to living organisms, by
which they were propagated and extended. It became a matter of the last importance to
determine whether these living particles propagated themselves, or whether they were pro-
duced by the morbid action of the plant or animal. M. Pasteur the eminent naturalist, sent
by the French government to investigate the matter, after laborious research decided that
they were independent organisms propagating themselves and multiplying with astonishing
rapidity. “Guided by that theory, he has devised a method of extirpating the disease, which
has proved to be completely successful wherever it has been properly carried out.”’

Professor Huxley closes his address by saying that he had invited his audience to follow
him “in an attempt to trace the path which has been followed by a scientific idea, in its slow
progress from the position of a probable hypothesis to that of an established law of nature.”
Biogenesis, then, according to Huxley, is an established law of nature.°

Professor Tyndall deals with this subject in his lecture delivered in September, 1870, on
“The Scientific Uses of the Imagination.” He says that the question concerning the origin

9 London Athensum, September 17, 1870, p. 378. In view of the facts stated in the text Professor Huxley asks,
“How can we over-estimate the value of that knowledge of the nature of epidemic and epizootic diseases, and
consequently, of the means of checking or eradicating them, the dawn of which has assuredly commenced?
Looking back no further than ten years, it is possible to select three (1863, 1864, and 1869) in which the total
number of deaths from scarlet fever alone amounted to ninety thousand. That is the return of killed, the maimed
and disabled being left out of sight. . . .. The facts which I have placed before you must leave the least sanguine
without a doubt that the nature and causes of this scourge will one day be as well understood as those of the
Pébrine (the silk-worm disease) and that the long-suffered massacre of our innocents will come to an end.”

10 In quoting Professor Huxley as an authority on both sides of the question of spontaneous generation, no
injustice is done that distinguished naturalist. He wishes to believe that doctrine. His principles lead to that
conclusion. But, as a question of scientific fact, he is constrained to admit that all the evidence is against it. He,
therefore, does not believe it, although he thinks it may be true. Hence Mr. Mivart says that Professor Huxley
and Tyndall, while they dissent from Dr. Bastian’s conclusions in favour of spontaneous generation, nevertheless,
“agree with him in principle, though they limit the evolution of the organic world from the inorganic to a very

remote period of the world’s history.” Genesis of Species, p. 266, note.
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of life is, Whether it is due to a creative flat, ‘Let life be!’ or to a process of evolution. Was
it potentially in matter from the beginning? or, Was it inserted at a later period? However
the convictions here or there may be influenced, he says, “the process must be slow which
commends the hypothesis of natural evolution to the public mind. For what are the core
and essence of this hypothesis? Strip it naked, and you stand face to face with the notion
that not alone the more ignoble forms of animalcular or animal life, not alone the nobler
forms of the horse and lion, not alone the exquisite and wonderful mechanism of the human
body, but that the human mind itself — emotion, intellect, will, and all their phenomena
— were once latent in a fiery cloud. Surely the mere statement of such a notion is more than
a refutation. I do not think that any holder of the evolution hypothesis would say that I
overstate it or overstrain it in any way. I merely strip it of all vagueness, and bring before
you, unclothed and unvarnished, the notions by which it must stand or fall. Surely these
notions represent an absurdity too monstrous to be entertained by any sane mind.”!! Pro-
fessor Tyndall, however, as well as Professor Huxley, is on both sides of this question. Ma-
terialism, with its doctrine of spontaneous generation, is thus monstrous and absurd, only
on the assumption that matter is matter. If you only spiritualize matter until it becomes
mind, the absurdity disappears. And so do materialism, and spontaneous generation, and
the whole array of scientific doctrines. If matter becomes mind, mind is God, and God is
everything. Thus the monster Pantheism swallows up science and its votaries. We do not
forget that the naturalist, after spending his life in studying matter, comes to the conclusion
that “matter is nothing,” that the “Supreme Intelligence” is the universe.'” Thus it is that
those who overstep the limits of human knowledge, or reject the control of primary truths,
fall into the abyss of outer darkness.

13 “These evolution notions are absurd,

The way Professor Tyndall puts the matter is this:
monstrous, and fit only for the intellectual gibbet in relation to the ideas concerning matter
which were drilled into us when young. Spirit and matter have ever been presented to us in
the rudest contrast; the one as all-noble, the other as all-vile.” If instead of these perverted
ideas of material and spirit, we come “to regard them as equally worthy and equally wonder-

ful; to consider them, in fact, as two opposite faces of the same great mystery,” as different

11  Atheneseum, September 24, 1870, p. 409.

12 Contributions to the Theory of Natural Selection, pp. 363-368. Mr. Wallace thinks that “the highest fact of
science, the noblest truth of philosophy,” may be found expressed in his following words of an American poetess:
— “God of the Granite and the Rose! Soul of the Sparrow and the Bee! The mighty tide of Being flows Through
countless channels, Lord from thee It leaps to life in grass and flowers, Through every grade of being runs, While
from Creation’s radiant towers Its glory flames in Stars and Suns.”

13 Atheneeum, September 24, 1870, p. 409.
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elements, of “what our mightiest spiritual teacher would call the Eternal Fact of the Universe,”
then the case would be different. It would no longer be absurd, as Professor Tyndall seems
to think, for mind to become matter or matter mind, or for the phenomena of the one to
be produced by the forces of the other. The real distinction, in fact, between them would be
done away. “Without this total revolution,” he says, “of the notions now prevalent, the
evolution hypothesis must stand condemned; but in many profoundly thoughtful minds
such a revolution has already occurred.” We have, then, the judgment of Professor Tyndall,
one of the highest authorities in the scientific world, that if matter be what all the world
believes it to be, materialism, spontaneous generation, and evolution, or development, are
absurdities “too monstrous to be entertained by any sane mind.”

We can cite his high authority as to another point. Suppose we give up everything; admit
that there is no real distinction between matter and mind; that all the phenomena of the
universe, vital and mental included, may be referred to physical causes; that a free or spon-
taneous act is an absurdity; that there can be no intervention of a controlling mind or will
in the affairs of men, no personal existence of man after death, — suppose we thus give up
our morals and religion, all that ennobles man and dignifies his existence, what do we gain?

According to Professor Tyndall, nothing.14 “

The evolution hypothesis,” he tells us, “does
not solve — it does not profess to solve — the ultimate mystery of this universe. It leaves
that mystery untouched. At bottom, it does nothing more than ‘transpose the conception
of life’s origin to an indefinitely distant past.” Even granting the nebula and its potential life,
the question, ‘Whence came they?’ would still remain to baffle and bewilder us.” If we must
admit the agency of will, “caprice,” as Professor Tyndall calls it, billions of ages in the past,

why should it be unphilosophical to admit it now?

It is very evident, therefore, that the admission of the primary truths of the reason —
truths which, in point of fact, all men do admit — truths which concern even our sense
perceptions, and involve the objective existence of the material world, necessitates the ad-
mission of mind, of God, of providence, and of immortality. Professor Tyndall being judge,
materialism, spontaneous generation, the evolution of life, thought, feeling, and conscience
out of matter, are absurdities “too monstrous to be entertained by any sane mind, unless
matter be spiritualized into mind, — and then everything is God, and God is everything.

Theories of Development.

Lamarck.

14 The London Athenzum, September 24, 1870, pp. 407-409.
23
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Lamarck, a distinguished French naturalist, was the first of modern scientific men who
adopted the theory that all vegetables and animals living on the earth, including man, are
developed from certain original, simple germs. This doctrine was expounded in his “Zodlogie
Philosophique,” published in 1809. Lamarck admitted the existence of God, to whom he
referred the existence of the matter of which the universe is composed. But God having
created matter with its properties, does nothing more. Life, organisms, and mind are all the
product of unintelligent matter and its forces. All living matter is composed of cellular tissue,
consisting of the aggregation of minute cells. These cells are not living in themselves, but
are quickened into life by some ethereal fluid pervading space, such as heat and electricity.
Life, therefore, according to this theory, originates in spontaneous generation.

Life, living cells or tissues, having thus originated, all the diversified forms of the vegetable
and animal kingdoms have been produced by the operation of natural causes; the higher,
even the highest, being formed from the lowest by a long-continued process of development.

The principles of Lamarck’s theory “are involved in the three following propositions:

“1. That any considerable and permanent change in the circumstances in which a race
of animals is placed, superinduces in them a real change in their wants and requirements.

“2. That this change in their wants necessitates new actions on their part to satisfy those
Wants, and that finally new habits are thus engendered.

“3. that these new actions and habits necessitate a greater and more frequent use of
particular organs already existing, which thus become strengthened and improved; or the
development of new organs when new wants require them; or the neglect of the use of old

organs, which may thus gradually decrease and finally disappear.”!®

Vestiges of Creation.

Some thirty years since a work appeared anonymously, entitled “The Vestiges of Cre-
ation,” in which the theory of Lamarck in essential features was reproduced. The writer
agreed with his predecessor in admitting an original creation of matter; in referring the
origin of life to physical causes; and in deriving all the general species and varieties of plants
and animals by a process of natural development from a common source. These writers
differ in the way in which they carry out their common views and as to the grounds which
they urge in their support.

15 William Hopkins, F. R. S. Fraser’s Magazine, June 1860, 151.
24
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The author of the “Vestiges of Creation” assumes the truth of the nebular hypothesis,
and argues from analogy that as the complicated and ordered systems of the heavenly bodies
are the result of physical laws acting on the original matter pervading space, it is reasonable
to infer that the different orders of plants and animals have arisen in the same way. He refers
to the gradation observed in the vegetable and animal kingdoms; the simpler everywhere
preceding the more complex, and the unity of plan being preserved throughout. He lays
great stress also on the foetal development of the higher orders of animals. The human feetus,
for example, assuming in succession the peculiarities of structure of the reptile, of the fish,
of the bird, and of man. This is supposed to prove that man is only a more perfectly developed
reptile; and that the orders of animals differ simply as to the stage they occupy in this un-
folding series of life. As the same larva of the bee can be developed into a queen, a drone,
or a worker, so the same living cell can be developed into a reptile, a fish, a bird, or a man.
There are, however, the author admits, interruptions in the scale; species suddenly appearing
without due preparation. This he illustrates by a reference to the calculating machine, which
for a million of times will produce numbers in regular series, and then for once produce a
number of a different order; thus the law of species that like shall beget like may hold good
for an indefinite period, and then suddenly a new species be begotten. These theories and
their authors have fallen into utter disrepute among scientific men, and have no other than
a slight historical interest.

Darwin.

The new theory on this subject proposed by Mr. Charles Darwin, has, for the time being,
a stronger hold on the public mind. He stands in the first rank of naturalists, and is on all
sides respected not only for his knowledge and his skill in observation and description, but
for his frankness and fairness. His theory, however, is substantially the same with those
already mentioned, inasmuch as he also accounts for the origin of all the varieties of plants
and animals by the gradual operation of natural causes. In his work on the “Origin of Species”
he says: “I believe that animals are descended from at most only four or five progenitors;
and plants from an equal or lesser number.” On the same page,16 however, he goes much
further, and says: “Analogy would lead me one step further, namely, to the belief that all
animals and plants are descended from some one prototype;” and he adds that “all the or-
ganic beings, which have ever lived on this earth, may be descended from some one primor-
dial form.”!” The point of most importance in which Darwin differs from his predecessors
is, that he starts with life, they with dead matter. They undertake to account for the origin

16 The Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection, or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle
for Life, by Charles Darwin, M. A,, F. R. S,, etc., fifth edition (tenth thousand). London, 1869, p. 572.
17 Ibid. p. 573.
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of life by physical causes; whereas he assumes the existence of living cells or germs. He does
not go into the question of their origin. He assumes them to exist; which would seem of
necessity to involve the assumption of a Creator. The second important point of difference
between the theories in question is, that those before mentioned account for the diversity
of species by the inward power of development, a vis a tergo as it were, i.e., a struggle after
improvement; whereas Darwin refers the origin of species mainly to the laws of nature op-
erating ab extra, killing off the weak or less perfect, and preserving the stronger or more
perfect. The third point of difference, so far as the author of the “Vestiges of Creation” is
concerned, is that the latter supposes new species to be formed suddenly; whereas Darwin
holds that they arise by a slow process of very minute changes. They all agree, however, in
the main point that all the infinite diversities and marvellous organisms of plants and animals,
from the lowest to the highest, are due to the operation of unintelligent physical causes.

The Darwinian theory, therefore, includes the following principles: —

First, that like begets like; or the law of heredity, according to which throughout the
vegetable and animal world, the offspring is like the parent.

Second, the law of variation; that is, that while in all that is essential the offspring is like
the parent, it always differs more or less from its progenitor. These variations are sometimes
deteriorations, sometimes indifferent, sometimes improvements; that is, such as enable the

plant or animal more advantageously to exercise its functions.

Third, that as plants and animals increase in a geometrical ratio, they tend to outrun
enormously the means of support, and this of necessity gives rise to a continued and universal
struggle for life.

Fourth, in this struggle the fittest survive; that is, those individuals which have an acci-
dental variation of structure which renders them superior to their fellows in the struggle
for existence, survive, and transmit that peculiarity to their offspring. This is “natural selec-
tion;” i.e., nature, without intelligence or purpose, selects the individuals best adapted to
continue and to improve the race. It is by the operation of these few principles that in the
course of countless ages all the diversified forms of vegetables and animals have been pro-
duced.

“It is interesting,” says Darwin, “to contemplate a tangled bank, clothed with many
plants of many kinds, with birds singing on the bushes, with various insects flitting about,
and with worms crawling through the damp earth, and to reflect that these elaborately
constructed forms, so different from each other, and dependent on each other in so complex
a manner, have all been produced by laws acting around us. These laws, taken in the largest
sense, being Growth with Reproduction; Inheritance which is almost implied by reproduction;

26
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Variability from the indirect and direct action of the conditions of life, and from use and
disuse; a Ratio of Increase so high as to lead to a Struggle for Life, and as a consequence to
Natural Selection, entailing Divergence of Character and the Extinction of less improved
forms. Thus, from the war of nature, from famine and death, the most exalted object which
we are capable of conceiving, namely, the production of the higher animals, directly fol-

lows.”!8

Remarks on the Darwinian Theory.

First, it shocks the common sense of unsophisticated men to be told that the whale and
the humming-bird, man and the mosquito, are derived from the same source. Not that the
whale was developed out of the humming-bird, or man out of the mosquito, but that both
are derived by a slow process of variations continued through countless millions of years.
Such is the theory with its scientific feathers plucked off. No wonder that at its first promul-
gation it was received by the scientific world, not only with surprise, but also with indigna-
tion.!® The theory has, indeed, survived this attack. Its essential harmony with the spirit of
the age, the real learning of its author and advocates, have secured for it an influence which
is widespread, and, for the time, imposing.

A second remark is that the theory in question cannot be true, because it is founded on
the assumption of an impossibility. It assumes that matter does the work of mind. This is
an impossibility and an absurdity in the judgment of all men except materialists; and mater-
ialists are, ever have been, and ever must be, a mere handful among men, whether educated
or uneducated. The doctrine of Darwin is, that a primordial germ, with no inherent intelli-

18  Origins of Species, p. 579.

19  See Proceedings of the Literary and Philosophical Society of Liverpool during the Fiftieth Session, 1860-
61. This volume contains a paper on Darwin’s theory by the president of the society, the Rev. H. H. Higgins, in
which he says that he considered the paper of M. Agassiz, inserted in the Annals and Magazine of Natural History,
against Darwin, “to be quite unworthy of so distinguished a naturalist” (p.42). On a subsequent page he gives a
selection from Agassiz’s disparaging remarks. The same volume contains a paper from Dr. Collingwood in defence
of Agassiz and his criticism. In the review of the argument he says he will pass over Agassiz’s “caustic remarks
upon the confusion of ideas implied on the general terms, variability of species,” and also “his categorical con-
tradictions of many of Darwin’s fundamental statements; but never was a theory more solely beset than is that
of Darwin by the repeated assaults of such a giant in paleontology as Agassiz. Statement after statement, by
which the whole theory hangs together, is assailed and impugned, — stone after stone of the Darwinian structure
trembles before the battering-ram of the champion of species. Out of twelve such reiterated attacks, ten of which
are purely palentological, and stand unchallenged only one has called for remarks, and that one, perhaps, the
least important” (p.87). Agassiz is not a theologian; he opposes the theory as a scientific man and on scientific

grounds.

27

15


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_15.html

2. Anti-Scriptural Theories.

gence, develops, under purely natural influences, into all the infinite variety of vegetable
and animal organisms, with all their complicated relations to each other and to the world
around them. He not only asserts that all this is due to natural causes; and, moreover, that
the lower impulses of vegetable life pass, by insensible gradations, into the instinct of animals
and the higher intelligence of man, but he argues against the intervention of mind anywhere
in the process. God, says Lamarck, created matter; God, says Darwin, created the unintelligent
living cell; both say that, after that first step, all else follows by natural law, without purpose
and without design. No man can believe this, who cannot also believe that all the works of
art, literature, and science in the world are the products of carbonic acid, water, and ammonia.

The Atheistic Character of the Theory.

Thirdly, the system is thoroughly atheistic, and therefore cannot possibly stand. God
has revealed his existence and his government of the world so clearly and so authoritatively,
that any philosophical or scientific speculations inconsistent with those truths are like cob-
webs in the track of a tornado. They offer no sensible resistance. The mere naturalist, the
man devoted so exclusively to the study of nature as to believe in nothing but natural causes,
is not able to understand the strength with which moral and religious convictions take hold
of the minds of men. These convictions, however, are the strongest, the most ennobling,
and the most dangerous for any class of men to disregard or ignore.

In saying that this system is atheistic, it is not said that Mr. Darwin is an atheist. He
expressly acknowledges the existence of God; and seems to feel the necessity of his existence
to account for the origin of life. Nor is it meant that every one who adopts the theory does
it in an atheistic sense. It has already been remarked that there is a theistic and an atheistic
form of the nebular hypothesis as to the origin of the universe; so there may be a theistic
interpretation of the Darwinian theory. Men who, as the Duke of Argyle, carry the reign of
law into everything, affirming that even creation is by law, may hold, as he does, that God
uses everywhere and constantly physical laws, to produce not only the ordinary operations
of nature, but to give rise to things specifically new, and therefore to new species in the ve-
getable and animal worlds. Such species would thus be as truly due to the purpose and power
of God as though they had been created by a word. Natural laws are said to be to God what
the chisel and the brush are to the artist. Then God is as much the author of species as tile
sculptor or painter is the author of the product of his skill. This is a theistic doctrine. That,
however, is not Darwin’s doctrine. His theory is that hundreds or thousands of millions of
years ago God called a living germ, or living germs, into existence, and that since that time
God has no more to do with the universe than if He did not exist. This is atheism to all intents
and purposes, because it leaves the soul as entirely without God, without a Father, Helper,
or Ruler, as the doctrine of Epicurus or of Comte. Darwin, moreover, obliterates all the
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evidences of the being of God in the world. He refers to physical causes what all theists believe
to be due to the operations of the Divine mind. There is no more effectual way of getting
rid of a truth than by rejecting the proofs on which it rests. Professor Huxley says that when
he first read Darwin’s book he regarded it as the death-blow of teleology, i.e., of the doctrine
of design and purpose in nature.?% Biichner, to whom the atheistical character of a book is
a recommendation, says that Darwin’s “theory is the most thoroughly naturalistic that can
be imagined, and far more atheistic than that of his despised (verrufenen) predecessor
Lamarck, who admitted at least a general law of progress and development; whereas, accord-
ing to Darwin, the whole development is due to the gradual summation of innumerable
minute and accidental natural operations.”21

Mr. Darwin argues against any divine intervention in the course of nature, and especially
in the production of species. He says that the time is coming when the doctrine of special
creation, that is, the doctrine that God made the plants and animals each after its kind, will
be regarded as “a curious illustration of the blindness of preconceived opinion. These au-
thors,” he adds, “seem no more startled at a miraculous act of creation than at an ordinary
birth. But do they really believe that at innumerable periods in the earth’s history certain
elemental atoms have been commanded suddenly to flash into living tissues?” [This is pre-
cisely what Darwin professes to believe happened at the beginning. If it happened once, it
is not absurd that it should happen often.] “Do they believe that at each supposed act of
creation one individual or many were produced? Were all the infinitely numerous kinds of
animals and plants created as eggs or seed, or as full grown? And in the case of mammals,
were they created bearing the false marks of nourishment from the mothers womb?”??

20 Criticisms on “The Origin of Species;” in his Lay Sermons and Addresses, p. 330. “The teleological argument,”
he says, “runs thus: An organ or organism is precisely fitted to perform a function or purpose; therefore it was
specially constructed to perform that function. In Paley’s famous illustration, the adaptation of all the parts of
the watch to the function, or purpose, of showing the time, is held to be evidence that the watch was specially
contrived to that end; on the ground that the only cause we know, competent to produce such an effect as a
watch which shall keep time, is a contriving intelligence adapting the means directly to that ends.” Suppose,
however, he goes on to say, it could be shown that the watch was the product of a structure which kept time
poorly; and that of a structure which was no watch at all, and that of a mere revolving barrel, then “the force of
Paley’s argument would be gone;” and it would be “demonstrated that an apparatus thoroughly well adapted to
a particular purpose might be the result of a method of trial and error worked by unintelligent agents, as well
as of the direct application of the means appropriate to that end, by an intelligent agent.” This is precisely what
he understands Darwin to have accomplished.

21 Sechs Vorlesungen iiber die Darwin’sche Theorie, etc., by Ludwig Biichner, Zweite Auflage, Leipzig, 1868,
p. 125.

22 Origin of Species, p. 571.
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Mr. Wallace devotes the eighth chapter of his work on “Natural Selection”?® to answering
the objections urged by the Duke of Argyle to the Darwinian theory. He says, “The point
on which the Duke lays most stress, is, that proofs of mind everywhere meet us in nature,
and are more especially manifest wherever we find ‘contrivance’ or ‘beauty.” He maintains
that this indicates the constant supervision and direct interference of the Creator, and cannot
possibly be explained by the unassisted action of any combination of laws. Now Mr. Darwin’s
work has for its main object to show, that all the phenomena of living things — all their
wonderful organs and complicated structures; their infinite variety of form, size, and colour;
their intricate and involved relations to each other, — may have been produced by the action
of a few general laws of the simplest kind, — laws which are in most cases mere statements
of admitted facts.”?* In opposition to the doctrine that God “applies general laws to produce
effects which those laws are not in themselves capable of producing,” he says, “I believe, on
the contrary, that the universe is so constituted as to be self-regulating; that as long as it
contains life, the forms under which that life is manifested have an inherent power of adjust-
ment to each other and to surrounding nature; and that this adjustment necessarily leads
to the greatest amount of variety and beauty and enjoyment, because it does depend on
general laws, and not on a continual supervision and rearrangement of details.”>

Dr. Gray26 endeavours to vindicate Darwin’s theory from the charge of atheism. His
arguments, however, only go to prove that the doctrine of development, or derivation of
species, may be held in a form consistent with theism. This no one denies. They do not
prove that Mr. Darwin presents it in that form. Dr. Gray himself admits all that those who

23 Wallace on Natural Selection, p. 264.

24 Wallace on Natural Selection, p. 265. When a man speaks of the “actions of law,” he must mean by law a
permanent, regularly acting force. Yet the laws to which Mr. Wallace refers in the above passages are not forces,
but simply rules according to which an agent acts, or, a regular, established sequence of events. The laws intended
are the law of multiplication in geometrical progression, the law of limited populations, the law of heredity, the
law of variation, the law of unceasing change of physical conditions upon the surface of the earth, the equilibrium
or harmony of nature. There is no objection to these being called laws. But there is the strongest objection to
using the word law in different senses in the same argument. If law here means the rule according to which an
agent (in this case God) acts, the Duke of Argyle could agree with every word Mr. Wallace says; if taken in the
sense intended by the writer, the passage teaches the direct reverse, namely, that all the world is or contains is
due to unintelligent physical forces.

25 Ibid. p. 268. Mr. Russel Wallace says that he believes that all the wonders of animals and vegetable organisms
and life can be accounted for by unintelligent, physical laws. The act, however, is, as we have already seen, that
he belives no such thing. He does not believe that there is any such thing as matter or unintelligent forces; all
force is mind force; and the only power operative in the universe is the will of the Supreme Intelligence.

26 Inthe October number of the Atlantic Monthly for 1860.
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regard the Darwinian theory as atheistic contend for.”” He says, “The proposition that things
and events in nature were not designed to be so, if logically carried out, is doubtless tan-
tamount to atheism.” Agalin,28 he says, “To us, a fortuitous Cosmos is simply inconceivable.
The alternative is a designed Cosmos. . .. If Mr. Darwin believes that the events which he
supposes to have occurred and the results we behold were undirected and undesigned, or
if the physicist believes that the natural forces to which he refers phenomena are uncaused
and undirected, no argument is needed to show that such belief is atheistic.” No argument,
after what has been said above, can be needed to show that Mr. Darwin does teach that
natural causes are “undirected,” and that they act without design or reference to an end.
This is not only explicitly and repeatedly asserted, but argued for, and the opposite view ri-
diculed and rejected. His book was hailed as the death-blow of teleology.?’ Darwin, therefore,
does teach precisely what Dr. Gray pronounces atheism. A man, it seems, may believe in
God, and yet teach atheism.

The anti-theistic and materialistic, character of this theory is still further shown by what
Mr. Darwin says of our mental powers. “In the distant future,” he says, “I see open fields
for far more important researches. Psychology will be based on a new foundation, that of
the necessary acquirement of each mental power and capacity by gradation. Light will be
thrown on the origin of man and his history.”*° Of this prediction he has himself attempted
the verification in his recent work on the “Descent of Man,” in which he endeavours to
prove that man is a developed ape. The Bible says: Man was created in the image of God.

It is a mere Hypothesis.

A fourth remark on this theory is that it is a mere hypothesis, from its nature incapable
of proof. It may take its place beside the nebular hypothesis as an ingenious method of ex-
plaining many of the phenomena of nature. We see around us, in the case of domestic an-
imals, numerous varieties produced by the operations of natural causes. In the vegetable
world this diversity is still greater. Mr. Darwin’s theory would account for all these facts. It
accounts, moreover, for the unity of plan on which all animals of the same class or order
are constructed; for the undeveloped organs and rudimentally in almost all classes of living
creatures; for the different forms through which the embryo passes before it reaches maturity.
These and many other phenomena may be accounted for on the assumption of the derivation
of species. Admitting all this and much more, this does not amount to a proof of the hypo-

27  On page 409.

28 On page 416.

29 Three articles in the July, August, and October numbers of the Atlantic Monthly for the year 1860 were
reprinted with the name of Dr. Asa Gray as their author.

30 Origin of Species, p. 577.
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thesis. These facts can be accounted for in other ways; while there are, as Darwin himself
admits, many facts for which his theory will not account. Let it be borne in mind what the
theory is. It is not that all the species of any extant genus of plants or animals have been
derived from a common stock; that all genera and classes of organized beings now living
have been thus derived; but that all organisms from the earliest geological periods have, by
a process requiring some five hundred million years, been derived from one primordial
germ.3 ! Nor is this all. It is not only that material organisms have thus been derived by a
process of gradation, but also that instincts, mental and moral powers, have been derived
and attained by the same process. Nor is even this all. We are called upon to believe that all
this has been brought about by the action of unintelligent physical causes. To our apprehen-
sion, there is nothing in the Hindu mythology and cosmology more incredible than this.

It is hazarding little to say that such a hypothesis as this cannot be proved. Indeed its
advocates do not pretend to give proof. Mr. Wallace, as we have seen, says, “Mr. Darwin’s
work has for its main object, to show that all the phenomena of living things, — all their
wonderful organs and complicated structures, their infinite variety of form, size, and colour,
their intricate and involved relations to each other, — may have been produced by the action
of a few general laws of the simplest kind.” May have been. There is no pretence that this
account of the origin of species can be demonstrated. All that is claimed is that it is a possible
solution. Christians must be very timid to be frightened by a mere “may have been.”

Mr. Huxley says, “After much consideration, and with assuredly no bias against Mr.
Darwin’s views, it is our clear conviction that, as the evidence stands, it is not absolutely

31 Sir William Thompson, of England, had objected to the theory that, according to his calculations, the sun
cannot have existed in a solid state longer than five hundred millions of years. To this Mr. Wallace replies, that
that period, he thinks long enough to satisfy the demands of the hypothesis. Mr. J. . Murphy, however, is of a
contrary opinion. He says that it is probable that it required at least five hundred years to produce a greyhound
— Mr. Darwin’s ideal of symmetry — out of the original wolf-like dog, and that certainly it would require more
than a million times longer to produce an elephant out of a Protozoon, or even a tadpole. Besides, Sir William
Thompson allows in fact only one, and not five hundred millions of years for the existence of the earth. In the
Transactions of Geological Society of Glasgow, vol. iii., he says: “When, finally, we consider under-ground
temperature, we find ourselves driven to the conclusion that the existing state of things on the earth, life on the
earth, all geological history showing continuity of life, must be limited within some such period of past time as

one hundred million years.” See Habit and Intelligence, by J. ]. Murphy, London, 1869, vol. i. p. 349.
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proven that a group of animals, having all the characters exhibited by species in Nature, has

ever been originated by selection, whether artificial or natural.”*?

In “Frasers Magazine” for June and July, 1860, are two papers on the Darwinian theory,
written by William Hopkins F. R. S. In the number for July it is said, “If we allow full weight
to all our author’s arguments in his chapter on hybridism, we only arrive at the conclusion
that natural selection may possibly have produced changes of organization, which may
have superinduced the sterility of species; and that, therefore, the above proposition may,
be true, though not a single positive fact be adduced in proof of it. And it must be recollected
that this is no proposition of secondary importance — a mere turret, as it were, in our author’s
theoretical fabric, — but the chief corner-stone which supports it. We confess that all the
respect which we entertain for the author of these views, has inspired us with no correspond-
ing feeling towards this may be philosophy, which is content to substitute the merely possible
for the probable, and which, ignoring the responsibility of any approximation to rigorous
demonstration in the establishment of its own theories, complacently assumes them to be
right till they are rigorously proved to be wrong. When Newton, in former times, put forth
his theory of gravitation he did not call on philosophers to believe it, or else to show that it

was wrong, but felt it incumbent on himself to prove that it was right.”>>

Mr. Hopkins’ review was written before Mr. Darwin had fully expressed his views as to
the origin of man. He says, the great difficulty in any theory of development is “the transition
in passing up to man from the animals next beneath him, not to man considered merely as
a physical organism, but to man as an intellectual and moral being. Lamarck and the author
of the “Vestiges” have not hesitated to expose themselves to a charge of gross materialism in
deriving mind from matter, and in making all its properties and operations depend on our
physical organization. . . .. We believe that man has an immortal soul, and that the beasts
of the field have not. If any one deny this, we can have no common ground of argument
with him. Now we would ask, at what point of his progressive improvement did man acquire
this spiritual part of his being, endowed with the awful attribute of immortality? Was it an
‘accidental variety,” seized upon by the power of ‘natural selection,” and made permanent?
Is the step from the finite to the infinite to be regarded as one of the indefinitely small steps
in man’s continuous progress of development, and effected by the operation of ordinary

natural causes 2”4

32 Lay Sermons and Reviews, p. 323. It is admitted that varieties innumberable have been produced by natural
causes, but Professor Huxley says it has not been proved that any one species has ever been thus formed. A fortiori,
therefore, it has not been proved that all general and species, with all their attributes of instinct and intelligence
have been thus formed.
33 Frazer’s Magazine, July, 1860, p. 80.
34 Frazer’s Magazine, July 1860, p. 88.
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The point now in hand, however, is that Mr. Darwin’s theory is incapable of proof.
From the nature of the case, what concerns the origin of things cannot be known except by
a supernatural revelation. All else must be speculation and conjecture. And no man under
the guidance of reason will renounce the teachings of a well-authenticated revelation, in
obedience to human speculation, however ingenious. The uncertainty attending all philo-
sophical or scientific theories as to the origin of things, is sufficiently apparent from their
number and inconsistencies. Science as soon as she gets past the actual and the extant, is in
the region of speculation, and is merged into philosophy, and is subject to all its hallucina-

tions.
Theories of the Universe.
Thus we have, —

1. The purely atheistic theory; which assumes that matter has existed forever, and that
all the universe contains and reveals is due to material forces.

2. The theory which admits the creation of matter, but denies any further intervention
of God in the world, and refers the origin of life to physical causes. This was the doctrine of
Lamarck, and of the author of the “Vestiges of Creation,” and is the theory to which Professor
Huxley, notwithstanding his denial of spontaneous generation in the existing state of things,
seems strongly inclined in his address as President of the British Association for the Promo-
tion of Science, delivered in September, 1870, he said: “Looking back through the prodigious
vista of the past, I find no record of the commencement of life, and therefore I am devoid
of any means of forming a definite conclusion as to the conditions of its appearance. Belief,
in the scientific sense of the word, is a serious matter, and needs strong foundations. To say,
therefore, in the admitted absence of evidence, that I have any belief as to the mode in which
the existing forms of life have originated, would be using words in a wrong sense. But ex-
pectation is permissible, where belief is not; and if it were given me to look beyond the abyss
of genealogically recorded time to the still more remote period when the earth was passing
through physical and chemical conditions which it can no more see again than a man may
recall his infancy, I should expect to be a witness of the evolution of living protoplasm from
not living matter. I should expect to see it appear under forms of great simplicity, endowed,
like existing fungi, with the power of determining the formation of new protoplasm from
such matters asammonium carbonates, oxalates and tartrates, alkaline and earthy phosphates,
and water, without the aid of light.”35 It had been well for the cause of truth, and well for
hundreds who have been perverted by his writings, if Mr. Darwin had recognized this dis-
tinction between “scientific belief” needing “strong foundations,” and “expectation” founded,

35 Athenaeum, London, September 17, 1870, p. 376.
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as Professor Huxley says in a following sentence, “on analogical reasoning.” In the paper
already quoted in “Fraser’s Magazine,” the writer says in reference to Darwin: “We would
also further remind him that the philosophical naturalist must not only train the eye to ob-
serve accurately, but the mind to think logically; and the latter will often be found the harder
task of the two. With respect to all but the exact sciences, it may be said that the highest
mental faculty which they call upon us to exert is that by which we separate and appreciate

justly the possible, the probable, and the demonstrable.”>%

Darwin.

3. The third speculative view is that of Mr. Darwin and his associates, who admit not
only the creation of matter, but of living matter, in the form of one or a few primordial
germs from which without any purpose or design, by the slow operation of unintelligent
natural causes, and accidental variations, during untold ages, all the orders, classes, genera,
species, and varieties of plants and animals, from the lowest to the highest, man included,
have been formed. Teleology, and therefore, mind, or God, is expressly banished from the
world. In arguing against the idea of God’s controlling with design the operation of second
causes, Mr. Darwin asks, “Did He ordain that the crop and tail-feathers of the pigeon should
vary, in order that the fancier might make his grotesque pouter and fan-tail breeds? Did He
cause the frame and mental qualities of the dog to vary in order that a breed might be formed
of indomitable ferocity, with jaws fitted to pin down the bull for man’s brutal sport? But, if
we give up the principle in one case, — if we do not admit that the variations of the
primeval dog were intentionally guided, in order that the greyhound, for instance, that
perfect image of symmetry and vigour, might be formed — no shadow of reason can be as-
signed for the belief that variations, alike in nature and the result of the same general laws,
which have been the groundwork through natural selection of the formation or the most
perfectly adapted animals in the world, man included, were intentionally and specially
guided. However much we may wish it, we can hardly follow Professor Asa Gray in his belief
‘that variation has been led along certain beneficial lines,’ like a stream ‘along definite and
useful lines of irrigation.’”3 7 In this paragraph man is declared to be an unintended product

of nature.

J. J. Murphy.

4. Others again, unable to believe that unintelligent causes can produce effects indicating
foresight and design, insist that there must be intelligence engaged in the production of
such effects, but they place this intelligence in nature and not in God. This, as remarked

36 July, 1860, p. 90.

37 The Variation of Animals and Plants under Domestication, edit. New York, 1868, vol. ii. pp. 515, 516.
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above, is a revival of the old idea of a Demiurgus or Anima mundi. Mr. J. J. Murphy, in his
work on “Habit and Intelligence,” says, I believe “that there is something in organic progress
which mere natural selection among spontaneous variations will not account for. Finally, I
believe this something is that organizing intelligence which guides the action of the inorganic
forces and forms structures which neither natural selection nor any other unintelligent
agency could form.”*® What he means by intelligence and where it resides we learn from
the preface to the first volume of his book. “The word intelligence,” he says, “scarcely needs
definition, as I use it in its familiar sense. It will not be questioned by any one that intelligence
is found in none but living beings; but it is not so obvious that intelligence is an attribute
of all living beings, and coextensive with life itself. When I speak of intelligence, however,
I mean not only the conscious intelligence of the mind, but also the organizing intelligence
which adapts the eye for seeing, the ear for hearing, and every other part of an organism for
its work. The usual belief is, that the organizing intelligence and the mental intelligence are
two distinct intelligences. I have stated the reasons for my belief that they are not distinct,
but are two separate manifestations of the same intelligence, which is coextensive with life,
though it is for the most part unconscious, and only becomes conscious of itself in the brain

of man.”>?

Owen.

5. Professor Owen, England’s great naturalist, agrees with Darwin in two points: first,
in the derivation or gradual evolution of species; and secondly, that this derivation is determ-
ined by the operation of natural causes. “I have been led,” he says, “to recognize species as
exemplifying the continuous operation of natural law, or secondary cause; and that, not
only successively, but progressively; from the first embodiment of the vertebrate idea under
its old ichthyic vestment until it became arrayed in the glorious garb of the human form.”0
He differs from Darwin in that he does not refer the origin of species to natural selection,
i.e., to the law of the survival of the fittest of accidental variations; but to inherent or innate
tendencies. “Every species changes, in time, by virtue of inherent tendencies thereto.”*! And
in the second place he does not regard these changes as accidental variations, but as designed

42 «

and carried out in virtue of an original plan. “Species owe as little,” he says™ “to the acci-

dental concurrence of environing circumstances as Kosmos depends on a fortuitous con-

38 Habit and Intelligence, in their connection with the Laws of Matter and Force. A series of Scientific Essays.
By Joseph John Murphy. London, 1869, vol. i. p. 348.
39 Ibid. vol. i. p. vi.
40 American Journal of Science, 1869, p. 43.
41 Ibid. p. 52.
42 Tbid. p. 52.
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course of atoms. A purposive route of development and change, of correlation and interde-
pendence, manifesting intelligent will, is as determinable in the succession of races as in the
development and organization of the individual. Generations do not vary accidentally, in

any and every direction; but in preordained, definite, and correlated courses.”*3

The Reign of Law Theory.

6. Still another view is that which demands intelligence to account for the wonders of
organic life, and finds that intelligence in God, but repudiates the idea of the supernatural.
That is, it does not admit that God ever works except through second causes or by the laws
of nature. Those who adopt this view are willing to admit the derivation of species; and to
concede that extant species were formed by the modifications of those which preceded them;
but maintain that they were thus formed according to the purpose, and by the continued
agency, of God; an agency ever operative in guiding the operation of natural laws so that
they accomplish the designs of God. The difference between this and Professor Owen’s
theory is, that he does not seem to admit of this continued intelligent control of God in
nature, but refers everything to the original, preordaining purpose or plan of the Divine
Being.

7. Finally, without pretending to exhaust the speculations on this subject, we have what
may be called the commonly received and Scriptural doctrine. That doctrine teaches, — (1.)
That the universe and all it contains owe their existence to the will and power of God; that
matter is not eternal, nor is life self-originating. (2.) God endowed matter with properties
or forces, which He upholds, and in accordance with which He works in all the ordinary
operations of his providence. That is, He uses them everywhere and constantly, as we use
them in our narrow sphere. (3.) That in the beginning He created, or caused to be, every
distinct kind of plant and animal: “And God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb
yielding seed, and the fruit-tree yielding fruit after his kind, whose seed is in itself, upon the
And God said, Let the earth bring forth the living creature after his
kind, cattle, and creeping thing, and beast of the earth after his kind: and it was so.” This is

» «

earth: and it was so.

the Scriptural account of the origin of species. According to this account each species was
specially created, not ex nihilo, nor without the intervention of secondary causes, but never-
theless originally, or not derived, evolved, or developed from preéxisting species. These
distinct species, or kinds of plants and animals thus separately originated, are permanent.
They never pass from one into the other. It is, however, to be remembered that species are
of two kinds, as naturalists distinguish them, namely, natural and artificial. The former are
those which have their foundation in nature; which had a distinct origin, and are capable

43 See Prof. Owen’s work on the Anatomy of Vertebrates, the fortieth chapter which was reprinted in the

American Journal of Sciences for January 1869.
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of indefinite propagation. The latter are such distinctions as naturalists have made for their
own convenience. Of course, it is not intended that every one of the so-called species of
plants and animals is original and permanent, when the only distinction between one species
and another may be the accidental shape of a leaf or colour of a feather. It is only of such
species as have their foundation in nature that originality and permanence are asserted.
Artificial species, as they are called, are simply varieties. Fertility of offspring is the recognized
criterion of sameness of species. If what has been just said be granted, then, if at any time
since the original creation, new species have appeared on the earth, they owe their existence
to the immediate intervention of God.

Here then are at least seven different views as to the origin of species. How is it possible
for science to decide between them? Science has to do with the facts and laws of nature. But
here the question concerns the origin of such facts. “Here,” says Dr. Gray, “proofs, in the
proper sense of the word, are not to be had. We are beyond the region of demonstration,
and have only probabilities to consider.”** Christians have a right to protest against the ar-
raying of probabilities against the clear teachings of Scripture. It is not easy to estimate the
evil that is done by eminent men throwing the weight of their authority on the side of unbe-
lief, influenced by a mere balance of probabilities in one department, to the neglect of the
most convincing proofs of a different kind. They treat, for example, the question of the unity
of the human race, exclusively as a zodlogical question, and ignore the testimony of history,
of language, and of Scripture. Thus they often decide against the Bible on evidence that
would not determine an intelligent jury in a suit for twenty shillings.

Admitted Difficulties in the Way of the Darwinian Theory

One of the great excellences of Mr. Darwin is his candor. He acknowledges that there
are grave objections against the doctrine which he endeavours to establish. He admits that
if one species is derived by slow gradations from another, it would be natural to expect the
intermediate steps, or connecting links, to be everywhere visible. But he acknowledges that
such are not to be found, that during the whole of the historical period, species have remained
unchanged. They are now precisely what they were thousands of years ago. There is not the
slightest indication of any one passing into another; or of a lower advancing towards a
higher. This is admitted. The only answer to the difficulty thus presented is, that the change
of species is so slow a process that no indications can be reasonably expected in the few
thousand years embraced within the limits of history. When it is further objected that geology
presents the same difficulty, that the genera and species of fossil animals are just as distinct
as those now living; that new species appear at certain epochs entirely different from those
which preceded; that the most perfect specimens of these species often appear at the begin-

44 Atlantic Monthly, August, 1860, p. 230.
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ning of a geologic period and not toward its close; the answer is that the records of geology
are too imperfect, to give us full knowledge on this subject: that innumerable intermediate
and transitional forms may have passed away and left no trace of their existence. All this
amounts to an admission that all history and all geology are against the theory; that they
not only do not furnish any facts in its support, but that they do furnish facts which, so far
as our knowledge extends, contradict it. In reference to these objections from geology, Mr.
Darwin says, “I can answer these questions and objections only on the supposition that the
geological record is far more imperfect than most geologists believe. The number of speci-
mens in all our museums is absolutely as nothing compared with the countless generations
of countless species which have certainly existed.”*> Nevertheless the record, as far as it

goes, is against the theory.

With regard to the more serious objection that the theory assumes that matter does the
work of mind, that design is accomplished without any designer, Mr. Darwin is equally
candid. “Nothing at first,” he says, “can appear more difficult to believe than that the more
complex organs and instincts have been perfected, not by means superior to, though analog-
ous with, human reason, but by the accumulation of innumerable slight variations, each
good for the individual possessor. Nevertheless, this difficulty, though appearing to our
imagination insuperably great, cannot be considered real, if we admit the following propos-
itions, namely, that all parts of the organization and instincts offer at least individual differ-
ences, — that there is a struggle for existence leading to the preservation of profitable devi-
ations of structure or instinct, — and, lastly, that gradatians in the state of perfection of each

organ may have existed, each good of its kind.”*®

Again, he says, “Although the belief that an organ so perfect as the eye could have been
formed by natural selection, is more than enough to stagger any one; yet in the case of any
organ, if we know of a long series of gradations in complexity, each good for its possessor;
then, under changing conditions of life, there is no logical impossibility in the acquirement
of any conceivable degree of perfection through natural selection.”*” Mr. Darwin refuses
to be staggered by that which he says is enough to stagger any one. Give him a sufficient
number of millions of years, and fortuitous complications may accomplish anything. If a
rude piece of flint be found in deposits, it is declared to be the work of man, because it in-
dicates design, while such an organ as the eye may be formed by natural selection acting
blindly. This, Dr. Gray says in his apology, is, or would be, a strange contradiction.

45 Origin of Species, p. 550.
46 Ibid., p. 545.

47 Tbid,, p. 251.
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Sterility of Hybrids.

The immutability of species is stamped on the very face of nature What the letters of a
book would be if all were thrown in confusion, the genera and species of plants and animals
would be, if they were, as Darwin’s theory assumes, in a state of constant variation, and that
in every possible direction. All line-marks would be obliterated, and the thoughts of God,
as species have been called, would be obliterated from his works. To prevent this confusion
of “kind,” it has been established as a law of nature that animals of different “kinds” cannot
mingle and produce something different from either parent, to be again mingled and confused
with other animals of a still different kind. In other words, it is a law of nature, and therefore
a law of God, that hybrids should be sterile. This fact Mr. Darwin does not deny. Neither
does he deny the weight of the argument derived from it against his theory. He only, as in
the cases already mentioned, endeavours to account for the fact. Connecting links between
species are missing; but they may have perished. Hybrids are sterile; but that may be accoun-
ted for in some other way without assuming that it was designed to secure the permanence
of species. When a great fact in nature is found to secure a most important end in nature,
it is fair to infer that it was designed to accomplish that end, and consequently that end is
not to be overlooked or denied.

Geographical Distribution.

Mr. Darwin is equally candid in reference to another objection to his doctrine. “T'urning

to geographical distribution,” he says,* «

the difficulties encountered on the theory of descent
with modification are serious enough. All the individuals of the same species, and all the
species of the same genus, or even higher group, must save descended from common parents;
and therefore, in however distant and isolated parts of the world they may now be found,
they must in the course of successive generations have travelled from some one point to all
the others.” When it is remembered that this is true of the mollusks and crustacea, animals
whose power of locomotion is very limited, this almost universal distribution from one
centre would seem to be an impossibility. Darwin’s answer to this is the same as to the dif-
ficulties already mentioned. He throws himself on the possibilities of unlimited duration.
Nobody can tell what may have happened during the untold ages of the past. “Looking to
geographical distribution,” he says, “if we admit that there has been through the long course
of ages much migration from one part of the world to another, owing to former climatal
and geographical changes and to the many occasional and unknown means of dispersal,
then we can understand, on the theory of descent with modification, most of the great
leading facts in distribution.”*® Every one must see how inconclusive is all such reasoning.

48 Origin of Species, p. 547.

49  Origin of Species, p. 564.
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If we admit that many unknown things may have happened in the boundless past, then we
can understand most, but not all, of the facts which stand opposed to the theory of the de-
rivation of species. The same remark may be made in reference to the constant appeal to
the unknown effects of unlimited durations. “The chief cause,” says Mr. Darwin, “of our
natural unwillingness to admit that one species has given birth to other and distinct species,
is that we are always slow in admitting any great change of which we do not see the steps. . . . .
The mind cannot possibly grasp the full meaning of the term of even ten million years; it
cannot add up and perceive the full effects of many slight variations accumulated during
an almost infinite number of generations.” O1fwe say that the ape during the historic period
extending over thousands of years has not made the slightest approximation towards becom-
ing a man, we are told, Ah! but you do not know what he will do in ten millions of years.
To which it is a sufficient reply to ask, How much is ten million times nothing?

Ordinary men reject this Darwinian theory with indignation as well as with decision,
not only because it calls upon them to accept the possible as demonstrably true, but because
it ascribes to blind, unintelligent causes the wonders of purpose and design which the world
everywhere exhibits; and because it effectually banishes God from his works. To such men
it is a satisfaction to know that the theory is rejected on scientific grounds by the great ma-
jority of scientific men. Mr. Darwin himself says, “The several difficulties here discussed,
namely — that, though we find in our geological formations many links between the species
which now exist and which formerly existed, we do not find infinitely numerous tine
transitional forms closely joining them all together; the sudden manner in which several
whole groups of species first appear in our European formations; the almost entire absence,
as at present known, of formations rich in fossils beneath the Cambrian strata, — are all
undoubtedly of the most serious nature. We see this in the fact that the most eminent
palaeontologists, namely, Cuvier, Agassiz, Barrande, Pictet, Falconer, E. Forbes, etc., and all
our greatest geologists, as Lyell, Murchison, Sedgwick, etc., have unanimously, often vehe-

mently, maintained the immutability of species.”>!

50 Ibid., p. 570.

51 Origin of Species, p. 383. In an earlier edition of his work he included Professor Owen’s name in this list,
which he now omits, and he also withdraws that of Lyell; adding to the passage above quoted the words, “But
Sir Charles Lyell now gives the support of his high authority to the opposite side.” Professor Owen, as shown
above, although now admitting the mutability of species, is very far from adopting Mr. Darwin’s theory. The
essential element of that theory is the denial of teleology; the assertion that species owe their origin to the unin-
telligent operation of natural causes. This Owen distinctly denies. “Assuming, then,” he says, “that Paleotherium
did ultimately become Equus, I gain no conception of the operation of the effective force by personifying as
‘Nature’ the aggregate of beings which compose the universe, or the laws which govern these beings, by giving

to my personification an attribute which can properly be predicated only of intelligence, and by saying, ‘Nature
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In 1830 there was a prolonged discussion of this subject is the Académie des Sciences
in Paris, Cuvier taking the side of the permanence of species, and of creation and organization
governed by final purpose; while Geoffroy St. Hilaire took the side of the derivation and
mutability of species, and “denied,” as Professor Owen says, “evidence of design, and pro-
tested against the deduction of a purpose.” The decision was almost unanimously in favour
of Cuvier; and from 1830 to 1860 there was scarcely a voice raised in opposition to the
doctrine which Cuvier advocated. This, as Biichner thinks, was the triumph of empiricism,
appealing to facts, over philosophy guided by “Apriorische Speculationen.” Professor Agassiz,
confessedly the first of living naturalists, thus closes his review of Darwin’s book: “Were the
transmutation theory true, the geological record should exhibit an uninterrupted succession
of types blending gradually into one another. The fact is that throughout all geological times
each period is characterized by definite specific types, belonging to definite genera, and
these to definite families, referable to definite orders, constituting definite classes and definite
branches, built upon definite plans. Until the facts of nature are shown to have been mistaken
by those who have collected them, and that they have a different meaning from that now
generally assigned to them, I shall therefore consider the transmutation theory as a scientific
mistake, untrue in its facts, unscientific in its method, and mischievous in its tendency.”5 2
If species, then, are immutable, their existence must be due to the agency of God, mediate
or immediate, and in either case so exercised as to make them answer a thought and purpose
in the divine mind. And, more especially, man does not owe his origin to the gradual devel-
opment of a lower form of irrational life, but to the energy of his Maker in whose image he
was created.

Pangenesis.

Mr. Darwin refers, in the “Origin of Species,”53

to “the hypothesis of Pangenesis,” which,
he says, he had developed in another work. As this hypothesis is made subservient to the
one under consideration, it serves to illustrate its nature and gives an insight into the char-
acter of the writer’s mind. Mr. Mivart says that the hypothesis of Pangenesis may be stated
as follows: “That each living organism is ultimately made up of an almost infinite number
of minute particles, or organic atoms, termed ‘gemmules,” each of which has the power of

reproducing its kind. Moreover, that these particles circulate freely about the organism

has selected the mid-hoof and rejected the others.” American Journal of Science, second series, vol. xlvii. p. 41.
Asto Sir Charles Lyell, unless he has become a new man since the publication of the ninth edition of his Principles
of Geology in 1853, he is as far as Professor Owen from adopting the Darwinian theory; although he may admit
in a certain sense, the derivation of species.
52 American Journal, July, 1860, p. 154.
53 Page 196.
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which is made up of them, and are derived from all parts of all the organs of the less remote
ancestors of each such organism during all the states and stages of such several ancestors’
existence; and therefore of the several states of each of such ancestors’ organs. That such a
complete collection of gemmules is aggregated in each ovum and spermatozoon in most
animals, and each part capable of reproducing by gemmation (budding) in the lowest animals
and plants. Therefore in many of such lower organisms such a congeries of ancestral
grammules must exist in every part of their bodies since in them every part is capable of
reproducing by gemmation. Mr. Darwin must evidently admit this, since he says, ‘It has
often been said by naturalists that each cell of a plant has the actual or potential capacity of
reproducing the whole plant; but it has this power only in virtue of containing gemmules
derived from every part.”>* These gemmules are organic atoms; they are almost infinite in
number; they are derived from all the organs of the less remote ancestors of the plant or
animal; they are stored in every ovum or spermatozoon; they are capable of reproduction.
But reproduction, as involving the control of physical causes to accomplish a purpose, is a
work of intelligence. These inconceivably numerous and minute gemmules are, therefore,
the seats of intelligence. Surely this is not science. Any theory which needs the support of
such a hypothesis must soon be abandoned. It would be far easier to believe in fairies
forming every plant, than in these gemmules.

Finally, it may be noticed that Mr. Wallace, although advocating the doctrine of “Nat-
ural Selection,” contends that it is not applicable to man; that it will not account for his
original or present state; and that it is impossible, on Mr. Darwin’s theory, to account for
man’s physical organization, for his mental powers, or for his moral nature. To this subject
the tenth chapter of his work is devoted.

54 Genesis of Species, by St. George Mivart, F. R. S. London, 1871, chap. x. p. 208.
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§ 3. Antiquity of Man.

“Anthropologists are now,” as we are told, “pretty well agreed that man is not a recent
introduction into the earth. All who have studied the question, now admit that his antiquity
is very great; and that, though we have to some extent ascertained the minimum of time
during which he must have existed, we have made no approximation towards determining
that far greater period during which he may have, and probably has, existed. We can with
tolerable certainty affirm that man must have inhabited the earth a thousand centuries ago,
but we cannot assert that he positively did not exist, or that there is any good evidence
against his having existed, for a period of ten thousand centuries.”>

On this it may be remarked, first, that it is a historical fact that nothing is less reliable
than these calculations of time. A volume might be filled with examples of the mistakes of
naturalists in this matter. The world has not forgotten the exultation of the enemies of the
Bible when the number of successive layers of lava on the sides of Mount Etna was found
to be so great as to require, as was said, thousands upon thousands of years for their present
condition. All that has passed away. Mr. Lyell calculated that two hundred and twenty
thousand years were necessary to account for changes now going on on the coast of Sweden.
Later geologists reduce the time to one tenth of that estimate. A piece of pottery was dis-
covered deeply buried under the deposits at the mouth of the Nile. It was confidently asserted
that the deposit could not have been made during the historic period, until it was proved
that the article in question was of Roman manufacture. Sober men of science, therefore,
have no confidence in these calculations requiring thousands of centuries, or even millions
of years, for the production of effects subsequent to the great geological epochs.

The second remark in reference to this great antiquity claimed the human race is that
the reasons assigned for it are, in the judgment of the most eminent men of science, unsat-
isfactory. The facts urged to prove that men have lived for an indefinite number of ages on
the earth, are, (1.) The existence of villages built on piles, now submerged in lakes in
Switzerland and in some other places, which, it is assumed, are of great antiquity. (2.) The
discovery of human remains in a fossil state in deposits to which geologists assign an age
counted by tens, or hundreds, of thousands of years. (3) The discovery of utensils of different
kinds made of flint, in connection with the remains of extinct animals. (4.) The early separ-
ation of men into the distinct races in which they now exist. On this point Sir Charles Lyell
says: “Naturalists have long felt that to render probable the received opinion that all the
leading varieties of the human family have originally sprung from a single pair (a doctrine
against which there appears to me to be no sound objection), a much greater lapse of time
is required for the slow and gradual formation of races (such as the Caucasian, Mongolian,

55 Wallace on Natural Selection, p. 303.
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and Negro) than is embraced in any of the popular systems of chronology.” The Caucasian
and the Negro are distinctly marked in the Egyptian monuments to which an antiquity of
three thousand years is ascribed. We must, therefore, he argues, allow “for a vast series of
antecedent ages” to account for the gradual formation of these distinct races.” ® In addition
to all these arguments, it is contended that monuments and records exist which prove the
existence of man on the earth long before the period assigned to his creation in the Bible.

Lake Dwellings.

In many of the lakes of Switzerland piles have been discovered worn down to the surface
of the mud, or projecting slightly above it, which once supported human habitations. These
are so numerous as to render it evident that whole villages were thus sustained over the
surface of the water. These villages, “nearly all of them,” are “of unknown date, but the most
ancient of them “certainly belonged to the age of stone, for hundreds of implements resem-
bling those of the Danish shell-mounds and peat mosses have been dredged up from the
mud into which the piles were driven.” Numerous bones of no less than fifty-four species
of animals have been dug up from these localities, all of which, with one exception, are still
living in Europe. The remains of several domesticated animals, as the ox, sheep, goat, and

dog, are included in the number.””

There is evidently in all this no proof of great antiquity. Even as late as during the last
century, similar huts, supported on piles, were to be seen. All the animal remains found are
of extant species. There is nothing to show that these lake dwellings were even as old as the
time of the Romans. The fact relied upon is the absence of metal, and the presence of stone
implements. Hence, it is inferred that these villages belonged to the “Stone Age.” To this
succeeded the “Bronze Age,” and to that the Age of Iron. Sir Charles Lyell informs us that
the Swiss geologists, as represented by M. Monet, assign “to the bronze age a date of between
three thousand and four thousand years, and to the stone period an age of five thousand to

seven thousand.””®

It is, however, a mere arbitrary speculation that there ever was a stone age. It is founded
on the assumption that the original condition of man was one of barbarism, from which he
elevated himself by slow degrees; during the first period of his progress he used only imple-
ments of stone; then those of bronze; and then those of iron; and that thousands of years
elapsed before the race passed from one of these stages of progress to another. Hence, if re-

56 Principles of Geology, by Sir Charles Lyell, F. R. S., ninth edition, Boston, 1853, p. 600. Also, The Geological
Evidences of the Antiquity of Man, by the same writer, Philadelphia, 1863, p. 385.
57  Antiquity of Man, chap. ii. p. 17.
58 Ibid. p. 28.
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mains of men are found anywhere in connection with stone implements, they are referred
to the stone age. According to this mode of reasoning, if in an Indian village flint arrow-
heads and hatchets should be found, the inference would be that the whole world was in
barbarism when those implements were used. Admitting that at the time the lake dwellings
were inhabited, the people of Switzerland, and even all the people of Europe, were unac-
quainted with the use of the metals, that would not prove that civilization was not at its
height in Egypt or India. Moreover, the assumption that the original state of man was one
of barbarism, is not only contrary to the Bible and to the convictions of the great body of
the learned, but, as is believed, to the plainest historical facts.

Fossil Human Remains.

Much more weight in this discussion is attached to the discovery of human remains in
the same localities and under the same circumstances with those of animals now extinct.
From this it is inferred that man must have lived when those animals still inhabited the
earth. These human remains are not found in any of the ancient fossiliferous rocks. The
Scriptural fact that man was the last of the living creatures which proceeded from the hand
of God, stands unimpeached by any scientific fact. A nearly perfect human skeleton was
found imbedded in a limestone rock on the island of Guadaloupe. That rock, however, is
of modern origin, and is still in process of formation. The age assigned to this fossil is only
about two hundred years. A fragment of conglomerate rock was obtained at the depth of
ten feet below the bed of the river Dove, in England, containing silver coins of the reign of
Edward the First. This shows that it does not require many years to form rocks, and to bury
them deeply under the surface. The remains on which stress is laid are found only in caverns
and buried under deposits of peat or of earthy matter. Geologists seem to be agreed as to
the fact that human bones have been found in certain caves in France, Belgium, and England
intimately associated with the remains of animals now living, and with those of a few of the

extinct races.

The fact being admitted, the question is, How is it to be accounted for? This juxtaposition
is no certain proof of contemporaneousness. These caverns, once the resort of wild beasts,
became to men places of concealment, of defence, of worship, or of sepulture, and, therefore,
as Sir Charles Lyell himself admits, “It is not on the evidence of such intermixtures that we
ought readily to admit either the high antiquity of the human race, or the recent date of

certain lost species of quadrupeds.””

In immediate connection with the passage just referred to, Lyell suggests another
method by which the remains of animals belonging to very different ages of the world might

59  Principles of Geology, ninth edition, p. 740.
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become mixed together. That is, “open fissures” which “serve as natural pitfalls.” He quotes
the following account from Professor Sedgwick of a chasm of enormous but unknown depth,
which “is surrounded by grassy shelving banks, and many animals, tempted toward its brink,
have fallen down and perished in it. The approach of cattle is now prevented by a strong
lofty wall; but there can be no doubt that, during the last two or three thousand years, great
masses of bony breccia must have accumulated in the lower parts of the great fissure, which
probably descends through the whole thickness of the scar-limestone to the depth of perhaps
five or six hundred feet.” To this Lyell adds, “When any of these natural pit-falls happen to
communicate with lines of subterranean caverns, the bones, earth, and breccia may sink by
their own weight, or be washed into the vaults below.”®?

There is a third way in which this intermingling of the bones of animals of different
ages may be accounted for. With regard to the remarkable caverns in the province of Liege,
Sir Charles Lyell says that Dr. Schmerling, the naturalist, by whom they had been carefully
and laboriously examined, did not think they were “dens of wild beasts, but that their organic
and inorganic contents had been swept into them by streams communicating with the surface
of the country. The bones, he suggested, may often have been rolled in the beds of such
streams before they reached their underground destination.”®! It is clear, therefore, that no
conclusive argument to prove that man was contemporary with certain extinct animals can
be drawn from the fact that their remains have in some rare instances been found in the

same localities.
Human Bones found deeply buried.

Still less weight is to be attached to the fact that human bones have been found deeply
buried in the earth. Every one knows that great changes have been made in the earths surface
within the historic period. Such changes are produced sometimes by the slow operation of
the causes which have buried the foundations of such ancient cities as Jerusalem and Rome
far beneath the present surface of the ground. At other times they have been brought about
by sudden catastrophes. It is not surprising that human remains should be found in peat-
bogs, if as Sir Charles Lyell tells us, “All the coins, axes, arms, and other utensils found in
British and French mosses, are Roman; so that a considerable portion of the peat in European
peat-bogs is evidently not more ancient than the age of Julius Caesar.”®>

The data by which the rate of deposits is determined are so uncertain that no dependence
can be placed upon them. Sir Charles Lyell says, “the lowest estimate of the time required”

60 Ibid. pp. 740, 741.
61 Antiquity of Man, p. 64.

62 Principles of Geology, p. 721.
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for the formation of the existing delta of the Mississippi, is more than one hundred thousand
years.63 According to the careful examination made by gentlemen of the Coast Survey and
other United States officers, the time during which the delta has been in progress is four
thousand four hundred years.64 Since the memory of man, or, since fishing-huts have been
built on the coasts of Sweden, there has been such a subsidence of the coast that “a fishing-
hut having a rude fire-place within, was struck, in digging a canal, at a depth of sixty feet.”®>
“At the earthquake in 1819 about the Delta of the Indus, an area of two thousand square
miles became an inland sea, and the fort and village of Sindree sunk till the tops of the houses
were just above the water. Five and a half miles from Sindree, parallel with this sunken area,
aregion was elevated ten feet above the delta, fifty miles long and in some parts ten broad.”®
While such changes, secular and paroxysmal, gradual and sudden, have been in operation
for thousands of years, it is evident that the intermingling of the remains of recent with
those of extinct races of animals furnishes no proof that the former were contemporaneous
with the latter.

Flint Implements.

Quite as much stress has been laid on the discovery of certain implements made of flint
under deposits which, it is contended, are of such age as prove that man must have existed
on the earth for ages before the time assigned in the Bible for his creation. To this argument
the same answer is to be given. First, that the presence of the works of human art in such
deposits is no proof that men were contemporaneous with such deposits; in view of the
upheavals and displacements which all geologists admit are of frequent occurrence in the
history of our globe. And secondly, the facts themselves are disputed, or differently inter-
preted by men of science of equal authority. This is especially true of the flint arrows, beads,
and axes found in the valley of the Somme in France.®’ Lyell is confident that the argument
from them is conclusive. Later examinations, however, have led others to a different conclu-
sion. This is a question for scientific men to decide among themselves, and which they alone
are competent to decide. So long however, as men of the highest rank as naturalists maintain
that science knows of no facts inconsistent with the Scriptural account of the origin of man,
the friends of the Bible are under no obligation to depart from the generally received inter-
pretation of the Scriptures on this subject. Professor Guyot, as all who know him or have

63 Antiquity of Man, p. 43.

64 See Report upon the Physics and Hydraulics of the Mississippi River, etc., by Captain A. A. Humphreys
and Lieutenant H. L. Abbott, Corps of Topographical Engineers, U. S. Army, 1861, p. 435.

65 Dana’s Manual of Geology, p. 586.

66 Ibid. p. 588.

67 To these Lyell devotes the seventh and eight chapters of his work on the Antiquity of Man.
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heard his public lectures, are well aware, teaches that there are no known facts which may
not be accounted for on the assumption that man has existed seven or eight thousand years
on this earth. It is well known also that this doctrine, until very recently, was universal among
scientific men. Cuvier was so convinced on this point that he could hardly be brought to
look at what purported to be the fossil remains of man. This conviction on his part, was not
a prejudice; nor was it due to a reverence for the Bible. It was a scientific conviction founded
on scientific evidence. The proofs from all sources of the recent origin of man were considered
such as to preclude the possibility of his being contemporaneous with any of the extinct
races of animals. And even those who were led to admit that point, were in many cases dis-
posed to regard the fact as proving not the antiquity of man, but the existence to a much
later period than generally supposed, of animals now extinct. The occurrence of human
relics with the bones of extinct animals, “does not seem to me,” says Prestwich, “to necessitate
the carrying of man back in past time, so much as the bringing forward of the extinct animals
toward our own time.”®® The fact that the monuments of human art cannot pretend to a
higher antiquity than a few thousand years, renders it utterly incredible that man has existed
on the earth hundreds of thousands or, as Darwin supposes, millions of years.

Argument from the Races of Men and from Ancient Monuments

Another argument is founded on the assumption that the difference between the
Caucasian, Mongolian, and negro races, which is known to have been as distinctly marked
two or three thousand years before Christ as it is now, must have required countless ages
to develop and establish. To this it is obvious to answer, First, that differences equally great
have occurred in domestic animals within the historic period. Secondly, that marked varieties
are not unfrequently produced suddenly, and, so to speak, accidentally. Thirdly, that these
varieties of race are not the effect of the blind operation of physical causes, but by those
causes as intelligently guided by God for the accomplishment of some wise purpose. Animals
living in the arctic regions are not only clothed in fur for their protection from the cold, but
the color of their clothing changes with the season. So God fashions the different races of
men in their peculiarities to suit them to the regions which they inhabit. Dr. Livingstone,
the great African traveller, informs us that the negro type, as it is popularly conceived of,
occurs very rarely in Africa, and only in districts where great heat prevails in connection
with great moisture. The tribes in the interior of that continent differ greatly, he says, both
in hue and contour.

The idea that it must have taken countless ages for men to rise from the lowest barbarism
to the state of civilization indicated by the monuments of Egypt, rests on no better assump-
tion. The earliest state of man instead of being his lowest, was in many respects his highest

68 Quoted by Professor Dana, Manual of Geology, p. 582.
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state. And our own experience as a nation shows that it does not require millenniums for a
people to accomplish greater works than Egypt or India can boast. Two hundred years ago
this country was a wilderness from the Atlantic to the Pacific. What is it now? According
to Bunsen it would require a hundred thousand years to erect all these cities, and to build
all these railroads and canals.

It is further urged as a proof of the great antiquity of man that the monuments and
monumental records of Egypt prove that a nation existed in the highest state of civilization
at the time of, or immediately after, the flood. The chronology of the Bible, it is argued, and
the chronology of Egypt are thus shown to be irreconcilable.

In reference to this difficulty it may be remarked, that the calculations of Egyptologists
are just as precarious, and in many stances just as extravagant as those of geologists. This
is proved by their discrepancies. It may be said, however, that even the most moderate stu-
dents of Egyptian antiquities assign a date to the reign of Manes and the building of the
pyramids inconsistent with the chronology of the Bible. To this it may be replied that the
chronology of the Bible is very uncertain. The data are for the most part facts incidentally
stated; that is, not stated for the purposes of chronology. The views most generally adopted
rest mainly on the authority of Archbishop Usher, who adopted the Hebrew text for his
guide, and assumed that in the genealogical tables each name marked one generation. A
large part, however, of Biblical scholars adopt the Septuagint chronology in preference to
the Hebrew; so that instead of four thousand years from the creation to the birth of Christ,
we have nearly six thousand years. Besides it is admitted, that the usual method of calculation
founded on the genealogical tables is very uncertain. The design of those tables is not to
give the regular succession of births in a given line, but simply to mark the descent. This is
just as well done if three, four, or more generations be omitted, as if the whole list were
complete. That this is the plan on which these genealogical tables are constructed is an ad-
mitted fact. “Thus in Genesis xlvi. 18, after recording the sons of Zilpah, her grandsons and
her great-grandsons, the writer adds, “These are the sons of Zilpah.. . . .. and these she bare
unto Jacob, even sixteen souls.” The same thing recurs in the case of Bilhah, verse 25, ‘she
bare these unto Jacob: all the souls were seven.” Compare, verses 15, 22. No one can pretend
that the author of this register did not use the term understandingly of descendants beyond
the first generation. In like manner, according to Matthew i. 11, Josias begat his grandson
Jechonias, and verse 8, Joram begat his great-great-grandson Ozias. And in Genesis x. 15-18,
Canaan, the grand son of Noah, is said to have begotten several whole nations, the Jebusite,
the Amorite, the Girgasite, the Hivite, etc., etc. Nothing can be plainer, therefore, than that
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in the usage of the Bible, to bear and ‘to beget’ are used in a wide sense to indicate descent,

without restricting this to the immediate offspring.”®’

The extreme uncertainty attending all attempts to determine the chronology of the Bible
is sufficiently evinced by the fact that one hundred and eighty different calculations have
been made by Jewish and Christian authors, of the length of the period between Adam and
Christ. The longest of these make it six thousand nine hundred and eighty-four, and the
shortest three thousand four hundred and eighty-three years. Under these circumstances
it is very clear that the friends of the Bible have no occasion for uneasiness. If the facts of
science or of history should ultimately make it necessary to admit that eight or ten thousand
years have elapsed since the creation of man, there is nothing in the Bible in the way of such
concession. The Scriptures do not teach us how long men nave existed on the earth. Their
tables of genealogy were intended to prove that Christ was the son of David and of the Seed
of Abraham, and not how many years had elapsed between the creation and the advent.”®
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69 The Pentateuch Vindicated from the Aspersions of Bishop Colenso, by William Henry Green, Professor
in the Theological Seminary, Princeton, N. J., New York, 1863, p. 132.
70 Herzog’s, Encyklopddie, article “Zeitrechnung,” which quotes the Benedictine work L’Art de vérifior les

Dates. T. i., pp. xxvii.-XXXVi.
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1. Scripture Doctrine

§ 1. Scripture Doctrine.

The Scriptures teach that God formed the body of man out of the dust of the earth, and

breathed into him the breath of life and he became n:ﬂ WEJ, a living soul. According to

this account, man consists of two distinct principles, a body and a soul: the one material,
the other immaterial; the one corporeal, the other spiritual. It is involved in this statement,
first, that the soul of man is a substance; and, secondly, that it is a substance distinct from
the body. So that in the constitution of man two distinct substances are included.

The idea of substance, as has been before remarked, is one of the primary truths of the
reason. It is given in the consciousness of every man, and is therefore a part of the universal
faith of men. We are conscious of our thoughts, feelings, and volitions. We know that these
exercises or phenomena are constantly changing, but that there is something of which they
are the exercises and .manifestation. That something is the self which remains unchanged,
which is the same identical something, yesterday, to-day, and to-morrow. The soul is,
therefore, not a mere series of acts; nor is it a form of the life of God, nor is it a mere unsub-
stantial force, but a real subsistence. Whatever acts is, and what is is an entity. A nonentity
is nothing, and nothing can neither have power nor produce effects. The soul of man,
therefore, is an essence or entity or substance, the abiding subject of its varying states and
exercises. The second point just mentioned is no less plain. As we call know nothing of
substance but from its phenomena, and as we are forced by a law of our nature to believe
in the existence of a substance of which the phenomena are the manifestation, so by an
equally stringent necessity we are forced to believe that where the phenomena are not only
different, but incompatible, there the substances are also different. As, therefore, the phe-
nomena or properties of matter are essentially different from those of mind, we are forced
to conclude that matter and mind are two distinct substances; that the soul is not material
nor the body spiritual. “To identify matter with mind,” says Cousin, in a passage before
quoted,” or mind with matter; it is necessary to pretend that sensation, thought, volition,
are reducible, in the last analysis, to solidity, extension, figure, divisibility, etc.; or that
solidity, extension, figure, etc.. are reducible to sensation, thought, will.”’! It may be said,
therefore, despite of materialists and idealists, that it is intuitively pertain that matter and
mind are two distinct substances; and such has been the faith of the great body of mankind.
This view of the nature of man which is presented in the original account of his creation, is
sustained by the constant representations of the Bible.

Truths on this Subject assumed in Scripture.

71 Elements of Psychology, Henry's translation, N. Y. 1856 p. 370.
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The Scriptures do not formally teach any system of psychology, but there are certain
truths relating both to our physical and mental constitution, which they constantly assume.
They assume, as we have seen, that the soul is a substance; that it is a substance distinct from
the body; and that there are two, and not more than two, essential elements in the constitution
of man. This is evident, (1.) From the distinction everywhere made between soul and body.
Thus, in the original account of the creation a clear distinction is made between the body
as formed from the dust of the earth, and the soul or principle of life which was breathed
into It from God. And in Gen. iii. 19, it is said, “Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou re-
turn.” As it was only the body that was formed out of the dust, it is only the body that is to
return to dust. In Eccles. xii. 7, it is said, “Then shall the dust return to the earth as it was,
and the spirit shall return unto God who gave it.” Is. x. 18, Shall consume . . .. both soul
and body.” Daniel says (vii. 15), “I Daniel was grieved in my spirit in the midst of my body.”
Our Lord (Matt. vi. 25) commands his disciples to take no thought for the body; and, again
(Matt. x. 28), “Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul: but rather
fear him which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.” Such is the constant represent-
ation of the Scriptures. The body and soul are set forth as distinct substances, and the two
together as constituting the whole man. (2.) There is a second class of passages equally de-
cisive as to this point. It consists of those in which the body is represented as a garment
which is to be laid aside; a tabernacle or house in which the soul dwells, which it may leave
and return to. Paul, on a certain occasion, did not know whether he was in the body or out
of the body. Peter says he thought it meet as long as he was in this tabernacle to put his
brethren in remembrance of the truth, “knowing,” as he adds, “that shortly I must put off
this my tabernacle.” Paul, in 2 Cor. v. 1, says, “If our earthly house of this tabernacle were
dissolved we have a building of God.” In the same connection, he speaks of being unclothed
and clothed upon with our house which is from heaven; and of being absent from the body
and present with the Lord, knowing that while we are at home in the body we are absent
from the Lord. To the Philippians (i. 23, 24) he says, “I am in a strait betwixt two, having a
desire to depart, and to be with Christ; which is far better: nevertheless, to abide in the flesh
is more needful for you.” (3.) It is the common belief of mankind, the clearly revealed doctrine
of the Bible, and part of the faith of the Church universal, that the soul can and does exist
and act after death. If this be so, then the body and soul are two distinct substances. The
former may be disorganized, reduced to (lust, dispersed, or even annihilated, and the latter
retain its conscious life and activity. This doctrine was taught in the Old Testament, where
the dead are represented as dwelling in Sheol, whence they occasionally reappeared, as
Samuel did to Saul. Our Lord says that as God is not the God of the dead but of the living,
his declaring himself to be the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, proves that Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob are now alive. Moses and Elijah conversed with Christ on the Mount. To
the (lying thief our Lord said, “To-day shalt thou” (that in which his personality resided)
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“be with me in Paradise.” Paul, as we have just seen, desired to be absent from the body and
present with the Lord. He knew that his conscious personal existence was to be continued
after the dissolution of his body. It is unnecessary to dwell on this point, as the continued
existence of the soul in full consciousness and activity out of the body and in the interval
between death and the resurrection, is not denied by any Christian Church. But if this be
so it clearly proves that the soul and body are two distinct substances, so that the former
can exist independently of the latter.

Relation of the Soul and Body.

Man, then, according to the Scriptures, is a created spirit in vital union with a material
organized body. The relation between these two constituents of our nature is admitted to
be mysterious. That is, it is incomprehensible. We do not know how the body acts on the
mind, or how the mind acts on the body. These however, are plain, (1.) That the relation
between the two is a vital union, in such a sense as that the soul is the source of life to the
body. When the soul leaves the body the latter ceases to live. It loses its sensibility and
activity, and becomes at once subject to the chemical laws which govern unorganized matter,
and by their operation is soon reduced to dust, undistinguishable from the earth whence it
was originally taken. (2.) It is a fact of consciousness that certain states of the body produce
certain corresponding states of the mind. The mind takes cognizance of, or is conscious of,
the impressions made by external objects on the organs of sense belonging to the body. The
mind sees, the mind hears, and the mind feels, not directly or immediately (at least in our
present and normal state), but through or by means of the appropriate organs of the body.
It is also a matter of daily experience that a healthful condition of the body is necessary to
a healthful state of the mind; that certain diseases or disorders of the one produce derange-
ment in the operations of the other. Emotions of the mind affect the body; shame suffuses
the cheek; joy causes the heart to beat and the eyes to shine. A blow on the head renders the
mind unconscious, i.e., it renders the brain unfit to be the organ of its activity; and a diseased
condition of the brain may cause irregular action in the mind, as in lunacy. All this is incom-
prehensible, but it is undeniable. (3.) It is also a fact of consciousness that, while certain
operations of the body are independent of the conscious voluntary action of the mind, as
the processes, of respiration, digestion, secretion, assimilation, etc., there are certain actions
dependent on the will. We can will to move; and we can exert a greater or less degree of
muscular force. It is better to admit these simple facts of consciousness and of experience,
and to confess that, while they prove an intimate and vital union between the mind and
body, they do not enable us to comprehend the nature of that union, than to have recourse
to arbitrary and fanciful theories which deny these facts, because we cannot explain them.
This is done by the advocates of the doctrine of occasional causes, which denies any action
of the mind on the body or of the body on the mind, but refers all to the immediate agency
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of God. A certain state of the mind is the occasion on which God produces a certain act of
the body; and a certain impression made on the body is the occasion on which God produces
a certain impression on the mind. Leibnitz's doctrine of a preéstablished harmony is equally
unsatisfactory. He denied that one substance could act on another of a different kind; that
matter could act on mind or mind or matter. He proposed to account for the admitted
correspondence between the varying states of the one and those of the other on the assump-
tion of a prearrangement. God had foreordained that the mind should have the perception
of a tree whenever the tree was presented to the eye, and that the arm should move
whenever the mind had a volition to move. But he denied any causal relation between these
two series of events.

Realistic Dualism.

The Scriptural doctrine of the nature of man as a created spirit in vital union with an
organized body, consisting, therefore, of two, and only two, distinct elements or substances,
matter and mind, is one of great importance. It is intimately connected with some of the
most important doctrines of the Bible; with the constitution of the person of Christ, and
consequently with the nature of his redeeming work and of his relation to the children of
men; with the doctrine of the fall, original sin, and of regeneration; and with the doctrines
of a future state and of the resurrection. It is because of this connection, and not because of
its interest as a question in psychology, that the true idea of man demands the careful invest-
igation of the theologian.

The doctrine above stated, as the doctrine of the Scriptures and of the Church, is properly
designated as realistic dualism. That is, it asserts the existence of two distinct res, entities,
or substances; the one extended, tangible, and divisible, the object of the senses; the other
unextended and indivisible, the thinking, feeling, and willing subject in man. This doctrine
stands opposed to materialism and idealism, which although antagonistic systems in other
respects, agree in denying any dualism of substance. The one makes the mind a function of
the body; the other makes the body a form of the mind. But, according to the Scriptures and
all sound philosophy, neither is the body, as Delitzsch”? says, a precipitate of the mind, nor
is the mind a sublimate of matter.

The Scriptural doctrine of man is of course opposed to the old heathen doctrine which
represents him as the firm in which nature, der Naturgeist, the anima mundi, cones to self-
consciousness; and also to the wider pantheist, doctrine according to which men are the
highest manifestations of the one universal principle of being and life; and to the doctrine

which represents man as the union of the impersonal, universal reason or Adyog, with a

72 Biblische Psychologie, p. 64.
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living corporeal organization. According to this last mentioned view, man consists of the
body (c®ua), soul (Puxn), and Adyog, or the impersonal reason. This is very nearly the
Apollinarian doctrine as to the constitution of Christ's person, applied to all mankind.
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§ 2. Trichotomy.

It is of more consequence to remark that the Scriptural doctrine is opposed to Tricho-
tomy, or the doctrine that man consists of three distinct substances, body, soul, and spirit:
o®ua, Yuxn, and vedua; corpus, anima, and animus. This view of the nature of man is of
the more importance to the theologian because it has not only been held to a greater or less
extent in the Church, but also because it has greatly influenced the form in which other
doctrines have been presented; and because it has some semblance of support from the
Scriptures themselves. The doctrine has been held in different forms. The simplest, the most
intelligible, and the one most commonly adopted is, that the body is the material part of
our constitution; the soul, or Yuxn, is the principle of animal life; and the mind, or tveua,
the principle of our rational and immortal life. When a plant dies its material organization
is dissolved and the principle of vegetable life which it contained disappears. When a brute
dies its body returns to dust, and the or principle of animal life by which it was animated,
passes away. When a man dies his body returns to the earth, his Ppuxn ceases to exist, his
nvedpa alone remains until reunited with the body at the resurrection. To the mvebua, which
is peculiar to man, belong reason, will, and conscience. To the Puxn which we have in
common with the brutes, belong understanding, feeling, and sensibility, or, the power of
sense-perceptions. To the c®ua belongs what is purely material.”® According to another
view of the subject, the soul is neither the body nor the mind; nor is it a distinct subsistence,
but it is the resultant of the union of the mvedua and o@ua.”* Or according to Delitzsch,”
there is a dualism of being in man, but a trichotomy of substance. He distinguishes between

being and substance, and maintains, (1.) that spirit and soul (rvedua and Yuxn) are not

verschiedene Wesen, but that they are verschiedene Substanzen. He says that the ﬂ:ﬂ WBJ,
mentioned in the history of the creation, is not the compositum resulting from the union of
the spirit and body, so that the two constituted man; but it is a fertium quid, a third substance
which belongs to the constitution of his nature. (2.) But secondly, this third principle does
not pertain to the bodys; it is net the higher attributes or functions of the body, but it pertains
to the spirit and is produced by it. It sustains the same relation to it that breath does to the
body, or effulgence does to light. He says that the Yuxn, (soul) is the dnadyaoua of the
nvebua and the bond of its union with the body.

Trichotomy anti-Scriptural.

73 August Hahn, Lehrbuch des christlichen Glaubens, p. 324.
74  Goschel in Herzog's Encyklopédie, Article “Seele.”
75 Biblische Psychologie, § 4, p. 128.
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In opposition to all the forms of trichotomy, or the doctrine of a threefold substance in
the constitution of man, it may be remarked, (1.) That it is opposed to the account of the
creation of man as given in Gen. ii. 7. According to that account God formed man out of

the dust of the earth and breathed into him the breath of life, and he became n:ﬂ WBJ

i.e., a being (ﬂ:ﬂ WBJ .1':_7527'?_4) in whom is a living soul. There is in this account no
intimation of anything more than the material body formed of the earth and the living
principle derived from God. (2.) This doctrine (trichotomy) is opposed to the uniform usage

of Scripture. So far from the WBJ, Yuxn, , anima, or soul, being distinguished from the

177, nvedua, animus, or mind as either originally different or as derived from it, these

words all designate one and the same thing. They are constantly interchanged. The one is
substituted for the other, and all that is, or can be predicated of the one, is predicated of the

other. The Hebrew WBJ, and the Greek Yuyn, mean breath, life, the living principle; that

in which life and the whole life of the subject spoken of resides. The same is true of [117)

and mveOua, they also mean breath, life, and living principle. The Scriptures therefore speak

of the WBJ or Yuxn not only as that which lives or is the principle of life to the body, but,
as that which thinks and feels, which may be saved or lost, which survives the body and is
Immortal. The soul is the man himself, that in which his identity and personality reside. It
is the Ego. Higher than the soul there is nothing in man. Therefore it is so often used as a
synonym for self. Every soul is every man; my soul is [; his soul is he. What shall a man give
in exchange for his soul. It is the soul that sins (Lev. iv. 2): it is the soul that loves God. We
are commanded to love God, £v 6An tfj Yuxi]. Hope is said to be the anchor of the soul, and
the word of God is able to save the soul. The end of our faith is said to be (1 Peter i. 9), the
salvation of our souls; and John (Rev. vi. 9; xx. 4), saw in heaven the souls of them that were
slain for the word of God. From all this it is evident that the word {uxn, or soul, does not
designate the mere animal part of our nature, and is not a substance different from the
Tveda, or spirit. (3.) A third remark on this subject is that all the words above mentioned,

WBJ, 7, and H_DEUJ in Hebrew, Yy} and mvedua in Greek, and soul and spirit in
English, are used in the Scriptures indiscriminately of men and of irrational animals. If the
Bible ascribed only a {uxn to brutes, and both Yuxn and mvedua to man, there would be
some ground for assuming that the two are essentially distinct. But such is not the case. The
living principle in the brute is called both WBJ and 117, Yuyrj and mvebua. That principle

in the brute creation is irrational and mortal; in man it is rational and immortal. “Who

knoweth the spirit of man that goeth upward, and the spirit of the beast that goeth downward
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to the earth?” Eccles. iii. 21. The soul of the brute is the immaterial principle which constitutes
its life, and which is endowed with sensibility, and that measure of intelligence which exper-
ience shows the lower animals to possess. The soul in man is a created spirit of a higher order,
which has not only the attributes of sensibility, memory, and instinct, but also the higher
powers which pertain to our intellectual, moral, and religious life. As in the brutes it is not
one substance that feels and another that remembers; so it is not one substance in man that
is the subject of sensations, and another substance which has intuitions of necessary truths,
and which is endowed with conscience and with the knowledge of God. Philosophers speak
of world-consciousness, or the immediate cognizance which we have of what is without us;
of self-consciousness, or the knowledge of what is within us; and of God-consciousness, or
our knowledge and sense of God. These all belong to one and the same immaterial, rational
substance. (4.) It is fair to appeal to the testimony of consciousness on this subject. We are
conscious of our bodies and we are conscious of our souls, i.e., of the exercises and states
of each; but no man is conscious of the Yuyn as distinct from the mveOua, of the soul as
different from the spirit. In other words consciousness reveals the existence of two substances
in the constitution of our nature; but it does not reveal the existence of three substances,
and therefore the existence of more than two cannot rationally be assumed.

Doubtful Passages Explained.

(5.) The passages of Scriptures which are cited as favouring the opposite doctrine may
all be explained in consistency with the cur-rent representations of Scripture on the subject.
When Paul says to the Thessalonians, “I pray God your whole spirit, and soul, and body,
be preserved blameless unto the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ” (1 Thessalonians v. 23).
he only uses a periphrasis for the whole man. As when in Luke i. 46, 47, the virgin says, “My
soul doth magnify the Lord, and my spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour,” soul and
spirit in this passage do not mean different things. And when we are commanded “Thou
shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, with all thy strength,
and with all thy mind” (Luke x. 27), we have not an enumeration of so many distinct sub-
stances. Nor do we distinguish between the mind and heart as separate entities when we
pray that both may be enlightened and sanctified; we mean simply the soul in all its aspects
or faculties. Again, when in Heb. iv. 12, the Apostle says that the word of God pierces so as
to penetrate soul and spirit, and the joints and marrow, he does not assume that soul and
spirit are different substances. The joints and marrow are not different substances. They
are both material; they are different forms of the same substance; and so soul and spirit are
one and the same substance under different aspects or relations. We can say that the word
of God reaches not only to the feelings, but also to the conscience, without assuming that
the heart and conscience are distinct entities. Much less is any such distinction implied in
Phil. i. 27, “Stand fast in one spirit (év €vi mvevpartt), with one mind (uid Yoxii).” There is
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more difficulty in explaining 1 Cor. xv. 44. The Apostle there distinguishes between the
odua Puxikdv and the c@pa Tvevpatikov; the former is that in which the Yoy is the an-
imating principle; and the latter that in which the mvedpa is the principle of life. The one
we have here, the other we are to have hereafter. This seems to imply that the Yuyn exists
in this life, but is not to exist hereafter, and therefore that the two are separable and distinct.
In this explanation we might acquiesce if it did not contradict the general representations
of the Scriptures. We are constrained, therefore, to seek another explanation which will
harmonize with other portions of the word of God. The general meaning of the Apostle is
plain. We have now gross, perishable, and dishonorable, or unsightly bodies. Hereafter we
are to have glorious bodies, adapted to a higher state of existence. The only question is, why
does he call the one psychical, and the other pneumatic? Because the word Yuxn, although
often used for the soul as rational and immortal, is also used for the lower form of life which
belongs to irrational animals. Our future bodies are not to be adapted to those principles
of our nature which we have in common with the brutes, out to those which are peculiar to
us as men, created in the image of God. The same individual human soul has certain sus-
ceptibilities and powers which adapt it to the present state of existence, and to the earthly
house in which it now dwells. It has animal appetites and necessities. It can hunger and
thirst. It needs sleep and rest. But the same soul has higher powers. The earthly body is
suited to its earthly state; the heavenly body to its heavenly state. There are not two substances
Puxn and mvedua, there is but one and the same substance with different susceptibilities
and powers. In this same connection Paul says, Flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom
of heaven. Yet our bodies are to inherit that kingdom, and our bodies are flesh and blood.
The same material substance now constituted as flesh and blood is to be so changed as to
be like Christ's glorious body. As this representation does not prove a substantial difference
between the body which now is and that which is to be hereafter, so neither does what the
Apostle says of the s@pa Ppuxikdv and the oua mvevpatikdv prove that the Ppuxn and

nvebua are distinct substances.

This doctrine of a threefold constitution of man being adopted by Plato, was introduced
partially into the early Church, but soon came to be regarded as dangerous, if not heretical.
It being held by the Gnostics that the mveOua in man was a part of the divine essence, and
incapable of sin; and by the Apollinarians that Christ had only a human c®ua and Yoxn,
but not a human mvedua, the Church rejected the doctrine that the Yuxn and mvedua were
distinct substances, since upon it those heresies were founded. In later times the Semi-
Pelagians taught that the soul and body, but not the spirit in man were the subjects of ori-
ginal sin. All Protestants, Lutheran and Reformed, were, therefore, the more zealous in
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maintaining that the soul and spirit, Pvxr} and wvedua, are one and the same substance
and essence. And this, as before remarked, has been the common doctrine of the Church.”®

76 See G. L. Hahn, Theologie des N. T. Olshausen, De Trichotomia Nature Humanz, e Novi Testamenti
Scriptoribus recepta. Ackermann, Studien und Kritiken, 1839, p. 889. R. T. Beck. Umriss d. biblischen Seelenlehre,
1843.
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§ 3. Realism.
Its General Character.

There is still another view of the nature of man which, from Its extensive and long-
continued influence, demands consideration. According to this view, man is defined to be,
The manifestation of the general principle of humanity in union with a given corporeal or-
ganization. This view has been held in various forms which cannot here be severally discussed.
It is only the theory in its more general features, or in the form in which it has been commonly
presented. that our limits permit us to examine. It necessarily assumes that humanity, human
nature as a general principle of a form of life, exists antecedently (either chronologically or
logically) to individual men. “In the order of nature,” says Dr. Shedd, “mankind exists before
the generations of mankind; the nature is prior to the individuals produced out of it It
exists, also, independently and outside of them. As magnetism is a force in nature existing
antecedently, independently, and outside of any and all individual magnets; and as electricity
exists independently of the Leyden jars in which it may be collected or through which it is
manifested at present; as galvanism exists independently of any and all galvanic batteries;
so humanity exists antecedently to individual men and independently of them. As an indi-
vidual magnet is a given piece of soft iron in which the magnetic force is present and active,
and as a Leyden jar is simply a coated jar in which electricity is present, so an individual
man is a given corporeal organization in which humanity as a general life or force is present.
To the question what is human nature, or humanity generically considered, there are different
answers given. It is said to be a res, an essence, a substance, a real objective existence. It is
some-thing which exists in time and space. This is the common mode of statement. The
controversy between realists and nominalists, in its original and genuine form, turned upon
this point. The question which for ages occupied to so great an extent the attention of all
philosophers, was, What are universals? What are genera and species? What are general
terms? Are they mere words? Are they thoughts or conceptions existing in the mind? Are
the things expressed by general terms real objective existences? Do individuals only exist;
so that species and genus are only classes of individuals of the same kind; or are individuals
only the revelations or individualizations of a general substance which is the species or
genus? According to the early and genuine realists, and according to the modern speculative
philosophers, the species or genus is first, independent of and external to the individual.
The individual is only “a subsequent modus existendi; the first and antecedent mode [in the
case of man] being the generic humanity of which this subsequent serial mode is only an-

other aspect or manifestation.””8

77 History of Christian Doctrine, vol. ii. p. 77.
78 Shedd's Essays Boston, 1867, p. 259, note, and his History of Christian Doctrine. vol. ii. p. 77.
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Precisely, as just stated, as magnetism is antecedent to the magnet. The magnet is only
an individual piece of iron in and through which generic magnetism is manifested. Thus
the realist says, “Etsi rationalitas non esset in aliquo, tamen in natura remaneret.”’> Cousin
quotes the complaint of Anselm against Roscelin and other nominalists, “de ne pas com-
prendre comment plusieurs hommes ne sont qu'un seul et méme homme, — nondum
”80 The doctrine of his

“Monologium” and “Proslogium” and “Dialogus de veritate,” Cousin says, is “que non-

intelliget quomodo plures homines in specie sint unus homo.

seulement il y a des individus humains, mais qu’il y a en autre le genre humain, ’humanité,
qui est une, comme il admettait qu’il y a un temps absolu que les durées particulieres
manifestent sans le constituer, une vérité une et subsistante par elle-méme, un type absolu
du bien, que tous les biens particuliers supposent et réfléchissent plus ou moins impar-

faitement.”®!

He quotes Abélard as stating the doctrine which he opposed, in the following
words: “Homo queedam species est, res una essentialiter, cui adveniunt forma quadam et
efficiunt Socratem: illam eamdem essentialiter eodem modo informant forme facientes
Platonem et catera individua hominis; nec aliquid est in Socrate, preter illas formas
informantes illam materiam ad faciendum Socratem, quin illud idem eodem tempore in
Platone informatum sit formis Platonis. Et hoc intelligunt de singulis speciebus ad individua
et de generibus ad species.”5? According to one theory, “les individus seuls existent et
constituent 1’essence des choses;” according to the other, “I’essence des individus est dans
le genre auquel ils se rapportent; en tant qu’ individus ils ne sont que des accidents.”®® All
this is sufficiently plain. That which constitutes the species or genus is a real objective exist-
ence, a substance one and the same numerically as well as specifically. This one general
substance exists in every individual belonging to the species, and constitutes their essence.
That which is peculiar to the individual, and which distinguishes it from other individuals
of the same species, is purely accidental. This one substance of humanity, which is revealed
or manifested in all men, and which constitutes them men, “possesses all the attributes of
the human individual; for the individual is only a portion and specimen of the nature.
Considered as an essence, human nature is an intelligent, rational, and voluntary essence;

»84 «

and accordingly its agency in Adam partakes of the corresponding qualities.”™" “Agency,”

however, supposes “an agent; and since original sin is not the product of the individual

79 Cousin, Fragments Philosophiques, Paris 1840, p. 167.
80 Cousin's Fragments Philosophiques, Paris, 1840, p. 146.
81 Ibidem.

82 Ibid. p. 167.

83 Ibid. p. 171.

84 Shedd, History of Christian Doctrine, vol. ii. p. 78.
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agent, because it appears at birth, it must be referred to the generic agent, — i.e., to the human

nature in distinction from the human person or individual "%

Generic Humanity.

What God created, therefore, was not an individual man, but the species homo, or
generic humanity, —an intelligent, rational, and voluntary essence; individual men are the
manifestations of this substance numerically and specifically one and the same, in connection
with their several corporeal organizations. Their souls are not individual essences, but one
common essence revealed and acting in many separate organisms.

This answer to the question proposed above, What is human nature generically con-
sidered, which makes it an essence or substance common to all the individuals of the race,
is the most common and the most intelligible. Scientific men adopt a somewhat different
phraseology. Instead of substances, they speak of forces. Nature is defined to be the sum of
the forces operating in the external world. Oxygen is a force; magnetism, electricity, etc.,
are forces. “A species is . . . . based on a specific amount or condition of concentred force,
defined in the act or law of creation.”%® Humanity, or human nature, is the sum of the forces
which constitute man what he is. The unity of the race consists in the fact that these forces
are numerically as well as specifically the same in all the individuals of which it is composed.

The German theologians, particularly those of the school of Schleiermacher, use the
terms life, law, and organic law. Human nature is a generic life, i.e., a form of life manifested
in a multitude of individuals of the same kind. In the individual it is not distinct or different
from what it is in the genus. It is the same organic law. A single oak may produce ten thou-
sand other oaks; but the whore forest is as much an inward organic unity as any single tree.

These may be convenient formulas to prevent the necessity of circumlocutions, and to
express a class of facts; but they do not convey any definite idea beyond the facts themselves.
To say that a whole forest of oaks have the same generic life, that they are as truly one as
any individual tree is one, means simply that the nature is the same in all, and that all have
been derived from a common source. And to say that mankind are a unit because they have
the same generic life, and are all descended from a common parent, either means nothing
more than that all men are of the same species, i.e., that humanity is specifically the same

85 Ibid. p. 80.

86 Professor James D. Dana, Bibliotheca Sacra, 1857, p. 861.
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in all mat kind or it means all that is intended by those who teach that genera and species
are substances of which the individual is the mere modus existendi. As agency implies an
agent, so force, which is the manifestation of power, supposes something, a subject or sub-
stance in which that power resides. Nothing, a nonentity, can have no power and manifest
no force. Force, of necessity, supposes a substance of which it is the manifestation. If,
therefore, the forces are numerically the same, the substance must be numerically the same.
And, consequently, if humanity be a given amount and kind of concentred force, numerically
and not merely specifically the same in all men, then are men opoovatot, partakers of one
and the same identical essence. The same remarks apply to the term [ife. Life is a predicable,
not an essence. It supposes a subject of which it is predicable. There can be no life unless
something lives. It is not a thing by itself. if, therefore, the generic life of man means anything
more than the same kind of life, it must mean that that which lives in all men is identically
the same numerical substance.

Objections to Realism.

According to the common doctrine, the soul of every man is an individual subsistence,
of the same kind but not of the same numerical substance as the souls of his fellow-men, so
that men are ouot-, but not opoovotot. In support of this view and in opposition to the
doctrine that “all men are one man,” or, that human nature is numerically one and the same
essence of which individual men are the modes of manifestation, it may be remarked, —

1. That the latter doctrine is a mere philosophical hypothesis. It is a simple assumption
founded on what is possible. It is possible that the doctrine in question may be true. So in
itself it is possible that there should be an anima mundi, a principle of life immanent in the
world, of which all living organisms are the different manifestations; so that all vegetables,
all animals, and man himself, are but different forms of one and the same numerical living
substance, just as the multitudinous waves of the sea in all their infinite diversity of size,
shape, and hue, are but the heavings of one and the same vast ocean. In like manner it is
possible that all the forms of life should be only the various manifestations of the life of God.
This is not only possible, but it is such a simple and grand idea that it has fascinated the
minds of men in all ages, so that the prevailing hypothesis of philosophers as to the consti-
tution of the universe has been. and still is, pantheistic. Nevertheless, pantheism is demon-
strably false, because it contradicts the intuitive convictions of our moral and religious
nature. It is not enough, therefore, that a theory be possible or conceivable. It must have the
support of positive proof.

2. Such proof the doctrine under consideration does not find in the Bible. It is simply
a hypothesis on which certain facts of the Scriptures may be explained. All men are alike;
they have the same faculties, the same instincts and passions; and they are all born in sin.
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These and other similar facts admit of an easy explanation on the assumption that humanity
is numerically one and the same substance of which individuals are only so many different
manifestations; just as a thousand different magnets reveal the magnetic force which is the
same in all, and therefore all magnets are alike. But as the facts referred to may be explained
on divers other assumptions, they afford no proof of this particular theory. It is not pretended
that the Bible directly teaches the doctrine in question. Nor does it teach anything which
necessitates its adoption. On the contrary, it teaches much that is irreconcilable with it.

Not Supported by Consciousness.

3. The hypothesis under consideration derives no support from consciousness. We are
conscious of our own existence. We are (in one sense) conscious of the existence of other
men. But we are not conscious of a community of essence in ourselves and all other men.
So far from this being the common interpretation which men put on their consciousness,
it is diametrically opposed to it. Every man believes his soul to be a distinct, individual
substance, as much as he believes his body to be distinct and separate from every other human
body. Such is the common judgment of men. And nothing short of the direct assertion of
the Bible, or arguments which amount to demonstration, can rationally be admitted to in-
validate that judgment. It is inconceivable that anything concerning the constitution of our
nature so momentous in its consequences, should be true, which does not in some way reveal
itself in the common consciousness of men. There is nothing more characteristic of the
Scriptures, and there are few things which more clearly prove its divine origin, than that it
takes for granted and authenticates all the facts of consciousness. It declares us to be what
we are revealed to ourselves as being in the very constitution and present condition of our
nature. It recognizes the soul as rational, free, and responsible. It assumes that it is distinct
from the body. All this we know from consciousness. But we do not know that the essence
or substance of our soul is numerically the same as the substance of the souls of all men. If
the Bible teaches any such doctrine it teaches something outside of the teachings of con-
sciousness, and something to which those teachings, in the judgment of the vast majority
of men, even the most enlightened, are directly opposed.

Realism Contrary to the Teachings of Scripture.

4. The Scriptures not only do not teach the doctrine in question, but they also teach
what is inconsistent with it. We have already seen that it is a clearly revealed doctrine of the
Bible, and part of the faith of the Church universal, that the soul continues to exist after
death as a self-conscious, individual person. This fact is inconsistent with the theory in
question. A given plant is a material organization, animated by the general principle of ve-
getable life. If the plant is destroyed the principle of vegetable life no longer exists as to that
plant. It may exist in other plants; but that particular plant ceased to exist when the material
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organization was dissolved. Magnetism continues to exist as a force in nature, but any par-
ticular magnet ceases to be when it is melted, or volatilized. In like manner, if a man is the
manifestation of a generic life, or of humanity as an essence common to all men, then when
his body dies the man ceases to exist. Humanity continues to be, but the individual man no
longer exists. This is a difficulty which some of the advocates of this theory endeavour to
avoid by giving up what is essential to their own doctrine. Its genuine and consistent advoc-
ates admit it in its full force. The anti-Christian portion of them acknowledge that their
doctrine is inconsistent with the personal immortality of man. The race, they say, is immortal,
but individual men are not. The same conclusion is admitted by those who hold the analogous
pantheistic, or naturalistic doctrines. If a man is only the modus existendi, a form in which
a common substance or life reveals itself, it matters not whether that substance be humanity,
nature, or God, when the form, the material organism, is destroyed, the man as a man ceases
to exist. Those advocates of the doctrine who cling to Christianity, while they admit the
difficulty, endeavour to get over it in different ways. Schleiermacher admits that all philosophy
is against the doctrine of the personal existence of man in a future state. His whole system
leads to the denial of it. But he says that the Christian must admit it on the authority of
Christ. Olshausen, in his commentary on the New Testament, says, when explaining 1 Cor.
xv. 19, 20, and verses 42-44, that the Bible knows nothing of the immortality of the soul. He
pronounces it to be a heathen. idea. A soul without a body loses its individuality. It ceases
to be a person, and of course loses self-consciousness and all that is connected with it. As,
however, the Scriptures teach that men are to exist hereafter, he says their bodies must also
continue to exist, and the only existence of the soul during the interval between death and
the resurrection, which he admits, is in connection (i.e., vital union) with the disintegrated
particles of the body in the grave or scattered to the ends of the earth. This is a conclusion
to which his doctrine legitimately leads, and which he is sufficiently candid to admit. Dr.
Nevin, a disciple of Schleiermacher, has to grapple with the same difficulty. His book entitled
“The Mystical Presence,” is the clearest and ablest exposition of the theology of Schleier-
macher which has appeared in our language, unless Morell's “Philosophy of Religion” be
its equal. He denies®” all dualism between the soul and body. They are “one life.” The one
cannot exist without the other. He admits that what the Bible teaches of the separate existence
of the soul between death and the resurrection, is a difficulty “which it is not easy, at present,
to solve.” He does not attempt to solve it. He only says that the difficulty is “not to reconcile
Scripture with a psychological theory, but to bring it into harmony with itself.” This is no
solution. It is a virtual admission that he cannot reconcile the Bible with his psychological
theory. The doctrine that man is a modus existendi of a generic humanity, or the manifestation
of the general principle of humanity, in connection with a given corporeal organization, is

87 Page 171.
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inconsistent with the Scriptural doctrine of the separate existence of the soul, and therefore
must be false.

Inconsistent with the Doctrine of the Trinity.

5. This theory is inconsistent with the Scriptural doctrine of the Trinity. It necessitates
the conclusion that the Father, Son, and Spirit are no more one God than Peter, James, and
John are one man. The persons of the Trinity are one God, because the Godhead is one es-
sence; but if humanity be one essence numerically the same in all men, then all men are one
man in the same sense that the Father, Son, and Spirit are one God. This is a reductio ad
absurdum. It is clearly taught in Scripture and universally believed in the Church that the
persons of the Trinity are one God in an infinitely higher sense than that in which all men
are one man. The precise difference is, that the essence common to the persons of the
Godhead is numerically the same whereas the essence common to all men is only specifically
the same, i.e., of the same kind, although numerically different. The theory which leads to
the opposite conclusion must therefore be false. It cannot be true that all mankind are one
essence, substance, or organic life, existing or manifesting itself in a multitude of individual
persons. This is a difficulty so obvious and so fatal that it could not fail to arrest the attention
of realists in all ages and of every class. The great point of dispute in the Council of Nice
between the Arians and orthodox was, whether the persons of the Trinity are opot- or
Opoovato, of a like or of the same essence. If Opoovato1, it was on both sides admitted that
they are one God; because if the same in substance they are equal in power and glory. Now
it is expressly asserted that all men are not opot- but 0poovatot, and therefore, by parity of
reasoning, they must constitute one man in the same sense as there is one God, and all be
equal in every attribute of their nature 38 Of course it is admitted that there is a legitimate
sense of the word in which all men may be said to be 6poovciot, when by 0udg (same) is
meant similar, or of a like kind. In this sense the Greeks said that the bodies of men and of
other animals were consubstantial, as all were made of flesh; and that angels, demons, and
human souls, as spiritual beings, are also opoovctot. But this is not the sense in which the
word is used by realists, when speaking either of the persons of the Trinity or of men. In
both cases the word same means numerical oneness; men are of the same numerical essence
in the same sense in which the Father and the Son and the Spirit are the same in substance.
The difference, it is said, between the two cases does not relate to identity of essence, which
is the same in both, but is found in this, that “the whole nature or essence is in the divine
person; but the human person is only a part of the common human nature. Generation in
the Godhead admits no abscission or division of substance; but generation in the instance
of the creature implies separation or division of essence. A human person is an individualized
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portion of humanity.”89 It must, however, be remembered that humanity is declared to be
a spiritual substance. It is the same in nature with the soul, which is called an individualized
portion of human nature, possessing consciousness, reason, and will. But, if spiritual, it is
indivisible. Divisibility is one of the primary properties of matter. Whatever is divisible is
material. If therefore humanity, as a generic substance, admits of “abscission and division,”
it must be material. A part of reason, a piece of consciousness, or a fragment of will, are
contradictory, or unintelligible forms of expression. If humanity is of the same essence as
the soul, it no more admits of division than the soul. One part of a soul cannot be holy and
another unholy; one part saved and the other lost. The objection to the theory under con-
sideration, that it makes the relation between individual men identical with that between
the persons of the Trinity, remains, therefore, in full force. It is not met by the answer just
referred to, which answer supposes mind to be extended and divisible.

Realism Inconsistent with what the Bible teaches of the Person and Work of Christ.

6. It is difficult, if not impossible, to reconcile the doctrine in question with what the
Scriptures teach of the person and work of Christ. According to the Bible, the Son of God
became man by taking to himself a true body and a reasonable soul. According to the real-
istic doctrine, he did not assume a reasonable soul, but generic humanity. What is this but
the whole of humanity, of which, according to the advocates of this doctrine, individual
men are the portions. Human nature as a generic life, humanity as a substance, and a whole
substance, was taken into personal union with the Son of God. The Logos became incarnate
in the race. This is certainly not the Scriptural doctrine. The Son of God became a man; not
all men. He assumed an individual rational soul, not the general principle of humanity.
Besides this, it is the doctrine of those who adopt this theory that humanity sinned and fell
in Adam. The rational, moral, voluntary substance called human nature, is, or at least was,
an agent. The sin of Adam was the sin not of an individual, but of this generic substance,
which by that sin became the subject both of guilt and of depravity. By reason of this sin of
human nature, the theory is, that all individual men, in their successive generations, in
whom this nature is revealed, or in whom, as they express it, it is individualized, mine into
the world in a state of guilt and pollution. We do not now refer to the numerous and serious
difficulties connected with this theory as a method of accounting for original sin. We speak
of it only in its relation to Christ's person. If human nature, as a generic life, a substance of
which all men partake, became both guilty and polluted by the apostasy; and that generic
humanity, as distinguished from a newly created and holy rational soul, was assumed by
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the Son of God, how can we avoid the conclusion that Christ was, in his human nature,
personally guilty and sinful? This is a legitimate consequence of this theory. And this con-
sequence being not only false but blasphemous, the theory itself must be false As the principle
that humanity is one substance, and all men are Opoo0a101 in the sense of partaking of the
same numerical essence, involves consequences destructive of the Scriptural doctrines of
the Trinity and of the person of Christ, so it might easily be shown that it overthrows the
common faith of the Protestant churches on the doctrines of justification, regeneration, the
sacraments, and the Church. It is enough for our present purpose to remark that, as a his-
torical fact, the consistent and thorough-going advocates of this doctrine do teach an entirely
different method of salvation. Many men adopt a principle, and do not carry it out to its
legitimate consequences. But others, more logical, or more reckless, do not hesitate to em-
brace all its results. In the works of Morell and of Dr. Nevin, above referred to, the theolo-
gical student may find a fearless pressing of the genuine principle of realism, to the utter
overthrow of the Protestant, and, it may be added, of the Christian faith.

7. Other objections to this theory may be more appropriately considered when we come
to speak of the several doctrines to which it is applied. It is sufficient in the conclusion of
the present discussion to say that what is said to be true of the genus homo, is assumed to
be true of all genera and species in the animal and vegetable worlds. The individual in all
cases is assumed to be only the manifestation or modus existendi of the generic substance.
Thus there is a bovine, an equine, and a feline substance, having an objective existence of
which all oxen, all horses, and all animals of the cat-race, are the manifestations. And so of
all species, whether of plants or animals. This is almost inconceivable. Compared to this
theory, the assumption of a naturgeist, or anima mundi, or of one universal substance, is
simplicity itself. That such a theory should be set forth and made the foundation, or rather
the controlling principle of all Christian doctrine, is most unreasonable and dangerous. This
realistic doctrine, until recently, has been as much exploded as the eternal ideas of Plato or
the forms of Aristotle.
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§ 4. Another form of the Realistic Theory.

There is, however, another phase of this doctrine, which it is necessary to mention. The
doctrine that genera and species are real substances existing prior to individuals, and inde-
pendent of them, is the old, genuine, and most intelligible form of Realism. It was expressed
in the schools by saying that Universalia are ante rem. The other form of the doctrine asserts
that the Universalia are in re. That is that the universals exist only in the individuals; and
that the individuals alone are real. “L’identité des individus,” says Cousin”®in his exposition
of this form of the doctrine, “d’'un méme genre ne vient pas de leur essence méme, car cette
essence est différente en chacun d’eux, mais de certains éléments qui se retrouvent dans
tous ces individus sans aucune différence, indifferenter. Cette nouvelle théorie différe de la
premiére en ce que les universaux ne sont plus 1’essence de 1’étre, la substance m—me des
choses; mais elle s’en rapproche en ce que les universaux existent réellement, et qu’existant
dans plusieurs individus sans différence, ils forment leur identité et par la leur genre.”
Again,91 he says, “Le principe de la nouvelle théorie est que 1’essence de chaque chose est
leur individualité, que les individus seuls existent, et qu’il n’y a point en dehors des individus
d’essence appelées les universaux, les espéces et les genres; mais que I'individu lui-méme
contient tout cela, selon les divers points de vue sous lequels on le considére.” Thus Socrates
as an individual man has his own essence, which, with its peculiarities, makes him Socrates.
Neglect those peculiarities and consider him as rational and mortal, then you have the idea
of species; neglect rationality and mortality, and consider him as an animal, then you have
the idea of the genus; neglect all these forms (“relictis omnibus formis”), and you have only
the idea of substance. According to this view “les especes et les genres, les plus élevés comme
les plus inférieurs, sont les individus eux-mémes, considérés sous divers point de vue.”?3
This, according to the plain sense of the terms, amounts to the common doctrine. Individuals
alone exist. Certain individuals have some distinguishing properties or attributes in common.
They constitute a particular species. These and other individuals of different species have
other properties common to them all, and they constitute a genus, and so orders, and classes,
until we get to the highest category of being, which includes all. But if all beings are assumed
to be one substance, which substance with certain added qualities or accidents constitutes
a class, with certain other additions, an order, with still further modifications, a genus, a
species, an individual, then we have the old theory back again, only extended so as to have
a pantheistic aspect.

90 Fragments Philosophiques, p. 162.
91 Ibid., p. 168.
92  See the exposition by Abélard himself quoted on page 170 of Cousin.

93 Cousin, Fragments Philosophiques, p. 183.
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Some scientific men, instead of defining species as a gi cm' of individuals having certain
characteristics in common, say with Professor Dana, that it “corresponds to the specific
amount or condition of concentred force, defined in the act or law of creation;” or with Dr.
Morton, that it is “a primordial organic form;” or with Agassiz, that it is an original imma-
terial principle which determines the form or characteristics of the individuals constituting
a distinct group. These are only different modes of accounting for the fact that all the indi-
viduals of a given species have certain characteristics or fundamental qualities in common.
To such statements there is no objection. But when it is assumed that these original primor-
dial terms, as in the case of humanity, for example, are by the law of propagation transmitted
from generation to generation, so as to constitute all the individuals of the species essentially
one, that is, one in essence or substance, so that the act of the first individual of the species
(of Adam, for example) being the act of the substance numerically the same in all the
members of that species, is the act of each individual member, then something essentially
new is added to the above given scientific definition of species, and we return to the original
and genuine form of Realism in its most offensive features. It would be easy to show, (1st.)
that generation or the law of propagation both in plants and in animals is absolutely inscrut-
able; as much so as the nature of matter, mind, or life, in themselves considered. We can no
more tell what generation is, than what matter is, or what mind is. (2d.) That it is therefore
unreasonable and dangerous to make a given theory as to the nature of generation or the
law of propagation the basis for the explanation of Christian doctrines. (3d.) That whatever
may be the secret and inscrutable process of propagation, it does not involve the transmission
of the same numerical essence, so that a progenitor and his descendants are one and the
same substance. This assumption is liable to all the objections already urged against the
original form of the realistic doctrine. The theory is moreover destitute of all evidence either
from experience or analogy. There is no conceivable sense in which all the oaks now on the
earth are identical as to their substance with the oaks originally created. And there is no
conceivable sense in whirl. we and all mankind are identically the same substance with
Adam. If a thousand candles are successively lighted from one candle they do not thereby
become one candle. There is not a communication of the substance of the first to the second,
and of the second to the others in their order, so as to make it in any sense true that the
substance of the first is numerically the same with that of all the others. The simple fact is
that by the laws of matter ordained by God, the state in which a lighted candle is, produces
certain changes or movements in the constituent elements of the wick of another candle
when the two are brought into contact. which movements induce other movements in the
constituent particles of the surrounding atmosphere, which are connected with the evolution
of light and heat. But there is no communication of substance involved in the process. An
acorn which falls from an oak to-day, is composed not of the same particles of matter from
which the original acorn was formed, but of matter of the same kind, and arranged in the
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same way. It may be said to be imbued with chemical and vital forces of the same kind with
the original acorn, but not with numerically the same forces. So of all plants and animals.
We are of the same nature with Adam in the same sense that all animals of one species are
the same. The sameness does not consist in numerical identity of essence or of vital forces,
or of reason or will, but in the sameness of kind and community of origin.

Besides the origin and the nature of man, there are two other questions, which are more
or less involved in what the Scriptures teach concerning mankind, and which demand atten-
tion before we turn to the moral and religious condition of the race. The first of these con-
cerns the Origin of the Soul, and the second the Unity of the Race.
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Chapter I11. The Origin of the Soul.

CHAPTER III.

THE ORIGIN OF THE SOUL.
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1. Theory of Preéxistence.

§ 1. Theory of Preéxistence.

Three theories have been advanced as to the origin of the soul First, that of the Preéxist-
ence of the soul; secondly, that o Traduction, or the doctrine that the soul of the child is
derived from the soul of the parent; thirdly, that of immediate Creation, or the doctrine that
the soul is not derived as the body is, but owes its existence to the creative power of God.

The doctrine of the preéxistence of the soul has been presented in two forms. Plato held
that ideas are eternal in the divine mind; that these ideas are not mere thoughts, but living
entities; that they constitute the essence and life of all external things; the universe and all
it contains are these ideas realized, clothed in matter, and developed in history. There was
thus an ideal, or intelligible world, anterior to the world as actually existing in time. What
Plato called ideas, Aristotle called forms. He denied that the ideal was anterior to the actual.
Matter is eternal, and all things consist of matter and form — by form being meant that
which gives character, or determines the nature of individual things. As in other respects,
so also in this, the Platonic, or Aristo-Platonic philosophy, had much influence on Christian
Theology. And some of the fathers and of the schoolmen approached more or less nearly
to this doctrine of the preéxistence, not only of the soul, but of all things in this ideal world.
St. Bernard, in his strenuous opposition to nominalism, adopted the Platonic doctrine of
ideas, which he identified with genera and species. These ideas, he taught, were eternal, al-
though posterior to God, as an effect is in the order of nature after its cause. Providence
applies the idea to matter, which becomes animated and takes form, and thus (“du monde
intelligible est sorti le monde sensible”) “ex mundo intelligibili mundus sensibilis perfectus
natus est ex perfecto.”94 Among modern writers, Delitzsch comes nearest to this Platonic
doctrine. He says, “Es giebt nach der Schrift eine Praexistenz des Menschen und zwar eine
ideale; . . . . eine Préexistenz . . . . vermoge welcher Mensch und Menschheit nicht blos ein
fernzukiinftiges Object gottlicher Voraussicht, sondern ein gegenwirtiges Object gottlicher
Anschauung sind im Spiegel der Weisheit. . . .. Nicht bloss Philosophie und falchberiihmte
Gnosis, sondern auch die Schrift weiss und spricht von einer géttlichen Idealwelt, zu welcher
sich die Zeitwelt wie die geschichtliche Verwirklichung eines ewigen Grundrisses verhalt.”
That is, “There is according to the Scriptures, an ideal preéxistence of man; a preéxistence
in virtue of which man and humanity are contemplated by the divine omniscience not
merely as objects lying far off in the future, but as present in the mirror of his wisdom. Not
only philosophy and the so called Gnosis, but also the Scriptures recognize and avow a divine
ideal world to which the actual world stands related as the historical development of an
eternal conception.” It is doubtful, however, whether Delitzsch meant much more by this

94 Cousin, Fragments Philosophiques, pp. 172 176.
95 Biblische Psychologie, p. 23.
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than that the omniscience of God embraces from eternity the knowledge of all things possible,
and that his purpose determined from eternity the futurition of all actual events, so that his
decree or plan as existing in the divine mind is realized in the external world and its history.
The mechanist has in his mind a clear conception of the machine which he is about to make.
But it is only by a figure of speech that the machine can be said to preéxist in the artist's
mind. This is very different from the Platonic and Realistic theory of preéxistence.

Origen's Doctrine.

Preéxistence, as taught by Origen, and as adopted here and there by some few philosoph-
ers and theologians, is not the Platonic doctrine of an ideal-world. It supposes that the souls
of men had a separate, conscious, personal existence in a previous state; that having sinned
in that preéxistent state, they are condemned to be born into this world in a state of sin and
in connection with a material body. This doctrine was connected by Origen with his theory
of an eternal creation. The present state of being is only one epoch in the existence of the
human soul. It has passed through innumerable other epochs and forms of existence in the
past, and is to go through other innumerable such epochs in the future. He held to a metem-
psychosis very similar to that taught by Orientals both ancient and modern. But even without
the encumbrance of this idea of the endless transmutation of the soul, the doctrine itself has
never been adopted in the Church. It may be said to have begun and ended with Origen, as
it was rejected both by the Greeks and Latins, and has only been advocated by individual
writers from that day to this. It does not pretend to be a Scriptural doctrine, and therefore
cannot be an object of faith. The Bible never speaks of a creation of men before Adam, or
of any apostasy anterior to his fall, and it never refers the sinfulness of our present condition
to any higher source than the sin of our first parent. The assumption that all human souls
were created at the same time that the soul of Adam was created, and remain in a dormant,
unconscious state until united to the bodies for which they were designed, has been adopted
by so few as hardly to merit a place in the history of theological opinion.

It is a far more important question, whether the soul of each man is immediately created,
or, whether it is generated by the parents. The former is known, in theology, as “Creationism,”
the latter as “Traducianism.” The Greek Church from the first took ground in favour of
creationism as alone consistent with the true nature of the soul. Tertullian in the Latin
Church was almost a materialist, at least he used the language of materialism, and held that
the soul was as much begotten as the body. Jerome opposed that doctrine. Augustine was
also very adverse to it; but in his controversy with Pelagius on the propagation of sin, he
was tempted to favour the theory of traduction as affording an easier explanation of the fact
that we derive a corrupt nature from Adam. He never, however, could bring himself fully
to adopt it. Creationism became subsequently the almost universally received doctrine of
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the Latin, as it had always been of the Greek, Church. At the time of the Reformation the
Protestants as a body adhered to the same view. Even the Form of Concord, the authoritative
symbol of the Lutheran Church, favours creationism. The body of the Lutheran theologians
of the seventeenth century, however, adopted the theory of traduction. Among the Reformed
the reverse was true. Calvin, Beza, Turrettin, and the great majority of the Reformed theo-
logians were creationists, only here and there one adopted the ex traduce theory. In modern
times discussion on this point has been renewed. Many of the recent German theologians,
and such as are inclined to realism in any form, have become more or less zealously the
advocates of traducianism. This, however, is far from being the universal opinion of the
Germans. Perhaps the majority of the German philosophers agree with Giinther:”® “Tradu-
cianism has its functions in respect to the animal life of man; on the other hand, the province
of Creationism is with the soul; and it would travel out of its province if it extended the
immediate creative action of God to that animal life, which is the principle of his body's
existence.”

96 Vorschule der speculativen Theologie, 2d edit. Vienna. 1846, 1848, 2d part, p. 181.
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§ 2. Traducianism.

‘What is meant by the term traduction is in general sufficiently clear from the significa-
tion of the word. Traducianists on the one hand deny that the soul is created; and on the
other hand, they affirm that it is produced by the law of generation, being as truly derived
from the parents as the body. The whole man, soul and body, is begotten. The whole man
is derived from the substance of his progenitors. Some go further than others in their asser-
tions on this subject. Some affirm that the soul is susceptible of “abscission and division,”
so that a portion of the soul of the parents is communicated to the child. Others shrink from
such expressions, and yet maintain that there is a true derivation of the one from the other.
Both classes, however, insist on the numerical identity of essence in Adam and all his pos-
terity both as to soul and as to body. The more enlightened and candid advocates of tradu-
cianism admit that the Scriptures are silent on the subject. Augustine had said the same
thing a thousand years ago. “De re obscurissima disputatur, non adjuvantibus divinarum
scripturarum certis clarisque documentis.” The passages cited in support of the doctrine
teach nothing decisive on the subject. That Adam begat a son in his own likeness, and after
his own image, and called his name Seth, only asserts that Seth was like his father. It sheds
no light on the mysterious process of generation, and does not teach how the likeness of the
child to the parent is secured by physical causes. When Job asks, “Who can bring a clean
thing out of an unclean?” and when our Lord says, “That which is born of the flesh is flesh,”
the fact is asserted that like begets like; that a corrupt nature is transmitted from parent to
child. But that this can be done only by the transmission of numerically the same substance
is a gratuitous assumption. More stress is laid on certain facts of Scripture which are assumed
to favour this theory. That in the creation of the woman no mention is made of God's having
breathed into her the breath of life, is said to imply that her soul as well as her body was
derived from Adam. Silence, however, proves nothing. In Gen. i. 27, it is simply said, God
treated man in his own image,” just as it is said that He created “every creeping thing that
creepeth upon the earth.” Nothing is there said of his breathing into man the breath of life,
i.e., a principle of rational life. Yet we know that it was done. Its not being expressly men-
tioned in the case of Eve, therefore, is no proof that it did not occur. Again, it is said, that
God's resting on the Sabbath, implies that his creating energy was not afterwards exerted.
This is understood to draw the line between the immediate creation and the production of
effects in nature by second causes under the providential control of God. The doctrine of
creationism, on the other hand, assumes that God constantly, now as well as at the beginning,
exercises his immediate agency in producing something out of nothing. But, in the first
place, we do not know how the agency of God is connected with the operation of second
causes, how far that agency is mediate, and how far it is immediate; and in the second place,
we do know that God has not bound himself to mere providential direction; that his omni-
present power is ever operating through means and without means in the whole sphere of
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history and of nature. Of all arguments in favor of traducianism the most effective is that
derived from the transmission of a sinful nature from Adam to his posterity. It is insisted
that this can neither be explained nor justified unless we assume that Adam's sin was our
sin and our guilt, and that the identical active, intelligent, voluntary substance which
transgressed in him, has been transmitted to us. This is an argument which can be fully
considered only when we come to treat of original sin. For the present it is enough to repeat
the remark just made, that the fact is one thing and the explanation of the fact is another
thing. The fact is admitted that the sin of Adam in a true and important sense is our sin, —
and that we derive from him a corrupt nature; but that this necessitates the adoption of the
ex traduce doctrine as to the origin of the soul, is not so clear. It has been denied by the vast
majority of the most strenuous defenders of the doctrine of original sin, in all ages of the
Church. To call creationism a Pelagian principle is only an evidence of ignorance. Again, it
is urged that the doctrine of the incarnation necessarily involves the truth of the ex traduce
theory. Christ was born of a woman. He was the seed of the woman. Unless both as to soul
and body derived from his human mother, it is said, He cannot truly be of the same race
with us. The Lutheran theologians, therefore, say: “Si Christus non assumpsisset animam
ab anima Mariz, animam humanam non redemisset.” This, however, is a simple non sequitur.
All that is necessary is that Christ should be a man, a son of David, in the same sense as any
other of the posterity of David, save only his miraculous conception. He was formed ex
substantia matris suce in the same sense in which every child born of a woman is born of
her substance, but what that sense is, his birth does not determine. The most plausible argu-
ment in favour of traducianism is the undeniable fact of the transmission of the ethnical,
national, family, and even parental, peculiarities of mind and temper. This seems to evince
that there is a derivation not only of the body but also of the soul in which these peculiarities
inhere. But even this argument is not conclusive, because it is impossible for us to determine
to what proximate cause these peculiarities are due. They may all be referred, for what we
know, to something peculiar in the physical constitution. That the mind is greatly influenced
by the body cannot be denied. And a body having the physical peculiarities belonging to
any race, nation, or family, may determine within certain limits the character of the soul.
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§ 3. Creationism.

The common doctrine of the Church, and especially of the Reformed theologians, has
ever been that the soul of the child is not generated or derived from the parents, but that it
is created by the immediate agency of God. The arguments generally urged in favour of this

view are, —

1. That it is more consistent with the prevailing representations of the Scriptures. In the
original account of the creation there is a marked distinction made between the body and
the soul. The one is from the earth, the other from God. This distinction is kept up
throughout the Bible. The body and soul are not only represented as different substances,
but also as having different origins. The body shall return to dust, says the wise man, and
the spirit to God who gave it. Here the origin of the soul is represented as different flap and
higher than that of the body. The former is from God in a sense in which the latter is not.
In like manner God is said to form “the spirit of man within him” (Zech. xii. 1) to give
“breath unto the people upon” the earth, “and spirit to them that walk therein.” (Is. xlii. 5.)
This language nearly agrees with the account of the original creation, in which God is said
to have breathed into man the breath of life, to indicate that the soul is not earthy or mater-
ial, but had its origin immediately from God. Hence He is called “God of the spirits of all
flesh.” (Num. xvi. 22.) It could not well be said that He is God of the bodies of all men. The
relation in which the soul stands to God as its God and creator is very different from that
in which the body stands to Him. And hence in Heb. xii. 9, it is said, “We have had fathers
of our flesh which corrected us, and we gave them reverence: shall we not much rather be
in subjection unto the Father of spirits, and live?” The obvious antithesis here presented is
between those who are the fathers of our bodies and him who is the Father of our spirits.
Our bodies are derived from our earthly parents, our souls are derived from God. This is
in accordance with the familiar use of the word flesh, where it is contrasted, either expressly
or by implication, with the soul. Paul speaks of those who had not “seen his face in the flesh,”
of “the life he now lived in the flesh.” He tells the Philippians that it was needful for them
that he should remain “in the flesh;” he speaks of his “mortal flesh.” The Psalmist says of
the Messiah, “my flesh shall rest in hope,” which the Apostle explains to mean that his flesh
should not see corruption. In all these, and in a multitude of similar passages, flesh means
the body, and “fathers of our flesh” means fathers of our bodies. So far, therefore, as the
Scriptures reveal anything on the subject, their authority is against traducianism and in favour

of creationism.
Argument from the Nature of the Soul.

2. The latter doctrine, also, is clearly most consistent with the nature of the soul. The
soul is admitted, among Christians, to be immaterial and spiritual. It is indivisible. The
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traducian doctrine denies this universally acknowledged truth. It asserts that the soul admits
of “separation or division of essence.”®” On the same ground that the Church universally
rejected the Gnostic doctrine of emanation as inconsistent with the nature of God as a
spirit, it has, with nearly the same unanimity, rejected the doctrine that the soul admits of
division of substance. This is so serious a difficulty that some of the advocates of the ex
traduce doctrine endeavour to avoid it by denying that their theory assumes any such sep-
aration Dr division of the substance of the soul. But this denial avails little. They maintain
that the same numerical essence which constituted the soul of Adam constitutes our souls.
If this be so, then either humanity is a general essence of which individual men are the modes
of existence, or what was wholly in Adam is distributively, partitively, and by separation, in
the multitude of his descendants. Derivation of essence, therefore, does imply, and is generally
admitted to imply, separation or division of essence. And this must be so if numerical
identity of essence in all mankind is assumed to be secured by generation or propagation.

3. A third argument in favour of creationism and against traducianism is derived from
the Scriptural doctrine as to the person of Christ. He was very man; He had a true human
nature; a true body and a rational soul. He was born of a woman. He was, as to his flesh, the
son of David. He was descended from the fathers. He was in all points made like as we are,
yet without sin. This is admitted on both sides. But, as before remarked in reference to
realism, this, on the theory of traducianism, necessitates the conclusion that Christ's human
nature was guilty and sinful. We are partakers of Adam's sin both as to guilt and pollution,
because the same numerical essence which sinned in him is communicated to us. Sin, it is
said, is an accident, and supposes a substance in which it inheres, or to which it pertains.
Community in sin supposes, therefore, community of essence. If we were not in Adam as
to essence we did not sin in him, and do not derive a corrupt nature from him. But, if we
were in him as to essence then his sin was our sin both as to guilt and pollution. This is the
argument of traducianists repeated in every form. But they insist that Christ was in Adam
as to the substance of his human nature as truly as we were. They say that if his body and
soul were not derived from the body and soul of his virgin mother he was no true man, and
cannot be the redeemer of men. What is true of other men must, consequently, be true of
Him. He must, therefore, be as much involved in the guilt and corruption of the apostasy
as other men. It will not do to affirm and deny the same thing. It s a contradiction to say
that we are guilty of Adam's sin because we are partakers of his essence, and that Christ is
not guilty of his sin nor involved in its pollution, although He is a partaker of his essence.
If participation of essence involve community of guilt and depravity in the one case, it must
also in the other. As this seems a legitimate conclusion from the traducian doctrine, and as
this conclusion is anti-Christian, and false, the doctrine itself cannot be true.

97 Shedd's History of Christian Doctrine, vol. i p. 343, note.
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§ 4. Concluding Remarks.

Such are the leading arguments on both sides of this question. In reference to this dis-
cussion it may be remarked, —

1. That while it is incumbent on us strenuously to resist any doctrine which assumes
the divisibility, and consequent materiality, of the human soul, or which leads to the conclu-
sion that the human nature of our blessed Lord was contaminated with sin, yet it does not
become us to be wise above that which is written. We may confess that generation, the
production of a new individual of the human race, is an inscrutable mystery. But this must
be said of the transmission of life in all its forms. If theologians and philosophers would
content themselves with simply denying the creation of the soul ex nihilo, without insisting
on the division of the substance of the soul or the identity of essence in all human beings,
the evil would not be so great. Some do attempt to be thus moderate, and say, with

98 «Generare ist nicht ein traducere, sondern ein secundares, ein creaturliches

Frohschammer,
creare.” They avail themselves of the analogy often referred to, “cum flamma accendit
flammam, neque tota flamma accendens transit in accensam neque pars ejus in eam
descendit: ita anima parentum generat animam filii, ei nihil de cedat.” It must be confessed,
however, that in this view the theory loses all its value as a means of explaining the

propagation of sin.

3. It is obviously most unreasonable and presumptuous, as well as dangerous, to make
a theory as to the origin of the soul the ground of a doctrine so fundamental to the Christian
system as that of original sin. Yet we see theologians, ancient and modern, boldly asserting
that if their doctrine of derivation, and the consequent numerical sameness of substance in
all men, be not admitted, then original sin is impossible. That is, that nothing can be true,
no matter how plainly taught in the word of God, which they cannot explain. This is done
even by those who protest against introducing philosophy into theology, utterly unconscious,
as it would seem, that they themselves occupy, quoad hoc, the same ground with the ration-
alists. They will not believe in hereditary depravity unless they can explain the mode of its
transmission. There can be no such thing, they say, as hereditary depravity unless the soul
of the child is the same numerical substance as the soul of the parent. That is, the plain as-
sertions of the Scriptures cannot be true unless the most obscure, unintelligible, and self-
contradictory, and the least generally received philosophical theory as to the constitution
of man and the propagation of the race be adopted. No man has a right to hang the millstone
of his philosophy around the neck of the truth of God.

98 Ueber den Ursprung der Seelen, Munich, 1854, p. 83, note 1.
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3. There is a third cautionary remark which must not be omitted. The whole theory of
traducianism is founded on the assumption that God, since the original creation, operates
only through means. Since the “sixth day the Creator has, in this world, exerted no strictly
creative energy. He rested from the work of creation upon the seventh day, and still rests.”””
The continued creation of souls is declared by Delitzsch!%? 2 to be inconsistent with God's
relation to the world. He now produces only mediately, i.e., through the operation of second
causes. This is a near approach to the mechanical theory of the universe, which supposes
that God, having created the world and endowed his creatures with certain faculties and
properties, leaves it to the operation of these second causes. A continued superintendence
of Providence may be admitted, but the direct exercise of the divine efficiency is denied.
What, then, becomes of the doctrine of regeneration? The new birth is not the effect of
second causes. It is not a natural effect produced by the influence of the truth or the energy
of the human will. It is due to the immediate exercise of the almighty power of God. God's
relation to the world is not that of a mechanist to a machine, nor such as limits Him to op-
erating only through second causes. He is immanent in the world. He sustains and guides
all causes. He works constantly through them, with them, and without them. As in the op-
erations of writing or speaking there is with us the union and combined action of mechan-
ical, chemical, and vital forces, controlled by the presiding power of mind; and as the mind,
while thus guiding the operations of the body, constantly exercises its creative energy of
thought, so God, as immanent in the world, constantly guides all the operations of second
causes, and at the same time exercises uninterruptedly his creative energy. Life is not the
product of physical causes. We know not that its origin is in any case due to any cause other
than the immediate power of God. If life be the peculiar attribute of immaterial substance,
it may be produced agreeably to a fixed plan by the creative energy of God whenever the
conditions are present under which He has purposed it should begin to be. The organization
of a seed, or of the embryo of an animal, so far as it consists of matter, may be due to the
operation of material causes guided by the providential agency of God, while the vital
principle itself is due to his creative power. There is nothing in this derogatory to the divine
character. There is nothing in it contrary to the Scriptures. There is nothing in it out of
analogy with the works and working of God. It is far preferable to the theory which either
entirely banishes God from the world, or restricts his operations to a concursus with second
causes. The objection to creationism that it does away with the doctrine of miracles, or that
it supposes God to sanction every act with which his creative power is connected, does not
seem to have even plausibility. A miracle is not simply an event due to the immediate agency
of God, for then every act of conversion would be a miracle. But it is an event, occurring in

99 Shedd's History of Christian Doctrine, vol. ii. p. 13.
100 Delitzsch's Biblische Psychologie, p. 79.
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4. Concluding Remarks.

the external world, which involves the suspension or counteracting of some natural law,
and which can be referred to nothing but the immediate power of God. The origination of
life, therefore, is neither in nature nor design a miracle, in the proper sense of the word.
This exercise of God's creative energy, in connection with the agency of second causes, no
more implies approbation than the fact that He gives and sustains the energy of the murderer
proves that He sanctions murder.

4. Finally this doctrine of traducianism is held by those who contend for the old realistic
doctrine that humanity is a generic substance or life. The two theories, however, do not
seem to harmonize, and their combination produces great confusion and obscurity. Accord-
ing to the one theory the soul of the child is derived from the soul of its parents; according
to the other theory there is no derivation. One magnet is not, or need not be derived from
another; one Leyden jar is not derived from another; nor one galvanic battery from another.
There is no derivation in the case. The general forces of magnetism, electricity and galvanism,
are manifested in connection with given material combinations. And if a man be the
manifestation of the general principle of humanity in connection with a given human body,
his human nature is not derived from his immediate progenitors.

The object of this discussion is not to arrive at certainty as to what is not clearly revealed
in Scripture, nor to explain what is, on all sides, admitted to be inscrutable, but to guard
against the adoption of principles which are in opposition to plain and important doctrines
of the word of God. If traducianism teaches that the soul admits of abscission or division;
or that the human race are constituted of numerically the same substance; or that the Son
of God assumed into personal union with himself the same numerical substance which
sinned and fell in Adam; then it is to be rejected as both false and dangerous. But if, without
pretending to explain everything, it simply asserts that the human race is propagated in ac-
cordance with the general law which secures that like begets like; that the child derives its
nature from its parents through the operation of physical laws, attended and controlled by
the agency of God, whether directive or creative, as in all other cases of the propagation of
living creatures, it may be regarded as an open question, or matter of indifference. Creation-
ism does not necessarily suppose that there is any other exercise of the immediate power of
God in the production of the human soul, than such as takes place in the production of life
in other cases. It only denies that the soul is capable of division, that all mankind are com-
posed of numerically the same essence and that Christ assumed numerically the same essence
that sinned in Adam.
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Chapter 1V. Unity of the Human Race.

CHAPTERIV.

UNITY OF THE HUMAN RACE.

There is still another question which science has forced on theology, in relation to man,
which cannot be overlooked. Have all mankind had a common origin? and have they a
common nature? Are they all descended from one pair, and do they constitute one species?
These questions are answered affirmatively in the Bible and by the Church universal. They
are answered in the negative by a large and increasing class of scientific men. As the unity
of the race is not only asserted in the Scriptures but also assumed in all they teach concerning
the apostasy and redemption of man, it is a point about which the mind of the theologian
should be intelligently convinced. As a mere theologian he may be authorized to rest satisfied
with the declarations of the Bible; but as a defender of the faith he should be able to give an
answer to those who oppose themselves.

There are two points involved in this question: community of origin, and unity of species
All plants and animals derived by propagation from the same original stock are of the same
species but those of the same species need not be derived from a common stock. If God saw
fit at the beginning, or at any time since, to create plants or animals of the same kind in
large numbers and in different parts of the earth, they would be of the same species (or kind)
though not of the same origin. The oaks of America and those of Europe are identical in
species, even although not derived from one and the same parent oak. It may be admitted
that the great majority of plants and animals were originally produced not singly or in pairs,
but in groups, the earth bringing forth a multitude of individuals of the same kind. It is
therefore in itself possible that all men may be of the same species, although not all descended
from Adam. And such is the opinion of some distinguished naturalists. The Scriptural
doctrine, however, concerning man is, that the race is not only the same in kind but the
same in origin. They are all the children of a common parent, and have a common nature.
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§ 1. Meaning of the Word, or the Idea of Species.

It is obviously essential to any intelligent answer to the question whether all the varieties
of. men are of one species, that we should be able to tell what a species is. This is a point of
very great difficulty. Naturalists not only differ in their definitions of the term, but they
differ greatly in classification. Some assume a spot on the wing of a butterfly, or a slight di-
versity of plumage in a bird, as proof of difference of species. Some therefore divide into six
or eight species what others comprehend in one. Nothing there-fore can be done until men
come to a common understanding on this subject, and the true idea of species be determined
and authenticated.

General Characteristics of Species.

Before considering the various definitions of the term, it is proper to remark that there
are certain characteristics of species which at least, until of late, have been generally recog-
nized and admitted. (1.) Originality, i.e., they owe their existence and character to immediate
creation. They are not produced by physical causes, nor are they ever derived from other
genera or species. They are original forms. This is admitted by naturalists of all classes. Such
is the doctrine of Cuvier, Agassiz, Dr. Morton, and of those who hold that the varieties of
the human race are so many distinct species. They mean by this that they had different ori-
gins, and are not all derived from a common stock. Every species therefore, by general
consent, has had a single origin. (2.) Universality, i.e., all the individuals and varieties be-
longing to the same species have all its essential characteristics. Wherever you find the teeth
of a carnivorous animal, you find a stomach able to digest animal food, and claws adapted
to seize and hold prey. Wherever you find fins to effect motion in water, you find a breathing
apparatus suited to the same element. The species is transmitted whole and entire. It is the
same in all individuals belonging to it, and in that sense universal. (3.) Immutability, or
permanence. By this is meant first, that one species is never lost or merged in another; and
secondly, that two or more species never combine so as to produce a third. The rose cannot
be merged into the tulip; nor can the rose and tulip be made to produce a new species, which
is neither the one nor the other. The only permanent transmissible forms of organic life,
are such as constitute distinct species. Immutability, therefore, or the power to perpetuate
itself, is one of the indispensable characteristics of species. This, until recently, has been the
universally admitted doctrine of naturalists. And notwithstanding the efforts of the advocates
of the different theories of development, it still remains the general faith of the scientific
world. The leading arguments in support of this doctrine have already been adverted to,
when speaking of the theory of Mr. Darwin on the origin of species. Those arguments are
briefly the following. (1.) The historical fact that all known species of plants and animals
are now precisely what they were as far back as history reaches. The Bible and the records
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on the Egyptian monuments carry us back to a point thousands of years before the birth of
Christ. During this whole period of five or six thousand years species have remained the
same. (2.) If we are to receive the facts of geology as authenticated, it is clear that the same
permanence has existed from the very beginning of life on our globe. As long as any species
exists at all, it exists unchanged in all that is essential to it. (3.) There is an entire and acknow-
ledged absence of all evidence of transmutation; none of the transition points or links of
connection between one species and another is anywhere discoverable. (4.) If species were
not thus immutable the animal and vegetable world instead of presenting the beautiful order
everywhere visible, would exhibit a perfect chaos of all organic life. (5.) Notwithstanding
the ingenious and long continued efforts to render hybrids prolific, such attempts have
uniformly failed. The two greatest living authorities on this subject are Dr. Bachman of
Charleston, South Carolina, and M. Flourens of the Jardin des Plantes in Paris. “Either hy-
brids,” says the latter, “born of the union of two distinct species, unite and soon become
sterile, or they unite with one of the parent stocks and soon return to this type — they in
no case give what may be called a new species, that is to say, an intermediate durable species.”
“Les especes ne s’alterent point, ne changent point, ne passent point de I'une a l'autre; les
espéces sont Fixes.”!! There is no natural law better authenticated or more generally admit-

ted than that species are immutable and capable of indefinite propagation.
Definitions of Species.

No group of animals therefore can be regarded as a distinct species which has not existed
as distinct from the beginning, and which is not immutable in its essential characteristics,
and which is not capable of propagating itself indefinitely. These are important landmarks,
but they are not sufficient to guide us in all cases to a satisfactory conclusion as to whether
given individuals or varieties are of the same or of different species. (1.) Because the origin
of these varieties cannot be historically traced. The Caucasian and the negro have existed
with their present distinguishing characteristics for several thousands of years. But this does
not prove that they differed from the beginning. (2.) Because certain varieties of the same
species when once established become permanent, and are capable of indefinite continuance.
Several varieties of dogs depicted on the Egyptian monuments centuries before Christ, are
precisely what now exist. Naturalists therefore have sought for some precise definition of
species, although these attempts have not been generally successful. Cuvier says: “We are
under the necessity of admitting the existence of certain forms which have perpetuated
themselves from the beginning of the world, without exceeding the limits first prescribed;
all the individuals belonging to one of these forms constitute what is termed a species.” De
Candolle says: “We write under the designation of species all those individuals who mutually

101 Dela Longevité Humaine, etc., par P. Flourens, Paris, 1855.
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bear such close resemblance to each other as admits of our supposing they have arisen from

a single pair.” Agassiz!%?

says: “Species is founded upon less important distinctions, such
as color, size, proportions, sculpture, etc.” The objections to these definitions are, (1.) That
they do not enable us to distinguish between species and varieties. (2.) They refer almost
exclusively to what is external or material, colour, size, proportion, etc., as the criteria, to
the neglect of the higher constituents of the animal. Dr. Prichard says, that under the term
species are included all those animals which are supposed to have arisen in the first instance
from a single pair. And to the same effect Dr. Carpenter says: “When it can be shown that
two races have had a separate origin, they are regarded as of different species; and, in the
absence of proof; this is inferred when we find some peculiarity of organization character-
istic of each, so constantly transmitted From parent to offspring, that the one cannot be
supposed to have lost, or the other to have acquired it, through any known operation of
physical causes.” The objection to this view of the matter is that it makes community of
origin, either proved or inferred, the criterion of sameness of species. But, in the first place,
this community of origin cannot in a multitude of cases be established; and in the case of
man, it is the very thing to be proved. The great question is, are Mongolians, Africans, and
Caucasians all derived from a common parent? And in the second place, although community
of origin would prove identity of species, diversity of origin would not prove diversity of
species. All the varieties of the horse and dog would constitute one species for each class,
although they had been created as they now are. Species means kind, and If two animals are
of the same kind they are of the same species, no matter what their origin may have been.
Had God created one pair of lions in Asia, another in North Africa, another in Senegal, they
would all belong to one species. Their identity of kind would be precisely the same as though
all were descended from one pair. Dr. Morton's definition of species as “a primordial organic
form,” has obtained general acceptance. It is, however, liable to objection on the ground of
the ambiguity of the word form. If by “form” be understood external structure, the definition
is unsatisfactory; if we understand the word in its scholastic sense of essential and formative
principle, it amounts to the same thing which is more distinctly expressed in other terms.
Agassiz gives another and much more satisfactory idea of the nature of species, when he
refers to an immaterial principle as its essential element, and that to which the sameness of
the individuals and varieties embraced within it is to be referred.!®> He says: “Besides the
distinctions to be derived from the varied structure of organs, there are others less subject
to rigid analysis, but no less decisive, to be drawn from the immaterial principle, with which
every animal is endowed. It is this which determines the constancy of species from generation
to generation, and which is the source of all the varied exhibitions of instinct and intelligence

102 Principles of zodlogy, p. XIV.

103  Principles of zodlogy, p. 9.
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which we see displayed, from the simple impulse to receive the food which is brought
within their reach, as observed in the polyps, through the higher manifestations, in the
cunning fox, the sagacious elephant, the faithful dog, and the exalted intellect of man, which
is capable of indefinite expansion.” Again, he says:104 “The constancy of species is a phe-

» <«

nomenon dependent on the immaterial nature.” “All animals,” he says, “may be traced back
in the embryo to a mere point upon the yolk of an egg, bearing no resemblance whatever
to the future animal. But even here an immaterial principle which no external influence can
prevent or modify, is present, and determines its future form; so that the egg of a hen can
produce only a chicken, and the egg of a codfish only a cod.” Professor Dana says:105 “The
units of the inorganic world are the weighed elements and their definite compounds or their
molecules. The units of the organic are species, which exhibit themselves in their simplest
condition in the germ-cell state. The kingdoms of life in all their magnificent proportions

are made from these units.” Again,106 «

When individuals multiply from generation to
generation, it is but a repetition of the primordial type-idea; and the true notion of the species
is not in the resulting group, but in the idea or potential element which is at the basis of
every individual of the group.” Here we reach solid ground. Unity of species does not consist
in unity or sameness of organic structure, in sameness as to size, colour, or anything merely
external; but in the sameness of the immaterial principle, or “potential idea,” which consti-
tutes and determines the sameness of nature. In the initial point on the yolk of the egg, there
is no difference of form, no difference discernible by the microscope, or discoverable by
chemical analysis, between one germ and another; between the initial cell of the bird and
that of the fish. And yet the whole difference is there. The difference, therefore, cannot exist
in what is external (although within certain limits and in further development it is manifested
externally), but in what is immaterial. So that where the immaterial principle of Agassiz, or
the potential idea of Dana, is the same, the species is the same; where the immaterial principle
is different, the species is different.

104 Ibid. p 43.
105 Bibliotheca Sacra, 1857. p. 863.
106 Bibliotheca Sacra, 1857, p. 861.
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§ 2. Evidence of Identity of Species.

Such being the case, the only question is, how can we deter-mine whether the immater-
ial principle which constitutes and deter-mines the species, be the same or different. Aside
from divine revelation, this can be ascertained: (1.) Partly from the organic structure. (2.)
Partly from the @Uo1g, or physical nature. (3.) Partly from the Yuxn, or psychological nature.
(4.) Partly from permanence and capability of indefinite propagation.

Organic Structure.

The first evidence of the identity of species is to be sought in the c@ua, or the organic
structure. The evidence of design is impressed won all the organized bodies in the universe,
and especially upon the bodies of all animals. Those intended to live on the dry ground,
those intended to live in water, and those intended to fly in the air, have their animal frame
adapted to these severe, modes or conditions of existence. There is also clear evidence of
the unity of this design. That s, it is carried out in all parts of the bodily organization. Those
animals intended to live on dry ground have none of the structure, or organs, or members
peculiarly suited to aquatic animals. The lion, tiger, ox, horse, etc., have neither the gills,
the scales, the fins, nor the rudder-like tail of the fish. All parts of the animal harmonize.
They are all related and adapted to one and the same end. The body of the fish is shaped so
as to cleave the water with the least resistance; its fins are oars, its tail is adapted both for
propulsion and guidance; its breathing apparatus is suited to separate the air from water;
its digestive organs are adapted to the assimilation of the kind of food furnished by the ele-
ment in which it lives. The same thing is obviously true of all terrestrial animals. Besides
this general adaptation of animals for living in the air, in the water, and on the dry ground,
there are innumerable more specific adaptations suiting the species of fishes, birds, and land
animals for the particular modes of life for which they are designed. Some are intended to
be carnivorous, and their bodies are harmoniously constructed with a view to that end.
Others are intended to live on herbs, and in them we find everything adapted for that purpose.
This adaptation refers to numerous and varied purposes. Hence the genera and the species
of animals belonging to the different departments, classes, orders, and families into which
the animal kingdom is divided, are exceedingly numerous, and each has its distinctive cor-
poreal organization indicative of the specific end it is intended to subserve. So minute, and
so fixed is the plan on which each species of animal is constructed, that a skilful naturalist,
from the examination of a single bone, can tell not only the family, or genus, but the very
species to which it belongs. Agassiz has, from a single scale of a fish, delineated its whole
body as accurately as though the living animal had been photographed. And the correctness
of his delineation has been afterwards verified by the discovery of a perfect specimen of the
species portrayed. Now, the important principle deducible from these admitted facts is, that
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no diversity of colour, form, proportion, structure, etc., not indicative of design, or not
proving a difference in the immaterial principle which determines the nature of the animal,
can of itself be admitted as proof of diversity of species. The Italian greyhound and the
English mastiff differ in all the respects just mentioned. The Shetland pony, the London
dray-horse, and the Arabian or the Barb exhibit similar striking diversities. But when they
come to be anatomically examined, it is found that they are constructed on the same plan.
The bony structures, the distribution of the nerves, muscles, and blood-vessels, are all ex-
pressive of the same general intention. Hence, naturalists refer these varieties to the same
species. And the correctness of this conclusion is confirmed by every other criterion of the
identity of species. While it is admitted that such diversities do exist in the varieties belonging
to the same species of the lower animals, it is surprising that far less diversities of the same
kind among the varieties of the human family should be insisted upon, as evidence of differ-
ence of species. The wild dog wherever found is nearly of the same colour, and the same
size, with ears, limbs and tail of the same form, and yet how endless are the permanent
varieties derived from that original stock. It is well known that such varieties can be artificially
produced. By skilful breeding almost any peculiarity of form, colour, or structure within
the limits of the original idea of the species, can be produced and perpetuated; as is seen in
the different breeds of horses, cattle, and sheep found even in so restricted a field of operation
as Great Britain. It is certain, therefore, that no diversity of an external or material character,
not indicative of diversity of design, plan, and intention can properly be assumed as indic-
ative of diversity of species. The presence of a skin connecting the toes or claws of a bird, is
in itself a comparatively small affair. It is insignificant as to the amount of material expended,
and as to the effect on the general appearance compared to the points of difference between
the greyhound and the mastiff, and yet it is indicative of design. It indicates that the animal
is intended to live in the water; and everything else in its structure and nature is found to
correspond with that intention. A small difference of structure indicative of design will
prove difference of species, when much greater differences not thus indicative are perfectly
consistent with unity of species.

Physiological Argument.

The second method of determining the identity of the immaterial principle in which
the idea of species resides, is the examination of its VoG, or its physiology. To this depart-
ment belongs all that relates to enervation or the distribution of the nerve power; to the
circulation of the blood; to respiration; to calorification or production of animal heat; to
the distribution of the muscles voluntary and involuntary; to the processes of digestion, as-
similation, propagation, etc., etc. As to this point it is to be observed, (1.) That the @vog,
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or animal nature, is always in accordance with the c®ua, or corporeal structure. We never
find the organs of an aquatic animal with the @001 of a land animal. Everything relating to
the physiology of the animal is in harmony with its corporeal organization. (2.) That where
in all respects the physical nature of individuals or varieties is the same, there the species is
the same; where the @Uo1g is different, the species is different. (3.) That the physiology of
an animal is thus as easily ascertained, and is just as uniform and fixed, as its material
structure, and in fact much more so. The material structure may, and as we have seen does,
differ exceedingly in the different varieties included under the same species, but the @Uo1g
is always the same. The physiology of the greyhound is identical with that of the mastiff;
and that of the Shetland pony is the same as that of the London dray-horse.

Psychological Argument.

The third criterion of the identity of species is to be sought in the Ypuxn, or the psycho-
logical nature of the animal. The vy is the immaterial principle which belongs to all an-
imals, and is the same in kind in every distinct species. It is that in which the life resides;
which is the seat of the instincts, and of that measure of intelligence, be it greater or less,
which belongs to the animal. The Yuxn is the same in all the individuals of the same species,
and it is permanent. The instincts and habits of the bee, the wasp, the ant, and the beaver;
of the lion, tiger, wolf, fox, horse, dog, and ox; and of all the endless diversities of beasts,
birds, fishes, and insects, are the same in all ages and in all parts of the world. This immater-
ial principle is of a higher order in some cases than in others, and admits of greater or less
degrees of culture, as seen in the trained elephant or well-disciplined pointer. But the main
thing is that each species has its own Py, and that this is a higher element and more de-
cisive evidence of identity than the corporeal structure or even the ¢Uo1g, or animal nature.
Where these three criteria concur, where the corporeal organization, in everything indicative
of design, is the same; where the ¢Uo1g and the Yuxn, the physical and psychological natures,
are the same, there, beyond all reasonable doubt, the species is the same.

The fourth criterion of species is found not only in its permanence but in the capacity
of procreation and indefinite propagation which belongs to all the individuals and varieties
which it includes. Animals of the same species can propagate their kind. Animals of different
species cannot combine and perpetuate a new or mongrel species. This as we have seen is
an admitted fact among all classes of naturalists, a few individuals excepted. It is a fact patent
to all mankind and verified by the experience of all ages.
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§ 3. Application of these Criteria to Man.

When we come to apply these several criteria to the human race, it is found beyond
dispute that they all concur in proving that the whole human family are of one and the same
species. In the first place the corporeal frame or external structure is the same in all the
varieties of the race. There is the same number of bones in the skeleton; their arrangement
and disposition are the same. There is the same distribution of the blood-vessels. The brain,
the spinal marrow, and the nervous system are the same in all. They all have the same muscles
amounting to many thousand in number. The organs for breathing, respiration, digestion,
secretion, and assimilation, are the same in all. There are indeed indefinite diversities in
size, complexion, and character, and colour of the hair, within the same variety of the race,
and between the varieties themselves. Some of these diversities are variable, and some are
fixed. The Caucasian, the Mongolian, the African, have each their peculiarities by which
the one is easily distinguished from the other, and which descend from generation to gener-
ation without alteration. With regard to these peculiarities, however, it is to be remarked,
first, that they are less important and less conspicuous than those which distinguish the
different varieties of domestic animals all belonging to the same species. No two men, or
no men of different races, differ from each other so much as the little Italian greyhound and
the powerful mastiff or bull-dog. And secondly, none of these peculiarities are indicative of
difference of design, or plan, and therefore they are not indicative of difference in the imma-
terial principle, which according to the naturalists of the highest class, determines the
identity of species and secures its permanence. And thirdly, these peculiarities are all referrible
to the differences of climate, diet, and mode of life, and to the effect of propagation in case
of acquired peculiarities. The truth of this last statement as to the influence of these several
causes in modifying and perpetuating varieties in the same species, is abundantly illustrated
and confirmed in the case of all the lower animals. Such is the sameness of all the varieties
of mankind as to their corporeal structure, that a system of anatomy written in Europe and
founded on the examination of the bodies of Europeans exclusively, would be as applicable
in Asia, Africa, America, and Australia, as in Europe itself.

The second criterion of sameness of species is to be sought in the @Uo1g, or physical
nature. In this respect also all mankind are found to agree, so that the physiology of the
Caucasian, Mongolian, and African is precisely the same. The laws which regulate the vital
processes are the same in all; respiration, digestion, secretion, and propagation, are all con-
ducted in the same way in every variety of the species.

The third criterion is found in the Yuxn or psychological nature. This, as we have seen,
is the highest test, for the Ypuxn or immaterial principle is the most important element in
the constitution of every living creature. Where that is the same, the species is the same.
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There can be no reasonable doubt that the souls of all men are essentially the same. They
not only have in common all the appetites, instincts, and passions, which belong to the souls
of the lower animals, but they all share in those higher attributes which belong exclusively
to man. They all are endowed with reason, conscience, and free agency. They all have the
same constitutional principles and affections. They all stand in the same relation to God as
spirits possessing a moral and religious nature.

The fourth criterion is permanence, and the ability of indefinite propagation. We have
seen that it is a law of nature, recognized by all naturalists (with a few recent exceptions),
that animals of different species do not cohabit, and cannot propagate. Where the species
are nearly allied, as the horse and the ass, they may produce offspring combining the pecu-
liarities of both parents. But there the process stops. Mules cannot continue the mongrel
race. It is however an admitted fact that men of every race, Caucasian, Mongolian, and
African, can thus cohabit, and their offspring can be indefinitely propagated and combined.

“Were these units [species],” says Professor Dana,107

capable of blending with one another
indefinitely, they would no longer be units, and species could not be recognized. The system
of life would be a maze of complexities; and whatever its grandeur to a being that could
comprehend the infinite, it would be unintelligible chaos to man. . .. It would be to man
the temple of nature fused over its whole surface, and through its structure, without a line
the mind could measure or comprehend.” As therefore the universe is constructed on a
definite plan; as its laws are uniform; and as the constituent elements of the material world
are permanent, it would be in strange contradiction with this universal analogy, if in the
highest department of nature, in the organic and living world, everything should be unstable,
so that species could mingle with species, and chaos take the place of order and uniformity.
As therefore the different varieties of men freely unite and produce offspring permanently
prolific, all those varieties must belong to one and the same species, or one of the most fixed

of the laws of nature, is in their case reversed.
The Evidence of Identity of Race Cumulative.

It is to be observed that the strength of this argument for the unity of the human race
does not depend upon any one of the above mentioned particulars separately. It is rather
in their combination that the power of the argument lies. It is not simply because the cor-
poreal structure is essentially the same in all men; nor simply because they have all the same
physical, or the same psychological nature; or that they are capable of producing permanently
prolific offspring; but because all these particulars are true in respect to the whole human
family wherever found and through the whole course of its history. It becomes a mere
matter of logomachy to dispute whether men are of the same species, if they have the same

107 Bibliotheca Sacra, 1857, p. 863.
95

88


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_88.html

3. Application of these Criteria to Man.

material organism, the same @Uo1¢ and the same Yuxr. Whether of the same species or not,
if these things be admitted which cannot be rationally denied, they are of the same nature,
they are beings of the same kind. Naturalists may give what meaning they please to the word
species. This cannot alter the facts of the case. All men are of the same blood, of the same
race, of the same order of creation.

“That the races of men,” says Delitzsch, “are not species of one genus, but varieties of
one species, is confirmed by the agreement in the psychological and pathological phenomena
in them all, by similarity in the anatomical structure, in the fundamental powers and traits
of the mind, in the limits to the duration of life, in the normal temperature of the body and
the average rate of pulsation, in the duration of pregnancy, and in the unrestricted fruitfulness

of marriages between the various races.”!%®

108 Commentary on Genesis.
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§ 4. Philological and Moral Evidence.

Besides the arguments above mentioned, which are all of a zo6logical character, there
are others, not less conclusive, of a different kind. It is one of the infelicities which has atten-
ded this controversy, that it has been left too much in the hands of naturalists, of men trained
to the consideration almost exclusively of what is material, or at most of what falls within
the department of natural life. They thus become one-sided, and fail to take in all the aspects
of the case, or to estimate duly all the data which enter into the solution of the problem.
Thus Agassiz ignores all the facts connected with the languages, with the history, and with
the mental, moral, and religious character and condition of man. He therefore comes to
conclusions which a due consideration of those data would have rendered impossible.

The science of comparative philology, is founded on laws which are as certain ant, as
authoritative as the laws of nature. Language is not a fortuitous production. It is essentially
different from instinctive cries, or inarticulate sounds. It is a production of the mind, exceed-
ingly complex and subtle. It is impossible that races, entirely distinct, should have the same
language. It is absolutely certain from the character of the French, Spanish, and Italian lan-
guages, that those nations are, in large measure, the common descendants of the Latin race.
When therefore it can be shown that the languages of different races or varieties of men are
radically the same, or derived from a common stock, it is impossible rationally to doubt
their descent from a common ancestry. Unity of language, therefore, proves unity of species
because it proves unity of origin. Diversity of language, however, does not prove diversity
either of species or of origin; because that diversity may be otherwise accounted for; as by
the confusion of tongues at Babel, or by the early and long-continued separation of different
tribes. The point, however, now to be urged, is this. Such naturalists as Agassiz, on merely
zoological principles, have decided that it is more probable (not that it is necessary or certain,
but simply that it is more probable), that the different varieties of men, even down to different
nations, have had different origins, and as Agassiz in his later writings maintains, are of
different species; when, in many cases at least, it is absolutely certain, from the character of
the languages which they speak, that they must have been derived from a common stock.
Agassiz and others represent the Asiatic and European races as distinct in origin and species.
But Alexander von Humboldt says, “The comparative study of languages shows us that races
now separated by vast tracts of land, are allied together, and have migrated from one common
primitive seat. ... The largest field for such investigations into the ancient condition of
language, and consequently into the period when the whole family of mankind was, in the
strict sense of the word, to be regarded as one living whole, presents itself to the long chain
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of Indo-Germanic languages, extending from the Ganges to the Iberian extremity of Europe,
and from Sicily to the North Cape.”'% Max Miiller says, “The evidence of language is irre-
fragable, and it is the only evidence worth listening to, with regard to ante-historical periods
There is not an English jury nowadays, which, after examining the hoary documents of
language, would reject the claim of a common descent and a legitimate relationship between
Hindu, Greek, and Teuton.” 1% The Chevalier Bunsen says, “The Egyptian language attests
an unity of blood with the great Aramaic tribes of Asia, whose languages have been comprised
under the general expression of Semitic, of the languages of the family of Shem. It is equally
connected by identity of origin with those still more numerous and illustrious tribes which
occupy now the greatest part of Europe, and may, perhaps, alone or with other families,
have a right to be called the family of Japhet.”! ! This family, he says, includes the German
nation, the Greeks and Romans, and the Indians and Persians. Two thirds of the human
race are thus identified by these two classes of languages which have had a common origin.
By the same infallible test Bunsen shows that the Asiatic origin of all the North American
Indians, “is as fully proved as the unity of family among themselves.”!1? Every day is adding
some new language to this affiliated list, and furnishing additional evidence of the unity of
mankind. The particular point to be now considered is, that the conclusions of the mere
zoologist as to the diversity of species and consequent diversity of origin of the different
varieties of our race, are proved to be false by the certain testimony of the common origin
of the languages which they speak.

The Spiritual Relationship of Men.

Besides the arguments already mentioned in favour of the unity of mankind, next to
the direct assertion of the Bible, that which after all has the greatest force is the one derived
from the present condition of our moral and spiritual nature. Wherever we meet a man, no
matter of what name or nation, we not only find that he has the same nature with ourselves;
that he has the same organs, the same senses, the same instincts, the same feelings, the same
faculties, the same understanding, will, and conscience, and the same capacity for religious
culture, but that he has the same guilty and polluted nature, and needs the same redemption.
Christ died for all men, and we are commanded to preaOh the gospel to every creature under
heaven. Accordingly nowhere on the face of the earth are men to he found who do not need
the gospel or who are not capable of becoming partakers of the blessings which it offers.
The spiritual relationship of men, their common apostasy, and their common interest in

109 Cosmos, Otte's Translation, edit. London, 1849, vol. ii. pp. 471, 472.
110 Quoted in Cabell's Unity of Mankind, pp. 228, 229.
111 Ibid. p. 232.
112 The Philosophy of Universal History, edit. London, 1854, vol. ii. p. 112.
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the redemption of Christ, demonstrate their common nature and their common origin
beyond the possibility of reasonable or excusable doubt.

Our attention has thus far been directed specially to the unity of mankind in species.
Little need he said in conclusion as to their unity of origin. (1.) Because in the opinion of
the most distinguished naturalists, unity of species is itself decisive proof of the unity of
origin. (2.) Because even if this he denied, it is nevertheless universally admitted that when
the species is the same the origin may he the same. If mankind differ as to species they
cannot be descended from a common parent, but if identical in species there is no difficulty
in admitting their common descent. It is indeed principally for the sake of disproving the
Scriptural statement that all men are the children of Adam, and to break up the common
brotherhood of man, that diversity of species is insisted upon. If therefore the latter be ad-
mitted, the former may he easily conceded. (3.) The common origin of the languages of the
vast majority of men, proves, as we have seen, their community of origin, and as an inference
their unity as to species. And as this community of origin is proved as to races which the
mere zoologist is disposed with the greatest confidence to represent as distinct, the insuffi-
ciency of the grounds of their classification is thereby demonstrated. (4.) It is, however, the
direct testimony of the Scriptures on this subject, with which all known facts are consistent;
and the common apostasy of the race, and their common need of redemption, which render
it certain to all who believe the Bible or the testimony of their own consciousness as to the
universal sinfulness of humanity, that all man are the descendants of one fallen progenitor.

9
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1. The Scriptural Doctrine.

§ 1. The Scriptural Doctrine.

The Scriptural doctrine on this subject includes the following particulars. First, That
man was originally created in a state of maturity and perfection. By this, however, is not
meant that humanity in Adam before the fall, existed in the highest state of excellence of
which it is susceptible. It is altogether probable that our nature, in virtue of its union with
the divine nature in the person of Christ, and in virtue of the union of the redeemed with
their exalted Redeemer, shall hereafter be elevated to a dignity and glory far greater than
that in which Adam was created or to which he ever could have attained. By the maturity
of man as at first created is meant that he was not created in a state of infancy. It is a favourite
assumption of sceptics that man at first both as to soul and body, was imbecile and unfur-
nished; slowly forming for himself an articulate language, and having his moral powers
gradually awakened. This, however, is inconsistent not only with the Scriptural account of
his creation, but also with the part he was designed to act, and in fact did act. By the perfection
of his original state is meant, that he was perfectly adapted to the and for which the was
made and to the sphere in which he was designed to move. This perfection as to his body
consisted not only in the integrity and due proportion of all its parts, but also in its perfect
adaptation to the nature of the soul with which it was united. It is commonly said by theo-
logians that the body way created immortal and impassible. With regard to its immortality
itis certain that if man had not sinned he would not have died. But whether the immortality
which would then have been they destiny of the body, would have been the result of its ori-
ginal organization, or whether after its period of probation it would have undergone a change
to adapt it to its everlasting condition, is a matter to be subsequently considered. By impassib-
ility is not necessarily meant entire freedom from susceptibility to pain, for such susceptib-
ility in our present earthly state, and perhaps in any conceivable earthly state, is a necessary
condition of safety. It is a good and not an evil, a perfection and not a defect. All that need
he meant by the term is that the body of Adam was free from the seeds of disease and death.
There was nothing in its constitution inconsistent with the highest happiness and well-being
of man in the state in which he was created, and the conditions under which he was to live.

That the primitive state of our race was not one of barbarism from which men have
raised themselves by a slow process of improvement, we know, First, from the authority of
Scripture, which represents, as we have seen, the first man as created in the full perfection
of his nature. This fact for all Christians is decisive. Secondly, the traditions of all nations
treat of a golden age from which men have fallen. These wide-spread traditions cannot ra-
tionally be accounted for, except on the assumption that the Scriptural account of the
primitive state of man is correct. Thirdly, the evidence of history is all on the side of the
doctrine of the Bible on this subject. Egypt derived its civilization from the East; Greece
from Phoenicia and Egypt; Italy from Pheenicia and Greece; the rest of Europe from Italy.
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Europe is now rapidly extending her civilizing influence over New Zealand, Australia, and
the Islands of the Pacific Oceans. The affinity of languages proves that the early civilization
of Mexico and South America had its source in Eastern Asia. On the other hand, there is
no authentic account of a nation of savages rising by their own efforts from a state of bar-
barism to a civilized condition. The fact that Sir John Lubbock, and other advocates of the
opposite doctrine, are obliged to refer to such obscure and really insignificant facts, as the
superior culture of the modern Indians on this continent, is a proof of the dearth of histor-
ical evidence in support of the theory of primitive barbarism. Fourthly, the oldest records,
written and monumental, give evidence of the existence of nations in a high state of civiliz-
ation, in the earliest periods of human history. This fact is easily accounted for on the as-
sumption of the truth of the Scriptural doctrine of the primitive state of man, but is unac-
countable on the opposite hypothesis. It necessitates the gratuitous assumption of the exist-
ence of men for untold ages prior to these earliest historical periods. Fifthly, comparative
philology has established the fact of the intimate relation of all of the great divisions of the
human race. It has further proved that they all had their origin from a common centre, and
that that centre was the seat of the earliest civilization.

The theory that the race of man has passed through a stone, a bronze, and an iron age,
stages of progress from barbarism to civilization, is, as before remarked, destitute of scientific
foundation. It cannot be proved that the stone age prevailed contemporaneously in all parts
of the earth. And unless this is proved it avails nothing to show that there was a period at
which the inhabitants of Europe were destitute of a knowledge of the metals. The same may
be proved of the Patagonians and of some African tribes of the present day.

It has, therefore, been almost the universal belief that the original state of man was as
the Bible teaches, his highest state, from which the nations of the earth have more or less
deteriorated. This primitive state, however, was distinguished by the intellectual, moral, and
religious superiority of men rather than by superiority in the arts or natural sciences. The
Scriptural doctrine, therefore, is consistent with the admitted fact that separate nations, and
the human race as a whole, have made great advances in all branches of knowledge and in
all the arts of life. Nor is it inconsistent with the belief that the world under the influence of
Christianity is constantly improving, and will ultimately attain, under the reign of Christ,
millennial perfection and glory. All that is denied is, that men were originally savages in the
lowest state of barbarism, from which they have gradually emerged.

The late Archbishop Whately, in his work on “Political Economy,” avowed his belief of
the common doctrine on the primitive state of man. He says, “We have no reason to believe
that any community ever did, or ever can emerge, unassisted by external helps, from a state
of barbarism unto anything that can be called civilization.” In opposition to this doctrine,
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Sir John Lubbock tries to show “That there are indications of progress even among savages,”
and, “That among the most civilized nations there are traces of original barbarism.”!1® Before
adducing proof of either of those propositions, he argues against the theory that any tribe
has sunk from a higher to a lower condition, on the ground that there are certain arts which
are so simple and so useful, that if once known, they could never be lost. If men had once
been herdsmen and agriculturists, they would never become mere hurters; if acquainted
with the use of metals, or the art of making earthenware, these acquisitions could not be
lost. If once possessed of religious knowledge, that knowledge could never perish. As however,
there are tribes now extant which have, as he says, no religion, and no knowledge of the
arts, or of agriculture, he argues that they must have been barbarians from the beginning,
and that barbarism must have been the original condition of man.

To prove that savages may by their own exertions become civilized he refers to such
facts as the following: The Australians had formerly bark-canoes, which they have abandoned
for others, hollowed out of the trunk of a tree, “which they buy from the Malays.” The Per-
uvians had domesticated the llama; the Polynesians made bark-cloth. “Another very strong
case,” he says, “is the boomerang of the Australians. This weapon is known to no other race
of men,” and therefore, he argues, cannot be a relic of a higher state of civilization. He lays
great stress on the case of the Cherokees who have become agriculturists, having ploughs,
horses, black-cattle, etc., ignoring the fact that they were surrounded by civilized Americans
and had enjoyed for years the faithful teaching of Christian missionaries who instructed
them in all the useful arts.

He finds indications of the original barbarism of the race in the fact that flint implements
are found not only in Europe, but also in Asia, the cradle of mankind; and in the gradual
improvement of the relation between the sexes.!'* His book is designed to “describe the
social and mental condition of savages, their art, their systems of marriage and of relationship,
their religions, language, moral character and laws.” This he does by a very copious collection
of particulars under these several heads; and thence draws the following conclusions. “That
existing savages are not the descendants of civilized ancestors. That the primitive condition
of man was one of utter barbarism. That from this condition several races have independently
raised themselves.”! 1> How these conclusion's follow from the facts detailed, it is impossible

113 The Origin of Civilization and the Primitive Condtion of Man. By Sir John Lubbock, Bart. M. P., E.R. §,,
London, 1870, p. 329.
114 On page 66, he says, “Assuming that the communal marriage system shown in the preceding pages to
prevail, or have prevailed so widely among races in a low state of civilization, represents the primitive and
earliest social condition of man, we now come to consider the various ways in which it may have been broken
up and replaced by individual marriage.”
115 Ibid. p. 323.
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to see; especially as hey are in opposition not only to the Bible, but to all the teachings of
history. That the lowest savage tribes have low ideas of God, is no proof that our first parents
were fetich worshippers, when all history proves that the earliest religion of our race was
pure Theism. As men lost the knowledge of the true God, they became more and more de-
graded in every other respect. And those who were driven away from the centres of civiliz-
ation into inhospitable regions, torrid or arctic, sunk lower and lower in the scale of being.
Certain it is that there is nothing in Sir John Lubbock's book that can shake the faith of a
Christian child in the doctrine of the Bible as to the primitive state of man.
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§ 2. Man Created in the Image of God.

Secondly. Other animals, however, besides man, were created in maturity and perfection,
each according to its kind. It was the distinguishing characteristic of man, that he was created
in the image and likeness of God. Many of the early writers assumed that the word “image”
had reference to the body, which they thought by its beauty, intelligence of aspect, and erect
stature, was an adumbration of God, and that the word “likeness “referred to the intellectual
and moral nature of man. According to Augustine, image relates to the cognitio veritatis,
and likeness to the amor virtutis; the former to the intellectual, and the latter to the moral
faculties. This was the foundation of the scholastic doctrine that the image of God includes
the natural attributes of the soul; and the likeness our moral conformity to the divine Being.
This distinction was introduced into the Romish theology. Bellarmin!!® says, “Imaginem
117 “Ex his tot

patrum testimoniis cogimur admittere, non esse omnino idem imaginem et similitudinem,

in natura, similitudinem in probitate et justitia sitam esse.” He also says,

sed imaginem ad naturam, similitudinem ad virtutes pertinere; proinde Adamum peccando
non imaginem Dei, sed similitudinem perdidisse.” Others again somewhat modified this
view by making the image of God to consist in what was natural and concreated, and the
likeness in what was acquired. Man was created in the image of God and fashioned himself
into his likeness. That is, he so used his natural endowments as to become like God in
character. All these distinctions, however, rest on a false interpretation of Gen. i. 26. The

words DBE and 171277 are simply explanatory one of the other. Image and likeness, means

an image which is like. The simple declaration of the Scripture is that man at his creation
was like sod. Wherein that likeness consisted has been a matter of dispute. According to the
Reformed theologians and the majority of the theologians of other divisions of the Church,
man's likeness to God included the following points: —

His intellectual and moral nature. God is a Spirit, the human soul is a spirit. The essential
attributes of a spirit are reason, conscience, and will. A spirit is a rational, moral, and
therefore also, a free agent. In making man after his own image, therefore, God endowed
him with those attributes which belong to his own nature as a spirit. Man is thereby distin-
guished from all other inhabitants of this world, and raised immeasurably above them. He
belongs to the same order of being as God Himself, and is therefore capable of communion
with his Maker. This conformity of nature between man and God, is not only the distinguish-
ing prerogative of humanity, so tar as earthly creatures are concerned, but it is also the ne-
cessary condition of our capacity to know God, and therefore the foundation of our religious
nature. If we were not like God, we could not know Him. We should be as the beasts which

116 De Gratia et Libero Arbitrio, I. 6. Disputationes, Paris, 1608, vol. iv. p. 402, a.
117 De Gratia Primi Hominis, 2. Ibid. p. 8, d.
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perish. The Scriptures in declaring that God is the Father of spirits, and that we are his off-
spring, teach us that we are partakers of his nature as a spiritual being, and that an es3ential
element of that likeness to God in which man was originally created consists in our rational
or spiritual nature. On this subject, however, there have been two extreme opinions. The
Greek theologians made the image of God in which man was created to consist exclusively
in his rational nature. The majority of them taught that the eikchv was €v Aoyikf] Yuxfi; or
as John of Damascus''® expresses it: 70 kat eikéva, 76 voepdv Snhoi kal adtefovotov. And

Irenaeus1 19

says: “Homo vero rationabilis et secandum hoc similis Deo.” The Remonstrants
and Socinians were disposed to confine the image of God in which man was created to his
dominion. Thus Limborch!2° says: “Illa imago aliud nihil est, quam eximia, queedam qualitas
et excellentia, qua homo Deum speciatim refert: haec autem est potestas et dominium, quod
Deus homini dedit in omnia a se creata. . . .. Hoc enim dominio Deum proprie refert, estque
quasi visibilis Deus in terra super omnes Dei creaturas constitutus.” This dominion, however,
was founded on man's rational nature, and therefore Limborch adds, that Adam's likeness
to God pertained to his soul, “quatenus ratione instructa est, cujus ministerio, veluti sceptro
quodam, omnia sibi subjicere potest.” These views agree in excluding man's moral conformity
to God from the idea of the divine image in which he was created.

The Lutheran theologians were, in general, inclined to go to the apposite extreme. The
image of God, according to them, was that which was lost by the fall, and which is restored
by redemption. Thus Luther says: “So ist nun hier so viel gesagt, dass der Mensch am Anfang
geschaffen ist ein Bild, das Gott dhnlich war, voll Weisheit, Tugend, Liebe and kurzum gleich
wie Gott, also dass er voll Gottes war.” And: “Das ist Gottes Bild, das eben also wie Gott
gesinnet ist und sich immer nach ihm ahmet.”'?! Calovius and other Lutheran theologians
say expressly: “Anima ipsa rationalis non est imago divina, aut imaginis pars, quia anima
non est amissa, at imago amissa est.” And again: “Unde patet, conformitatem, quee in
substantia anime reperitur aut corporis, ad imaginem Dei, stylo biblico descriptam, non
pertinere, quia substantia anime aut corporis per lapsum non est perdita, nec per
renovationem restauratur.” This, however, is rather a dispute about the Scriptural use of
the phrase “image of God,” as applied to man in his original estate, than about the fact itself;
for the Lutherans did not deny that the soul as to its nature or substance is like God.

Hollazius admits that “Ipsa substantia anima humana quedam 6eiu seu divina exprimit,

118 1L 12; Strauss, Dogmatik, vol. i. p. 690.
119 IV.iv. 3; Works, edit. Leipzig, 1853, vol. i. p. 569.
120 Theologia Christiana, II. xxiv. 2, edit. Amsterdam, 1715, pp. 133, 134.

121 Sermons on Genesis, edit. Erlangen, 1843, vol. xxxiii. pp. 55, 67.
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et exemplar divinitatis refert. Nam Deus est spiritus immaterialis, intelligens, voluntate

libera agens, etc., etc. Qua praedicata de anima humana certo modo affirmari possunt.”122

The Reformed theologians take the middle ground between the extremes of making the
image of God to consist exclusively in man's rational nature, or exclusively in his moral

conformity to his Maker. They distinctly include both. Calvin!?

says, Imago Dei est “integra
naturae humana preestantia, que refulsit in Adam ante defectionem postea sic vitiata et
prope deleta, ut nihil ex ruina nisi confusum, mutilum, labeque infectum supersit.” H. a
o124
Diest

inamissibilis, quee post lapsum integra permansit, veluti anima substantia spiritualis,

is more explicit: “Imago Dei fuit partim inamissibilis, partim amissibilis;

immortalis, rationalis, cum potentiis intelligendi et libere volendi; amissibilis, quee partim
plane periit, partim corrupta est, manentibus tantum exiguis ejusdem reliquiis; veluti in
intellectu insignis sapientia, in voluntate et affectibus vera justitia et sanctitas, in corpore
immortalitas, sanitas, fortitudo, pulchritudo, dominium in animalia, copia omnium bonorum
et jus utendi creaturis.” Maresius' 2> says: “Imago Dei spectavit, (1.) Anime essentiam et
conditionem spiritualem, intelligentem et volentem, quod contra Lutheranos pertendimus,
quum post lapsum etiam rudera imaginis Dei adsint. (2.) Eluxit in accidentali animae
perfectione, mentis lumine, voluntatis sanctitate, sensuum et affectuum harmonia atque ad
bonum promptitudine; (3.) conspicua fuit in dominio in omnia animalia.” While, therefore,
the Scriptures make the original moral perfection of man the most prominent element of
that likeness to God in which he was created, it is no less true that they recognize man as a
child of God in virtue of his rational nature. He is the image of God, and bears and reflects
the divine likeness among the inhabitants of the earth, because he is a spirit, an intelligent,
voluntary agent; and as such he is rightfully invested with universal dominion. This is what
the Reformed theologians were accustomed to call the essential image of God, as distinguished
from the accidental. The one consisting in the very nature of the soul, the other in its acci-
dental endowments, that is, such as might be lost without the loss of humanity itself.

122 Examen, Leipzig, 1763, p. 463.
123 Institutio, lib. i. xv. 4, edit. Berlin, 1834, vol. i. p. 130.
124 Theologia Biblica, Daventrie, 1644, pp. 73, 74.
125 Collegium Theologicum, loc. v. 52, 53, 54, edit. Groningen, 1659, p. 60.
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§ 3. Original Righteousness.
In the moral image of God, or original righteousness, are included, —

1. The perfect harmony and due subordination of all that constituted man. His reason
was subject to God; his will was subject to his reason; his affections and appetites to his will;
the body was the obedient organ of the soul. There was neither rebellion of the sensuous
part of his nature against the rational, nor was there any disproportion between them
needing to be controlled or balanced by ab extra gifts or influence.

2. But besides this equilibrium and harmony in the original constitution of man, his
moral perfection in which he resembled God, included knowledge, righteousness, and
holiness. The two passages of the New Testament in which these elements of the divine
image in which man was created, are distinctly mentioned, are Col. iii. 10, and Eph. iv. 24.
In the former it is said, Ye “have put on the new man, which is renewed in knowledge after

>

the image of him that created him:” évdvodpuevor tov véov, TOV GvaKavOUUEVOV €ig
éniyvwotv kat eikéva tod kticavtog avtdv. New man (véov), agreeably to the ordinary
distinction between véog and katvdg, means recent, newly made, as opposed to (raAaidg)
old. The moral quality or excellence of this recently formed man is expressed in the word
avakatvovpevov; as in Scriptural usage what is kawvdg is pure. This renovation is said to
be €i¢ énlyvwoty, not in knowledge, much less by knowledge, but unto knowledge, so that
he knows. Knowledge is the effect of the renovation spoken of. The word énfyvwoiv may
be connected with the words which immediately follow (kat’ eikéva), knowledge according
to the image of God, i.e. Knowledge like that which God possesses. It is more common and
natural to take énfyvworv by itself; and connect kat’ eikéva with the preceding participle,
“renewed after the image of God.” The knowledge here intended is not mere cognition. It
is full, accurate, living, or practical knowledge; such knowledge as is eternal life, so that this
word here includes what in Eph. iv. 24 is expressed by righteousness and holiness. Whether
the word kticavtog refers to God as the author of the original creation, or of the new creation
of which the Apostle is here speaking, is matter of doubt. In the firmer case, the meaning
would be, the believer is renewed after the image of his Creator. In the latter, the sense is
that the renovation is after the image of the creator of the new man. According to the one
mode of explanation the idea is more clearly expressed that man, as originally created, was
endowed with true knowledge. According to the other interpretation this may be implied,
but is not asserted. All that the Apostle in that case affirms is that the regenerated man is
made like God in knowledge. But as the original man was also like God, and as knowledge
is included in that likeness, the passage still proves that Adam was created in the possession
of the knowledge of which the Apostle here speaks. As the word ktietv in the New Testament
always refers to the original creation, unless some explanatory term be added, as new creation,
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or, unless the context forbids such reference; and as kticavtog does not express the continu-
ous process of transformation, but the momentary act of creation as already past, it is more
natural to understand the Apostle as speaking of the original likeness to God in which man
was created, arid to which the believer is restored. The amen, therefore, is not to be under-
stood of tov yéov, but of dvOpwmnov; — after the image of Him who created man. This is
the old interpretation as given by Calovius and adopted by De Wette, Riickert. and other
modern interpreters. Calovius says: “Per imaginem ejus, qui creavit ipsum, imago Dei, qua
in prima creatione nobis concessa vel concreata est, intelligitur, queeque in nobis reparatur
per Spiritum Sanctum, quee ratione intellectus consistebat in cognitione Dei, ut ratione
voluntatis in justitia et sanctitate, Eph. iv. 24. Per verbum itaque to0 kticavtog non nova
creatio, sed vetus illa et primeva intelligitur, quia in Adamo conditi omnes sumus ad
imaginem Dei in cognitione Dei.”

Ephesians iv. 24.

The other passage above referred to is Eph. iv. 24: “Put on the new man, which after
God is created in righteousness and true holiness.” The new man, Tov kavov GvBpwmov,
is said to be katd v, i.e., after the image of God; and that image or likeness to God is said
to consist in righteousness and holiness. These words when used in combination are intended
to be exhaustive; i.e., to include all moral excellence. Either term may be used in this com-
prehensive sense, but, when distinguished, dika1060vn means rectitude, the being and doing
right, what justice demands; 6619tn, purity, holiness, the state of mind produced when the
soul is full of God. Instead of true holiness, the words of the Apostle should be rendered
“righteousness and holiness of the truth;” that is, the righteousness and holiness which are
the effects or manifestations of the truth. By truth here, as opposed to the deceit (andtn)
mentioned in the twenty-second verse, is meant what in Col. iii. 10 is called knowledge. It
is the divine light in the understanding, of which the Spirit of truth is the author, and from
which, as their proximate cause, all right affections and holy acts proceed.

It is plain from these passages that knowledge, righteousness, and holiness are elements
of the image of God in which man was originally created. By knowledge is not meant merely
the faculty of cognition, the ability to acquire knowledge, but the contents of that faculty.
As knowledge may be innate, so it may be concreated. Adam, as soon as he began to be had
self-knowledge; he was conscious of his own being, faculties, and states. He had also the
knowledge of what was out of himself, or he had what the modern philosophy calls world-
consciousness. He not only perceived the various material objects by which he was surroun-
ded, but he apprehended aright their nature. How far this knowledge extended we are unable
to determine. Some have supposed that our first parent had a more thorough knowledge of
the external world, of its laws, and of the nature of its various productions, than human

109

101


http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Eph.4.24
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Eph.4.24
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Eph.4.24
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_101.html
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Eph.4.22
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Col.3.10

3. Original Righteousness.

science has ever since attained. It is certain that he was able to give appropriate names to
all classes of animals which passed in review before him, which supposes a due apprehension
of their distinctive characteristics. On this point we know nothing beyond what the Bible
teaches us. It is more important to remark that Adam knew God; whom to know is life
eternal. Knowledge, of course, differs as to its objects. The cognition of mere speculative
truths, as those of science and history, is a mere act of the understanding; the cognition of
the beautiful involves the exercise of our @sthetic nature; of moral truths the exercise of our
moral nature; and the knowledge of God the exercise of our spiritual and religious nature,
The natural man, says the Apostle, receives not the things of the Spirit, neither can he k tow
them. What is asserted of Adam is that, as he came from the hands of his Maker, his mind
was imbued with this spiritual or divine knowledge.

All that has been said with regard to the original state of man is involved in the account
of the creation, which declares that he was made like God; and that he was pronounced to
be good, good exceedingly. What the goodness is which belongs to man as a rational, im-
mortal, and religious being, and which is necessary to fit him for the sphere in which he was
to move, and the destiny for. which he was created, we learn partly from the express declar-
ations of the Scriptures, partly from the nature of the case, and partly from what is involved
in humanity as restored by Christ. From all these sources it is plain that the Protestant
doctrine concerning the image of God and the original righteousness in which and with
which Adam was created includes not only his rational nature, but also knowledge, right-
eousness, and holiness.
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§ 4. Dominion over the Creatures.

The third particular which enters into the dignity of man's original state, and into the
image of God with which he was invested, was his dominion over the creatures. This arose
from the powers with which he was invested, and from the express appointment of God.
God constituted him ruler over the earth. He placed, as the Psalmist said, all things under
his feet. In 1 Cor. xi. 7, the Apostle says that the man is the image and glory of God; but the
woman is the glory of the man. This he gives as the reason why the man should do nothing
which implied the denial of his right to rule. It was therefore as a ruler that he bore God's
image, or represented Him on earth. What is the extent of the dominion granted to man,
or to which our race was destined, it is not easy to determine. Judging from the account
given in Genesis, or even from the stronger language used in the eighth Psalm, we should
conclude that his authority was to extend only over the inferior animals belonging to this
earth. But the Apostle, in his exposition of the words of the Psalmist, teaches us that far
more was intended. In 1 Cor. xv. 27, he says, “When he saith, All things are put under him,
it is manifest that he is excepted, which did put all things under him.” And in Heb. ii. 8, he
says, “In that he put all in subjection under him, he left nothing that is not put under him.”
It was therefore an absolutely universal dominion, so far as creatures are concerned, with
which man was to be invested. This universal dominion, as we learn from the Scriptures,
has been realized and attained only by the incarnation and exaltation of the Son of God.
But as God sees the end from the beginning, as his plan is immutable and all comprehending,
this supreme exaltation of humanity was designed from the beginning, and included in the
dominion with which man was invested.
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§ 5. The Doctrine of the Romish Church.

The doctrine of Romanists as to the original state of man agrees with that of Protestants,
except in one important particular. They hold that man before the fall, was in a state of rel-
ative perfection; that is, not only free from any defect or infirmity of body, but endowed
with all the attributes of a spirit, and imbued with knowledge, righteousness, and holiness,
and invested with dominion over the creatures. Protestants include all this under the image
of God; the Romanists understand by the image of God only the rational, and especially the
voluntary nature of man, or the freedom of the will. They distinguish, therefore, between
the image of God and original righteousness. The latter they say is lost, the former retained.
Protestants, on the other hand, hold that it is the divine image in its most important con-
stituents, that man forfeited by his apostasy. This, however, may be considered only a differ-
ence as to words. The important point of difference is, that the Protestants hold that original
righteousness, so far as it consisted in the moral excellence of Adam, was natural, while the
Romanists maintain that it was supernatural. According to their theory, God created man
soul and body. These two constituents of his nature are naturally in conflict. To preserve
the harmony between them, and the due subjection of the flesh to the spirit, God gave man
the supernatural gift of original righteousness. It was this gift that man lost by his fall; so
that since the apostasy he is in the state in which Adam was before he was invested with this
supernatural endowment. In opposition to this doctrine, Protestants maintain that original
righteousness was concreated and natural. Original righteousness, says Luther,'2% “Non
fuisse quoddam donum, quod ab extra accederet, separatum a natura hominis. Sed fuisse
vere naturalem, ita ut natura Ade esset, diligere Deum, credere Deo, agnoscere Deum, etc.
Haec tam naturalia fuere in Adamo, quam naturale est, quod oculi lumen recipiunt.” The
Council of Trent does not speak explicitly on this point, but the language of the Roman
Catechism is clearly in accordance with the more direct teachings of the theologians of the
Church of Rome, to the effect that original righteousness is a supernatural gift. In describing

the original state of man that Catechism says,127 )

‘Quod ad animam pertinet, eum ad
imaginem et similitudinem suam formavit, liberumque ei arbitrium tribuit: omnes praeterea
motus animi atque appetitiones ita in eo temperavit, ut rationis imperio nunquam non
parerent. Tum originalis justitiee admirabile donum addidit, ac deinde caeteris animantibus

preeesse voluit.” Bellarmin!%®

states this doctrine in clearer terms: “Integritas illa, cum qua
primus homo conditus fuit et sine qua post ejus lapsum homines omnes nascuntur, non

fuit naturalis ejus conditio, sed supernaturalis evectio. . . . . 129 Sciendum est primo, hominem

126 In Genesis, cap. iii.; Works, edit. Wittenberg, 1555 (Latin), vol. vi., leaf 42, page 2.
127  Streitwolf, Libri Symbolici Ecclesiee Catholicaee, vol. i. p. 127.
128 De Gratia Primi Hominis 2. Disputationes, vol. iv. p. 7, c.
129 1Ibid. 5 —p. 15,c. d.
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naturaliter constare ex carne, et spiritu, et ideo partim cum bestiis, partim cum angelis
communicare naturam, et quidem ratione carnis, et communionis cum bestiis, habere
propensionem quandam ad bonum corporale, et sensibile, in quod fertur per sensum et
appetitum: ratione spiritus et communionis cum angelis, habere propensionem ad bonum
spirituale et intelligibile, in quod fertur per intelligentiam, et voluntatem. Ex his autem
diversis, vel contrariis propensionibus existere in uno eodemque homine pugnam quandam,
et ex ea pugna ingentem bene agendi difficultatem, dum una propensio alteram impedit.
Sciendum secundo, divinam providentiam initio creationis, ut remedium adhiberet huic
morbo seu languori naturee humanae, qui ex conditione materize oriebatur, addidisse homini
donum quoddam insigne, justitiam videlicet originalem, qua veluti aureo quodam freeno
pars inferior parti superiori, et pars superior Deo facile subjecta contineretur.”

The question whether original righteousness was natural or supernatural cannot be
answered until the meaning of the words be determined. The word natural is often used to
designate that which constitutes nature. Reason is in such a sense natural to man that without
it he ceases to be a man. Sometimes it designates what of necessity flows from the constitution
of nature; as when we say it is natural for man to desire his own happiness; sometimes it
designates what is concreated or innate as opposed to what is adventitious, accessory, or
acquired; in this use of the word the sense of justice, pity, and the social affections, are nat-
ural to men. Original righteousness is asserted by Protestants to be natural, first, with the
view of denying that human nature as at first constituted involved the conflicting principles
of flesh and spirit as represented by Bellarmin, and that the pura naturalia, or simple prin-
ciples of nature as they existed in Adam, were without moral character; and. secondly, to
assert that the nature of man as created was good, that his reason was enlightened and his
will and feelings were conformed to the moral image of God. It was natural in Adam to love
God in the same sense as it was natural for him to love himself. It was as natural for him to
apprehend the glory of God as it was for him to apprehend the beauties of creation. He was
so constituted, so created, that in virtue of the nature which God gave him, and without any
accessory ab extra gift, he was suited to fulfil the end of his being, namely, to glorify God
and to enjoy Him forever.

Objections to the Romish Doctrine.

The obvious objections to the Romish doctrine that original righteousness was a super-
natural gift, are, (1.) That it supposes a degrading view of the original constitution of our
nature. According to this doctrine the seeds of evil were implanted in the nature of man as
it came from the hands of God. It was disordered or diseased, there was about it what Bel-
larmin calls a morbus or languor, which needed a remedy. But this is derogatory to the justice
and goodness of God, and to the express declarations of Scripture, that man, humanity,
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human nature, was good. (2.) This doctrine is evidently founded on the Manichean principle
of the inherent evil of matter. It is because man has a material body, that this conflict between
the flesh and spirit, between good and evil, is said to be unavoidable. But this is opposed to
the word of God and the faith of the Church. Matter is not evil. And there is no necessary
tendency to evil from the union of the soul and body which requires to be supernaturally
corrected. (3.) This doctrine as to original righteousness arose out of the Semi-Pelagianism
of the Church of Rome, and was designed to sustain it. The two doctrines are so related that
they stand or fall together. According to the theory in question, original sin is the simple
loss of original righteousness. Humanity since the fall is precisely what it was before the fall,

and before the addition of the supernatural gift of righteousness. Bellarmin!3°

says: “Non
magis differt status hominis post lapsum Adz a statu ejusdem in puris naturalibus, quam
differat spoliatus a nudo, neque deterior est humana natura, si culpam originalem detrahas,
neque magis ignorantia et infirmitate laborat, quam esset et laboraret in puris naturalibus
condita. Proinde corruptio natura non ex alicujus doni naturalis carentia, neque ex alicujus
malee qualitatis accessu, sed ex sola doni supernaturalis ob Adee peccatum amissione
profluxit.” The conflict between the flesh and spirit is normal and original, and therefore
not sinful. Concupiscence, the theological term for this rebellion of the lower against the
higher elements of our nature, is not of the nature of sin, Andradius'>! (the Romish theolo-
gian against whom Chemnitz directed his Examen of the Council of Trent) lays down the
principle, “quod nihil habeat rationem peccati, nisi fiat a volente et sciente,” which of course
excludes concupiscence, whether in the renewed or unrenewed, from the category of sin.

Hence, Bellarmin says:'%?

Reatus est omnino inseparabilis ab eo, quod natura sua est
dignum aterna damnatione, qualem esse volunt concupiscentiam adversarii.” This concu-
piscence remains after baptism, or regeneration, which Romanists say, removes all sin; and
therefore, not being evil in its own nature, does not detract from the merit of good works,
nor render perfect obedience, and even works of supererogation on the part of the faithful,
impossible. This doctrine of the supernatural character of original righteousness as held by
Romanists, is therefore intimately connected with their whole theological system; and is
incompatible with the Scriptural doctrines not only of the original state of man, but also of
sin and redemption. It will, however, appear in the sequel, that neither the standards of the
Church of Rome nor the Romish theologians are consistent in their views of original sin
and its relation to the loss of original righteousness.

130 De Gratia Primi Hominis c. 5. Disputationes, vol. iv. p. 16, d. e.
131 Baur, Katholicismus und Protestantismus, Tiibingen, 1836, p. 85, note.

132 De Amissione Gratia et Statu Peccati, v. 7; Disputationes, vol. iv. p. 287 a.
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§ 6. Pelagian and Rationalistic Doctrine.

According to Pelagians and Rationalists man was created a rational free agent, but
without moral character. He was neither righteous nor unrighteous, holy nor unholy. He
had simply the capacity of becoming either. Being endowed with reason and free will, his
character depended upon the use which he made of those endowments. If he acted right,
he became righteous; if he acted wrong, he became unrighteous. There can be, according
to their system, no such thing as concreated moral character, and therefore they reject the
doctrine of original righteousness as irrational. This view of man's original state is the neces-
sary consequence of the assumption that moral character can be predicated only of acts of
the will or of the subjective consequences of such acts. This principle which precludes the
possibility of original righteousness in Adam, precludes also the possibility of innate,
hereditary depravity, commonly called original sin; and also the possibility of indwelling
sin, and of habits of grace. It is a principle therefore which necessarily works an entire change
in the whole system of Christian doctrine. It is not, however, an ultimate principle. It is itself
an inference from the primary assumption that ability limits obligation; that a man can be
neither praised nor blamed, neither rewarded nor condemned, except for his own acts and
self-acquired character, which acts must be within the compass of his ability. What is either
concreated or innate, inherent or infused, is clearly not within the power of the will, and
therefore cannot have any moral character. As this principle is thus far-reaching it ought
to be definitively settled.

Consciousness proves that Dispositions as distinguished from Acts may have Moral Character.

By the mere moral philosopher, and by theologians whose theology is a philosophy, it
is assumed as an axiom, or intuitive truth, that a man is responsible only for what he has
full power to do or to avoid. Plausible as this principle is, it is, —

1. Opposed to the testimony of consciousness. It is a fact of consciousness that we do
attribute moral character to principles which precede all voluntary action and which are
entirely independent of the power of the will. And it is a fact capable of the clearest
demonstration that such is not only the dictate of our own individual consciousness, but
also the conviction of all men. If we examine our own consciousness as to the judgment
which we pass upon ourselves, we shall find that we hold ourselves responsible not only for
the deliberate acts of the will, that is, for acts of deliberate self-determination, which suppose
both knowledge and volition, but also for emotional, impulsive acts, which precede all de-
liberation; and not only for such impulsive acts, but also for the principles, dispositions, or
immanent states of the mind, by which its acts whether impulsive or deliberate, are determ-
ined. When a man is convinced of sin, it is not so much for specific acts of transgression
that his conscience condemns him, as for the permanent states of his mind; his selfishness,
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worldliness, and maliciousness; his ingratitude, unbelief, and hardness of heart; his want of
right affections, of love to God, of zeal for the Redeemer, and of benevolence towards men.
These are not acts. They are not states of mind under the control of the will; and yet in the
judgment of conscience, which we cannot silence or pervert, they constitute our character
and are just ground of condemnation. In like manner whatever If right dispositions or
principles we discover within ourselves, whatever there is of love to God, to Christ, or to
his people; whatever of humility, meekness, forbearance, or of any other virtue the testimony
of consciousness is, that these dispositions, which are neither the acts nor products of the
will, as far as they exist within us, constitute our character in the sight of God and man.
Such is not only the testimony of consciousness with regard to our judgments of ourselves,
but also as to our judgments of other men. When we pronounce a man either good or bad,
the judgment is not founded upon his acts, but upon his character as revealed by his acts.
The terms good and bad, as applied to men, are not used to express the character of partic-
ular actions which they perform, but the character of the abiding principles, dispositions,
or states of mind which determine their acts, and give assurance of what they will be in future.
We may look on a good man and know that there is something in him which constitutes
his character, and which renders it certain that he will not blaspheme, lie, or steal; but, on
the contrary, that he will endeavour in all things to serve God and do good to men. In like
manner we may contemplate a wicked man in the bosom of his family, when every evil
passion is hushed, and when only kindly feelings are in exercise, and yet we know him to
be wicked. That is, we not only know that he has perpetrated wicked actions, but that he is
inherently wicked; that there is in him an evil nature, or abiding state of the mind, which
constitutes his real character and determines his acts. When we say that a man is a miser,
we do not mean simply that he hoards money, or grinds the face of the poor, but we mean
that he has a disposition which in time past has led to such acts and which will continue to
produce them so long as it rules in his heart. The Pelagian doctrine, therefore, that moral
character can be predicated only of voluntary acts, is contrary to the testimony of conscious-

ness.
Argument from the General Judgment of Men.

2. It may, however, be said that our consciousness or moral judgments are influenced
by our Christian education. It is there-fore important to observe, in the second place, that
this judgment of our individual consciousness is confirmed by the universal judgment of
our fellow-men. This is plain from the fact that in all known languages there are words to
distinguish between dispositions, principles, or habits, as permanent states of the mind, and
voluntary acts. And these dispositions are universally recognized as being either good or
bad. Language is the product of the common consciousness of men. There could not be
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such terms as benevolence, justice, integrity, and fidelity, expressing principles which de-
termine acts, and which are not themselves acts, if men did not intuitively recognize the
fact that principles as well as acts may have moral character.

The Moral Character of Acts determined by the Principles whence they flow.

3. So far from its being true that in the judgment of men the voluntary act alone consti-
tutes character, the very opposite is true. The character of the act is decided by the nature
of the principle by which it is determined. If a man gives alms, or worships God from a
selfish principle, under the control of a disposition to secure the applause of men, those acts
instead of being good are instinctively recognized as evil. Indeed, if this Pelagian or Ration-
alistic principle were true, there could be no such thing as character; not only because indi-
vidual acts have no moral quality except such as is derived from the principle whence they
flow, but also because character necessarily supposes something permanent and controlling.
A man without character is a man without principles; i.e., in whom there is nothing which
gives security as to what his acts will be.

Argument from Scripture.

4. The Scriptures in this, as in all cases, recognize the validity of the intuitive and universal
judgments of the mind. They everywhere distinguish between principles and acts, and
everywhere attribute moral character to the former, and to acts only sc far as they proceed
from principles. This is the doctrine of our Lord when he says, “Either make the tree good,
and his fruit good; or else make the tree corrupt, and his fruit corrupt: for a tree is known
by his fruit.” (Matt. xii. 33.) “A good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt
tree bring forth good fruit.” (Matt. vii. 18.) It is the inward, abiding character of the tree
that determines the character of the fruit. The fruit reveals, but does not constitute, the
nature of the tree. So it is, he tells us, with the human heart. “How can ye, being evil, speak
good things? For out of the abundance of the heart the mouth speaketh. A good man out
of the good treasure of the heart, bringeth forth good things: and an evil man, out of the
evil treasure, bringeth forth evil things.” (Matt. xii. 34, 35.) A good man, therefore, is one
who is inwardly good: who has a good heart, or nature, something within him which being
good in itself, produces good acts. And an evil man is one, whose heart, that is, the abiding,
controlling state of has mind, being in itself evil, habitually does evil. It is out of the heart
proceed evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false witness, and blasphemies.
These terms include all voluntary acts, not only in the sense of deliberate self-determination,
but also in the sense of spontaneous acts. They moreover include all conscious states of the
mind. It is, therefore, expressly asserted by our Lord, that moral character attaches to what
lies deeper than any acts of the will, in the widest sense of those words, but also to that which
lies lower than consciousness. As the greater part of our knowledge is treasured up where
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consciousness does not reach, so the greater part of what constitutes our character as good
or evil, is lower not only than the will but even than consciousness itself. It is not only
however by direct assertion that this doctrine is taught in the Bible. It is constantly assumed,
and is involved in some of the most important doctrines of the word of God. It is taken for
granted in what is taught of the moral condition in which men are born into this world.
They are said to be conceived in sin. They are children of wrath by nature. That which is
born of the flesh is flesh, i.e., carnal, morally corrupt. The Bible also speaks of indwelling
sin; of sin as a principle which brings forth fruit unto death. It represents regeneration not
as an act of the soul, but as the production of a new nature, or holy principle, in the heart.
The denial, therefore, that dispositions or principles as distinguished from acts, can have a
moral character, subverts some of the most plainly revealed doctrines of the sacred Scriptures.

The Faith of the Church on this Subject.

5. It s fair on this subject to appeal to the universal faith of the Church. Even the Greek
Church, which has the lowest form of doctrine of any of the great historical Christian
communities, teaches that men need regeneration as soon as they are born, and that by re-
generation a change of nature is effected, or a new principle of life is infused into the soul.
So also the Latin Church, however inconsistently, recognizes the truth of the doctrine in
question in all her teachings. All who die unbaptized, according to Romanists, perish; and
by baptism not Only the guilt, but also the pollution of sin is removed, and new habits of
grace are infused into the soul. It is needless to remark that the Lutheran and Reformed
churches agree in holding this important doctrine, that moral character does not belong
exclusively to voluntary acts, but extends to dispositions, principles, or habits of the mind.
This is involved in all their authoritative decisions concerning original righteousness, ori-
ginal sin, regeneration, and sanctification.

The Moral Character of Dispositions depends on their Nature and not on their Origin.

The second great principle involved in the Scriptural doctrine on this subject is, that
the moral character of dispositions or habits depends on their nature and not on their origin.
There are some who endeavour to take a middle ground between the rationalistic and the
evangelical doctrines. They admit that moral character may be predicated of dispositions
as distinguished from voluntary acts, but they insist that this can only be done when such
dispositions have been self-acquired. They acknowledge that the frequent repetition of certain
acts has a tendency to produce an abiding disposition to perform them. This is acknowledged
to be true not only in regard to the indulgence of sensual appetites, but also in regard to
purely mental acts. Not only does the frequent use of intoxicating liquors produce an inor-
dinate craving for them, but the frequent exercise of pride or indulgence of vanity, confirms
and strengthens a proud and vainglorious spirit, or state of mind; which state of mind, when
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thus produced, it is admitted, goes to determine or constitute the man's moral character.
But they deny that a man can be responsible for any disposition, or state of mind, which is
not the result of his own voluntary agency. In opposition to this doctrine, and in favour of
the position that the moral character of dispositions, or principles, does not depend upon
their origin, that whether concreated, innate, infused, or self-acquired they are good or bad
according to their nature, the arguments are the same in kind as those presented under the
preceding head.

1. The first is derived from our consciousness. In our judgments of ourselves the question
is what we are, and not how we became what we know ourselves to be. If conscious that we
do not love God as we ought; that we are worldly, selfish, proud, or suspicious, it is no relief
to the consciousness, that such has been our character from the beginning. We may know
that we were born with these evil dispositions, but they are not on that account less evil in
the sight of conscience. We groan under the burden of hereditary, or of indwelling sin, as
deeply and as intelligently as under the pressure of our self-acquired evil dispositions. So
also in our instinctive judgments of other men. if a man be addicted to frivolous pursuits,
we pronounce him a frivolous man, without sopping to inquire whether his disposition be
innate, derived by inheritance from his ancestors, or whether it was acquired. On the contrary,
if he manifests from his youth a disposition for the acquisition of knowledge, he is an object
of respect, no matter whence that disposition was derived. The same is true with regard to
amiable or unamiable dispositions. It cannot be denied that there is a great difference in
men in this respect. Some are morose, irritable, and unsocial in their dispositions, others
are directly the reverse. The one class is attractive, the other repulsive; the one the object of
affection; the other, of dislike. The instinctive judgment of the mind is the same with regard
to dispositions more clearly moral in their nature. One man is selfish, another generous;
one is malicious, another benevolent; one is upright and honourable, another deceitful and
mean. They may be born with these distinctive traits of character, and such traits beyond
doubt are in numerous cases innate and often hereditary, and yet we are conscious that our
judgment regarding them and those to whom they belong is entirely independent of the
question whether such dispositions are natural or acquired. It is admitted that nations as
well as tribes and families, have their distinctive characteristics, and that these characteristics
are not only physical and mental, but also social and moral. Some tribes are treacherous
and cruel. Some are mild and confiding. Some are addicted to gain, others to war. Some are
sensual, some intellectual. We instinctively judge of each according to its character; we like
or dislike, approve or disapprove, without asking ourselves any questions as to the origin
of these distinguishing characteristics. And if we do raise that question, although we are
forced to answer it by admitting that these dispositions are innate and hereditary, and that
they are not self-acquired by the individual whose character they constitute, we nevertheless,
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and none the less, approve or condemn them according to their nature. This is the instinctive
and necessary, and therefore the correct, judgment of the mind.

This the Common Rule of Judgment.

2. As in water face answereth to face, so the heart of man to man. What we find revealed
in our own consciousness we find manifested as the consciousness of our fellow men. It is
the Instinctive or intuitive judgment of all men that moral dispositions derive their character
from their nature, and not from their origin. In the ordinary language of men, to say that a
man is naturally proud or malicious is not an extenuation, but an aggravation. The more
deeply these evil principles are seated in his nature, and the less they depend upon circum-
stances or voluntary action, the more profound is our abhorrence and the more severe is
our condemnation. The Irish people have always been remarkable for their fidelity; the
English for honesty; the Germans for truthfulness. These national traits, as revealed in indi-
viduals, are not the effect of self-discipline. They are innate, hereditary dispositions, as ob-
viously as the physical, mental, or emotional peculiarities by which one people is distin-
guished from another. And yet by the common judgment of men this fact in no degree de-
tracts from the moral character of these dispositions.

The Testimony of Scripture.

3. This also is the plain doctrine of the Bible. The Scriptures teach that God made man
upright; that the angels were created holy, for the unholy angels are those which kept not
their first estate; that since the fall men are born in sin; that by the power of God, and not
by the power of the will, the heart is changed, and new dispositions are implanted in our
nature; and yet the Bible always speaks of the sinful as sinful and worthy of condemnation,
whether, as in the case of Adam, that sinfulness was self-acquired, or, as in the case of his
posterity, it is a hereditary evil. It always speaks of the holy as holy, whether so created as
were the angels, or made so by the supernatural power of the Spirit in regeneration and
sanctification. And in so doing the Bible, as we have seen, does not contradict the intuitive
judgment of the human mind, but sanctions and confirms that judgment.

The Faith of the Church.

4. It need hardly be added that such also is the faith of the Church universal. All Chris-
tian churches receive the doctrines of original in and regeneration in a form which involves
not only the principle that dispositions, as distinguished from acts, may have a moral char-
acter, but also that such character belongs to them whether they be innate, acquired, or in-
fused. It is, therefore, most unreasonable to assume the ground that a man can be responsible
only for his voluntary acts, or for their subjective effects, when our own consciousness, the
universal judgment of men, the word of God, and the Church universal, so distinctly assert
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the contrary. It is a matter of surprise how subtle is the poison of the principle which has
now been considered. It is not only the fundamental principle of Pelagianism, but it is often
asserted by orthodox theologians who do not carry it out to its legitimate results, but who,
nevertheless, allow it injuriously to modify their views of some of the most important doc-
trines of the Bible. On the assumption that no man can be judged, can be either justified or
condemned except on to ground of his self-acquired personal character, they teach that
there can be no immediate imputation of the sin of Adam or of the righteousness of Christ;
that the only ground of condemnation must be our self-acquired sinfulness, and the only
ground of justification our subjective righteousness; thus subverting two of the main pillars
of evangelical truth.

Objections Considered.

The difficulty on this subject arises in great measure from con-founding two distinct
things. It is one thing that a creature should be treated according to his character; and quite
another thing to account for his having that character. If a creature is holy he will be regarded
and treated as holy. If he is sinful, he will be regarded and treated as sinful. If God created
Adam holy He could not treat him as unholy. If He created Satan sinful, He would regard
him as sinful; and if men are born in sin they cannot be regarded as free from sin. The diffi-
culty is not in God's treating his creatures according to their true character, but in reconciling
with his holiness and justice that a sinful character should be acquired without the creature's
personal agency. If God had created Satan sinful he would be sinful, but we should not know
how to reconcile it with the character of God that he should be so created. And if men are
born in sin the difficulty is not in their being regarded and treated as sinful, but in their being
thus born. The Bible teaches us the solution of this difficulty. It reveals to us the principle
of representation, on the ground of which the penalty of Adam's sin has come upon his
posterity as the reward of Christ's righteousness comes upon his people. In the one case the
penalty brings subjective sinfulness, and in the other the reward brings subjective holiness.

It is a common objection to the doctrine that holiness can be concreated and sinfulness
hereditary, that it makes sin and holiness substances. There is nothing in the soul, it is said,
but its substance and its acts. If sin or holiness be predicated of anything but the acts of the
soul it must be predicated of its substance; and thus we have the doctrine of physical holiness
and physical depravity. The assumption on which this objection rests is not only an arbitrary
one, but it is obviously erroneous. There are in the soul, (1.) Its substance. (2.) Its essential
properties or attributes, as reason, sensibility, and will, without which it ceases to be a human
soul. (3.) Its constitutional dispositions, or natural tendencies to exercise certain feelings
and volitions, such as self-love, the sense of justice, the social principle, parental and filial
affection. These, although not essential to man, are nevertheless found in all men, before
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and after the tall. (4.) The peculiar dispositions of individual men, which are accidental, that
is, they do not belong to humanity as such. They may be present or absent; they may be innate
or acquired. Such are the taste for music, painting, or poetry; and the skill of the artist or
the mechanist; such also are covetousness, pride, vanity, and the like; and such, too, are the
graces of the Spirit, humility, meekness, gentleness, faith, love, etc. As the taste for music is
neither an act nor a substance, so pride is neither the one nor the other. Nor is the maternal
instinct an act; nor is benevolence or covetousness. These are immanent, abiding states of
the mind. They belong to the man, whether they are active or dormant, whether he is awake
or asleep. There is something in the sleeping artist which renders it certain that he will enjoy
and execute what other men can neither perceive nor do. And that something is neither the
essence of his soul nor an act. It is a natural or acquired taste and skill. So there is something
in the sleeping saint which is neither essence nor act, which renders it certain that he will
love and serve God. As therefore there are in the soul dispositions, principles, habits, and
tastes which cannot be regarded as mere acts, and yet do not belong to the essence of the
soul, it is plain that the doctrine of original or concreated righteousness is not liable to the
objection of making moral character a substance.

Pelagians teach that Man was created Mortal.

The second distinguishing feature of the Pelagian or Rationalistic doctrine as to man's
original state, is that man was created mortal. By this it is meant to deny that death is the
consequence or penalty of transgression; and to affirm that Adam was liable to death, and
certainly would have died in virtue of the original constitution of his nature. The arguments
urged in support of this doctrine are, (1.) That the corporeal organization of Adam was not
adapted to last forever. It was in its very nature perishable. It required to be constantly re-
freshed by sleep and renewed by food, and would by a natural and inevitable process have
grown old and decayed. (2.) That all other animals living on the earth evince in their consti-
tution and structure that they were not intended by their Creator to live on indefinitely.
They were created male and female, designed to propagate their race. This proves that a
succession of individuals, and not the continued existence of the same individuals, was the
plan of the Creator. As this is true of man as well as of other animals, it is evident, they say,
that man also was from the beginning, and irrespective of sin, destined to die. (3.) An argu-
ment is drawn from what the Apostle teaches in 1 Cor. xv. 42-50. It is there said that the
first man is of the earth earthy; that he had a natural body (a c@ua Puxikdv) as opposed to
a spiritual body (the oc®ua mvevuatikév); that the former is not adapted to immortality,
that flesh and blood, i.e., the c@ua Puxikov, such as Adam had when created, cannot inherit
the kingdom of heaven. From this account it is inferred that Adam was not created for im-
mortality, but was originally invested with a body from its nature destined to decay.
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Answer to the Pelagian Arguments.

With regard to this subject it is to be remarked that there are two distinct points to be
considered. First, whether Adam would have died had he not sinned; and second, whether
his body as originally formed was adapted to an immortal state of existence. As to the former
there can be no doubt. It is expressly asserted in Scripture that death is the wages of sin. In
the threatening, “In the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die,” it is plainly implied
that if he did not eat he should not die. It is clear therefore from the Scriptures that death
is the penal consequence of sin and would not have been inflicted, had not our first parents
transgressed. The second point is much less clear, and less important. According to one
view adopted by many of the fathers, Adam was to pass his probation in the earthly paradise,
and if obedient, was to be translated to the heavenly paradise, of which the earthly was the
type. According to Luther, the effect of the fruit of the tree of life of which our first parents
would have been permitted to eat had they not sinned, would have been to preserve their
bodies in perpetual youth. According to others, the body of Adam and the bodies of his
posterity, had he maintained his integrity, would have undergone a change analogous to
that which, the Apostle teaches us, awaits those who shall be alive at the second coming of
Christ. They shall not die, but they all shall be changed; the corruptible shall put on incor-
ruption, and the mortal shall put on immortality. Two things are certain, first, that if Adam
had not sinned he would not have died; and secondly, that if the Apostle, when he says we
have borne the image of the earthly, means that our present bodies are like the body of
Adam as originally constituted, then his body no less than ours, required to be changed to
fit it for immortality.
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CHAPTER VI.

COVENANT OF WORKS.

God having created man after his own image in knowledge, righteousness, and holiness,
entered into a covenant of life with him, upon condition of perfect obedience, forbidding
him to eat of the tree of knowledge of good and evil upon the pain of death.

According to this statement, (1.) God entered into a covenant with Adam. (2.) The
promise annexed to that covenant was life. (3.) The condition was perfect obedience. (4.)

Its penalty was death.
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1. God entered into Covenant with Adam.

§ 1. God entered into Covenant with Adam.

This statement does not rest upon any express declaration of the Scriptures. It is, how-
ever, a concise and correct mode of asserting a plain Scriptural fact, namely, that God made
to Adam a promise suspended upon a condition, and attached to disobedience a certain
penalty. This is what in Scriptural language is meant by a covenant, and this is all that is
meant by the term as here used. Although the word covenant is not used in Genesis, and
does not elsewhere, in any clear passage, occur in reference to the transaction there recorded,
yet inasmuch as the plan of salvation is constantly represented as a New Covenant, new,
not merely in antithesis to that made at Sinai, but new in reference to all legal covenants
whatever, it is plain that the Bible does represent the arrangement made with Adam as a
truly federal transaction. The Scriptures know nothing of any other than two methods of
attaining eternal life: the one that which demands perfect obedience, and the other that
which demands faith. If the latter is called a covenant, the former is declared to be of the
same nature. It is of great importance that the Scriptural form of presenting truth should
be retained. Rationalism was introduced into the Church under the guise of a philosophical
statement of the truths of the Bible free from the mere outward form in which the sacred
writers, trained in Judaism, had presented them. On this ground the federal system, as it
was called, was discarded. On the same ground the prophetic, priestly, and kingly offices of
Christ were pronounced a cumbrous and unsatisfactory form under which to set forth his
work as our Redeemer. And then the sacrificial character of his death, and all idea of
atonement were rejected as mere Jewish drapery. Thus, by the theory of accommodation,
every distinctive doctrine of the Scriptures was set aside, and Christianity reduced to Deism.
It is, therefore, far more than a mere matter of method that is involved in adhering to the
Scriptural form of presenting Scriptural truths.

God then did enter into a covenant with Adam. That covenant is sometimes called a
covenant of life, because life was promised as the reward of obedience. Sometimes it is called
the covenant of works, because works were the condition on which that promise was sus-
pended, and because it is thus distinguished from the new covenant which promises life on
condition of faith.
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§ 2. The Promise.

The reward promised to Adam on condition of his obedience, was life. (1.) This is in-
volved in the threatening: “In the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die.” It is
plain that this involved the assurance that he should not die, if he did not eat. (2.) This is
confirmed by innumerable passages and by the general drift of Scripture, in which it is so
plainly and so variously taught, that life was, by the ordinance of God, connected with
obedience. “This do and thou shalt live.” “The man that doeth them shall live by them.”
This is the uniform mode in which the Bible speaks of that law or covenant under which
man by the constitution of his nature and by the ordinance of God, was placed. (3.) As the
Scriptures everywhere present God as a judge or moral ruler, it follows of necessity from
that representation, that his rational creatures will be dealt with according to the principles
of justice. If there be no transgression there will be no punishment. And those who continue
holy thereby continue in the favour and fellowship of him whose favour is life, and whose
loving kindness is better than life. (4.) And finally, holiness, or as the Apostle expresses it,
to be spiritually minded, is life. There can therefore be no doubt, that had Adam continued
in holiness, he would have enjoyed that life which flows from the favour of God.

The life thus promised included the happy, holy, and immortal existence of the soul
and body. This is plain. (1.) Because time life promised was that suited to the being to whom
the promise was made. But the life suited to man as a moral and intelligent being, composed
of soul and body, includes tile happy, holy, and immortal existence of his whole nature. (2.)
The life of which the Scriptures everywhere speak as connected with obedience, is that which,
as just stated, flows from the favour and fellowship of God, and includes glory, honour, and
immortality, as the Apostle teaches us in Romans ii. 7. (3.) The life secured by Christ for his
people was the life forfeited by sin. But the life which the believer derives from Christ is
spiritual and eternal life, the exaltation and complete blessedness of his whole nature, both
soul and body.
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§ 3. Condition of the Covenant.

The condition of the covenant made with Adam is said in this symbols of our church
to be perfect obedience. That that statement is correct may be inferred (1.) From the nature
of the case and from the general principles clearly revealed in the word of God. Such is the
nature of God, and such the relation which He sustains to his moral creatures, that sin, the
transgression of the divine law, must involve the destruction of the fellowship between man
and his Creator, and the manifestation of the divine displeasure. The Apostle therefore says,
that he who offends in one point, who breaks one precept of the law of God, is guilty of the
whole. (2.) It is everywhere assumed in the Bible, that the condition of acceptance under
the law is perfect obedience. “Cursed is every one who continueth not in all things written
in the book of the law to do them.” This is not a peculiarity of the Mosaic economy, but a
declaration of a principle which applies to all divine laws. (3.) The whole argument of the
Apostle in his epistles to the Romans and to the Galatians, is founded on the assumption
that the law demands perfect obedience. If that be not granted, his whole argument falls to
the ground.

The specific command to Adam not to eat of a certain tree, was therefore not the only
command he was required to obey. It was given simply to be the outward and visible test
to determine whether he was willing to obey God in all things. Created holy, with all his af-
fections pure, there was the more reason that the test of his obedience should be an outward
and positive command; something wrong simply because it was forbidden, and not evil in
its own nature. It would thus be seen that Adam obeyed for the sake of obeying. His obedience
was more directly to God, and not to his own reason.

The question whether perpetual, as well as perfect obedience was the condition of the
covenant made with Adam, is probably to be answered in the negative. It seems to be reas-
onable in itself and plainly implied in the Scriptures that all rational creatures have a definite
period of probation. If faithful during that period they are confirmed in their integrity, and
no longer exposed to the danger of apostasy. Thus we read of the angels who kept not their
first estate, and of those who did. Those who remained faithful have continued in holiness
and in the favour of God. It is therefore to be inferred that had Adam continued obedient
during the period allotted to his probation, neither he nor any of his posterity would have
been ever exposed to the danger of sinning.
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§ 4. The Penalty.

The penalty attached to the covenant is expressed by the comprehensive term death.
“In the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die.” That this does not refer to the
mere dissolution of the body, is plain. (1.) Because the word death, as used in Scripture in
reference to the consequences of transgression, includes all penal evil. The wages of sin is
death. The soul that sinneth, it shall die. Any and every form of evil, therefore, which is in-
flicted as the punishment of sin, is comprehended under the word death (2.) The death
threatened was the opposite of the life promised But the life promised, as we have seen, in-
cludes all that is involved in the happy, holy, and immortal existence of the soul and body;
and therefore death must include not only all the miseries of this life and the dissolution of
the body, but also all that is meant by spiritual and eternal death. (3.) God is the life of the
soul. His favour and fellowship with him, are essential to its holiness and happiness. If his
favour be forfeited, the inevitable consequences are the death of the soul, i.e., its loss of
spiritual life, and unending sinfulness and misery. (4.) The nature of the penalty threatened
is .earned from its infliction. The consequences of Adam's sin were the loss of the image
and favour of God and all the evils which flowed from that loss. (5.) Finally, the death which
was incurred by the sin of our first parents, is that from which we are redeemed by Christ.
Christ, however, does not merely deliver the body from the grave, he saves the soul from
spiritual and eternal death; and therefore spiritual and eternal death, together with the dis-
solution of the body and all the miseries of this life, were included in the penalty originally
attached to the covenant of works. In the day in which Adam ate the forbidden fruit he did
die. The penalty threatened was not a momentary infliction but permanent subjection to
all the evils which flow from the righteous displeasure of God.
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§ 5. The Parties to the Covenant of Works.

It lies in the nature of a covenant that there must be two of more parties. A covenant is
not of one. The parties to the original covenant were God and Adam. Adam, however, acted
not in his individual capacity but as the head and representative of his whole race. This is
plain. (1.) Because everything said to him had as much reference to his posterity as to Adam
himself. Everything granted to him was granted to them. Everything promised to him was
promised to them. And everything threatened against him, in case of transgression, was
threatened against them. God did not give the earth to Adam for him alone, but as the her-
itage of his race. The dominion over the lower animals with which he was invested belonged
equally to his descendants. The promise of life embraced them as well as him; and the
threatening of death concerned them as well as him. (2.) In the second place, it is an out-
standing undeniable fact, that the penalty which Adam incurred has fallen upon his whole
race. The earth is cursed to them as it was to him. They must earn their bread by the sweat
of their brows. The pains of childbirth are the common heritage of all the daughters of Eve.
All men are subject to disease and death. All are born in sin, destitute of the moral image
of God. There is not an evil consequent on the sin of Adam which does not affect his race
as much as it affected him. (3.) Not only did the ancient Jews infer the representative char-
acter of Adam from the record given in Genesis, but the inspired writers of the New Testa-
ment give this doctrine the sanction of divine authority. In Adam, says the Apostle, all died.
The sentence of condemnation, he teaches us, passed on all men for one offence. By the of-
fence of one all were made sinners. (4.) This great fact is made the ground on which the
whole plan of redemption is founded. As we full in Adam, we are saved in Christ. To deny
the principle in the one case, is to deny it in the other; for the two are inseparably united in
the representations of Scripture. (5.) The principle involved in the headship of Adam under-
lies all the religious institutions ever ordained by God for men; all his providential dealings
with our race; and even the distributions of the saving influences of his Spirit. It is therefore
one of the fundamental principles both of natural and of revealed religion. (6.) What is thus
clearly revealed in the word and providence of God, finds a response in the very constitution
of our nature. All men are led as it were instinctively to recognize the validity of this principle
of representation. Rulers represent their people; parents their children, guardians their
wards. All these considerations are in place here, when the nature of the covenant of works,
and the parties to that covenant are under discussion, although of course they must come
up again to be more fully examined, when we have to speak of the effects of Adam's sin
upon his posterity. Men may dispute as to the grounds of the headship of Adam, but the
fact itself can hardly be questioned by those who recognize the authority of the Scriptures.
It has therefore entered into the faith of all Christian churches, and is more or less clearly
presented in all their authorized symbols.
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§ 6. Perpetuity of the Covenant of Works.

If Adam acted not only for himself but also for his posterity, that fact determines the
question, Whether the covenant of works be still in force. In the obvious sense of the terms,
to say that men are still under that covenant, is to say that they are still on probation; that
the race did not fall when Adam fell. But if Adam acted as the head of the whole race, then
all men stood their probation in him, and fell with him in his first transgression. The
Scriptures, therefore, teach that we come into the world under condemnation. We are by
nature, i.e., as we were born, the children of wrath. This fact is assumed in all the provisions
of the gospel and in all the institutions of our religion. Children are required to be baptized
for the remission of sin. But while the Pelagian doctrine is to be rejected, which teaches that
each man comes into the world free from sin and free from condemnation, and stands his
probation in his own person, it is nevertheless true that where there is no sin there is no
condemnation. Hence our Lord said to the young man, “This do and thou shalt live.” And
hence the Apostle in the second chapter of his Epistle to the Romans, says that God will re-
ward every man according to his works. To those who are good, He will give eternal life; to
those who are evil, indignation and wrath. This is only saying that the eternal principles of
justice are still in force. If any man can present himself before the bar of God and prove that
he is free from sin, either imputed or personal, either original or actual, he will not be con-
demned. But the fact is that the whole world lies in wickedness. Man is an apostate race.
Men are all involved in the penal and natural consequences of Adam's transgression. They
stood their probation in him, and do not stand each man for himself.
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CHAPTER VII.

THE FALL.
The Scriptural Account.

The Scriptural account of the Fall, as given in the look of Genesis, is, That God placed
Adam in “the garden of Eden to dress it and to keep it. And the Lord God commanded the
man, saying, Of every tree of the garden thou mayest freely eat: but of the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it: for in the day that thou eatest thereof
thou shalt surely die Now the serpent was more subtile than any beast of the field which the
Lord God had made. And he said unto the woman, Yea, hath God said, Ye shall not eat of
every tree of the garden? And the woman said unto the serpent, We may eat of the fruit of
the trees of the garden: but of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of the garden, God
hath said, Ye shall not eat of it, neither shall ye touch it, lest ye die. And the serpent said
unto the woman, Ye shall not surely die. For God doth know that in the day ye eat thereof,
then your eyes shall be opened; and ye shall be as gods (as God), knowing good and evil.
And when the woman saw that the tree was good for food, and that it was pleasant to the
eyes, and a tree to be desired to make wise; she took of the fruit thereof, and did eat; and
gave also unto her husband with her, and he did eat.”

The consequences of this act of disobedience were, (1.) An immediate sense of guilt and
shame. (2.) The desire and effort to hide themselves from the face of God. (3.) The denun-
ciation and immediate execution of the righteous judgment of God upon the serpent, upon
the man, and upon the woman. (4.) Expulsion from the garden of Eden and prohibition of
access to the Tree of Life.

That this account of the probation and fall of man is neither an allegory nor a myth,
but a true history, is evident, (1.) From internal evidence. When contrasted with the myth-
ological accounts of the creation and origin of man as found in the records of early heathen
nations, whether Oriental, Grecian, or Etruscan, the difference is at once apparent. The
latter are evidently the product of rude speculation, the Scriptural account is simple, intelli-
gible, and pregnant with the highest truths. (2.) From the fact not only that it is presented
as a matter of history in a book which all Christians recognize as of divine authority, but
that it also forms an integral part of the book of Genesis, which is confessedly historical. It
is the first of the ten divisions into which that book, in its internal structure, is divided, and
belongs essentially to its plan. (3.) It is no only an essential part of the book of Genesis, but
itis also an essential part of Scriptural history as a whole, which treats of the origin, apostasy,
and development of the human race, as connected with the plan of redemption. (4.) We
accordingly find that both in the Old and New Testaments the facts here recorded are as-

131

124


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_124.html

Chapter VII. The Fall.

sumed, and referred to as matters of history. (5.) And finally, these facts underlie the whole
doctrinal system revealed in the Scriptures Our Lord and his Apostles refer to them not
only as true, but as furnishing the ground of all the subsequent revelations and dispensations
of God. It was because Satan tempted man and led him into disobedience that he became
the head of the kingdom of darkness; whose power Christ came to destroy, and from whose
dominion he redeemed his people. It was because we died in Adam that we must be made
alive in Christ. So that the Church universal has felt bound to receive the record of Adam's
temptation and fall as a true historical account.

There are many who, while admitting the historical character of this account, still regard
itasin a great measure figurative. They understand it as a statement not so much of external
events as of an internal process of thought; explaining how it was that Eve came to eat of
the forbidden tree and to induce Adam to join in her transgression. They do not admit that
a serpent was the tempter, or that he spoke to Eve, but assume that she was attracted by the
beauty of the forbidden object, and began to question in her own mind either the fact or
the justice of the prohibition. But there is not only no valid reason for departing from the
literal interpretation of the passage, but that interpretation is supported by the authority of
time writers of the New Testament. They recognize the serpent as present, and as the agent
in the temptation and fall of our first parents.

The Tree of Life.

According to the sacred narrative, there were two trees standing side by side in the
garden of Eden which had a peculiar symbolical or sacramental character. The one was
called the Tree of Life, the other the Tree of Knowledge. The former was the symbol of life,
and its fruit was not to be eaten except on the condition of man's retaining his integrity.
Whether the fruit of that tree had inherent virtue to impart life, i.e., to sustain the body of
man in its youthful vigour and beauty, or gradually to refine it until it should become like
to what the glorified body of Christ now is, or whether the connection between eating its
fruit and immortality was simply conventional and sacramental, we cannot determine. It is
enough to know that partaking of that tree secured in some way the enjoyment of eternal
life. That this was the fact is plain, not only because man after his transgression was driven
from paradise “lest he put forth his hand, and take also of the tree of life, and eat, and live
forever” (Gen. iii. 22); but also because Christ is called the Tree of Life. He is so called because
that tree was typical of Him, and the analogy is, that as He is the source of life, spiritual and
eternal, to his people, so that tree was appointed to be the source of life to the first parents
of our race and to all their descendants, had they not rebelled against God. Our Lord
promises (Rev. ii. 7) to give to them who overcome, to eat of the tree of life which is in the
midst of the paradise of God. In heaven there is said (Rev. xxii. 2) to be a tree of life, whose
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leaves are for the healing of the nations; and again (verse 14), “Blessed are they that do his
commandments, that they may have right to the tree of life, and may enter in through the
gates into the city.” The symbolical and typical import of the tree of life is thus clear. As
paradise was the type of heaven, so the tree which would have secured immortal life to
obedient Adam in that terrestrial paradise is the type of Him who is the source of spiritual
and eternal life to his people in the paradise above.

The Tree of Knowledge.

The nature and significancy of the tree of knowledge of good and evil are not so clear.
By the tree of knowledge, indeed, it is altogether probable, we are to understand a tree the
fruit of which would impart knowledge. This may be inferred, (1.) From analogy As the tree
of life sustained or imparted life, so the tree of knowledge was appointed to communicate
knowledge. (2.) From the suggestion of the tempter, who assured the woman that eating of
the fruit of that tree would open her eyes. (3.) She so understood the designation, for she
regarded the tree as desirable to render wise. ( 4.) The effect of eating of the forbidden fruit
was that the eyes of the transgressors were opened. And (5.), in the twenty-second verse,
we read that God said of fallen man, “Behold, the man is become as one of us, to know good
and evil.” Unless this be understood ironically, which in this connection seems altogether
unnatural, it must mean that Adam had, by eating the forbidden fruit, attained a knowledge
in some respects analogous to the knowledge of God, however different in its nature and
effects. This, therefore, seems plain from the whole narrative, that the tree of knowledge
was a tree the fruit of which imparted knowledge. Not indeed from any inherent virtue, it
may be, in the tree itself, but from the appointment of God. It is not necessary to suppose
that the forbidden fruit had the power to corrupt either the corporeal or moral nature of
man, and thus produce the experimental knowledge of good and evil. All that the text requires
is that knowledge followed the eating of that fruit.

The words “good and evil” in this connection admit of three interpretations. In the first
place, in Scripture, the ignorance of infancy is sometimes expressed by saying that a child
cannot tell its right hand from its left; sometimes by saying, that he cannot discern between
the evil and the good. Thus in Deut. i. 39, it is said, “Your children ... had no knowledge
between good and evil,” and in Is. vii. 16, “Before the child shall know to refuse the evil and
choose the good.” On the other hand maturity, whether in intellectual or spiritual knowledge,
is expressed by saying that one has power to distinguish between good and evil. Thus the
perfect or mature believer has his “senses exercised to discern both good and evil,” Heb. v.
14. Agreeably to the analogy of these passages, the tree of knowledge of good and evil, is
simply the tree of knowledge. The one expression is fully equivalent to the other. This inter-
pretation relieves the passage of many difficulties. It is sustained also by the language of Eve,
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who said it was a tree desirable to make wise. Before he sinned, Adam had the ignorance of
happiness and innocence. The happy do not know what sorrow is, and the innocent do not
know what sin is. When he ate of the forbidden tree he attained a knowledge he never had
before. But, in the second place the words, “good and evil” may be taken in a moral sense.
If this is so, the meaning cannot be that the fruit of that tree was to lead Adam to a knowledge
of the distinction between right and wrong, and thus awaken his dormant moral nature.
That knowledge he must have had from the beginning, and was a good not to be prohibited.
Some suppose that by the knowledge of good and evil is meant the knowledge of what things
are good and what are evil. This is a point determined for us by the revealed will of God.
Whatever He commands is good, and what. ever He forbids is evil. The question is determ-
ined by authority. We cannot answer it from the nature of things, nor by considerations of
expediency. Instead of submitting to the authority or Jew of God as the rule of duty, it is
assumed that Adam aspired to know for himself what was good and what evil. It was
emancipation from the trammels of authority that he sought. To this however, it may be
objected that this was not the knowledge which he attained by eating the forbidden fruit.
He was told that his eyed should be opened, that he should know good and evil; and his eyes
were opened; the promised knowledge was attained. That knowledge, however, was not the
ability to determine for himself between right and wrong. He had less of that knowledge
after than before his fall. In the third place, “good and evil” may be taken in a physical sense,
for happiness and misery. Eating of the forbidden tree was to determine the question of
Adam's being happy or miserable. It led to an experimental knowledge of the difference.
God knew the nature and effects of evil from his omniscience. Adam could know them only
from experience, and that knowledge he gained when he sinned. Whichever of these partic-
ular interpretations be adopted, they all are included in the general statement that the tree
of knowledge gave Adam a knowledge which he had not before; he came to an experimental
knowledge of the difference between good and evil.

The Serpent.

It may be inferred from the narrative, that Adam was present with Eve during the
temptation. In Gen. iii. 6, it is said the woman gave of the fruit of the tree to her husband
who was “with her.” He was therefore a party to the whole transaction. When it is said that
a serpent addressed Eve, we are bound to take the words in their literal sense. The serpent
is neither a figurative designation of Satan; nor did Satan assume the form of a serpent. A
real serpent was the agent of the temptation, as it is plain from what is said of the natural
characteristics of the serpent in the first verse of the chapter, and from the curse pronounced
upon the animal itself, and the enmity which was declared should subsist between it and
man through all time. But that Satan was the real tempter, and that he used the serpent
merely as his organ or instrument, is evident, — (1.) From the nature of the transaction.
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What is here attributed to the serpent far transcends the power of any irrational creature.
The serpent maybe the most subtile of all the beasts of the field, but he has not the high in-
tellectual faculties which the tempter here displays. (2.) In the New Testament it is both
directly asserted, and in various forms assumed, that Satan seduced our first parents into
sin. In Rev. xii. 9, it is said, “The great dragon was cast out, that old serpent, called the
Devil, and Satan, which deceiveth the whole world.” And in xx. 2, “He laid hold on the
dragon, that old serpent, which is the Devil, and Satan.” In 2 Cor. xi. 3, Paul says, “I fear lest
... .as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtilty, so also your minds should be corrupted
from the simplicity that is in Christ.” But that by the serpent he understood Satan, is plain
from v. 14, where he speaks of Satan as the great deceiver; and what is said in Rom. xvi. 20,
“The God of peace shall bruise Satan under your feet,” is in obvious allusion to Gen. iii. 15.
In John viii. 44, our Lord calls the devil a murderer from the beginning, and the father of
lies, because through him sin and death were introduced into the world. Such was also the
faith of the Jewish Church. In the Book of Wisdom ii. 24, it is said, that “Through the envy
of Satan came death into the world.” In the later Jewish writings this idea is often presen-
ted.!3

As to the serpent's speaking there is no more difficulty than in the utterance of articulate
words from Sinai, or the sounding of a voice from heaven at the baptism of our Lord, or in
the speaking of Balaam's ass. The words uttered were produced by the power of Satan, and
of such effects produced by angelic beings good and evil there are numerous instances in
the Bible.

The Nature of the Temptation.

The first address of the tempter to Eve was designed to awaken distrust in the goodness
of God, and doubt as to the truth of the prohibition. “Hath God indeed said, ye shall net eat
of every tree of the garden?” or, rather, as the words probably mean, “Has God said, ye shall
not eat of any tree of the garden?” The next address was a direct assault upon her faith. “Ye
shall not surely die;” but on the contrary, become as God himself in knowledge. To this
temptation she yielded, and Adam joined in the transgression. From this account it appears
that doubt, unbelief, and pride were the principles which led to this fatal act of disobedience.
Eve doubted God's goodness; she disbelieved his threatening; she aspired after forbidden
knowledge.

The Effects of the First Sin.

133 See Eisenmenger, Endecktes Judenthum, edit. Kénigsberg, 1711; I. p. 822.
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The effects of sin upon our first parents themselves, were, (1.) Shame, a sense of degrad-
ation and pollution. (2.) Dread of the displeasure of God; or, a sense of guilt, and the con-
sequent desire to hide from his presence. These effects were unavoidable. They prove the
loss not only of innocence but of original righteousness, and with it of the favour and fellow-
ship of God. The state therefore to which Adam was reduced by his disobedience, so far as
his subjective condition is concerned, was analogous to that of the fallen angels. He was
entirely and absolutely ruined. It is said that no man becomes thoroughly depraved by one
transgression. In one sense this is true. But one transgression by incurring the wrath and
curse of God and the loss of fellowship with Him, as effectually involves spiritual death, as
one perforation of the heart causes the death of the body; or one puncture of the eyes involves
us in perpetual darkness. The other forms of evil consequent on Adam's disobedience were
merely subordinate. They were but the expressions of the divine displeasure and the con-
sequences of that spiritual death in which the threatened penalty essentially consisted.

136

130


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_130.html

Chapter VIII. Sn.

CHAPTER VIIIL

SIN.

137



1. The Nature of the Question to be Considered.

§ 1. The Nature of the Question to be Considered.

Our first parents, we are told, fell from the estate wherein they were created by sinning
against God. This presents the question, which is one of the most difficult and comprehensive
whether in morals or in theology, What is sin? The existence of sin is an undeniable fact.
No man can examine his own nature, or observe the conduct of his fellow men, without
having the conviction forced upon him that there is such an evil as sin. This is not a purely
moral or theological question. It falls also within the province of philosophy, which assumes
to explain all the phenomena of human nature as well as of the external world. Philosophers,
therefore, of every age and of every school, have been compelled to discuss this subject. The
philosophical theories, as to the nature of sin, are as numerous as the different schools of
philosophy. This great question comes under the consideration of the Christian theologian
with certain limitations. He assumes the existence of a personal God of infinite perfection,
and he assumes the responsibility of man. No theory of the nature or origin of sin which
conflicts with either of these fundamental principles, can for him be true. Before entering
upon the statement of any of the theories which have been more or less extensively adopted,
it is important to ascertain the data on which the answer to the question, What is sin? is to
be determined; or the premises from which that answer is to be deduced. These are simply
the declarations of the word of God and the facts of our own moral nature. Ignoring either
wholly or in part these two sources of knowledge, many philosophers and even theologians,
have recourse to the reason, or rather to the speculative understanding, for the decision of
the question. This method, however, is unreasonable, and is sure to lead to false conclusions.
In determining the nature of sensation we cannot adopt the d priori method, and argue from
the nature of a thing how it ought to affect our organs of sense. We must assume the facts
of sense consciousness as the phenomena to be explained. We cannot say that such is the
nature of light that it cannot cause the phenomena of vision; or of acids that they cannot
affect the organs of taste; or that our sensations are deceptive which lead ns to refer them
to such causes. Nor can we determine philosophically the principles of beauty, and decide
what men must admire and what they must dislike. All that philosophy can do is take the
facts of our @sthetic nature and from them deduce the laws or principles of beauty. In like
manner the facts of our moral consciousness must he assumed as true and trustworthy. We
cannot argue that such is the constitution of the universe, such the relation of the individual
to the whole, that there can be no such thing as sin, nothing for which we should feel remorse
or on the ground of which we should apprehend punishment. Nor can we adopt such a
theory of moral obligation as forbids our recognizing as sin what the conscience forces us
to condemn. Any man who should adopt such a theory of the sublime and beautiful, as
would demonstrate that Niagara and the Alps were not sublime objects in nature; or that
the Madonna del Sisti or the Transfiguration by Raphael are not beautiful productions of
art; or that the “Iliad” and “Paradise Lost” are not worthy of the admiration of ages, would
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lose his labour. And thus the man who ignores the facts of our moral nature in his theories
of the origin and nature of sin, must labour in vain. This, however, is constantly done. It
will be found that all the anti-theistic and antichristian views of this subject are purely arbit-
rary speculations, at war with the simplest and most undeniable facts of consciousness.

With regard to the nature of sin, it is to be remarked that there are two aspects in which
the subject may be viewed. The first concerns its metaphysical, and the second, its moral
nature. What is that which we call sin? Is it a substance, a principle, or an act? Is it privation,
negation, or defect? Is it antagonism between mind and matter, between soul and body? Is
it selfishness as a feeling, or as a purpose? All these are questions which concern the meta-
physical nature of sin, what it is as a res in natura. Whereas such questions as the following
concern rather its moral nature, namely, What gives sin its character as moral evil? How
does it stand related to law? What law is it to which sin is related? What is its relation to the
justice of God? What is its relation to his holiness? What has, or can have the relation of sin
to law; is it acts of deliberation only, or also impulsive acts and affections, emotions and
principles, or dispositions? It is obvious that these are moral, rather than metaphysical
questions. In some of the theories on the nature of sin it is viewed exclusively in one of these
aspects; and in some, exclusively in the other; and in some both views are combined. It is
not proposed to attempt to keep these views distinct as both are of necessity involved in the
theological discussion of the subject.
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§ 2. Philosophical Theories of the Nature of Sin.

The first theory in the order of time, apart from the primitive doctrine of the Bible, as
to the origin and nature of sin, is the dualistic, or that which assumes the existence of an
eternal principle of evil. This doctrine was widely disseminated throughout the East, and
in different forms was partially introduced into the Christian church. According to the
doctrine of the Parsis this original principle was a personal being; according to the Gnostics,
Marcionites, and Manicheans, it was a substance, an eternal UAn or matter. Augustine says,
“Iste [Manes] duo principia inter se diversa atque adversa, eademque aterna et coeeterna,
hoc est semper fuisse, composuit: duasque naturas atque substantias, boni scilicet et mali,
sequens alios antiquos haereticos, opinatus est.”!3* These two principles are in perpetual
conflict. In the actual world they are intermingled. Both enter into the constitution of man.
He has a spirit (mvedpa) derived from the kingdom of light; and a body with its animal life
(o@pa and Yuyn) derived from the kingdom of darkness. Sin is thus a physical evil; the de-
filement of the spirit by its union with a material body; and is to be overcome by physical
means, i.e., by means adapted to destroy the influence of the body on the soul. Hence the

efficacy of abstinence and austerities.!>

This theory obviously is: (1.) Inconsistent with Theism, in making something out of
God eternal and independent of his will. He ceases to be an infinite Being and an absolute
sovereign. He is everywhere limited by a coeternal power which He cannot control. (2.) It
destroys the nature of sin as a moral evil, in making it a substance, and in representing it as
inseparable from the nature of man as a creature composed of matter and spirit. (3.) It
destroys, of course, human responsibility, not only by making moral evil necessary from
the very constitution of man, and by referring its origin to a source, eternal and necessarily
operative; but by making it a substance, which destroys its nature as This theory is so thor-
oughly anti-theistic and anti-Christian, that although long prevailing as a heresy in the
Church, it never entered into any living connection with Christian doctrine.

Sin regarded as a mere Limitation of Being.

The second anti-Christian theory of the nature of sin is that which makes it a mere

negation, or limitation of being. Being, substance, is good. “Omne quod est, in quantum

»136

aliqua substantia est, et bonum [est], says Augustine. God as the absolute substance is

the supreme good. The absolute evil would be nothing. Therefore the less of being, the less

134 Liber Heeresibus, XLVL; Works, edit. Benedictines, vol. viii. p. 48, d.
135 Baur's Manichean System. Neander's Church History, edit. Boston, 1849, vol. i. pp. 478-506. Miiller's
Lehre von der Stinde, vol. i. pp. 504-518.

136 De Genesi ad Literam, XI. xiii. 17, Works, edit. Benedictines, vol. iii. p. 450, d.
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137 says, “Quo magis

of good; and all negation, or limitation of being is evil, or sin. Spinoza
unusquisque, suum utile queerere, hoc est suum esse conservare conatur et potest, eo magis
virtute praeditus est; contra quatenus unusquisque suum utile, hoc est suum esse conservare
negligit, eatenus est impotens.” In his demonstration of that proposition he makes power
and goodness identical, potentia and virtus are the same. Hence the want of virtue, or evil,
is weakness, or limitation of being. Still more distinctly, does Professor Baur of Tiibingen,
present this view of the nature of sin.138 He says, “Evil is what is finite; for the finite is neg-
ative; the negation of the infinite. Everything finite is relatively nothing; a negativity which,
in the constant distinction of plus and minus of reality, appears in different forms.” Again,
“If freedom from sin is the removal of all limitation, so is it clear, that only an endless series
of gradations can bring us to the point where sin is reduced to a vanishing minimum. If this
minimum should entirely disappear, then the being, thus entirely free from sin, becomes
one with God, for God only is absolutely sinless. But if other beings than God are to exist,
there must be in them, so far as they are not infinite as God is, for that very reason, a min-
imum of evil.” The distinction between good and evil, is, therefore, merely quantitative, a
distinction between more or less. Being is good, the limitation of being is evil. This idea of
sin lies in the nature of the Pantheistic system. If God be the only substance, the only life,
the only agent, then He is the sum of all that is, or, rather all that is, is the manifestation of
God; the form of his existence. Consequently, if evil exists it is as much a form of the existence
of God as good; and can be nothing but imperfect development, or mere limitation of being.

This theory, it is clear, (1.) ignores the difference between the malum metaphysicum
and the malum morale, between the physical and the moral between a stunted tree and a
wicked man. Instead of explaining sin, it denies its existence. It is therefore in conflict with
the clearest of intuitive truths and the strongest of our instinctive convictions. There is
nothing of which we are more sure, not even our own existence, than we are of the difference
between sin and limitation of being, between what is morally wrong and what is a mere
negation of power. (2.) This theory assumes the truth of the pantheistic system of the universe,
and therefore is at variance with our religious nature, which demands and assumes the ex-
istence of a personal God. (3.) In destroying the idea of sin, it destroys all sense of moral
obligation, and gives unrestrained liberty to all evil passions. It not only teaches that all that
is, is right; that everything that exists or happens has a right to be, but that the only standard
of virtue is power. The strongest is the best. As Cousin says, the victor is always right; the
victim is always wrong. The conqueror is always more moral than the vanquished. Virtue
and prosperity, misfortune and vice, he says, are in necessary harmony. Feebleness is a vice

137  Ethices, Par. IV. propos. xx.; Works, edit. Jena, 1803, vol. ii. p. 217.
138 In the Tiibingen Zeitschrift, 1834, Drittes Heft.
141

134


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_134.html

2. Philosophical Theories of the Nature of Sn.

(i.e., sin), and therefore is always punished and beaten.!* This principle is adopted by all
such writers as Carlyle, who in their hero worship, make the strong always the good; and
represent the murderer, the pirate, and the persecutor, as always more moral and more
worthy of admiration than their victims. Satan is far more worthy of homage than the best
of men, as in him there is more of being and power, and he is the seducer of angels and the
destroyer of men. A more thoroughly demoniacal system than this, the mind of man has
never conceived. Yet this system has not only its philosophical advocates, and its practical
disciples, but it percolates through much of the popular literature both of Europe and

America.
Leibnitz's Theory of Privation.

Nearly allied in terms, but very different in spirit and purpose from this doctrine of
Spinoza and his successors, is the theory of Leibnitz, who also resolves sin into privation,
and refers it to the necessary limitation of being. Leibnitz, however, was a theist, and his
object in his “Théodicée” was to vindicate God by proving that the existence of sin is con-
sistent with his divine perfections. His work is religious in its spirit and object, however er-
roneous and dangerous in some of its principles. He assumed that this is the best possible
world. As sin exists in the world, it must be necessary or unavoidable. It is not to be referred
to the agency of God. But as God is the universal agent according to Leibnitz's philosophy,
sill must be a simple negation or privation for which no efficient cause is needed. These are
the two points to be established, First, that sin is unavoidable; and secondly, that it is not
due to the agency of God. It is unavoidable, because it arises out of the necessary limitation
of the creature. The creature cannot be absolutely perfect. His knowledge and power must
be limited. But if limited, they must not only be liable to error, but error or wrong action is
unavoidable, or you would have absolutely perfect action from a less than absolutely perfect
agent; the effect would transcend the power of the cause. Evil, therefore, according to Leib-

»140 e franc-arbitre va au bien,

nitz, arises “par la supréme necessité des vérités éternelles.
et s’il rencontre le mal, c’est par accident, C’est que le mal est caché sous le bien et comme
masqué.” The origin of evil is thus indeed referred to the will, but the will is unavoidably,
or of necessity led into error, by the limitations inseparable from the nature of a creature.
If, therefore, God created a world at all, He must create one from which sin could not be
excluded. Such being the origin and nature of sin, it follows that God is not its author.
Providence, according to Leibnitz, is a continued creation (at least this is the view presented

»141

in some parts of his “Théodicée” "), therefore all that is positive and real must be due to

139 History of Modern Philosophy, translation by Wight, New York, 1852, vol. i. pp. 182-187.
140 Théodicée, I. 25, Works, edit. Berlin, 1840, p. 511.
141 Théodicée, I. 27, and I11. 381.
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his agency. But sill being merely negation, or privation, is nothing positive, and therefore
does not need an efficient, but simply a deficient cause to account for its existence. The
similarity in mode of statement between this doctrine and the Augustinian doctrine which
makes all sin defect, and which reconciles its existence with the holiness of God on the same
principle as that adopted by Leibnitz, is obvious to all. It is however merely a similarity in
the mode of expression. The two doctrines are essentially different, as we shall see when the
Augustinian theory comes to be considered. With Augustine, defect is the absence of a
moral good which the creature should possess; with Leibnitz, negation is the necessary
limitation of the powers of the creature.

The objections to this theory which makes sin mere privation, and refers it to the nature
of creatures as finite beings, are substantially the same as those already presented as bearing
against the other theories before mentioned. (1.) In the first place, it makes sin a necessary
evil. Creatures are of necessity imperfect or finite; and if sin be the unavoidable consequence
of such imperfection, or limitation of being, sin also becomes a necessary evil. (2.) It makes
God after all the author of sin in so far as it throws upon Him the responsibility for its exist-
ence. For even admitting that it is a mere negation, requiring no efficient cause, nevertheless
God is the author of the limitation in the creature whence sin of necessity flows. He has so
constituted the works of his hand, that they cannot but sin, just as the child cannot but err
in its judgments. Reason is so feeble even in the adult man that mistakes as to the nature
and causes of things are absolutely unavoidable. And if sin be equally unavoidable from the
very constitution of the creature, God, who is the author of that constitution, becomes re-
sponsible for its existence. This is not only derogatory to the character of God, but directly
opposed to the teachings of his Word. The Bible never refers the origin of sin, whether in
angels or in men, to the necessary limitations of their being as creatures, but to the perverted
and inexcusable use of their own free agency. The fallen angels kept not their first estate;
and man, being left to the freedom of his own will, fell from the estate in which he was cre-
ated. (3.) This theory tends to obliterate the distinction between moral and physical evil. If
sin be mere privation, or if it be the necessary consequence of the feebleness of the creature,
it is the object of pity rather than of abhorrence. In the writings of the advocates of this
theory the two senses of the words good and evil, the moral and the physical, are constantly
interchanged and confounded; because evil according to their views is really little more than
a misfortune, an unavoidable mistake as to what is really good. The distinction, however,
between virtue and vice, holiness and sin, as revealed in our consciousness and in the word
of God, is absolute and entire. Both are simple ideas. We know what pain is from experience;
we know what sin is from the same source. We know that the two are as different as day
and night, as light and sound. Any theory, therefore, which tends to confound them, must
be false. Accordingly, in the Scriptures while mere suffering is always presented as an object
of commiseration, sin is presented as an object of abhorrence and condemnation. The wrath
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and curse of God are denounced against all sin as its just desert. (4.) This doctrine, therefore,
necessarily tends not only to lessen our sense of the evil or pollution of sin, but also to destroy
the sense of guilt. Our sins are our misfortunes, our infirmities. They are not what conscience
pronounces them to be, crimes calling for condign punishment. Sin, however, reveals itself
in our consciousness not as a weakness, but as a power. It is greatest in the strongest. It is
not the feeble-minded who are the worst of men; but those great in intellect have been, in
many cases, the greatest in iniquity. Satan, the worst of created beings, is the most powerful
of creatures. (5.) If this theory be correct, sin must be everlasting. As we can never be free
from the limitations of our being, we can never be free from sin to which those limitations
unavoidably give rise. The soul, therefore, as has been said, is the asymptote of God, forever
approaching but never reaching the state of absolute sinlessness.

Sin necessary Antagonism.

Still another theory obviously inconsistent with the facts of consciousness and the
teachings of the Bible, is that which accounts for sin on the law of necessary opposition, or
antagonism. All life, it is said, implies action and reaction. Even in the material universe the
same law prevails. The heavenly bodies are kept in their orbits by the balance of centrifugal
and centripetal forces There is polarity in light, and in magnetism and electricity. All
chemical changes are produced by attraction and repulsion. Thus in the animal world there
is no strength without obstacles to be overcome; no rest without fatigue; no life without
death. So also the mind is developed by continual struggles, by constant conflict with what
is within and without. The same law, it is urged, must prevail in the moral world. There can
be no good without evil. Good is the resistance or the overcoming of evil. What the material
universe would be, had matter but one property; if everything were oxygen or everything
carbon; what life would be without action and reaction; what the mind would he without
the struggle with error and search after truth; such, it is said, the moral world would be
without sin; a stagnant, lifeless pool. So far as creatures are concerned, it is maintained, that
it is a law of their constitution, that they should be developed by antagonism, by the action
of contrary forces, or opposing principles; so that a moral world without sin is an impossib-
ility. Sin is the necessary condition of the existence of virtue.

This general theory is of early origin and wide dissemination In its latest form, as
presented by Blasche and Rosenkranz, the universe itself, as a product of the self-development
of the infinite and absolute Being, involving a separation or difference from the pure and
simple one in which was no distinction, is evil. It comes into existence by a fall or apostasy.
Thus, as Professor Miiller in his work on “Sin,” says, Instead of Pantheism we have a system
which nearly approaches Pansatanism. Apart however from this dreadful extreme of the
doctrine, in any form it destroys the very nature of sin. What is so called is the universal
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law of all finite existence. There cannot be action without reaction. There cannot be life
without diversity and antagonism of operations. And if good cannot exist without evil, evil
ceases to be something to be abhorred and condemned. Men cease to be responsible for
what is inseparable from their very nature as creatures, and therefore there is nothing which
the conscience can condemn or which God can punish. Our whole moral nature, on this
theory, is a delusion, and all the denunciations of Scripture against sin are the ravings of
fanaticism.

Schleiermacher's Theory of Sin.

Schleiermacher's doctrine of sin is so related to his whole philosophical and theological
system that one cannot be understood without some knowledge of the other. His philosophy
is pantheistic. His theology is simply the interpretation of human consciousness in accordance
with the fundamental principles of his philosophy. It is called Christian theology because
it is the interpretation of the religious consciousness of Christians; i.e., of those who know
and believe the facts recorded concerning Christ. The leading principles of his system are
the following:

1. God is the absolute Infinity (die einfache and absolute Unendlichkeit), not a person,
but simple being with the single attribute of omnipotence. Other attributes which we ascribe
to the Infinite Being express not what is in Him (or rather in It), but the effects produced
in us. Wisdom, goodness, holiness in God, mean simply the causality in Him which produces
those attributes in us.

Absolute power means all power. God, or the absolutely powerful being, is the only
cause. Everything that is and everything that occurs are due to his efficiency.

3. This infinite power produces the world. Whatever the relation between the two,
whether it is the substance of which the world is the phenomenon, or whether the world is
the substance of which God is the life, the world in some sense is. There is a finite as well
as an infinite.

4. Man, as an integral part of the world, consists of two elements, or stands related both
to the finite and infinite, God and nature. There is in man self-consciousness, or a conscious-
ness which is affected by the world. He is in the world and of the world, and is acted upon
by the world. On the other hand, he has what Schleiermacher calls Gottesbewusstseyn, or
God-consciousness. This is not merely a consciousness of God, but is God in us in the form

of consciousness.

5. The normal, or ideal, state of man consists in the absolute and uninterrupted control
of the God-consciousness, or of God in us. These two principles he sometimes distinguishes
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as flesh and spirit. But by flesh he does not mean the body; nor what St. Paul commonly
means by it, our corrupt fallen nature; but our whole nature so far as it stands related to the
world. It is tantamount, in the terminology of Schleiermacher, to self-consciousness. And
by spirit he does not mean the reason, nor what the Bible means by the spirit in man, i.e.,
the Holy Ghost, but the (Gottesbewusstseyn) God-consciousness, or God in us.

6. Religion consists in the feeling of absolute dependence. That is, in the recognition of
the fact that God, or the absolute Being, is the only cause, and that we are merely the form
in which his causality is revealed or exercised.

7. The original state of man was not a normal or ideal state. That is, the God-conscious-
ness or divine principle was not strong enough absolutely to control the self-consciousness.
That was a state to be reached by progress or development.

8. The feeling which arises from the want of this absolute control of the higher principle
is the sense of sin; and the conviction that the higher principle ought to rule is the sense of
guilt. With this feeling of sin and guilt arises the sense of the need of redemption.

9. This redemption consists in giving to the God-consciousness complete control; and
is effected through Christ, who is the normal or ideal man. That is, He is the man in whom
the God-consciousness, the divine nature, God (these, in this system, are interchangeable
terms), was from the beginning completely dominant. We become like Him, i.e., are re-
deemed, partly by the recognition of his true character as sinless, and partly by communion
with Him through his Church.

It is plain that this system precludes the possibility of sin in the true Scriptural sense of
the term, —

1. Because it precludes the idea of a personal God. If sin be want of conformity to law,
there must be a lawgiver, one who prescribes the rule of duty to his creatures. But in this
system there is no self-conscious, personal ruler who is the moral governor of men.

2. Because the system denies all efficiency, and of course all liberty to the creature. If
the Infinite Being is the only agent, then all that is, is due to his direct efficiency; and sin,
therefore, is either his work or it is a mere negation.

3. Because what, according to this theory, is called sin is absolutely universal and abso-
lutely necessary. It is the unavoidable consequence or condition of the existence of such a
being as man. That is, of a being with a self-consciousness and a God-consciousness, in such
proportions and relation that the dominance of the latter can be attained only gradually.
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4. Because what are called sin and guilt are only such in our consciousness, or in our
subjective apprehension of them. Certain things produce in us the sense of pain, others the
feeling of pleasure; some the feeling of approbation, others of disapprobation; and that by
the ordinance, so to speak, of God. But pain and pleasure, right and wrong, are merely
subjective states. They have no objective reality. We are sinful and guilty only in our own
feelings, not in the sight or judgment of God.*? How entirely this view of the subject destroys
all true sense of sin; how inconsistent it is with all responsibility; how it conflicts with the
testimony of our own consciousness and with the teachings of Scripture, must be apparent
to all who have not yielded themselves to the control of the pantheistic principles on which
this whole system is founded.

The Sensuous Theory.

A sixth theory places the source and seat of sin in the sensuous nature of man. We are
composed of body and spirit. Whatever may be the relation of the two, they cannot fail to
be recognized as in some sense distinct elements of our nature. All attempts to identify them
not only lead to the contradiction of self-evident truths, but to the degradation of the spir-
itual. If the mind be the product of the body, or the highest function of matter, or if the body
be the product of the mind, or the external form in which mind exists, in either way the

143 “the undeniable teaching of history that the

mind is materialized. “It is,” says Miiller,
obliterating the. distinction between spirit and nature always ends in naturalizing spirit,
and never in spiritualizing nature.” It is a fact of consciousness and of common consent
that man consists of soul and body. It is no less certain that by the body he is connected
with the external world or nature, and by the soul with the spiritual world and God; that he
has wants, desires, appetites, and affections, which find their objects in the material world,
and that he has other instincts, affections, and powers which find their objects in the spir-
itual world. It is self-evident that the latter are higher and ought to be uniformly and always
dominant; it is a fact of experience that the reverse is the case; that the lower prevail over
the higher; that men are universally to a greater or less extent, and always to an extent that
is degrading and sinful, governed by their sensuous nature. They prefer the seen and tem-
poral to the unseen and eternal. They seek the gratification which is to be found in material
objects, rather than the blessedness which is to be found in the things of the Spirit. Herein,
according to this theory, consists the source and essence of sin. This doctrine, which has
prevailed in every age of the Church, has existed in different forms, (1.) In that of the

142 Schleiermacher's Glaubenslehre. Dr. Gess's Uebersicht iiber das theologische System Schleiermachers.
Miiller’s Lehre Von der Siinde, vol. i. pp. 412-437. Bretschneider's Dogmatik, pp. 14-38 of Appendix to vol. i.
Morell's Philosophy of Religion.
143 Vol.i. p 363.
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Manichean system, which teaches the essential evil of matter. (2.) In that of the later Ro-
manism, which teaches that man as originally created was so constituted that the soul was
subject to the body, his higher powers being subordinate to his lower or sensuous nature.
This original evil in his constitution was, in the case of Adam, according to the Romanists,
corrected by the supernatural gift of original righteousness. When that righteousness was
lost by the fall, the sensuous element in man's nature became ascendent. Therein consists
his habitual sinfulness, and this is the source of all actual transgressions. (3.) The more
common form of this theory is essentially the same with the Romish doctrine, except that
it does not refer the predominance of the body aver the soul to the loss of original righteous-
ness. The fact that men are governed by the lower rather than by the higher elements of
their nature, as a matter of experience, is accounted for in different ways. (1.) Some say it
arises from the relative weakness of the higher powers. This amounts to the Leibnitzian
doctrine that sin is due to the limitations of our nature, or the feebleness and liability to error
belonging to our constitution as creatures. (2.) Others appeal to the liberty of the will. Man
as a free agent has the power either to resist or to submit to the enticements of the flesh. If
he submits, it is his own fault and sin. There is no necessity and no coercion in the case. But
if this submission is universal and uniform it must have a universal and adequate cause.
That cause is not found in the mere liberty of man, or in his ability to submit. It must be
that the cause is uniform and abiding, and such a cause can only be found in the very con-
stitution of man, at least in his present state, which renders the sensuous element in man
more powerful than the spiritual. (3.) Others again, while not denying the plenary ability
of man to resist the allurements of sense, account for the universal ascendency of the lower
powers by a reference to the order of development of our nature. We are so constituted, or
we come into the world in such a state that the lower or sensuous part of our nature invariably
and of necessity attains strength before the development of the higher powers. The animal
propensities of the child are strong, while reason and con science are weak. Hence the lower
gain such an ascendency over the higher that it is ever afterwards maintained.

It is obvious, however, that this theory in any of its forms fails to bring out the real
nature of sin, or satisfactorily to account for its origin.

1. Sin is not essentially the state or act of a sensuous nature. The creatures presented in
Scripture as the most sinful are the fallen spirits, who have no bodies and no sensual appetites.

2. In the second place, the sins which are the most offensive in man, and which most
degrade him, and most burden his conscience, have nothing to do with the body. Pride,
malice, envy, ambition, and, above all, unbelief and enmity to God, are spiritual sins. They
may not only exist in beings who have no material organization, but in the soul when separ-
ated from the body, and when its sensuous nature is extinct.
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3. This theory tends to lower our sense of sin and guilt. All moral evil becomes mere
weakness, the yielding of the feebler powers of the spirit to the stronger forces of the flesh.
If sin invariably, and by a law which controls men in their present state of existence, arises
from the very constitution of their nature as sentient beings, then the responsibility for sin
must be greatly lessened, if not entirely destroyed.

4. If the body be the seat and source of sin, then whatever tends to weaken the body or
to reduce the force of its desires must render men more pure and virtuous. If this be so then
monkery and asceticism have a foundation in truth. They are wisely adapted to the elevation
of the soul above the influence of the flesh and of the world, and of all forms of evil. All ex-
perience, however, proves the reverse. Even when those who thus seclude themselves from
the world, and macerate the body, are sincere, and faithfully adhere to their principles, the
whole tendency of their discipline is evil. It nourishes pride, self-righteousness, formality,
and false religion. The Pharisees, in the judgment of Christ, with all their strictness of living
and constant fasting, were further from the kingdom of heaven than publicans and harlots.

5. On the assumption involved in this theory, the old should be good. In them the lusts
of the flesh become extinct. They lose the power to enjoy what pleases the eyes or pampers
the tastes of the young. The world to them has lost its attractions. The body becomes a
burden. It is in the state to which the youthful ascetic endeavours to reduce his corporeal
frame by abstinence and austerity; and yet the older the man, unless renewed by the grace
of God, the worse the sinner. The soul is more dead, more insensible to all that is elevating
and spiritual, and more completely alienated from God; less grateful for his mercies, less
afraid of his wrath, and less affected by all the manifestations of his glory and love. It is not
the body, therefore, that is the cause of sin.

6. This theory is opposed to the doctrine of the Bible. The Scriptures do indeed refer a
large class of sins to the sensual nature of man; and they represent the flesh (or 6dp¢) as the
seat of sin and the source of all its manifestations in our present state. They moreover, use
the word capkikdg, carnal, as synonymous with corrupt or sinful. All this, however, does
not prove that they teach that man's animal or sensuous nature is the seat and source of his
sinfulness. All depends on the sense in which the sacred writers use the words odpg and
capk1kdq as antithetical to mveOua and mvevpatikdg. According to one interpretation, 6dp¢
means the body with its animal life, its instincts and appetites. Or as Bretschneider defines
it:'4* “Natura visibilis seu animalis tanquam appetituum naturalium fons et sedes, et quidem
in malam partem, quatenus heec natura animalis, legi divina non adstricta, appetit contra

legem, igiturque cupiditatum et peccatorum est mater.” If such be the meaning of odp,

144 Lexicon in Novum Testamentum, sub voce.
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then capkikd¢ is means animal and Puyikdg sensuous. On the other hand, according to this
view, Tvedpa means reason, and mvevpatikdg, the reasonable, that is, one governed by the
reason. According to this view, the capxkikoi are those who are controlled by their senses
and animal nature; and the mvevuatikoi, those who are governed by their reason and
higher powers. According to the other interpretation of these terms, odp means the fallen
nature of man, his nature as it now is; and nveUua the Holy Ghost. Then the capkikoi are
the unrenewed or natural men, i.e., those destitute of the grace of God, and the nvevpatikof,
are those in whom the Holy Spirit dwells. It is of course admitted that the word 6dpé€ is often
used in Scripture and especially in St. Paul's writings, for the body; then for what is external
and ritual; then for what is perishing. Mankind when designated as flesh are presented as
earthly, feeble, and transient. Besides these common and admitted meanings of the word,
itis also used in a moral sense. It designates man, or humanity, or human nature as apostate
from God. The works of the flesh, therefore, are not merely sensual works, but sinful works,
everything in man that is evil. Everything that is a manifestation of his nature as fallen, is
included under the works of the flesh. Hence to this class are referred envy, malice, pride,
and contentions; as well as rioting and drunkenness, Gal. v. 19-21. To walk after the flesh;
to be carnally minded; to be in the flesh, etc., etc. (see Rom. viii. 1-13), are all Scriptural
modes of expressing the state, conduct, and life of the men of the world of every class. The
meaning of flesh, however, as used in Paul's writings, is most clearly determined by its anti-
thesis to Spirit. That the mvedpa of which he speaks is the Holy Spirit, is abundantly clear.
He calls it the Spirit of Christ, the Spirit of God, the Spirit which is to quicken our mortal
bodies; which witnesses with our spirits that we are the children of God; whose dwelling in
believers makes them the temple of God. The mvevuartikot, or spiritual, are those in whom
the Holy Spirit dwells as the controlling principle of their lives. The Scriptures, therefore,
are directly opposed to the theory which makes the body or the sensuous nature of man the
source of sin, and its essence to consist in yielding to our appetites and worldly affections,
instead of obeying the reason and conscience.

The Theory that all Sin consists in Selfishness.

There is another doctrine of the nature of sin which belongs to the philosophical, rather
than to the theological theories on the subject. It makes all sin to consist in selfishness.
Selfishness is not to be confounded with self-love. The latter is a natural and original principle
of our nature and of the nature of all sentient creatures, whether rational or irrational. Be-
longing to their original constitution, and necessary to their preservation and well-being,
it cannot be sinful. It is simply the desire of happiness which is inseparable from the nature
of a sentient being. Selfishness, therefore, is net mere self-love, but the undue preference of
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our own happiness to the happiness or welfare of other. According to some, this preference
is of the nature of a desire or feeling; according to others, it is of the nature of a purpose. In
the latter view, all sin consists in the purpose to seek our own happiness rather than the
general good, or happiness, as it is commonly expressed, of the universe. In either view, sin
is the undue preference of ourselves.

This theory is founded on the following principles, or is an essential element in the fol-
lowing system of doctrine: (1.) Happiness is the greatest good. Whatever tends to promote
the greatest amount of happiness is for that reason good, and whatever has the opposite
tendency is evil. (2.) As happiness is the only and ultimate good, benevolence, or the dispos-
ition or purpose to promote happiness, must be the essence and sum of virtue. (3.) As God
is infinite, He must be infinitely benevolent, and therefore it must be his desire and purpose
to produce the greatest possible amount of happiness. (4.) The universe being the work of
God must be designed and adapted to secure that end, and is therefore the best possible
world or system of things. (5.) As sin exists in the actual world, it must be the necessary
means of the greatest good, and therefore it is consistent, as some say, with the holiness of
God to permit and ordain its existence; or, as others say, to create it. (6.) There is no more
sin in the world than is necessary to secure the greatest happiness of the universe.

The first and most obvious objection to this whole theory has already been presented,
namely, that it destroys the very idea of moral good. It confounds the right with the expedient.
It thus contradicts the consciousness and intuitive judgments of the mind. It is intuitively
true that the right is right in its own nature, independently of its tendency to promote hap-
piness. To make holiness only a means to an end; to exalt enjoyment above moral excellence,
is not only a perversion and a degradation of the higher to the lower, but it is the utter de-
struction of the principle. This is a matter which, properly speaking, does not admit of proof.
Axioms cannot be proved. They can only be affirmed. Should a man deny that sweet and
bitter differ, it would be impossible to prove that there is a difference between them. We
can only appeal to our own consciousness and affirm that we perceive the difference. And
we can appeal to the testimony of all other men, who also affirm the same thing. But after
all this is only an assertion of a fact first by the individual, and then by the mass of mankind.
In like manner if any man says that there is no difference between the good and the expedient,
that a thing is good simply because it is expedient; or, if he should say that there is no differ-
ence between holiness and sin, we can only refer to our own consciousness and to the
common consciousness of men, as contradicting his assertion. We know, therefore, from
the very constitution of our nature that the right and the expedient are not identical ideas;
that the difference is essential and immutable. And we know from the same source, and
with, equal assurance or certainty, that happiness is not the highest good; but on the contrary,
that holiness is as much higher than happiness, as heaven is higher than the earth, or Christ
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than Epicurus. (2.) This theory is as much opposed to our religious, as it is to our moral
nature. Our dependence is upon God; our allegiance is to Him; we are bound to do His will
irrespective of all consequences; and we are exalted and purified just in proportion as we
are lost in Him, adoring his divine perfections, seeking to promote his glory, and recognizing
that in fact and of right all things are by Him, through Him, and for Him. According to this
theory, however, our allegiance is to the universe of sentient beings. We are bound to promote
their happiness. This is our highest and our only obligation. There can therefore be no reli-
gion in the proper sense of the word. Religion is the homage and allegiance of the soul to
an infinitely perfect personal Being, to whom we owe our existence, who is the source of all
good, and for whom all things consist. To substitute the universe for this Being, and to resolve
all duty into the obligation to promote the happiness of the universe, is really to render all
religion impossible. The universe is not our God. It is not the universe that we love; it is not
the universe that we adore; it is not the universe that we fear. It is not the favour of the
universe that .s our life, nor is its disapprobation our death. (3.) As this theory is thus opposed
to our moral and religious nature, it is evil in its practical effects. It is a proverb, a maxim
founded on the nature of things and on universal experience, that the world is governed by
ideas. It is doubtful whether history furnishes any more striking illustration of the truth of
this maxim than that furnished by the operation of the theory that all virtue is founded in
expediency that holiness is that which tends to produce happiness. When the individual
man adopts that principle, his whole inward and outward life is determined by it. Every
question which comes up for decision, is answered, not by a reference to the law of God, or
to the instincts of his moral nature, but by the calculations of expediency. And when a people
come under the control of this theory they invariably and of necessity become calculating.
If happiness be the greatest good, and whatever seems to us adapted to promote happiness
is right, then God and the moral law are lost sight of. Our own happiness is apt to become
the chief good for us, as it is for the universe. (4.) It need hardly be remarked that we are
incompetent to determine what course of conduct will issue in the greatest amount of
physical good, and therefore can never tell what is right and what is wrong. It may be said
that we are not left to our own sagacity to decide that question. The law of God as revealed
in his word, is a divine rule by which we can learn what tends to happiness and what to
misery. But this not only degrades the moral law into a series of wise maxims, but it changes
the motive of obedience. We obey not out of regard to the authority of God, but because
He knows better than we what will promote the greatest good. Besides this, in the questions
which daily present them. selves for decision, we are forced to judge for ourselves what is
right and wrong, in the light of conscience and of the general principles contained in the
Scriptures. And if these principles all resolve themselves into the one maxim, that that is
right which promotes happiness, we are obliged to resort to the calculations of expediency,
for which in our short-sighted wisdom we are utterly incompetent. (5.) Besides all this, the
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theory assumes that sin, and the present awful amount of sin, are the necessary means of
the greatest good. What then becomes of the distinction between good and evil? If that is
good which tends to promote the greatest happiness, and if sin is necessary to secure the
greatest happiness, then sin ceases to be sin, and becomes a good. Then also it must be right
to do evil that good may come. How, asks the Apostle, on this principle, can God judge the
world? If the sins of men not only in fact promote the highest end, but if a man in sinning
has the purpose and desire to codperate with God in producing the greatest amount of
happiness, how can he be condemned? If virtue or holiness is right simply because it tends
to produce the greatest happiness, and if sin also tends to the same result, then the man who
sins with a view to the greatest good is just as virtuous as the man who practices holiness
with the same end in view. It may be said that it is a contradiction to say that a man sins
with a truly benevolent purpose; for the essence of virtue is to purpose the greatest good,
and therefore whatever is done in the execution of that purpose, is virtuous. Exactly so. The
objection itself shows that right becomes wrong and wrong right, according to the design
with which it is committed or performed. And therefore, if a man lies, steals, or murders
with a design to promote the good of society, of the church, or of the universe, he is a virtuous
man. It was principally for the adoption of, and the carrying into practice this doctrine, that
the Jesuits became an abomination in the sight of Christendom and were banished from all
civilised countries. Jesuits were however, unhappily not its only advocates. The principle
has been widely disseminated in books on morals, and has been adopted by theologians as
the foundation of their whole system of Christian doctrine. (6.) If happiness be not the
highest good, then benevolence is not the sum of all excellence, and selfishness as the opposite
of benevolence, cannot be the essence of sin. On this point, again, appeal may be safely made
to our own consciousness and to the common consciousness of men. Our moral nature
teaches us, on the one hand, that all virtue cannot be resolved into benevolence: justice, fi-
delity, humility, forbearance, patience, constancy, spiritual mindedness, the love of God,
gratitude to Christ, anti zeal for his glory, do not reveal themselves in consciousness as forms
of benevolence. They are as distinct to the moral sense, as red, blue, and green are distinct
to the eye. On the other hand, unbelief, hardness of heart, ingratitude, impenitence, malice,
and enmity towards God, are not modifications of selfishness. These attempts at simplification
are not only unphilosophical, but also dangerous; as they lead to confounding things which
differ, and, as we have seen, to denying the essential nature of moral distinctions.

The doctrine which makes all sin to consist in selfishness, as it has been generally held,
especially in this country, considers selfishness as the opposite of benevolence agreeably to
the theory which has just been considered. There are others, however, that mean by it the
opposite to the love of God. As God is the proper centre of the soul and the sum of all per-
fection, apostasy from Him is the essence of sin; apostasy from God involves, it is said, a
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falling back into ourselves, and making self the centre of our being. Thus Miiller,'*’
Tholuck,'*6 and many others, make alienation from God the primary principle of sin. But
dethroning God necessitates the putting an idol in his place. That idol, Augustine and after
him numerous writers of different schools, say, is the creature; as the Apostle concisely de-
scribes the wickedness of men, by saying, that they “worshipped and served the creature
more than the Creator.” But Miiller argues that as it is self the sinner seeks in the creature,
the real principle of sin consists in putting self in the place of God, and making it the highest
end of life and its gratification or satisfaction the great object of pursuit. It of course is not
denied, that selfishness, it some of its forms, includes a large class of the sins of which men
are guilty. What is objected to is, the making selfishness the essence of all sin, or the attempt
to reduce all the manifestations of moral evil to this one principle. This, cannot be done.
There is disinterested sin as well as disinterested benevolence. A man may as truly and as
deliberately sacrifice himself in sinning, as in doing good. Many parents have violated the
law of God not for their own benefit, but for the benefit of their children. It may be said that
this is only a form of selfishness, because the happiness of their children is their happiness,
and the sin is committed for the gratification of their parental feelings. To this, however, it
may be answered, first, that it is contradictory to say that what is done for another is done
for ourselves. When a mother sacrifices wealth and life for her child, although she acts under
the impulse of the maternal instinct, she acts disinterestedly. The sacrifice consists in prefer-
ring her child to herself. In the second place, if an act ceases to be virtuous when its perform-
ance meets and satisfies some demand of our nature, then no act can be virtuous. When a
man does any good work, he satisfies his conscience. If lie does an act of kindness to the
poor, if he devotes himself to the relief of the sick or the prisoner, he gratifies his benevolent
feelings. If he seeks the favour and fellowship of God, and consecrates himself to his service,
he gratifies the noblest principles of his nature, and experiences the highest enjoyment of
which he is susceptible. It is not necessary therefore, in order that an act, whether right or
wrong, should be disinterested, that it should not minister to our gratification. All depends
on the motive for which it is done. If that motive be the happiness of another and not our
own, the act is disinterested. It is contrary, therefore, to the testimony of every man's con-
sciousness to say that selfishness is the essential element of sin. There is no selfishness in
malice, nor in enmity to God. These are far higher forms of evil than mere selfishness. The
true nature of sin is alienation from God and opposition to his character and will. it is the
opposite of holiness and does not admit of being reduced to any one principle, either the
love of the creature or the love of self.

145 Lehre von der Siinde, vol. i. pp. 134-158.

146 Von der Siinde und vom Versohner, p. 32.
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§ 3. The Doctrine of the Early Church.

The theories already considered are called philosophical, either because they concern
the metaphysical nature of sin, or because they are founded on some philosophical principle.
The moral at theological doctrines on the subject are so designated because they are founded
on what are assumed to be the teachings of our moral nature or of the word of God. So far
as the early Church is concerned, the doctrine respecting sin was stated only in general
terms. In almost all cases the explicit and discriminating doctrinal affirmations received
their form as counter statements to erroneous views, So long as the truth was not denied
the Church was content to hold and state it in the simple form in which it is presented in
the Bible. But when positions were assumed which were inconsistent with the revealed
doctrine, or when one truth was so stated as to contradict some other truth, it became ne-
cessary to be more explicit, and to frame such an expression of the doctrine as should
comprehend all that God had revealed on the subject. This process in the determination,
or rather in the definition of doctrines was of necessity a gradual one. It was only as one
error after another arose in the Church, that the truth came to be distinguished from them
severally by more explicit and guarded statements. As the earliest heresies were those of
Gnosticism and Manicheism in which, in different forms, sin was represented as a necessary
evil having its origin in a cause independent of God and beyond the control of the creature,
the Church was called upon to deny those errors, and to assert that sin was neither necessary
nor eternal, but had its origin in the free will of rational creatures. In the struggle with
Manicheism the whole tendency of the Church was to exalt the liberty and ability of man,
in order to maintain the essential doctrine, then so variously assailed, that sin is a moral evil
for which man is to be condemned, and not a calamity for which he is to be pitied. It was
the unavoidable consequence of the unsettled state of doctrinal formulas, that conflicting
statements should be made even by those who meant to be the advocates of the truth, —
not only different writers, but the same writer, would on different occasions, present incon-
sistent statements. In the midst of these inconsistencies the following points were constantly
insisted upon. (1.) That all men in their present state are sinners. (2.) That this universal
sinfulness of men had its historical and causal origin in the voluntary apostasy of Adam.
(3.) That such is the present state of human nature that salvation can be attained in no other
way than through Christ, and by the assistance of his Spirit. (4.) That even infants as soon
as born need regeneration and redemption, and can be saved only through the merit of
Christ, These great truths, which lie at the foundation of the gospel, entered into the general
faith of the Church before they were so strenuously asserted by Augustine in his controversy
with Pelagius. It is true that many assertions may be quoted from the Greek fathers incon-
sistent with some of the prepositions above stated. But the same writers in other passages
avow their faith in these primary Scriptural truths; and they are implied in the prayers and
ordinances of the Church, and were incorporated at a later period, in the public confessions
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147 says: 10 yap é€apaptdvery

of the Greeks, as well as of the Latins. Clemens Alexandrinus
ndowv #upuTov Kal Kotvov. Justin says,!4® To yévos t@v dvBpdmwy &md tod Addu Ord
Bavatov kai TAdGvnV thv to0 S@ewg nentwkel, although he adds, mapa trv idlav aitiav
£KGoTOU aVTAV TTovNpevsapévoL. Origen says,'*® “Si Levi . ... in lumbis Abrahea fuisse
perhibetur, multo magis omnes homines qui in hoc mundo nascuntur et nati sunt, in lumbis
erant Ade, cum adhuc esset in Paradiso; et omnes homines cum ipso vel in ipso expulsi
sunt de Paradiso.” Athanasius says,”° TIGvtec oOv of ¢€ ASau yevbuevor &v Guaptiong
oA apféavovtal Tf] 00 mpondtopog katadikn — deikvuoy w¢ €€ dpxiic N dvpBpdrwv
@UO1G OO TV GpapTiov TENTWKEV UTO TG €V EDQ mapa fAcewg, kal DO KATapav 1} yEVVNolg
Yéyovev. Ambrose says,151 “Manifestum itaque in Adam omnes peccasse quasi in massa:
ipse enim per peccatum corruptus, quos genuit omnes nati sunt sub peccato. Ex eo igitur

cuncti peccatores, quia ex ipso sumus omnes.” Cyprian says:152 “Si..

.. baptismo atque a
gratia nemo prohibetur; quanto magis prohiberi non debet infans, qui recens natus nihil
peccavit, nisi quod secundum Adam carnaliter natus, contagium mortis antiquee prima
nativitate contraxit? qui ad remissam peccatorum accipiendam hoc ipso facilius accedit,
quod illi remittuntur non propria, sed aliena peccata.” Again he says: “Fuerant et ante
Christum viri insignes, sed in peccatis concepti et nati, nec originali nec personali caruere
delicto.” These writers, says Gieseler,!> taught that through Christ and his obedience on
the tree was healed the original disobedience of man in reference to the tree of knowledge;
that as we offended God in the first Adam by transgression, so through the second Adam
we are reconciled to God; that Christ has freed us from the power of the devil to which we
were subjected by the sin of Adam; that Christ has regained for us life and immortality.'® 4
It is not maintained that the Greek fathers held the doctrine of original sin in the form in

which it was afterwards developed by Augustine, but they nevertheless taught that the race

147 Peedagogus, I1I. 12; Works, edit. Paris, 1641, p. 262, c.

148 Dialogus cum Tryphone Judaeo, 88; Works, edit. Cologne, 1636, p. 316, a.

149 In Epistolam ad Romanos, lib. v. § 1; Works, edit. Wirceburgi, 1794, vol. xv. p. 219.

150 Expos. in Psalmos; on Ps. L. (li.), 7.

151 In Epistolam ad Romanos, v. 12; Works, Paris, 1661, vol. iii. p. 269, a.

152 Epistola, Ixiv. edit. Bremen, 1690, p. 161, of third set.

153  Kirchengeschichte, edit. Bonn, 1855, vol. vi. p. 180.

154 TIreneus, V. xvi. 3; Works, edit. Leipzig, 1853; vol. i. p. 762. “Obediens factus est ad mortem autem crucis,
Phil. ii. 8: eam quee in ligno facta fuerat inobedientiam, per eam que in ligno fuerat obedientiam sanans. ...In
primo quidem Adam offendimus, non facientes ejus preeceptum; in secundo autem Adam reconciliati sumus,
obedientes usque ad mortem facti.” And again, Ibid. V. xxiii. 1, p. 546: “Quotiam Deus invictus et magnanimis

est, magnanimem quidem se exhibuit ad correptionem hominis, et probationem omnium. . .. . ; per secundum
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fell in Adam, that they all need redemption, and that redemption can only be obtained
through the Lord Jesus Christ. 1>

autem hominem alligavit fortem et diripuit ejus vasa et evacuavit mortem, vivificans eum hominem, qui fuerit
mortificatus.”
155 ] .G. Walch: De Pelagianismo ante Pelagium. J. Hern: De Sententiis eorum Patrum quorum auctoritas
ante Augustinum plurimum valuit. Neander’s Church History, vol. i. Gieseler’s Kirchengeschichte, vol. vi.
Shedd’s History of Christian Doctrine. Also Miinscher’s, Meyer’s, and Klee’s Dogmengeschichte.
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§ 4. Pelagian Theory.

In the early part of the fifth century, Pelagius, Ccelestius, and Julian, introduced a new
theory as to the nature of sin and the state of man since the fall, and of our relation to Adam.
That their doctrine was an innovation is proved by the fact that it was universally rejected
and condemned as soon as it was fully understood. They were all men of culture, ability,
and exemplary character. Pelagius was a Briton, whether a native of Brittany or of what is
now called Great Britain, is a matter of doubt. He was by profession a monk, although a
layman. Ccelestius was a teacher and jurist; Julian an Italian bishop. The radical principle
of the Pelagian theory is, that ability limits obligation. “If I ought, I can,” is the aphorism
on which the whole system rests. Augustine's celebrated prayer, “Da quod jubes, et jube
quod vis,” was pronounced by Pelagius an absurdity, because it assumed that God can de-
mand more than man render, and what man must receive as a gift. In opposition to this
assumption he laid down the principle that man must have plenary ability to do and to be
whatever can be righteously required of him. “Iterum queerendum est, peccatum voluntatis
an necessitatis est? Si necessitatis est, peccatum non est; si voluntatis, vitari potest. [terum
queerendum est, utrumne debeat homo sine peccato esse? Procul dubio debet. Si debet
potest; si non potest, ergo non debet. Et si non debet homo esse sine peccato, debet ergo

cum peccato esse, et jam peccatum non erit, si illud deberi constiterit.”1°®

The intimate conviction that men can be responsible for nothing which is not in their
power, led, in the first place, to the Pelagian doctrine of the freedom of the will. It was not
enough to constitute free agency that the agent should be self-determined, or that all his
volitions should be determined by his own inward states. It was required that he should
have power over those states. Liberty of the will, according to the Pelagians, is plenary power,
at all times and at every moment, of choosing between good and evil, and of being either
holy or unholy. Whatever does not thus fall within the imperative power of the will can have
no moral character. “Omne bonum ac malum, quo vel laudabiles vel vituperabiles sumus,
non nobiscum oritur, sed agitur a nobis: capaces enim utriusque rei, non pleni nascimur,
et ut sine virtute, ita et sine vitio procreamur: atque ante actionem proprie voluntatis, id
solum in homine est, quod Deus condidit.”>” Again, “Volens namque Deus rationabilem
creaturam voluntarii boni munere et liberi arbitrii potestate donare, utriusque partis
possibilitatem homini inserendo proprium ejus fecit, esse quod velit; ut boni ac mali capax,
natural iter utrumque posset, et ad alterumque voluntatem deflecteret.”

2. Sin, therefore, consists only in the deliberate choice of evil. It presupposes knowledge
of what is evil, as well as the full power of choosing or rejecting it. Of course it follows, —

156 Gieseler, vol. i.

157 Pelagius, Apud Augustinum de Peccato Originali, 14; Works, edit. Benedictines, vol. x. p. 573, a. b.
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3. That there can be no such thing as original sin, or inherent hereditary corruption.
Men are born, as stated in the foregoing quotation, ut sine virtute, ita sine vitio. In other
words men are born into the world since the fall in the same state in which Adam was created.
Julian says:158 “Nihil est peccati in homine, si nihil est propriz voluntatis, vel assensionis.
Tu autem concedis nihil fuisse in parvulis propriz voluntatis: non ego, sed ratio concludit;
nihil igitur in eis esse peccati.” This was the point on which the Pelagians principally insisted,
that it was contrary to the nature of sin that it should be transmitted or Inherited. If nature
was sinful, then God as the author of nature must be the author of sin. Julian'>® therefore

says: “Nemo naturaliter malus est; sed quicunque reus est, moribus, non exordiis accusatur.”

4. Consequently Adam's sin injured only himself. This was one of the formal charges
presented against the Pelagians in the Synod of Diospolis. Pelagius endeavored to answer
it, by saying that the sin of Adam exerted the influence of a bad example, and in that sense,
and to that degree, injured his posterity. But he denied that there is any causal relation
between the sin of Adam and the sinfulness of his race, or that death is a penal evil. Adam
would have died from the constitution of his nature, whether he had sinned or not; and his
posterity, whether infant or adult, die from like necessity of nature. As Adam was in no
sense the representative of his race, as they did not stand their probation in him, each man
stands a probation for himself; and is justified or condemned solely on the ground of his
own individual personal acts.

5. As men come into the world without the contamination of original sin, and as they
have plenary power to do all that God requires, they may, and in many cases do, live without
sin; or if at any time they transgress, they may turn unto God and perfectly obey all his
commandments. Hence Pelagius taught that some men had no need for themselves to repeat
the petition in the Lord's prayer, “Forgive us our trespasses.” Before the Synod of Carthage
one of the grounds on which he was charged with heresy was, that he taught, “et ante
adventum Domini fuerunt homines impeccabiles, id est, sine peccato.”

6. Another consequence of his principles which Pelagius unavoidably drew was that
men could be saved without the gospel. As free will in the sense of plenary ability, belongs
essentially to man as much as reason, men whether Heathen, Jews, or Christians, may fully
obey the law of God and attain eternal life. The only difference is that under the light of the
Gospel, this perfect obedience is rendered more easy. One of his doctrines, therefore, was
that “lex sic mittit ad regnum ccelorum, quomodo et evangelium.”

158 Apud Augustinum Opus Imperfectum contra Julianum, I. 60; Works, vol. x. p. 1511, d.
159 Ibid.
159
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7. The Pelagian system denies the necessity of grace in the sense of the supernatural
influence of the Holy Spirit. As the Scriptures, however, speak so fully and constantly of the
grace of God as manifested and exercised in the salvation of men, Pelagius could not avoid
acknowledging that fact. By grace, however, he understood everything which we derive from
the goodness of God. Our natural faculties of reason and free will, the revelation of the truth
whether in his works or his word, all the providential blessings and advantages which men
enjoy, fall under the Pelagian idea of grace. Augustine says, Pelagius represented grace to
be the natural endowments of men, which inasmuch as they are the gift of God are grace.
“Ille (Pelagius) Dei gratiam non appellat nisi naturam, qua libero arbitrio conditi sumus.” 16
And Julian, he says, includes under the term all the gifts of God. “Ipsi gratiz, beneficiorum

qua nobis preestare non desinit, augmenta reputamus.”161

8. As infants are destitute of moral character, baptism in their case cannot either sym-
bolize or effect the remission of sin. It is, according to Pelagius, only a sign of their consec-
ration to God. He believed that none but the baptized were at death admitted into the
kingdom of heaven, in the Christian sense of that term, but held that unbaptized infants
were nevertheless partakers of eternal life. By that term was meant what was afterwards
called by the schoolmen, limbos infantum. This was described as that uécog témog kKoAdoeWS
kol mapadeioov, gic v kai T& dPdntiota Ppéepn petar Oéueva Lijv pakapiwg.'®? Pelagius
and his doctrines were condemned by a council at Carthage, A.D. 412. He was exonerated
at the Synods of Jerusalem and Diospolis, in 415; but condemned a second time in a synod
of sixty bishops at Carthage in 416. Zosimus, bishop of Rome, at first sided with the Pelagians
and censured the action of the African bishops; but when their decision was confirmed by
the general council of Carthage in 418, at which two hundred bishops were present, he
joined in the condemnation and declared Pelagius and his friends excommunicated. In 431
the Eastern Church joined in this condemnation of the Pelagians, in the General Synod held

at Ephesus.163

Arguments against the Pelagian Doctrine.

160 Epistola, clxxix. 3; Works, edit. Benedictines, vol. ii. pp. 941, d, 942, a.

161

162  On the distinction between vita eeterna and regnum ccelorum see Pelagius Apud Augustinum de Peccatorum
Meritis et Remissione, I. 58; Works, vol. x. p. 231. Conc. Carth. 415.

163 Wigger’s Augustinism and Pelagianism. Guericke’s Church History, §$ 91-93. Ritter’s Geschichte der

Christliche Philosophie, vol. ii. pp. 337-443; and all the church histories and histories of doctrine.
160
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The objections to the Pelagian views of the nature of sin will of necessity come under
consideration, when the Scriptural and Protestant doctrine comes to be presented. It is
sufficient for the present to state, —

1. That the fundamental principle on which the whole system is founded contradicts
the common consciousness of men. It is not true, as our own conscience teaches us, that
our obligation is limited by our ability. Every man knows that he is bound to be better than
he is, and better than he can make himself by any exertion of his We are bound to love God
perfectly, but we know that such perfect love is beyond our power. We recognize the oblig-
ation to be free from all sin, and absolutely conformed to the perfect law of God. Yet no
man is so infatuated or so blinded to his real character as really to believe that he either is
thus perfect, or has the power to make himself so. It is the daily and hourly prayer or aspir-
ation of every saint and of every sinner to be delivered from the bondage of evil. The proud
and malignant would gladly be humble and benevolent; the covetous would rejoice to be
liberal; the infidel longs for faith, and the hardened sinner for repentance. Sin is in its own
nature a burden and a torment, and although loved and cherished, as the cups of the
drunkard are cherished, yet, if emancipation could be effected by an act of the will, sin would
cease to reign in any rational creature. There is no truth, therefore, of which men are more
intimately convinced than that they are the slaves of sin; that they cannot do the good they
would; and that they cannot alter their character at will. There is no principle, therefore,
more at variance with the common consciousness of men than the fundamental principle
of Pelagianism that our ability limits our obligation, that we are not bound to be better than
we can make ourselves by a volition.

2. It is no less revolting to the moral nature of man to assert, as Pelagianism teaches,
that nothing is sinful but the deliberate transgression of known law; that there is no moral
character in feelings and emotions; that love and hatred, malice and benevolence, considered
as affections of the mind, are alike indifferent; that the command to love God is an absurdity,
because love is not under the control of the will. All our moral judgments must be perverted
before we can assent to a system involving such consequences.

3. In the third place, the Pelagian doctrine, which confounds freedom with ability, or
which makes the liberty of a free agent to consist in the power to determine his character
by a volition, is contrary to every man's consciousness. We feel, and cannot but acknowledge,
that we are free when we are self determined; while at the same time we are conscious that
the controlling states of the mind are not under the power of the will, or, in other words,
are not under our own power. A theory which is founded on identifying things which are
essentially different, as liberty and ability, must be false.
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4. The Pelagian system leaves the universal sinfulness of men, a fact which cannot be
denied, altogether unaccounted for. To refer it to the mere free agency of man is to say that
a thing always is simply because it may be.

5. This system fails to satisfy the deepest and most universal necessities of our nature.
In making man independent of God by assuming that God cannot control free agents without
destroying their liberty, it makes all prayer for the controlling grace of God over ourselves
and others a mockery, and throws man back completely on his own resources to grapple
with sin and the powers of darkness without hope of deliverance.

6. It makes redemption (in the sense of a deliverance from sin) unnecessary or impossible.
It is unnecessary that there should be a redeemer for a race which has not fallen, and which
has full ability to avoid all sin or to recover itself from its power. And it is impossible, if free
agents are independent of the control of God.

7. It need hardly be said that a system which asserts, that Adam's sin injured only himself;
that men are born into the world in the state in which Adam was created; that men may,
and often do, live without sin; that we have no need of divine assistance in order to be holy;
and that Christianity has no essential superiority over heathenism or natural religion, is al-
together at variance with the word of God. The opposition indeed between Pelagianism and
the gospel is so open and so radical that the former has never been regarded as a form of
Christianity at all. It has, in other words, never been the faith of any organized Christian
church. It is little more than a form of Rationalism.
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§ 5. Augustinian Doctrine.
The Philosophical Element of Augustine's Doctrine.

There are two elements in Augustine's doctrine of sin: the one metaphysical or philo-
sophical, the other moral or religious. The one a speculation of the understanding, the other
derived from his religious experience and the teaching of the Holy Spirit. The one has passed
away, leaving little more trace on the history of doctrine than other speculations, whether
Aristotelian or Platonic. The other remains, and has given form to Christian doctrine from
that day to this. This is not to be wondered at. Nothing is more uncertain and unsatisfactory
than the speculations of the understanding or philosophical theories. Whereas nothing is
more certain and universal than the moral consciousness of men and the truths which it
reveals. And as the Scriptures, being the work of God, do and must conform their teachings
to what God teaches in the constitution of our nature, doctrines founded on the twofold
teaching of the Spirit, in his word and in the hearts of his people, remain unchanged from
generation to generation, while the speculations of philosophy or of philosophical theologians
pass away as the leaves of the forest. No man now concerns himself about the philosophy
of Origen, or of the new Platonists, or of Augustine, while the language of David in the
fifty-first Psalm is used to express the experience and convictions of all the people of God
in all ages and in all parts of the world.

The metaphysical element in Augustine's doctrine of sin arose from his controversy
with the Manicheans. Manes taught that in was a substance. This Augustine denied. With
him it was a maxim that “Omne esse bonum est.” But if esse (being) is good, and if evil is
the opposite of good, then evil must be the opposite of being, or nothing, i.e., the negation
or privation of being. Thus he was led to adopt the language of the new Platonists and of
Origen, who, by a different process, were brought to define evil as the negation of being, as
Plotinus calls it, otépnoig tod dvtog; and Origen says, tdoa 1| kakia 008V éotiv, and evil
itself he says is €otepfiofat o0 6vtog. In thus making being good and the negation of being
evil, Augustine seems to have made the same mistake which other philosophers have so often
made, — of confounding physical and moral good. When God at the beginning declared
all things, material and immaterial, which He had made, to be very good, He simply declared
them to be suited to the ends for which they were severally made. He did not intend to teach
us that moral goodness could be predicated of matter or of an irrational animal. In other
cases the word good means agreeable, or adapted to give pleasure. In others again, it means
morally right. To infer from time fact that everything which God made is good, or that every
esse is bonum, that therefore moral evil being the negation of good must be the negation of
being, is as illogical as to argue that because honey is good (in the sense of being agreeable
to the taste) therefore worm-wood is bad, in the sense of being sinful. Although Augustine
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held the language of those philosophers who, both before and since, destroy the very nature
of sin in making it mere limitation of being, yet he was very far from holding the same system.
(1.) They made sin necessary, as arising from the very nature of a creature. He made it vol-
untary. (2.) They made it purely physical. He made it moral. With him it includes pollution
and guilt. With them it included neither. (3.) With Augustine this negation was not merely
passive, it was not the simple want of being, it was such privation as tended to destruction.
(4.) Evil with Augustine, therefore, as was more fully and clearly taught by his followers,
was not mere privation, nor simply defect. That a stone cannot see, involves the negation
of the power of vision. But it is not a defect, because the power of vision does not belong to
stones. Blindness is a defect in an animal, but not sin. The absence of love to God in a rational
creature is sin, because it is the absence of something which belongs to such a creature, and
which he ought to have. In the true Augustinian sense, therefore, sin is negation only as it
is the privation of moral good, — the privatio boni, or as it was afterwards generally expressed,
a want of conformity to the law or standard of good.

Augustine’s Reasons for making Sin a Negation.

In thus making sin negation, Augustine had principally two ends in view. (1.) To show
that sin is not necessary. If it were something existing of itself, or something created by the
power of God, it was beyond the power of man. He was its victim, not its author. (2.) He
desired to show that it was not due to the divine efficiency. According to his theory of God's
relation to the world, not only all that is, every substance, is created and upheld by 1 rod,
but all activity or power, all energy by which positive effects are produced, is the energy of
God. If sin, therefore, was anything in itself, anything more than a defect, or a want of con-
formity to a rule, God must be its author. He, therefore, took such a view of the psycholo-
gical nature of sin, that it did not require an efficient, but as he often said only a deficient
cause. If a man, to use the old Augustinian illustration, strike the cords of an untuned harp,
he is the cause of the sound but not of the discord. So God is the cause of the sinner's activity

but not of the discordance between his acts and the laws of eternal truth and right.!6*

The Moral Element of His Doctrine.

The true Augustinian doctrine of sin was that which the illustrious father drew from
his own religious experience, as guided and determined by the Spirit of God. He was, (1.)
Conscious of sin. He recognized himself as guilty and polluted, as amenable to the justice
of God and offensive to his holiness. (2.) He felt himself to be thus guilty and polluted not
only because of deliberate acts of transgression, but also for his affections, feelings, and

164 See, on Augustine’s theory, Miiller, Lehre von der Siinde, vol. i. pp. 338-349. Ritter’s, Geschichte der
Christlichen Philosophie, vol. ii. pp. 337-425.
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emotions. This sense of sin attached not only to these positive and consciously active states
of mind, but also to the mere absence of right affections, to hardness of heart, to the want
of love, humility, faith, and other Christian virtues, or to their feebleness and inconstancy.
(3.) He recognized the fact that he had always been a sinner. As far back as consciousness
extended it was the consciousness of sin. (4.) He was deeply convinced that he had no power
to change his moral nature or to make himself holy; that whatever liberty he possessed,
however free he was in sinning, or (after regeneration) in holy acting, he had not the liberty
of ability which Pelagians claimed as an essential prerogative of humanity. (5.) It was involved
in this consciousness of sin as including guilt or just liability to punishment, as well as pol-
lution, that it could not be a necessary evil, but must have its origin in the free act of man,
and be therefore voluntary. Voluntary: (a.) In having its origin in an act of the will; (.) In
having its seat in the will; (¢.) In consisting in the determination of the will to evil: the word
will being here, as by Augustine generally, taken in its widest sense for everything in man
that does not fall under the category of the understanding. (6.) What consciousness taught
him to be true with regard to himself he saw to be true in regard to others. All men showed
themselves to be sinners. They all gave evidence of sinfulness as soon as they gave evidence
of reason. They all appeared not only as transgressors of the law of God, but as spiritually
dead, devoid of all evidence of spiritual life. They were the willing slaves of sin, entirely unable
to deliver themselves from their bondage to corruption. No man had ever given proof of
possessing the power of self-regeneration. All who gave evidence of being regenerated, with
one voice ascribed the work not to themselves, but to the grace of God. From these facts of
consciousness and experience Augustine drew the inevitable conclusion, (1.) That if men
are saved it cannot be by their own merit, but solely through the undeserved love of God.
(2.) That the regeneration of the soul must be the exclusive and supernatural work of the
Holy Ghost; that the sinner could neither effect the work nor codperate in its production.
In other words, that grace is certainly efficacious or irresistible. (3.) That salvation is of grace
or of the sovereign mercy of God, (a.) In that God might justly have left men to perish in
their apostasy without any provision for their redemption. (b.) In that men, being destitute
of the power of doing anything holy or meritorious, their justification cannot be by works,
but must be a matter of favour. (c.) In that it depends not on the will of the persons saved,
but on the good pleasure of God, who are to be made partakers of the redemption or Christ.
In other words, election to eternal life must be founded In the sovereign pleasure of God,
and not on the foresight of good works. (4.) A fourth inference from the principles of Au-
gustine was the perseverance of the saints. If God of his own good pleasure elects some to
eternal life, they cannot fail of salvation. It thus appears that as all the distinguishing doctrines
of the Pelagians are the logical consequences of their principle of plenary ability as the
ground and limit of obligation, so the distinguishing doctrines of Augustine are the logical
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consequences of his principle of the entire inability of fallen man to do anything spiritually
good.

Taught by his own experience that he was from his birth guilty and polluted, and that
he had no power to change his own nature, and seeing that all men are involved in the same
sinfulness and helplessness, he accepted the Scriptural solution of these facts of consciousness
and observation, and therefore held, (1.) That God created man originally in his own image
and likeness in knowledge, righteousness, and holiness, immortal, and invested with
dominion over the creatures. He held also that Adam was endowed with perfect liberty of
the will, not only with spontaneity and the power of self-determination, but with the power
of choosing good or evil, and thus of determining his own character. (2.) That being left to
the freedom of his own will, Adam, under the temptation of the Devil, voluntarily sinned
against God, and thus fell from the estate in which he was created. (3.) That the consequences
of this sin upon Adam were the loss of the divine image, and the corruption of his whole
nature, so that he became spiritually dead, and thus indisposed, disabled, and made opposite
to all spiritual good. Besides this spiritual death, he became mortal, liable to all the miseries
of this life, and to eternal death. (4.) Such was the union between Adam and his descendants,
that the same consequences of his transgression came on them that fell upon him. They are
born the children of wrath, i.e., in a state of condemnation, destitute of the image of God,
and morally depraved. (5.) This inherent, hereditary depravity is truly and properly of the
nature of sin, involving both guilt and corruption. In its formal nature it consists in the
privation of original righteousness and (concupiscence) inordinatio naturce, disorder of the
whole nature. It is of the nature of a habitus as distinguished from an act, activity or agency.
It is voluntary, in the sense mentioned above, especially in that it did not arise from necessity
of nature, or from the efficiency of God, but from the free agency of Adam. (6.) That the
loss of original righteousness and the corruption of nature consequent on the fall of Adam
are penal inflictions, being the punishment of his first sin. (7.) That regeneration, or effec-
tual calling, is a supernatural act of the Holy Spirit, in which the soul is the subject and not
the agent; that it is sovereign, granted or withheld according to the good pleasure of God;
and consequently that salvation is entirely of grace.

This is the Augustinian system in all that is essential. It is this which has remained, and
been the abiding form of doctrine among the great body of evangelical Christians from that
day to this. It is of course admitted that Augustine held much connected with the several
points above mentioned, which was peculiar to the man or to the age in which he lived, but
which does not belong to Augustinianism as a system of doctrine. As Lutheranism does not
include all the individual opinions of Luther, and as Calvinism does not include all the
personal views of Calvin, so there is much taught by Augustine which does not belong to
Augustinianism. He taught that all sin is the negation of being; that liberty is ability, so that
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in denying to fallen man ability to change his own heart, he denies to him freedom of the
will; that concupiscence (in the lower sense of the word), as an instinctive feeling, is sinful;
that a sinful nature is propagated by the very law of generation; that baptism removes the
guilt of original sin; and that all unbaptized infants (as Romanists still teach and almost all
Protestants deny) are lost. These, and other similar points are not integral parts of his system,
and did not receive the sanction of the Church when it pronounced in favour of his doctrine
as opposed to that of the Pelagians. In like manner it is a matter of minor importance how
he understood the nature of the union between Adam and his posterity; whether he held
the representative, or the realistic theory; or whether he ultimately sided for Traducianism
as against Creationism, or for the latter as against the former. On these points his language
is confused and undecided. It is enough that he held that such was the union between Adam
and his race, that the whole human family stood their probation in him and fell with him
in his first transgression, so that all the evils which are the consequences of that transgression,
including physical and spiritual death, are the punishment of that sin. On this point he is
perfectly explicit. When it was objected by Julian that sin cannot be the punishment of sin,
he replied that we must distinguish three things, that we must know, “aliud esse peccatum,
aliud peenam, peccati, aliud utrumque, id est, ita peccatum, ut ipsum sit etiam pcena peccati,
.. .. pertinet originale peccatum ad hoc genus tertium, ubi sic peccatum est, ut ipsum sit et
peena peccati.”1®° Again he says: “Est [peccatum] . . . . non solum voluntarium atque possibile
unde liberum est abstinere; verum etiam necessarium peccatum, unde abstinere liberum
non est, quod jam non solum peccatum, sed etiam poena peccati est.”166 Spiritual death
(i.e., original sin or inherent corruption), says Wiggers, is, according to Augustine, the
special and principal penalty of Adam's first transgression, which penalty has passed on all
men.'®” This is in exact accordance with the doctrine of the Apostle, who says: “In Adam
all die,” 1 Cor. xv. 22; and that a sentence of condemnation (kpipa €i¢ katdkpipa) for one
offence passed on all men, Rom. v. 16, 17. This Augustine clung to as a Scriptural doctrine,
and as a historical tact. This, however, is a doctrine which men have ever found it hard to
believe, and a fact which they have ever been slow to admit. Pelagius said:'®® “Nulla ratione
concedi ut Deus, qui propria peccata remittit, imputet aliena.” And Julian vehemently ex-
claims, “Amolire te itaque cum tali Deo tuo de Ecclesiarum medio: non est ipse, cui
Patriarche, cui Prophete, cui Apostoli crediderunt, in quo speravit et sperat Ecclesia
primitivorum, que conscripta est in ccelis; non est ipse quem credit judicem rationabilis
creatura; quem Spiritus sanctus juste judicaturum esse denuntiat. Nemo prudentium, pro

165 Opus Imperfectum, I. 47; Works, edit. Benedictines, vol. x., pp. 1495, d, and 1496, d.
166 Opus Imperfectum, V. 59, Works, edit. Benedictines, vol. x., p. 2026, b.
167 Augustinismus und Pelagianismus, edit. Hamburg, 1833, vol. i. p. 104.

168 Apud Augustinum de Peccatorum Meritis et Remissionie, IIL. iii. 5; Works, vol. x., p. 289, a.
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tali Domino suum unquam sanguinem fudisset: nec enim merebatur dilectionis affectum,
ut suscipiendee pro se onus imponeret passionis. Postremo iste quem inducis, si esset uspiam,
reus convinceretur esse non Deus; judicandus a vero Deo meo, non judicaturus pro Deo.”10?
To this great objection Augustine gives different answers. (1.) He refers to Scriptural examples
in which men have been punished for the sins of others. (2.) He appeals to the fact that God
visits the sins of parents upon their children. (3.) Sometimes he says we should rest satisfied
with the assurance that the judge of all the earth must do right, whether we can see the justice
of his ways or not. (4.) At others he seems to adopt the realistic doctrine that all men were
in Adam, and that his sin was their sin, being the act of generic humanity. As Levi was in
the loins of Abraham, and was tithed in him, so we were in this loins of Adam, and sinned
in him. (5.) And, finally, he urges that as we are justified by the righteousness of Christ, it
is not incongruous that we should be condemned for the sin of Adam.!”° It will be observed
that some of these grounds are inconsistent with others. If one be valid, the others are invalid.
If we reconcile the condemnation of men on account of the sin of Adam, on the ground
that he was our representative, or that he sustained the relation which all parents bear to
their children, we renounce the ground of a realistic union. If the latter theory be true, then
Adam's sin was our act as truly as it was his. If we adopt the representative theory, his act
was not our act in any other sense than that in which a representative acts for his constituents.
From this it is plain, (1.) That Augustine had no clear and settled conviction as to the nature
of the union between Adam and his race which is the ground of the imputation of his sin
to his posterity, any more than he had about the origin of the soul; and (2.) That no partic-
ular theory on that point, whether the representative or realistic, can properly be made an
element of Augustinianism, as a historical and church form of doctrine.

169 Opus Imperfectum contra Julianum, I. 50; Works, vol. x. p. 1501, a, b.

170  See Miinscher’s Dogmengeschichte, vol. iv., p. 195.
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§ 6. Doctrine of the Church of Rome.

This is a point very difficult to decide. Romanists themselves are as much at variance
as to what their Church teaches concerning original sin as those who do not belong to their
communion. The sources of this difficulty are, (1.) First, the great diversity of opinions on
this subject prevailing in the Latin Church before the authoritative decisions of the Council
of Trent and of the Romish Catechism. (2.) The ambiguity and want of precision or fulness
in the decisions of that council. (3.) The different interpretations given by prominent theo-
logians of the true meaning of the Tridentine canons.

Diversity of Sentiment in the Latin Church.

As to the first of these points it may be remarked that there were mainly three conflicting
elements in the Latin Church before the Reformation, in relation to the whole subject of
sin. (1.) The doctrine of Augustine. (2.) That of the Semi-Pelagians, and (3.) That of those
of the schoolmen who endeavoured to find a middle ground between the other two systems.
The doctrine of Augustine, as exhibited above, was sanctioned by the Latin Church, and
pronounced to be the true orthodox faith. But even during the lifetime of Augustine, and
to a greater extent in the following century, serious departures from his system began to
prevail. These departures related to all the intimately connected doctrines of sin, grace, and
predestination. Pelagianism was universally disclaimed and condemned. It was admitted
that the race of man fell in Adam; that his sin affected injuriously his posterity as well as
himself; that men are born in s state of alienation from God; that they need the power of
the Holy Spirit in order to their restoration to holiness. But what is the nature of original
sin, or of that depravity or deterioration of our nature derived from Adam? And, What are
the remains of the divine image which are still preserved, or what is the power fur good
which fallen men still possess? And What is to be understood by the grace of God and the
extent of its influence? And What is the ground on which God brings some and not others
to the enjoyment of eternal life? These were questions which received very different answers.
Augustine, as we have seen, answered the first of these questions by saying that original sin
consists not only in the loss of original righteousness, but also in concupiscence, or disorder,
or corruption of nature, which is truly and properly sin, including both guilt and pollution.
The second question he answered by saying that fallen man has no power to effect what is
spiritually good; he ran neither regenerate himself, prepare himself for regeneration, nor
cooperate with the grace of God in that work. These principles necessarily lead to the doc-
trines of efficacious or irresistible grace and of sovereign election, as was seen and universally
admitted. It was these necessary consequences, rattler than the principles themselves, which
awakened opposition. But to get rid of the consequences it was necessary that the principles
should be refuted. This opposition to, Augustinianism arose with the monks and prevailed
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principally among them. This, as Gieseler!”! says, was very natural. Augustine taught that
man could do nothing good of himself, and could acquire no merit in the sight of God. The
monks believed that they could do not only all, but more than all that God required of them.
Else why submit to their vows of celibacy, poverty, and obedience? The party thus formed
against the orthodox or established doctrine was called Semi-Pelagian, because it held a
middle ground between Pelagius and Augustine.

The Semi-Pelagians.

The principal leaders of this party were John Cassianus, an Eastern monk and disciple
of Chrysostom; Vincentius Lerinensis, and Faustus of Rhegium. The most important work
of Cassian was entitled “Collationes Patrum,” which is a collection of dialogues on various
subjects. He was a devout rather than a speculative writer, relying on the authority of
Scripture for the support of his doctrine. Educated in the Greek Church and trained in a
monastery, all his prepossessions were adverse to Augustinianism. And when he transferred
his residence to Marseilles in the south of France, and found himself in the midst of churches
who bowed to the authority of Augustine, he set himself to modify and soften, but not directly

172 \/incent of Lerins was a man of a

to oppose the distinguishing doctrines of that father.
different spirit and of higher powers. His reliance was on tradition. He held the highest
doctrine concerning the Church, and taught that communion with her in faith and ordinances
was the one essential condition of salvation. He was the author of the celebrated formula as
to the rule of faith, quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab omnibus creditum est. His principal
work is entitled “Commonitorium,” or Remembrancer, a collection mainly of extracts. This
work was long considered a standard among Romanists, and has been held in high repute
by many Protestants for the ability which it displays. It was intended as a guard against
heresy, by exhibiting what the leaders of the Church had taught against heretics, and to de-
termine the principle on which the authority of the fathers was to be admitted. A single
father, even though a bishop, confessor, or martyr, might err, and his teachings be properly
disregarded, but when he concurred with the general drift of ecclesiastical teaching, i.e.,
with tradition, he was to be fully believed.!”?

The ablest and most influential of the leaders of the Semi-Pelagian party was Faustus
of Rhegium, who secured the condemnation of Lucidus, an extreme advocate of the Au-
gustinian doctrine, in the Synod of Arles, 475, A.D.; and who was called upon by the council
to write the work “De gratia Dei et humana mentis libero arbitrio,” which attained great
celebrity and authority. The Semi-Pelagians, however, were far from agreeing among

171  Kirchengeschichte, vol. vi. p. 350.
172 See below, vol. iii., p. 449.
173  Sacr. Bibl. Sanc. Pat., 2d. edit. Paris, 1589, tom. iv. pp. 62-91.
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themselves either as to sin or as to grace. Cassian taught that the effects of Adam's sin on
his posterity were, (1.) That they became mortal, and subject to the physical infirmities of
this life. (2.) That the knowledge of nature and of the divine law which Adam originally
possessed, was in a great measure preserved until the sons of Seth intermarried with the
daughters of Cain, when the race became greatly deteriorated. (3.) That the moral effects of
the fall were to weaken the soul in all its power for good, so that men constantly need the
assistance of divine grace. (4.) What that grace was, whether the supernatural influence of
the Spirit, the providential efficiency of God, or his various gifts of faculties and of knowledge,
he nowhere distinctly explains. He admitted that men could not save themselves; but held
that they were not spiritually dead; they were sick; and constantly needed the aid of the
Great Physician. He taught that man sometimes began the work of conversion; sometimes
God; and sometimes, in a certain sense, God saves the unwilling.!”* Vincent evidently re-
garded the Augustinian doctrine of original sin as making God the author of evil; for, he
says, it assumes that God has created a nature, which acting according to its own laws and
under the impulse of an enslaved will, can do nothing but sin.!”> And he pronounces
heretical those who teach that grace saves those who do not ask, seek, or knock, in evident
allusion to the doctrine of Augustine that it is not of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth,
but of God who showeth mercy. Faustus admitted a moral corruption of nature as the con-
sequence of the fall of Adam, which he called original sin (originale delictum). In his letter
to Lucidus he anathematizes the doctrine of Pelagius that man is born “without sin.”176
From this deteriorated, infirm state, no man can deliver himself. He needs the grace of God.
But what that grace was is doubtful. From some passages of his writings there would seem
to be meant by it only, or principally, the moral influence of the truth as revealed by the
Spirit in the Scriptures. He says God draws men to him, but “Quid est attrahere nisi
preedicare, nisi scripturarum consolationibus excitare, increpationibus deterrere, desideranda
proponere, intentare metuenda, judicium comminari, preemium polliceri?”!”” Semi-Pelagians
agreed, however, in rejecting the Pelagian doctrine that Adam's sin injured only himself;
they admitted that the effects of that sin passed on all men, affecting both the soul and body.
It rendered the body mortal, and liable to disease and suffering; and the soul it weakened,
so that it became prone to evil and incapable, without divine assistance, of doing anything
spiritually good. But as against Augustine they held, at least according to the statements of
Prosper and Hilary, the advocates of Augustinianism in the south of France, (1.) That the
beginning of salvation is with man. Man begins to seek God, and then God aids him. (2.)

174 Magna Bib. Vet. Pat., Cologne, 1618, tom. v. par. ii., p. 90 ff.
175 Wiggers, ut supra, vol. ii., p. 214.
176 Sac. Bibl. Sanc. Pat., 2d. edit. Paris, 1589, tom. iv. pp. 875, 876.
177 De Lib. Arbit. L. xvii.: Ibid. p. 906.
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That this incipient turning of the soul towards God is something good, and in one sense
meritorious. (3.) That the soul, in virtue of its liberty of will or ability for good, codperates
with the grace of God in regeneration as well as in sanctification. That these charges were
well founded may be inferred from the decisions of the councils of Orange and Valence,
A.D. 529, in which the doctrines of Augustine were again sanctioned. As the decisions of
those councils were ratified by the Pope they were, according to the papal theory, declared
to be the faith of the Church. Among the points thus pronounced to be included in the true
Scriptural doctrine, are, (1.) That the consequence of Adam's sin is not confined to the body,
or to the lower faculties of the soul, but involves the loss of ability to spiritual good. (2.) The
sin derived from Adam is spiritual death. (3.) Grace is granted not because men seek it, but
the disposition to seek is a work of grace and the gift of God. (1.) The beginning of faith and
the disposition to believe is not from the human will, but from the grace of God. (5.) Believ-
ing, willing, desiring, seeking, asking, knocking at the door of mercy, are all to be referred
to the work of the Spirit and not to the good which belongs to the nature of fallen man. The
two great points, therefore, in dispute between the Augustinians and Semi-Pelagians were
decided in favour of the former. Those points were (1.) That original sin, or the corruption
of nature derived from Adam, was not simply a weakening of our power for good, but was
spiritual death; really sin, incapacitating the soul for ally spiritual good. And (2.) That in
the work of conversion it is not man that begins, but the Spirit of God. The sinner has no
power to turn himself unto God, but is turned or renewed by divine grace before he can do
anything spiritually good.178

The decisions of the councils of Orange and Valence in favour of Augustinianism, did
not arrest the controversy. The Semi-Pelagian party still continued numerous and active,
and so far gained the ascendency, that in the ninth century Gottschalk was condemned for
teaching the doctrine of predestination in the sense of Augustine. From this period to the
time of the Reformation and the decisions of the Council of Trent, great diversity of opinion
prevailed in the Latin Church on all the questions relating to sin, grace, and predestination.
It having come to be generally admitted that original righteousness was a supernatural gift,
it was also generally held that the effect of Adam's sin upon himself and upon his posterity
was the loss of that righteousness. This was its only subjective effect. The soul, therefore, is
left in the state in which it was originally created, and in which it existed, some said a longer,
others a shorter, period, or no perceptible period at all, before the receipt of the supernatural
endowment. It is in this state that met are born into the world since the apostasy of Adam.

The Doctrine of Anselm.

178 Binius, Concilia, Cologne, 1618, t. ii. par. i. p. 638.
172

168

169


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_168.html
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_169.html

6. Doctrine of the Church of Rome.

This loss of original righteousness was universally regarded as a penal evil. It was the
punishment of the first sin of Adam which came equally upon him and upon all his descend-
ants. The question now is, What is the moral state of a soul destitute of original righteousness
considered as a supernatural gift? It was the different views taken as to the answer to that
question, which gave rise to the conflicting views of the nature and consequences of original
sin.

1. Some said that this negative state was itself sinful. Admitting that original sin is simply
the loss of original righteousness, it was nevertheless truly and properly sin. This was the
ground taken by Anselm, the father of the scholastic philosophy and theology. In his work,

179 “Quod in illis non est

“De Conceptu Virginali et Originali Peccato,” he says of children,
justitia, quam debent habere, non hoc fecit illorum, voluntas personalis, sicut in Adam, sed
egestas naturalis, quam ipsa natura accepit ab Adam — facit natura personas infantium
peccatrices. Nullam infantibus injustitiam super preedictam nuditatem justitize. 180peccatum
originale aliud intelligere nequeo, nisi ipsam—factam per inobedientiam Adze justitiee debitae
nuditatem.”®! This original sin, however, even in infants, although purely negative, is
nevertheless truly and properly sin. Anselm says, “Omne peccatum est injustitia, et originale
peccatum est absolute peccatum, unde sequitur quod est injustitia. [tem si Deus non damnat
nisi propter injustitiam; damnat autem aliquem propter originale peccatum, ergo non est
aliud originale peccatum quam injustitia. Quod si ita est, originale peccatum non est aliud

quam injustitia, i.e., absentia debitae justitice.”!5>

Doctrine of Abelard.

2. The ground taken by others of the schoolmen was that the loss of original righteousness
left Adam precisely in the state in which he was created, and therefore in puris naturalibus
(i.e., in the simple essential attributes of his nature). And as his descendants share his fate,
they are born in the same state. There is no inherent hereditary corruption, no moral char-
acter either goon or bad. The want of a supernatural gift not belonging to the nature of man,
and which must be bestowed as a favour, cannot be accounted to men as sin. Original sin,
therefore, in the posterity of Adam can consist in nothing but the imputation to them of
his first transgression. They suffer the punishment of that sin, which punishment is the loss
of original righteousness. According to this view, original sin is peena but not culpa. It is
true that the inevitable consequence of this privation of righteousness is that the lower
powers of man's nature gain the ascendency over the higher, and that he grows up in sin.

179 Cap. xxiii.; Opera, Paris, 1721, p. 104, B, d.
180 Cap. xxiv.; Ibid. p. 105, A, c.
181 Cap. xxvii,; Ibid. p. 106, A, b.
182 Cap. iii; Ibid. p. 98, A, e, B, a.
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Nevertheless there is no inherent or subjective sin in the new-born infant. There is a natural
proneness to sin arising out of the original and normal constitution of cur nature, and the
absence of original righteousness which was a frenum, or check by which the lower powers
were to be kept in subjection. But this being the condition in which Adam came from the
hands of his Creator, it cannot be in itself sinful. Sin consists in assent and purpose. And,
therefore, until the soul assents to this dominion of its lower nature and deliberately acts in
accordance with it, it cannot be chargeable with any personal, inherent sin. There is therefore
no sin of nature, as distinguished from actual sin. It is true, as the advocates of this theory
taught, in obedience to the universal faith of the Church and the clear doctrine of the Bible,
that men are born in sin. But this is the guilt of Adam's first sin, and not their own inherent
corruption. They admitted the correctness of the Latin version of Romans v. 12, which
makes the Apostle say that all men sinned in Adam (in quo omnes peccaverunt). But they
understood that passage to teach nothing more than the imputation of Adam's first sin, and
not any hereditary inherent corruption of nature. This was the theory of original sin adopted
by Abelard, who held that nothing was properly of the nature of sin but an act performed
with an evil intention. As there can be no such intention in infants there can be, properly
speaking, no sin in them. There is a proneness to sin which he calls vitium; but sin consists
in consent to this inclination, and not in the inclination itself. “Vitium itaque est, quo ad
peccandum proni efficimur, hoc est inclinamur ad consentiendum ei, quod non convenit,
ut illud scilicet faciamus aut dimittamus. Hunc vero consensum proprie peccatum
nominamus, hoc est culpam anime, qua damnationem meretur.”'%% He admitted original
sin as a punishment, or as the guilt of Adam's sin, but this was external and not inherent, 8%
This view of the subject was strenuously maintained by some of the theologians of the Roman
Church at the time of the Reformation, especially by Catharinus and Pighius. The latter,

according to Chemnitz,185

thus states his doctrine: “Quod nec carentia justitiee originalis,
nec concupiscentia habeat rationem peccati, sive in parvulis, sive adultis, sive ante, sive post
baptismum. Has enim affectiones non esse vitia, sed nature conditiones in nobis. Peccatum
igitur originis non esse defectum, non vitium aliquod non depravationem aliquam, non
habitum corruptum, non qualitatem vitiosam harentem in nostra substantia, ut que sit
sine omni vitio et depravatione, sed hoc tantum esse peccatum originis, quod actualis
transgressio Ade reatu, tantum et poena transmissa et propagata sit ad posteros sine vitio
aliquo et pravitate heerente in ipsorum substantia: et reatum hunc esse; quod propter Adee
peccatum extorres facti sumus regni ceelorum, subjecti regno mortis et eeterna damnationi,

et omnibus humansz naturae miseriis involuti. Sicut ex servis, qui proprio vitio libertatem

183 Ethica seu liber dictus: scito se ipsum, cap. iii.; Opera, Paris, 1859, vol. ii. p. 596.
184 In Epistolam ad Romanos, lib. ii.; Ibid. vol. ii. p. 238.

185 Examen Concilii Tridentini, de Peccato Originale, edit. Frankfort, 1674, part i, p. 100.
174

171


http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible.vul:Rom.5.12
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_171.html

6. Doctrine of the Church of Rome.

amiserunt, nascuntur servi: non suo, sed parentum vitio. Et sicut filius scorti, sustinet

infamiam matris, sine proprio aliquo in se harente vitio.”!

Doctrine of Thomas Aquinas.

3. The third form of doctrine which prevailed during this period was that proposed by
Thomas Aquinas (A.D. 1224-74) a Dominican monk, the Doctor Angelicus of the schoolmen,
and by far the most influential theologian in the Latin Church since the days of Augustine.
His “Summa Theologiz” was long regarded as a standard work among Romanists, and is
still referred to as an authority both by Romanists and Protestants. Thomas approached
much nearer to Augustine than the other theologians of his age. He taught (1.) That original
righteousness was to Adam a supernatural gift. (2.) That by his transgression he forfeited
that gift for himself and his posterity. (3.) That original righteousness consisted essentially
in the fixed bias of the will towards God, or the subjection of the will to God. (4.) That the
inevitable consequence or adjunct of the loss of this original righteousness, this conversion
of the will towards God, is the aversion of the will from God. (5.) That original sin, therefore,
consists in two things, first, the loss of original righteousness and second, the disorder of
the whole nature. The one he called the formale the other the materiale of original sin. To
use his own illustration, a knife is iron; the iron is the material, the form is that which makes
the material a knife. So in original sin this aversion of the will from God (as a habit), is the
substance of original sin, it owes its existence and nature to the loss of original righteousness.
(6.) The soul, therefore, after the loss of its primal rectitude, does not remain in puris
naturalibus, but is in a state of corruption and sin. This state he sometimes calls inordinatio
virium anime;, sometimes a deordinatio; sometimes aversio voluntatis a bono
incommunicabili; sometimes a corrupt disposition, as when he says,187 “Causa hujus corruptee
dispositionis, quae dicitur originale peccatum, est una tantum, scilicet privatio originalis
justitiee, per quam sublata est subjectio humane mentis ad Deum.” Most frequently, in ac-
cordance with the usus loquendi of his own and of subsequent periods, this positive part of
original sin is called concupiscence. This is a word which it is very important to understand,
because it is used in such different senses even in relation to the same subject. Some by
concupiscence mean simply the sexual instinct; others, what belongs to our sensuous nature
in general; others, everything in man which has the seen and temporal for its object; and
others still, for the wrong bias of the soul, by which, being averse to God, it turns to the
creature and to evil. Everything depends therefore on the sense in which the word is taken,
when it is said that original sin consists, positively considered, in concupiscence. If by con-

cupiscence is meant merely our sensuous nature, then original sin is seated mainly in the

186 See also Kollner’s, Symbolik, vol. ii. p. 285.

187 Summa, II. i. Ixxxii. art. ii. edit. Cologne, 1640, p. 144 of second set.
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body and in the animal affections, and the higher powers of the soul are unaffected by its
contamination. By Thomas Aquinas the word is taken in its widest sense, as is obvious from
its equivalents just mentioned, aversion from God, corrupt disposition, disorder, or deform-
ity, of the powers of the soul. It is in this sense, he says, “Originale peccatum concupiscentia
dicitur.” (7.) As to the constituent elements of this original corruption, or as he expresses
it, the wounds under which our fallen nature is suffering, he says, they include, (a.) Ignorance
and want of the right knowledge of God in the intelligence. (b.) An aversion in the will from
the highest good. (c.) In the feelings or affections, or rather in that department of our nature
of which the feelings are the manifestations, a tendency to delight in created things. The
seat of original sin, therefore, with him is the whole soul. (8.) This concupiscence or inherent
corruption, is not an act, or agency, or activity, but a habit, i.e., an immanent inherent dis-

position of the mind.!%8

(9.) Finally original sin is a penal evil. The loss of original righteous-
ness and the consequent disorder of our nature, are the penalty of Adam's first transgression.
So far the doctrine of Thomas is in strict accordance with that of Augustine. His discussion
of the subject might be framed into an exposition of the answer in the “Westminster Catech-
ism” which declares the sinfulness of that estate into which men fell, to consist in the guilt
of Adam's first sin, the want of original righteousness, and the corruption of his whole
nature. The point of difference relates to the degree of injury received from the apostasy of
Adam, or the depth of that corruption of nature derived from him. This Thomas calls a
languor or weakness. Men in consequence of the fall are utterly unable to save themselves,
or to do anything really good in the sight of God without the aid of divine grace. But they
still have the power to codperate with that grace. They cannot, as the Semi-Pelagians taught,
begin the work of turning unto God, and therefore need preventing grace (gratia preeveniens),
but with that grace they are enabled to codperate. This makes the difference between the
effectual (irresistible) grace of Augustine, and the synergism which enters into all other
systems.

Doctrine of the Scotists.

4. Duns Scotus, a Franciscan, Professor of Theology at Oxford, Paris, and Cologne,
where he died A.D. 1308, was the great opponent of Thomas Aquinas. So far as the subject
of original sin is concerned, he sided with the Semi-Pelagians. He made original sin to
consist solely in the loss of original righteousness, and as this was purely a. supernatural
gift, not pertaining to the nature of man, its loss left Adam and his posterity after him, pre-
cisely in tile state in which man was originally created. Whatever of disorder is consequent
on this loss of righteousness is not of the nature of sin. “Peccatum originale,” he says, “non
potest esse aliud quam ista privatio [justitiee originalis]. Non enim est concupiscentia: tum

188 Ibid. art. i.
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quia illa est naturalis, tum quia ipsa est in parte sensitiva, ubi non est peccatum.”189 Men,
therefore, are born into the world in puris naturalibus, not in the Pelagian sense, as Pelagians
do not admit any supernatural gift of righteousness to Adam, but in the sense that they
possess all the essential attributes of their nature uninjured and uncontaminated. As free
will, i.e., the ability to do and to be whatever is required of man by his Maker, belongs essen-
tially to his nature, this also remains since the fall. It is indeed weakened and beset with
difficulties, as the balance wheel of our nature, original righteousness, is gone, but still it
exists. Man needs divine assistance. He cannot do good, or make himself good without the
grace of God. But the dependence of which Scotus speaks is rather that of the creature upon
the creator, than that of the sinner upon the Spirit of God. His endeavour seems to have
been to reduce the supernatural to the natural; to confound the distinction constantly made
in the Bible and by the Church, between the providential efficiency of God everywhere
present and always operating in and with natural causes, and the efficiency of the Holy
Ghost in the regeneration and sanctification of the soul.!*°

The Dominicans and Franciscans became, and long continued the two most powerful
orders of monks in the Roman Church. As they were antagonistic on so many other points,
they were also opposed in doctrine. The Dominicans, as the disciples of Thomas Aquinas,
were called Thomists, and the Franciscans, as followers of Duns Scotus, were called Scotists.
The opposition between these parties, among other doctrinal points, embraced as we have
seen, that of original sin. The Thomists were inclined to moderate Augustinianism, the
Scotists to Semi-Pelagianism. All the theories however above mentioned, variously modified,
had their zealous advocates in the Latin Church, when the Council of Trent was assembled
to determine authoritatively the true doctrine and to erect a barrier to the increasing power
of the Reformation.

Tridentine Doctrine on Original Sin.

The Council of Trent had a very difficult task to perform. In the first place, it was neces-
sary to condemn the doctrines of the Reformers. But the Protestants, as well Lutheran as
Reformed, had proclaimed their adherence to the Augustinian system in its purity and fulness;
and that system had received the sanction of councils and popes and could not be directly
impugned. This difficulty was surmounted by grossly misrepresenting the Protestant doctrine,
and making it appear inconsistent with the doctrine of Augustine. This method has been
persevered in to the present day. Moehler in his “Symbolik” represents the doctrine of the
Protestants, and especially that of Luther, on original sin, as a form of Manicheism. The
other, and more serious difficulty, was the great diversity of opinion existing in the Church

189 In Lib. IV Sentent., lib. II. dist. xxx. qu. 2; Venice, 1506, 2d part, fol. 83, p. 2, b.
190 Ritter’s Geschichte der christlichen Philosophie, vol. iv. pp. 354-472.
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and in the Council it self. Some were Augustinians; some held that original sin consisted
simply in the want of original righteousness, but that that want is sin. Others admitted no
original sin, but the imputation of Adam's first transgression. Others, with the Dominicans,
insisted that the disorder of all the powers consequent on the loss of original righteousness,
i.e., concupiscence, is truly and properly sin. This the Franciscans denied. Under these cir-
cumstances the pontifical legates, who attended the Council, exhorted the assembled fathers,
that they should decide nothing as to the nature of original sin, reminding them that they
were not called together o teach doctrines, but to condemn errors.! This advice the

Council endeavoured to follow, and hence its decisions are expressed in very general terms.

1. The Synod pronounces an anathema on those who do not confess that Adam, when
he transgressed in paradise the commandment of God, did immediately lose the holiness
and righteousness in which he had been constituted (constitutus fuerat, or positus erat); and
that by that offence he incurred the wrath and indignation of God, and thus also death and
subjection to him who has the power of death, that is, the devil; and that the whole Adam
by the offence of his transgression was as to the body and the soul. changed for the worst.

The effects of Adam's first sin upon himself therefore was: (1.) The loss of original
righteousness. (2.) Death and captivity to Satan. (3.) The deterioration of his whole nature
both soul and body.

2. The Synod also anathematizes those who say that the sin of Adam injured himself
only, and not his posterity; or that he lost the holiness and righteousness which he received
from God, for himself only and not also for us, or that he transmitted to the whole human
race only death and corporeal pains (peenas corporis), and not sin, which is the death of the

soul.

It is here taught that the effects of Adam's sin upon his posterity are: (1.) The loss of
original righteousness. (2.) Death and the miseries of this life; and (3.) Sin, or spiritual death
(peccatum, quod est mors animae). This is a distinct condemnation of Pelagianism, and the
clear assertion of original sin, as something transmitted to all men. The nature of that
however, is not further stated than that it is the death of the soul, which may be differently

explained.

3. Those also are condemned who say that this sin of Adam, which is conveyed to all
(omnibus transfusum), and inheres in every one as his own sin (inest unicuique proprium),
can be removed by the powers of human nature, or by any other remedy than the merit of

191 Moehler’s Symbolik, 6th edition, p. 57.
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our one Mediator, the Lord Jesus Christ, who hath reconciled us to God by his blood, and
who is made unto us righteousness, sanctification, and redemption.

It is here asserted: (1.) That original sin is conveyed by propagation and not, as the
Pelagians say, by imitation. (2.) That it belongs to every man and inheres in him. (3.) That
it cannot be removed by any other means than the blood of Christ.

4. The Synod condemns all who teach that new-born children should not be baptized;
or, that although baptized for the remission of sins, they derive nothing of original sin from
Adam, which needs to be expiated in the laver of regeneration in order to attain eternal life,
so that baptism, in their case, would not be true but false. Children, therefore, who cannot
have committed sin, in their own persons, are truly baptized for the remission of sins, that
what they had contracted in generation, may be purged away in regeneration.

From this it appears that according to the Council of Trent there is sin in new-born in-
fants which needs to be remitted and washed away by regeneration.

5. The fifth canon asserts that through the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ conferred in
baptism, the guilt of original sin is remitted, and everything is removed which has the true
and proper nature of sin. It is admitted that concupiscence (vel fomes) remains in the bap-
tized, against which believers are to contend, but it is declared that this concupiscence, al-
though sometimes (as is admitted) called sin by the Apostle, is not truly and properly sin
in the regenerated.

This is all that the Council teaches under the caption of original sin, except to say that
they do not intend their decisions to apply to the Virgin Mary. Whether she was the subject
of original sin, as the Dominicans, after Thomas Aquinas, maintained, or whether she was
immaculately conceived, as zealously asserted by the Franciscans after Duns Scotus, the
Synod leaves undecided.

In the sixth session when treating of justification (i.e., regeneration and sanctification),
the Council decides several points, which go to determine the view its members took of the
nature of original sin. In the canons adopted in that session, it is among other things, declared:
(1.) That men cannot without divine grace through Jesus Christ, by their own works, i.e.,
works performed in their own strength, be justified before God. (2.) That grace is not given
simply to render good works more easy. (3.) That men cannot believe, hope, love, or repent
so as to secure regenerating grace without the preventing grace of God (sine preevenienti
Spiritus inspiratione, atque ejus adjutorio). (4.) Men can codperate with this preventing
grace, can assent to, or reject it. (5.) Men have not lost their liberum arbitrium, ability to
good or evil by the fall. (6.) All works done before regeneration are not sinful.
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From all this it appears that while the Council of Trent rejected the Pelagian doctrine
of man's plenary ability since the fall, and the Semi-Pelagian doctrine that men can begin
the work of reformation and conversion; it no less clearly condemns the Augustinian doctrine
of the entire inability of man to do anything spiritually good, whereby he may prepare or
dispose himself for conversion, or merit the regenerating grace of God.

The True Doctrine of the Church of Rome.

What was the true doctrine of the Church of Rome as to original sin, remained as much
in doubt after the decisions of this Council as it had been before. Each party interpreted its
canons according to their own views. The Synod declares that all men are born infected
with original sin; but whether that sin consisted simply in the guilt of Adam's first sin; or
in the want of original righteousness; or in concupiscence, is left undecided. And therefore
all these views continued to be maintained by the theologians of the Romish Church. The
older Protestants generally regarded the canons of the Council of Trent as designed to obscure
the subject, and held that the real Doctrine of the Church involved the denial of any original
sin in the sense of sin, subjective or inherent. In this view, many, if not the majority of
modern theologians concur. Winer (in his “Comparative Darstellung,”) Guericke (in his
“Symbolik”), Koellner (in his “Symbolik”), Baur (in his “Answer to Moehler”), and Dr.
Shedd, in his “History of Christian Doctrine,” all represent the Church of Rome as teaching
that original sin is merely negative, the want of original righteousness, and is denying that
there is anything subjective in the state of human nature as men are born into the world,
which has the proper nature of sin. The reasons which favour this view of the subject, are,

1. The prevailing doctrine of the schoolmen and of the Romish theologians as to the
nature of sin. According to Protestants, “Quidquid a norma justitiee in Deo dissidet, et cum
ea pugnat, habet rationem peccati.”192 To this the Romanists oppose from Andradius the
definition: “Quod nihil habeat rationem peccati nisi fiat a volente et sciente.” If this be so,
then it is impossible that there should be any inherent or innate sin. As infants are not
“knowing and willing,” in the sense of moral agents, they cannot have sin. Bellarmin!®*
says: “Non satis est ad culpam, ut aliquid sit voluntarium habituali voluntate, sed requiritur,
ut processerit ab actu etiam voluntario: Alioqui voluntarium illud, habituale voluntate,
naturale esset, et misericordia non reprehensione dignum.” He says, that if a man were
created in puris naturalibus, without grace, and with this opposition of the flesh to the
reason, he would not be a sinner. With the loss of original righteousness there is unavoidably
connected this rebellion of the lower against the higher nature of man. With the loss of the

192 Chemnitz, Examen Concilii Tridentini, I. iv. edit. Frankfort, 1674, p. 116.

193 De Amissione Gratia et Statu Peccati, V. xviii., Disputationes, vol. iv. p. 333, d.
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bias of the will toward God, is of necessity connected aversion to God. This obliquity of the
will which attends original sin, is not sin in itself, yet it is sin in us. For Bellarmin says, there
is a “perversio voluntatis et obliquitas unicuique inhzerens, per quam peccatores proprie et
formaliter dicimur, cum primum homines esse incipimus.” This certainly appears contra-
dictory. The perversion of the will, or concupiscence, consequent on the loss of original
righteousness, is not itself sinful. Nevertheless, it constitutes us properly and formally sinners,
as soon as we begin to exist. Nothing is of the nature of sin but voluntary action, or what
proceeds from it, and yet infants are sinners from their birth. He attempts to reconcile these
contradictions by saying: “Peccatum in Adamo actuale et personale in nobis originaliter
dicitur. Solus enim ipse actuali voluntate illud commisit, nobis vero communicatur per
generationem eo modo, quo communicari potest id, quod transiit, nimirum per
imputationem. Omnibus enim imputatur, qui ex Adamo nascuntur, quoniam omnes in
lumbis Adami existentes in eo et per eum peccavimus, cum ipse peccavit.” That is, the vol-
untary act of Adam was at the same time the act of the will of all his descendants. Thus ori-
ginal sin is sin in us, although nothing is sin in any creature which does not consist in an
act of his own will, or which does not flow from such act. To this, however, Baur properly
remarks: “What is an act of a non-existing will, an act to which the nature of sin is attributed,
although it lies entirely out. side of the individual consciousness? Can any meaning be at-
tached to such a representation? Does it not destroy the idea of guilt and sin, that it is imputed
only because it is transmitted in ordinary generation?”194 If a man or a church hold a theory
of the nature of sin which is incompatible with the doctrine of original sin, it is argued, the
existence of any such sin is thereby denied. (2.) Another reason urged in favour of the position
that the Church of Rome denies original sin, is drawn from what that Church teaches of
original righteousness. If original righteousness be a supernatural gift not belonging to the
integrity of man's nature, its loss leaves him in the state in which he came from the hands
of his Maker. And that state cannot be sinful unless God be the author of sin. Even Bellarmin,
who contends for original sin, in a certain sense, still says that man since the fall is in the
same state that Adam was as he was created. “Non magis differt status hominis post lapsum
Ade a statu ejusdem in puris naturalibus, quam differat spoliatus a nudo, neque deterior
est humana natura, si culpam originalem detrahas, neque magis ignorantia et infirmitate
laborat, quam esset et laboraret in puris naturalibus condita. Proinde corruptio naturae non
ex alicujus doni naturalis carentia, neque ex alicujus mala qualitatis accessu, sed ex sola
doni supernaturalis ob Ade peccatum amissione proﬂuxit.195 (3.) The Council of Trent
expressly declares that concupiscence in the baptized, i.e., the regenerated, is not of the
nature of sin. Then it cannot be in the unbaptized; for its nature is not changed by baptism.

194 Katholicismus und Protestantismus, Tiibingen, 1836; second edit. p. 92, note.

195 De Gratia Primi Hominis, cap. v.; Disputationes, edit. Paris, 1608, vol. iv. p. 16, d, e.
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On the other hand, however, it may be urged, (1.) That the Council of Trent expressly
declares against the Pelagian doctrine, that Adam's sin injured only himself, and asserts that
our whole nature, soul, and body, was thereby changed for the worse. (2.) They assert that
we derived from Adam not merely a mortal nature, but sin which is the death of the soul.
(3.) That new-born infants need baptism for the remission of sin, and that what is removed
in the baptism of infants, veram et propriam peccati rationem habet. (4.) The Roman Cat-

echism teaches'?®

that “we are born in sin,” that we are oppressed with corruption of nature
(naturce vitio premimur) and,'” that we nihil simus, nisi putida caro; that the virus of sin
penetrates to the very bones, i.e., rationem, et voluntatem, quee maxime solide sunt animee
partes. This last passage does not refer expressly to original sin, but to the state of men
generally as sinners. Nevertheless, it indicates the view taken by the Roman Church as to
the present condition of human nature. (5.) Bellarmin, who is often quoted to prove that
Romanists make original sin merely the loss of original righteousness, says: “Si privationem
justitiee originalis ita velit esse effectum peccati, ut non sit etiam ipsa vere proprieque
peccatum, Concilio Tridentino manifeste repugnat, neque distingui potest a sententia
Catharini” (who made original sin to consist solely in the imputation of Adam’s first sin).

From all this it appears that although the doctrine of the Roman Church is neither lo-
gical nor self-consistent, it is nevertheless true that that Church does teach the doctrine of
original sin, in the sense of a sinful corruption of nature, or of innate, hereditary sinfulness.
It is also to be observed that all parties in the Roman Church, before and after the Council
of Trent, however much they differed in other points, united in teaching the imputation of
Adam’s sin; i.e., that for that sin the sentence of condemnation passed upon all men.

196 P.iii. c. 10, qu. 4; Streitwolf, Libri Symbolici Ecclesiee Catholicze, vol. i. p. 579.
197 P.iv.c. 14, qu. 5; Ibid. pp. 675, 676.
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§ 7. Protestant Doctrine of Sin.

The Protestant Churches at the time of the Reformation did not attempt to determine
the nature of sin philosophically. They regarded it neither as a necessary limitation; not as
a negation of being; nor as the indispensable condition of virtue; nor as having its seat in
man’s sensuous nature; nor as consisting in selfishness alone; nor as being, like pain, a mere
state of consciousness, and not an evil in the sight of God. Founding their doctrine on their
moral and religious consciousness and upon the Word of God, they declared sin to be the
transgression of, or want of conformity to the divine law. In this definition all classes of
theologians, Lutheran and Reformed, agree. According to Melancthon, “Peccatum recte
definitur avopia, seu discrepantia a lege Dei, h. e., defectus nature et actionum pugnans
cum lege Dei, easdemque ex ordine justitiz divina ad pcenam obligans.” Gerhard says:'*®
“Peccatum” seu “avopia” est “aberratio a lege, sive non congruentia cum lege, sive ea in
ipsa natura heerat, sive in dictis, factis ac concupiscentiae motibus, inveniatur.” Baier says:199
“Carentia conformitatis cum lege.” Vitringa says:200 “Forma peccati est disconvenientia

actus habitus, aut status hominis cum divina lege.”

It is included in these definitions, (1.) That sin is a specific evil, differing from all other
forms of evil. (2.) That sin stands related to law. The two are correlative, so that where there
is no law, there can be no sin. (3.) That the law to which sin is thus related, is not merely
the law of reason, or of conscience, or of expediency, but the law of God. (4.) That sin consists
essentially in the want of conformity on the part of a rational creature, to the nature or law
of God. (5.) That it includes guilt and moral pollution.

Sin is a Specific Evil.

Sin is a specific evil. This we know from our own consciousness. None but a sentient
being can know what feeling is. We can neither determine a priori what the nature of a
sensation is, nor can we convey the idea to any one destitute of the organs of sense. Unless
we had felt pain or pleasure, we should not be able to understand what those words mean.
If born blind, we cannot know light. If born deaf, we can have no idea of what hearing is.
None but a rational creature can know what is meant by folly. Only creatures with an ees-
thetic nature can have the perception of beauty or of deformity. In like manner only moral
beings can know what sin or holiness is. Knowledge in all these cases is given immediately
in the consciousness. It would be in vain to attempt to determine a priori, what pain,
pleasure, sight, and hearing are; much less to prove that there are no such sensations; or

198 Loci Theologici, XI. i. 3; edit Ttibingen, 1766, vol. v. p. 2, b.
199 Compendium Theologiz, edit. Frankfort, 1739, p. 346.

200 Doctrina Christianz Religionis, x. 7; edit. Lyons, 1762, vol. ii. pp. 285, 286.
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that they do not differ from each other and from every other form of our experience. Every
man in virtue of his being a moral creature, and because he is a sinner, has therefore in his
own consciousness the knowledge of sin, he knows that when he is not what he ought to be,
when he does what he ought not to do, or omits what he ought to do, he is chargeable with
sin. He knows that sin is not simply limitation of his nature; not merely a subjective state
of his own mind, having no character in the sight of God; that it is not only something which
is unwise, or derogatory to his own dignity; or simply inexpedient because hurtful to his
own interests, or injurious to the welfare of others. He knows that it has a specific character
of its own, and that it includes both guilt and pollution.

Sin has Relation to Law.

A second truth included in our consciousness of sin is, that it has relation to law. As
moral and rational beings we are of necessity subject to the law of right. This is included in
the consciousness of obligation. The word ought would otherwise have no meaning. To say
we ought, is to say we are bound; that we are under authority of some kind. The word law,
in relation to moral and religious subjects, is used in two senses. First, it sometimes means
a controlling power, as when the Apostle says that he had a law in his members warring
against the law of his mind. Secondly, it means, that which binds, a command of one in
authority. This is the common sense of the term in the New Testament. As the rule which
binds the conscience of men, and prescribes what they are to do and not to do, has been
variously revealed in the constitution of our nature, in the Decalogue, in the Mosaic institu-
tions, and in the whole Scriptures, the word is sometimes used in a sense to include all these
forms of revelation; sometimes in reference exclusively to one of them, and sometimes ex-
clusively in reference to another. In all cases the general idea is retained. The law is that
which binds the conscience.

Sin is Related to the Law of God.

The great question is, What is that law which prescribes to man what he ought to be
and to do? (1.) Some say it is our own reason, or the higher powers of the soul. Those powers
have the prerogative to rule. Man is autonomic. He is responsible to himself. He is bound
to subject his life, and especially his lower powers, to his reason and conscience. Regard to
his own dignity is the comprehensive obligation under which he lies, and he fulfills all his
duties when he lives worthily of himself. To this theory it is obvious to object, (a.) That law
is something outside of ourselves and over us; entirely independent of our will or reason.
We can neither make nor alter it. If our reason and conscience are perverted, and determine
that to be right which is in its nature wrong, it does not alter the case. The law remains un-
changed in its demands and in its authority. (b.) On this theory there could be no sense of
guilt. When a man acts against the dictates of his reason, or in a manner derogatory to the
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dignity of his nature, he may feel ashamed, or degraded, but not guilty. There can be no
conviction that he is amenable to justice, nor any of that fearful looking for of judgment,
which the Apostle says is inseparable from the commission of sin. (2.) Others say the law is
to be found in the moral order of the universe, or in the eternal fitness of things. These
however are mere abstractions. They can impose no obligation, and inflict no penalty on
transgression. This theory again leaves out of view, and entirely unaccounted for, some of
the plainest facts of the universal consciousness of men. (3.) Others again say that an en-
lightened regard to the happiness of the universe is the only law to which rational creatures
are subject. (4.) Others take a still lower view, and say that it is an enlightened regard to our
own happiness which alone has authority over men. It is evident, however, that these theories
deny the specific character of moral obligation. There is no such thing as sin, as distinguished
from the unwise or the inexpedient. There can be no sense of guilt, no responsibility to
justice, except for violations of rules of expediency. (5.) It is clear from the very constitution
of our nature that we are subject to the authority of a rational and moral being, a Spirit,
whom we know to be infinite, eternal, and immutable in his being and perfections. All men,
in every age and in every part of time world, under all forms of religion, and of every degree
of culture, have felt and acknowledged that they were subject to a personal being higher
than themselves. No forms of speculative philosophy, however plausible or however widely
diffused or confidently held in the schools or in the closet, have ever availed to invalidate
this instinctive or intuitive judgment of the mind. Men ignorant of the true God have fash-
ioned for themselves imaginary gods, whose wrath they have deprecated and whose favour
they have endeavoured to propitiate. But when the Scriptural idea of God, as an infinitely
perfect personal Being, has been once presented to the mind, it can never be discarded. It
commends itself to the reason and the conscience. It solves all the enigmas of our nature.
It satisfies all our desires and aspirations; and to this Being, to him and to his will, we feel
ourselves bound to be conformed, and know ourselves to be responsible for our character
and conduct. This allegiance we cannot possibly throw off. The law of gravitation no more
inexorably binds the earth to its orbit than our moral nature binds us to our allegiance and
responsibility to God. It would be as unreasonable to deny the one as the other, and as useless
to argue against the one as against the other. This is clearly the doctrine of the Apostle in
the passage just referred to. He was speaking of the most debased and vicious of the heathen
world, men whom God had given up to a reprobate mind; and yet he asserts that they not
only knew God, but knew his righteous judgment; that they who commit sin were worthy
of death; that is, that they were rightfully subject to the authority, and inevitably exposed
to the wrath and indignation, of moral ruler. This is a fact therefore given in the universal
consciousness of men. Sin is related to law, and that law is not one of our own enacting, it
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is not a mere idea or abstraction, it is not mere truth or reason, or the fitness of things, but
the nature and will of God. Law, as it reveals itself in the conscience, implies a law-giver, a
being of whose will it is the expression, and who has the power and the purpose to enforce
all its demands. And not only this, but one who, from the very perfection of his nature, must
enforce them. He can no more pass by transgression than he can love evil. It is in vain to
argue against these convictions. It is in vain to say, There is no God, no Being on whom we
are dependent, and to whom we are responsible for our character and conduct.

The Extent of the Law’s Demands.

The next question is, What does this law demand? This is the point on which there has
been most diversity of opinion, and systems of theology as well as of morals are founded
on the different answers which it has received. The answer given by the unsophisticated and
enlightened conscience of men, and by the word of God, is that the law demands complete
perfection, or the entire conformity of the moral nature and conduct of a rational creature
with the nature and will of God. We are commanded to love God with all the heart, with all
the soul, with all the strength, and with all the mind, and our neighbour as ourselves. This
implies entire congeniality with God; the unreserved consecration of all our powers to his
service, and absolute submission to his will. Nothing more than this can be required of any
creature. No angel or glorified saint can be or do more than this, and this is what the law
demands of every rational creature, at all times, and in every state of his being. In one sense
this obligation is limited by the capacity (not the ability, in the modern theological sense of
that term) of the creature. The capacity of a child is less than that of an adult Christian or
of an angel. He can know less. He can contain less. He is on a lower stage of being. But it is
the absolute moral perfection of the child, of the adult, or of the angel that the law demands.
And this perfection includes the entire absence of all sin, and the entire conformity of nature
to the image and will of God. As this is the doctrine of the Bible. so also it is the teaching of
conscience. Every man, at least every Christian, feels that he sins or is sinful whenever and
howsoever he comes short of full conformity to the image of God. He feels that languor,
coldness of affection, defect of zeal, and the want of due humility, gratitude, meekness, for-
bearance, and benevolence are in him of the nature of sin. The old maxim, omne minus
bonum habet rationem mali, authenticates itself in the conscience of every unsophistical

believer. This was the doctrine of Augustine, who in his letter to Jerome, 0!

says: “Plenissima
(caritas) quee jam non possit augeri, quamdiu hic homo vivit, est in nemine; quamdiu autem

augeri potest, profecto illud, quod minus est quam debet, ex vitio est.” The Lutheran and

201 Epistola, CLXVIL. iv. 15; Works, edit. Benedictines, vol. ii. p. 897, a.
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Reformed theologians assert the same principle.2%% If this principle be correct, if the law
demands entire conformity to the nature and will of God, it follows: —

1. That there can be no perfection in this life. Every form of perfectionism which has
ever prevailed in the Church is founded either on the assumption that the law does not de-
mand entire freedom from moral evil, or upon the denial that anything is of the nature of
sin, but acts of the will. But if the law is so extensive in its demands as to pronounce all defect
in any duty, all coming short in the purity, ardour, or constancy of holy affections, sinful,
then there is an end to the presumption that any mere maim since the fall has ever attained
perfection.

2. It follows also from this principle that there can never be any merit of good works
attributable to men in this world. By merit, according to the Scriptural sense of that word,
is meant the claim upon reward as a matter of justice, founded on the complete satisfaction
of the demands of the law. But if those demands never have been perfectly fulfilled by any
fallen man, no such man can either be justified for his works, or have, as the Apostle expresses
it, any kaUxnua, any claim founded on merit in the sight of God. He must always depend
on mercy and expect eternal life as a free gift of God.

3. Still more obviously does it follow from the principle in question that there can be
no such thing as works of supererogation. If no man in this life can perfectly keep the
commandments of God, it is very plain that no man can do more than the law demands.
The Romanists regard the law as a series of specific enactments. Besides these commands
which bind all men there are certain things which they call precepts, which are not thus
universally binding, such as celibacy, poverty, and monastic obedience, and the like. These
go beyond the law. By adding to the fulfilment of the commands of God, the observance of
these precepts, a man may do more than required of him, and thus acquire an amount of
merit greater than he needs for himself, and which in virtue of the communion of saints,
belongs to the Church, and may be dispensed, through the power of the keys, for the benefit
of others. The whole foundation of this theory is of course removed, if the law demands
absolute perfection, to which, even according to their doctrine, no man evem attains in this
life. He always is burdened with venial sins, which God in mercy does not impute as real
sins, but which nevertheless are imperfections.

Sin not Confined to Acts of the Will.

202 See Chemnitz, Examen Concilii Tridentini, I. De Justificatione, edit. Frankfort, 1674, p. 165, f. De Bonis
Operibus, qu. 3, p. 205, a. Gerhard, Loci Theologici, XI. x. 42-45, v. p. 21-24. Quenstedt, Theologia, P. II. cap.
ii. §2,q.3, edit. Leipzig, 1715, p. 967.
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4. Another conclusion drawn from the Scriptural doctrine as to the extent of the divine
law, as held by all Augustinians, is that sin is not confined to acts of the will. There are three
senses in which the word voluntary is used in connection with this subject. The first and
strictest sense makes nothing an act of the will but an act of deliberate self-determination,
something that is performed, sciente et volente. Secondly, all spontaneous, impulsive exercises
of the feelings and affections are in a sense voluntary. And, thirdly, whatever inheres in the
will as a habit or disposition, is called voluntary as belonging to the will. The doctrine of the
Romish Church on these points, as shown in the preceding section, is a matter of dispute
among Romanists themselves. The majority of the schoolmen and of the Roman theologians
deny that anything is of the nature of sin, but voluntary acts in the first sense of the word
voluntary above mentioned. How they endeavour to reconcile the doctrine of hereditary,
inherent corruption, or original sin, with that principle has already been stated. Holding
that principle, however, they strenuously deny that mere impulses, the motus primo primi,
as they are called, of evil dispositions are of the nature of sin. To this doctrine they are forced
by their view of baptism. In that ordinance, according to their theory, everything of the
nature of sin is removed. But concupiscence with its motions remains. These, however, if
not deliberately assented to and indulged, are not sinful. Whether they are or not, of course
depends on the extent of the law. Nothing is sinful but what is contrary to the divine law.
If that law demands perfect conformity to the image of God, then these impulses of evil are
clearly sinful. But if the law takes cognizance only of deliberate acts they are not. The Prot-
estant doctrine which pronounces these impulsive acts to be of the nature of sin is confirmed
by the consciousness of the believer. He recognizes as evil in their own nature the first risings
of malice, envy, pride, or cupidity. He knows that they spring from an evil or imperfectly
sanctified nature They constitute part of the burden of corruption which he hopes to lay
down in the grave; and he knows that as he shall be free from them in heaven, they never
disturbed the perfectly holy soul of his blessed Lord, to whose image he is even now bound
to be conformed.

5. It follows from the principle that the law condemns all want of conformity to the
nature of God, that it condemns evil dispositions or habits, as well as all voluntary sins,
whether deliberate or impulsive. According to the Bible and the dictates of conscience there
is a sinfulness as well as sins; there is such a thing as character as distinguished from transient
acts by which it is revealed; that is, a sinful state, abiding, inherent, immanent forms of evil,
which are truly and properly of the nature of sin. All sin, therefore, is not an agency, activity,
or act; it may be and is also a condition or state of the mind. This distinction between ha-
bitual and actual sin has been recognized and admitted in the Church from the beginning.
Our Lord teaches us this distinction when He speaks of an evil heart as distinguished from
evil exercises, which are as distinct as a tree and its fruits. The Apostle speaks of sin as a law,
or controlling principle regulating or determining his acts even in despite of his better
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nature. He says sin dwells in him. He complains of it as a burden too heavy to be borne,
from which he groans to be delivered. And his experience in this matter is the experience
(we do not say the theory) of all the people of God. They know there is more in them of the
nature of sin than mere acts and exercises; that their heart is not right in the sight of God;
that the fountain from which the waters flow is itself bitter; that the tree is known by its
fruits.

Sin is Want of Conformity to the Law of God.

Protestants teach not only that sin is a specific evil, that it has relation to law, that that
law is the nature and will of God, and that it takes cognizance of and condemns all forms
and degrees of moral evil or want of moral excellence, but also that the formal nature of sin
is the want of conformity to the divine law or standard of excellence. This want of conformity
is not a mere negation, such as may be predicated of a stone or of a brute, of whom it may
be said they are not conformed to the image of God. The want of conformity to the divine
law which constitutes sin is the want of congeniality of one moral nature with another; of
the dependent and created nature with the infinitely holy nature, which of necessity is not
only the sum but the standard of all excellence. Herein is sin that we are not like God. As
the opposite of reason is unreason, the opposite of wisdom is folly, and the opposite of good
is evil; so the opposite of the divine holiness is sin. It matters not of what exercises or states
in the nature of a moral being this opposition may be predicated; of deliberate acts, of merely
impulsive acts, or of dispositions or habits; if opposed to the divine nature it is sin, hateful
in itself and worthy of condemnation. There is a positive element, therefore, in all sin. That
is, it is not merely the privation of righteousness, but it is positive unrighteousness. Because
the absence of the one in a moral nature is the other. The want of congeniality with God is
alienation from God, and, as the Scriptures say, enmity towards Him. The Protestant symbols
and theologians, therefore, in defining sin, not merely as selfishness or the love of the creature
or the love of the world, which are only modes of its manifestation, but as the want of con-
formity of an act, habit, or state of a man with the divine law, which is the revelation of the
divine nature, have in their support both reason and conscience. This doctrine of the nature
of sin is fully sustained by the authority of Scripture. The Apostle John says that all want of
conformity to law is sin. The two ideas duaptia and dvoula are coextensive. Whatever is
the one, is the other. It seems that some in the Apostle’s day were disposed to limit the de-
mands of the divine law, and regard certain things not specifically forbidden as lawful. In
opposition to this, the Apostle tells them that everything evil is unlawful; for the very nature
of evil is want of conformity to law: 1dg 6 o1&V TV apaptiav kai thv dvouiav motel, he
who commits sin commits anomia, for 1) apaptia éotiv 1] dvopia, for all want of conformity
to law is sin. (1 John iii. 4.) With this agree also all the representations of Scripture. The
words there used for sin in all its forms, express the idea of non-conformity to a standard.
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And besides this the Bible everywhere teaches that God is the source and standard of all
good. His favour is the life of the soul. Congeniality with Him, conformity to his will and
nature, is the idea and perfection of all excellence; and the opposite state, the want of this
congeniality and conformity, is the sum and essence of all evil.

Sin includes Guilt and Pollution.

Sin includes guilt and pollution; the one expresses its relation to the justice, the other
to the holiness of God. These two elements of sin are revealed in the conscience of every
sinner. He knows himself to be amenable to the justice of God and offensive in his holy eyes.
He is to himself even, hateful and degraded and self-condemned. There are, however, two
things included in guilt. The one we express by the words criminality, demerit, and blame
worthiness; the other is the obligation to suffer the punishment due to our offences. These
are evidently distinct, although expressed by the same word. The guilt of our sins is said to
have been laid upon Christ, that is, the obligation to satisfy the demands of justice on account
of them. But He did not assume the criminality, the demerit, or blameworthiness of our
transgressions. When the believer is justified, his guilt, but not his demerit, is removed. He
remains in fact, and in his own eyes, the same unworthy, hell-deserving creature, in himself
considered, that he was before. A man condemned at a human tribunal for any offence
against the community, when he has endured the penalty which the law prescribes, is no
less unworthy, his demerit as much exists as it did from the beginning; but his liability to
justice or obligation to the penalty of the law, in other words, his guilt in that sense of the
word, is removed. It would be unjust to punish him a second time for that offence. This
distinction theologians are accustomed to express by the terms reatus culpee and reatus
peence. Culpa is (strafwiirdiger Zustand) blameworthiness; and reatus culpee is guilt in the
form of inherent ill-desert: whereas the reatus peence is the debt we owe to justice. That guilt,
in the comprehensive sense of the word, and pollution enter into the nature of sin, or are
inseparable from it, is not only revealed in our own consciousness, but is everywhere assumed
in Scripture. The Bible constantly declares that sin and all sin, everything which bears its
nature, is not only hateful in the sight of a holy God, but is the object of his wrath and indig-
nation, the just ground for the infliction of punishment.

This is admitted, and cannot be denied. The only question is, What is necessary in order
to the sense of guilt as it exists in the conscience? Or, What is required to constitute anything
a just ground of punishment in the sight of God? Is it sufficient that the thing itself should
be sinful? Or, Is it necessary that it should be due to our own voluntary act? This latter
ground is taken not only by Pelagians, and by all who define sin to be the voluntary trans-
gression of known law, but also by many who hold to habitual, as distinguished from actual
sin, and who even acknowledge that men are born in sin. They still insist that even evil innate,
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inherent sin, must be referrible to our own voluntary agency, or it cannot be guilt in us. But
this is, —

1. Contrary to our own consciousness. The existence of sin in the heart, the presence
of evil dispositions, without regard to their origin, is unavoidably attended by a sense of
pollution an guilt. These dispositions being evil in their own nature must include whatever
is essential to that nature. And, as has been acknowledged, guilt is essential to the nature of
sin. Nothing is sinful which does not involve guilt. The consciousness, or the conviction of
sin, must therefore include the conviction of guilt. And consequently if we are convinced
from the declarations of Scripture and from the state of our nature that we are born in sin
we must be convinced that guilt attaches to innate corruption of nature. Besides this, habitual
or indwelling sin is not voluntary in the sense of being designed or intended, or in the sense
of being under the power of the will, and yet all Christians admit that such indwelling sin
is a dreadful load of guilt; aload more burdensome to the heart and conscience than all our
actual transgressions.

2. The principle in question is no less opposed to the common judgments of men. All
men instinctively judge a man for what he is. If he is good they so regard him. If he is bad,
they pronounce him to be bad. This judgment is just as inevitable or necessary as that he is
tall or short, learned or unlearned. The question as to the origin of the man’s character does
not enter into the grounds of this judgment. If born good, if he made himself good, or if he
received his goodness as a gift from God, does not materially affect the case. He is good,
and must be so regarded and treated. In like manner all that is necessary in order to justify
and necessitate the judgment that a man is bad is that he should be so. This is the principle
on which we judge ourselves, and on which men universally judge each other. The principle,
therefore, must be sound.

3. The doctrine that sin in order to include guilt must be referrible to our own voluntary
action, is contrary to analogy. It is not so with holiness. Adam was created holy. His holiness
as truly constituted his character as though it had been self-acquired, and had it been retained,
it would have continued to be, and so long as it was retained it was an object of complacency
and the ground of reward in the sight of God. Habitual grace, as it is called, or the new
principle of spiritual life, imparted to the soul in regeneration, is not self-produced. It is due
to the supernatural power of the Holy Spirit, nevertheless it constitutes the believer’s char-
acter. The only reason why it is not meritorious, is that it is so imperfect, and because it
cannot cancel the debt we already owe to the justice of God. The soul, however, if perfectly
sanctified by the Holy Ghost is just as pure, just as much an object of approbation and delight
in the sight of God as an unfallen angel.
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4. The doctrine in question contradicts the faith of the Church Universal. A distinction
must be made between the faith of the Church and the speculations (or even the doctrines)
of theologians. These are often divergent. The former is determined by the Scriptures and
the inward teachings of the Spirit; the latter are greatly modified by the current philosophy
of the age in which those theologians lived, and by the idiosyncrasies of their own minds.
During the Middle Ages, for example, the speculations of the schoolmen and the faith of
the Church, had very little in common. The faith of the Church is to be found in its creeds,
prayers, and forms of devotion generally. In all these, through every age, the Church has
shown that she regards all men as burdened with original sin, as belonging to a polluted
and guilty race, polluted and guilty from the first moment of existence. It cannot be said
that the Church believed original sin to be due to the agency of each individual man, or to
the act of generic humanity. These are thoughts foreign to the minds of common believers.
The conviction therefore must have existed in the Church always and everywhere that guilt
may be present which does not attach to the voluntary agency of the guilty. Infants have
always been baptized for the remission of sin, and men have ever been regarded by the
Church as born in sin.

5. The explanation given of the undeniable fact of innate pollution and guilt, by those
who admit the fact, and yet maintain that this original sin is referrible to our own agency,
is altogether unsatisfactory. That explanation is that we acted thousands of years before we
existed, that is, that the substance which constitutes our individual souls, committed, in the
person of Adam, the sin of disobeying God in paradise. This explanation of course presup-
poses the fact to be explained. The fact remains whatever becomes of the explanation. Men
are born in a state of guilt and pollution All that follows from the rejection of the explanation
is, that sin may exist, which is not referrible to the voluntary agency of those in whom it
inheres. This consequence is far easier of admission, in the judgment of the vast majority
of men, than the doctrine that we are personally chargeable with eating the forbidden fruit
as our own act.

6. The Bible in everywhere teaching that men are born in sin, that they come into the
world the children of wrath, does thereby teach that there can be, and that there is sin (pol-
lution and guilt) which is inherited and derived, which is inherent and innate, and therefore
not referrible to our own agency. As the Scriptures nowhere teach that we actually sinned
before we existed, they assert the fact which enters into the common faith of the Church,
that guilt attaches to all sin however that sin originates.
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§ 8. The Effects of Adam’s Sin upon his Posterity.

That the sin of Adam injured not himself only but also all descending from him by or-
dinary generation, is part of the faith of the whole Christian world. The nature and extent
of the evil thus entailed upon his race, and the ground or reason of the descendants of Adam
being involved in the evil consequences of his transgression, have ever been matter of diversity
and discussion. As to both of these points the common Augustinian doctrine is briefly stated
in the Symbols of our Church. According to our standards, “the sinfulness of that estate
whereinto man fell consists in the guilt of Adam’s first sin, the want of original righteousness,
and the corruption of his whole nature, which is commonly called original sin, together
within all actual transgressions which proceed from it.” This corruption of nature is in the
Confession of Faith declared to be “both in itself and in all motions thereof, truly and
properly sin.” And in virtue of this original corruption men are “utterly indisposed, disabled,
and made opposite to all good, and wholly inclined to all evil.” As to the ground of these
evils, we are taught that “the covenant being made with Adam not only for himself, but for
his posterity, all mankind descending from him by ordinary generation, sinned in him, and
fell with him in his first transgression.” Or, as it is expressed in the Confession, “Our first
parents, being the root of all mankind, the guilt of their sin was imputed, and the same death
in sin and corrupted nature were conveyed to all their posterity, descending from them by
ordinary generation.”

In this view of the relation of mankind to Adam, and of the consequences of his apostasy,
the three leading subjects included, are the imputation of Adam’s first sin; the corruption
of nature derived from him; and the inability of fallen man to any spiritual good.
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§ 9. Immediate Imputation.

It being admitted that the race of man participates in the evil consequences of the fall
of our first parent, that fact is accounted for on different theories.

1. That which is adopted by Protestants generally, as well Lutherans as Reformed, and
also by the great body of the Latin Church is, that in virtue of the union, federal and natural,
between Adam and his posterity, his sin, although not their act, is so imputed to them that
it is the judicial ground of the penalty threatened against him coming also upon them. This
is the doctrine of immediate imputation.

2. Others, while they admit that a corrupt nature is derived from Adam by all his ordinary
posterity, yet deny, first, that this corruption or spiritual death is a penal infliction for his
sin; and second, that there is any imputation to Adam’s descendants of the guilt of his first
sin. All that is really imputed to them is their own inherent, hereditary depravity. This is
the doctrine of mediate imputation.

3. Others discard entirely the idea of imputation, so far as Adam’s sin is concerned, and
refer the hereditary corruption of men to the general law of propagation. Throughout the
vegetable and animal kingdoms, like begets like. Man is not an exception to that law. Adam
having lost his original righteousness and corrupted his nature by his apostasy, transmits
that despoiled and deteriorated nature to all his descendants. To what extent man’s nature
is injured by the fall, is left undetermined by this theory. According to some it is so deteri-
orated as to be in the true Scriptural sense of the term, spiritually dead, while according to
others, the injury is little if anything more than a physical infirmity, an impaired constitution
which the first parent has transmitted to his children.

4. Others again adopt the realistic theory, and teach that as generic humanity existed
whole and entire in the persons of Adam and Eve, their sin was the sin of the entire race.
The same numerical rational and voluntary substance which acted in our first parents,
having been communicated to us, their act was as truly and properly our act, being the act
of our reason and will, as it was their act. It is imputed to us therefore not as his, but as our
own. We literally sinned in Adam, and consequently the guilt of that sin is our personal
guilt and the consequent corruption of nature is the effect of our own voluntary act.

5. Others, finally, deny any causal relation, whether logical or natural, whether judicial
or physical, between the sin of Adam and the sinfulness of his race. Some who take this
ground say that it was a divine constitution, that, if Adam sinned, all men should sin. The
one event was connected with the other only in the divine purpose. Others say that there is
no necessity to account for the fact that all men are sinners, further than by referring no
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their liberty of will. Adam sinned, and other men sin. That is all. The one fact us as easily
accounted for as the other.

Statement of the Doctrine of Immediate Imputation.

The first of the above mentioned doctrines is that presented in the Symbols of the
Lutheran and Reformed Churches, and by the great body of the theologians of those great
historical branches of the Protestant community.’"> What that doctrine is may be stated in
few words. To impute is simply to attribute to, as we are said to impute good or bad motives
to anyone. In the juridical and theological sense of the word, to impute is to attribute anything
to a person or persons, upon adequate grounds, as the judicial or meritorious reason of re-
ward or punishment, i.e., of the bestowment of good or the infliction of evil. The most

elaborate discussion of the Hebrew word :SUD' and the Greek AoyiCopat, used in Scripture

in relation to this subject, gives nothing beyond the simple result above mentioned.

1. To impute is to reckon to, or to lay to one’s account. So far as the meaning of the
word is concerned, it makes no difference whether the thing imputed be sin or righteousness;
whether it is our own personally, or the sin or righteousness of another.

2. To impute sin, in Scriptural and theological language, is to impute the guilt of sin.
And by guilt is meant not criminality or moral ill-desert, or demerit, much less moral pol-
lution, but the judicial obligation to satisfy justice. Hence the evil consequent on the imputa-
tion is not an arbitrary infliction; not merely a misfortune or calamity; not a chastisement
in the proper sense of that word, but a punishment, i.e., an evil inflicted in execution of the
penalty of law and for the satisfaction of justice.

3. A third remark in elucidation of what is meant by the imputation of Adam’s sin is,
that by all theologians, Reformed and Lutheran, it is admitted, that in the imputation of
Adam’s sin to us, of our sins to Christ, and of Christ’s righteousness to believers, the nature
of imputation is the same, so that the one case illustrates the others. When it is said that our
sins were imputed to Christ, or that He bore our sins, it is not meant that he actually com-
mitted our sins, or that He was morally criminal on account of them, or that the demerit of

203 As at the time of the Reformation an influential party in the Romish Church held, after some of the
schoolmen, that original sin consists solely in the imputation of Adam’s first sin, and as the Confessions of the
Reformers were designed not only as an exhibition of the truth but as a protest against the errors of the Church
of Rome, it will be observed that the Protestants frequently assert that original sin is not only the imputation of
Adam’s sin but also hereditary corruption of nature; and the Reformed theologians often made the latter more

prominent than the former, because the one was admitted by their adversaries, but the other denied.
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them rested upon Him. All that is meant is that He assumed, in the language of the older
theologians, “our law-place.” He undertook to answer the demands of justice for the sins
of men, or, as it is expressed by the Apostle, to be made a curse for them. In like manner,
when it is said that the righteousness of Christ is imputed to believers, it does not mean that
they wrought out that righteousness, that they were the agents of the acts of Christ in
obeying the law; nor that the merit of his righteousness is their personal merit; nor that it
constitutes their moral character; it simply means that his righteousness, having been wrought
out by Christ for the benefit of his people, in their name, by Him as their representative, it
is laid to their account, so that God can be just in justifying the ungodly. Much of the difficulty
on this subject arises from the ambiguity of language. The words righteous and unrighteous
have two distinct meanings. Sometimes they express moral character. A righteous man is
an upright or good man. At other times, these words do not express moral character, but
simply relation to justice. In this sense a righteous man is one with regard to whom the de-
mands of justice are satisfied. He may be personally unrighteous (or ungodly) and legally
righteous. If this were not so, no sinner could be saved. There is not a believer on earth who
does not feel and acknowledge himself to be personally unrighteous, ill-deserving, meriting
the wrath and curse of God. Nevertheless he rejoices in the assurance that the infinitely
meritorious righteousness of Christ, his full atonement for all sin, constitutes Him legally,
not morally, righteous in the sight of divine justice. When, therefore, God pronounces the
unrighteous to be righteous, He does not declare them to be what they are not. He simply
declares that their debt to justice has been paid by another. And when it is said that the sin
of Adam is imputed to his posterity, it is not meant that they committed his sin, or were the
agents of his act, nor is it meant that they are morally criminal for his transgression; that it
is for them the ground of remorse and self-reproach; but simply that in virtue of the union
between him and his descendants, his sin is the judicial ground of the condemnation of his
race, precisely as the righteousness of Christ is the judicial ground of the justification of his
people. So much for the statement of the question.

It is no less a doctrine of Scripture than a fact of experience that mankind are a fallen
race. Men universally, under all the circumstances of their being in this world, are sinful,
and exposed to innumerable evils. Many of these, and that in many instances the most ap-
palling, come upon the children of men in early infancy anterior to any possible transgres-
sions of their own. This is a fact which cannot be denied; and for which the human mind
has tortured itself to find a solution. The Scriptural solution of this fearful problem is, that
God constituted our first parent the federal head and representative of his race, and placed
him on probation not only for himself, but also for all his posterity. Had he retained his in-
tegrity, he and all his descendants would have been confirmed in a state of holiness and
happiness forever. As he fell from the estate in which he was created, they fell with him in
his first transgression, so that the penalty of that sin came upon them as well as upon him.
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Men therefore stood their probation in Adam. As he sinned, his posterity come into the
world in a state of sin and condemnation. They are by nature the children of wrath. The
evils which they suffer are not arbitrary impositions, nor simply the natural consequences
of his apostasy, but judicial inflictions. The loss of original righteousness, and death spiritual
and temporal under which they commence their existence, are the penalty of Adam’s first
sin. We do not say that this solution of the problem of man’s sinfulness and misery, is without
its difficulties; for the ways of God are past finding out. But it may be confidently asserted,
first, that it is the Scriptural solution of that problem; and secondly, that it is far more satis-
factory to the reason, the heart, and the conscience, than any other solution which the in-
genuity of man has ever suggested. This is proved by its general acceptance in the Christian
Church.

The Ground of the Imputation of Adam’s Sin.

The ground of the imputation of Adam’s sin, or the reason why the penalty of his sin
has come upon all his posterity, according to the doctrine above stated, is the union between
us and Adam. There could of course be no propriety in imputing the sin of one man to an-
other unless there were some connection between them to explain and justify such imputa-
tion. The Scriptures never speak of the imputation of the sins of angels either to men or to
Christ, or of his righteousness to them; because there is no such relation between men and
angels, or between angels and Christ, as to involve the one in the judicial consequences of
the sin or righteousness of the other. The union between Adam and his posterity which is
the ground of the imputation of his sin to them, is both natural and federal. He was their
natural head. Such is the relation between parent and child, not only in the case of Adam
and his descendants, but in all other cases, that the character and conduct of the one, of
necessity to a greater or less degree affect the other. No fact in history is plainer than that
children bear the iniquities of their fathers. They suffer for their sins. There must be a reason
for this; and a reason founded in the very constitution of our nature. But there was something
peculiar in the case of Adam. Over and beyond this natural relation which exists between
a man and his posterity, there was a special divine constitution by which he was appointed
the head and representative of his whole race.

Adam the Federal Head of his Race.

1. The first argument, therefore, in favour of the doctrine of imputation is that the
Scriptures present Adam as not only the natural, but also the federal head of his posterity.
This is plain, as already remarked, from the narrative given in Genesis. Everything there
said to Adam was said to him in his representative capacity. The promise of life was for him
and for his seed after him. The dominion within which he was invested, belonged to his
posterity as well as to himself. All the evils threatened against him in case of transgression,
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included them, and have in fact come upon them. They are mortal; they have to earn their
bread by the sweat of their brows; they are subject to all the inconveniences and sufferings
arising from the banishment of our first parents from paradise and from the curse pro-
nounced for man’s sake upon the earth. They no less obviously are born into the world
destitute of original righteousness and subject to spiritual death. The full penalty, therefore,
threatened against Adam, has been inflicted upon them. It was death with the promise of
redemption. Now that these evils are penal in our case as well as in his, is plain, because
punishment is suffering inflicted in execution of a threatening, and for the satisfaction of
justice. It matters not what that suffering may be. Its character as penalty depends not on
its nature, but upon the design of its infliction. One man, as before remarked, may be shut
up in a prison to protect him from popular violence; another, in execution of a legal sentence.
In one case the imprisonment is a favour, in the other, it is a punishment. As therefore, the
evils which men suffer on account of the sin of Adam, are inflicted in execution of the penalty
threatened against him, they are as truly penal in our case as they were in his; and he was
consequently treated as the federal head and representative of his race. Besides the plain
assumption of the truth of this federal relation, it is expressly asserted in the Word of God.
The parallel drawn by the Apostle between Adam and Christ relates precisely to this point.
Adam was the type of Him who was to come, because as the one was the representative of
his race, so the other is the representative of his people. And the consequences of the relation
are shown to be in like manner analogous. It was because Adam was the representative of
his race, that his sin is the judicial ground of their condemnation; and it is because Christ
is the representative of his people, that his righteousness is the judicial ground of the justi-
fication of believers.

The Representative Principle in the Scriptures.

2. This representative principle pervades the whole Scriptures. The imputation of Adam’s
sin to his posterity is not an isolated fact. It is only an illustration of a general principle
which characterizes the dispensations of God from the beginning of the world. God declared
himself to Moses to be, “The Lord, the Lord God, merciful and gracious, long-suffering,
and abundant in goodness and truth, keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving iniquity amid
transgression, and sin, and that will by no means clear the guilty; visiting the iniquity of the
fathers upon the children, and upon the children’s children unto the third and to the fourth
generation.” (Ex. xxxiv. 6, 7.) Jeremiah says: “Thou showest loving-kindness unto thousands.
and recompensest the iniquities of the fathers into the bosom of their children after them.
The Great, the Mighty God, the Lord of Hosts, is his name.” (Jer. xxxii. 18.) The curse pro-
nounced on Canaan fell upon his posterity. Esau’s selling his birthright, shut out his des-
cendants from the covenant of promise. The children of Moab and Ammon were excluded
from the congregation of the Lord forever, because their ancestors opposed the Israelites
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when they came out of Egypt. In the case of Dathan and Abiram, as in that of Achan, “their
wives, and their sons, and their little children” perished for the sins of their parents. God
said to Eli that the iniquity of his house should not be purged with sacrifice and offering
forever. To David it was said, “The sword shall never depart from thy house; because thou
hast despised me, and mast taken the wife of Uriah the Hittite to be thy wife.” To the dis-
obedient Gehazi it was said: “The leprosy of Naaman shall cleave unto thee and unto thy
seed forever.” The sin of Jereboam and of the men of his generation determined the destiny
of the ten tribes for all time. The imprecation of the Jews, when they demanded the crucifixion
of Christ. “His blood be on us and on our children,” still weighs down the scattered people
of Israel. Our Lord himself said to the Jews of his generation that they built the sepulchres
of the prophets whom their fathers had slain, and thus acknowledged themselves to be the
children of murderers, and that therefore the blood of those prophets should be required
at their hands. This principle runs through the whole Scriptures. When God entered into
covenant with Abraham, it was not for himself only but also for his posterity. They were
bound by all the stipulations of that covenant. They shared its promises and its threatenings,
and in hundreds of cases the penalty of disobedience came upon those who had no personal
part in the transgressions. Children suffered equally with adults in the judgments, whether
famine, pestilence, or war, which came upon the people for their sins. In like manner, when
God renewed and enlarged the Abrahamic covenant at Mount Sinai, it was made with the
adults of that generation as representing their descendants to the remotest generations. And
the Jews to this day are suffering the penalty of the sins of their fathers for their rejection of
Him of whom Moses and the prophets spoke. The whole plan of redemption rests on this
same principle. Christ is the representative of his people, and on this ground their sins are
imputed to Him and his righteousness to them. In like manner, in the baptismal covenant,
the parent acts for the child, and binds him without the child’s consent, and the destiny of
the child is, as a general rule, suspended on the fidelity of the parent. No man who believes
the Bible, can shut his eyes to the fact that it everywhere recognizes the representative
character of parents, and that the dispensations of God have from the beginning been
founded on the principle that children bear the iniquities of their fathers. This is one of the
reasons which infidels assign for rejecting the divine origin of the Scriptures. But infidelity
furnishes no relief. History is as full of this doctrine as the Bible is. The punishment of the
felon involves his family in his disgrace and misery. The spendthrift and drunkard entail
poverty and wretchedness upon all connected within them. There is no nation now existing
on the face of the earth, whose condition for weal or woe is not largely determined by the
character and conduct of their ancestors. If, unable to solve the mysteries of Providence, we
plunge into Atheism, we only increase a thousand fold the darkness by which we are sur-
rounded. It is easier to believe that all things are guided by infinite reason and goodness,
and are certain to result in the highest glory of God, and in the highest blessedness of the
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universe, than to believe that this vast aggregate of sin and misery is the working of blind
force without purpose and without end.

If the fact be admitted that we bear the consequences of Adam’s sin, and that children
suffer for the iniquities of their fathers, it may be said that this is not to be referred to the
justice of God, but to the undesigned working of a general law, which in despite of incidental
evil, is on the whole beneficent. The difficulty on that assumption instead of being lessened,
is only increased. On either theory the nature and the degree of suffering are the same. The
innocence of the sufferers is the same. The only difference relates to the question, Why they
suffer for offences of which they are not personally guilty? The Bible says these sufferings
are judicial; they are inflicted as punishment for the support of law. Others say, they are
merely natural consequences, or arbitrary inflictions of a sovereign. If a king should put the
children of a rebel to death, would it relieve his conduct from reproach to say that it was an
act of arbitrary sovereignty? If the prevention of crime be one important end of punishment
(although not its primary end), would it not be a relief to say, that the death of the children
was designed to prevent other parents from rebelling? That the execution of the children
of a criminal by a human sovereign would be a cruel and unjust punishment, may be admit-
ted, while it is, and must be denied, that it is unjust in God that he should visit the iniquities
of the fathers upon their children. In the first place no human sovereign has the right over
his subjects which belongs to God over his creatures as their Creator. And in the second
place, no human sovereign has the power and wisdom to secure the highest good from the
penalties which he attaches to the violations of law. We cannot infer that because a course
of action would be wrong in man, therefore it must be unjust in God. No man could rightfully
send pestilence or famine through a land, but God does send such visitations not only
righteously, but to the manifestation of his own glory and to the good of his creatures.

The same Principle involved in other Doctrines.

That the sin of Adam is imputed to his posterity is proved not only (1.) From the fact
that he was their natural head and representative; and (2.) From the fact that this principle
of representation pervades the Scriptures; and (3.) From the fact that it is the ground on
which the providence of God is administered. (4.) From the fact that evils consequent on
the apostasy of Adam are expressly declared in Scripture to be penal inflictions put also (5.)
From the fact that the principle of imputation is involved in other great doctrines of the
Bible. The assumption that one man cannot righteously, under the government of God, be
punished for the sins of another, is not only contrary, as we have seen to the express declar-
ations of Scripture and to the administration of the divine government from the beginning,
but it is subversive of the doctrines of atonement and justification. The idea ot the transfer
of guilt or of vicarious punishment lies at the foundation of all the expiatory offerings under
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the Old Testament, and of the great atonement under the new dispensation. To bear sin, is
in Scriptural language to bear the penalty of sin. The victim bore the sin of the offerer. Hands
were imposed upon the head of the animal about to be slaughtered, to express the transfer
of guilt. That animal must be free from all defect or blemish to make it the more apparent
that its blood was shed not for its own deficiencies but for the sin of another. All this was
symbolical and typical. There could be no real transfer of guilt made to an irrational animal,
and no real atonement made by its blood. But these services were significant. They were
intended to teach these great truths: (1.) That the penalty of sin was death. (2.) That sin
could not be pardoned without an atonement. (3.) That atonement consists in vicarious
punishment. The innocent takes the place of the guilty and bears the penalty in his stead.
This is the idea attached to expiatory offerings in all ages and among all nations. This is the
idea inculcated in every part of the Bible. And this is what the Scriptures teach concerning
the atonement of Christ. He bore our sins; He was made a curse for us; He suffered the
penalty of the law in our stead. All this proceeds on the ground that the sins of one man can
be justly, on some adequate ground, imputed to another. In justification the same radical
idea is included. Justification is not a subjective change in the moral state of the sinner; it
is not mere pardon; it is not simply pardon and restoration to favour, as when a rebel is
forgiven and restored to the enjoyment of his civil rights. It is a declaration that the demands
of justice have been satisfied. It proceeds on the assumption that the righteousness which
the law requires belongs either personally and inherently, or by imputation, to the person
who is justified, or declared to be just. There is a logical connection, therefore, between the
denial of the imputation of Adam’s sin, and the denial of the Scriptural doctrines of atone-
ment and justification. The objections urged against the former bear equally against the
latter doctrines. And it is a matter of history that those who reject the one, reject also the
others.

Argument from Romans v. 12-21.

The Apostle in Romans v. 12-21 teaches this doctrine in the most formal and explicit
manner. The design of that passage is to illustrate the method of salvation. The Apostle had
taught that all men are sinners, and the whole world guilty before God. All men being under
the condemnation of the law, it is impossible that they should be justified by the law. The
same law cannot both justify and condemn the same persons. As therefore no flesh can be
justified by the works of the law, God sent his Son for our salvation. He assumed our nature,
took our place, and obeyed and suffered in our stead, and thus wrought out for us a perfect
and infinitely meritorious righteousness. On the ground of that righteousness, God can now
be just in justifying the ungodly, if, renouncing their own righteousness, they receive and
trust upon this righteousness of God, freely offered to them in the Gospel. The fundamental
doctrine of the Epistle to the Romans, as it is the fundamental doctrine of the Gospel, is,
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therefore, that the righteousness of one man, even Christ, can be and is so imputed to believ-
ers as to be the meritorious ground of their justification at the bar of God. To make this
doctrine the more plain to his readers, the Apostle refers to the analogous case of the con-
demnation of the human race for the sin of Adam; and shows that as the sin of Adam is the
judicial ground of the condemnation of all who were in him, i.e., of all represented by him,
so the obedience of Christ is the judicial ground of the justification of all who are in Him.
In the prosecution of his plan he first asserts the imputation of Adam’s sin to his posterity.
He then proves it. He then comments upon it. He then applies it; and finally draws inferences
from it. Thus in every possible way, as it would seem, he sets forth the doctrine as part of
the revelation of God. The assertion of the doctrine is contained in the twelfth verse of the
chapter. It was by one man, He says, that sin and death passed upon all men; because all
sinned. They sinned through, or in, that one man. His sin was the sin of all in virtue of the
union between them and him. The proof of this doctrine is contained in verses thirteen and
fourteen. The Apostle argues thus: Punishment supposes sin; sin supposes law; for sin is
not imputed where there is no law. All men are punished; they are all subject to penal evils.
They are, therefore, all chargeable with sin, and consequently are all guilty of violation of
law. That law cannot be the law of Moses, for men died (i.e., were subject to the penalty of
the law) before that law was given. It cannot be the law as written on the heart; for those die
who have never committed any personal sin. There are penal evils, therefore, which come
upon all mankind prior to anything in their state or conduct to merit such infliction. The
ground of that infliction must therefore be sought out of themselves, i.e., in the sin of their
first parent. Hence Adam is the type of Christ. As the one is the head and representative of
his race, so the other is the head and representative of his people. As the sin of the one is
the ground of the condemnation of his posterity, so the righteousness of the other is the
ground of the justification of all who are in him. But although there is this grand analogy
between the fall and the redemption of man, there are nevertheless certain points of differ-
ence, all in favour of the scheme of redemption. If we die for the offence of one man, much
more shall grace abound unto many through one man. If for one offence the sentence of
condemnation passed on all, the free justification is from many offences. If condemned for
a sin in which we had no personal and voluntary participation, how much more shall we
live on account of a righteousness, which we cordially receive. Wherefore, continues the
Apostle, in the application of his illustration, if all men (in union with Adam) are condemned
by the offence of one man, so also all (in union with Christ) shall be justified on the ground
of the righteousness of one man. As one man’s disobedience constituted us sinners, so the
obedience of one man constitutes us righteous, (verses 18 and 19). From these premises the
Apostle draws two conclusions: First, that the law was not designed for justification, but
that sin might abound in the knowledge and consciousness of men; and secondly, that where
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sin hath abounded grace shall much more abound. The benefits and blessings of redemption
shall far exceed all the evils of the apostasy.

Whatever may be thought of the details of this exposition, there can hardly he a doubt
that it expresses the main idea of the passage. Few can doubt, and few ever have doubted,
that the Apostle does here clearly teach that the sin of Adam is the judicial ground of the
condemnation of his race. With this agrees not only, as we have already seen, the Scriptural
account of the fall, but also what the Apostle teaches in 1 Cor. xv. 21, 22. “For since by man
came death, by man came also the resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam all die, even so
in Christ shall all be made alive.” Union with Adam is the cause of death; union with Christ
is the cause of life.

Argument from General Consent.

The imputation of Adam’s sin has been the doctrine of the Church universal in all ages.
It was the doctrine of the Jews, derived from the plain teaching of the Old Testament
Scriptures. It was and is the doctrine of the Greek, Latin, Lutheran, and Reformed churches.
Its denial is a novelty. It is only since the rise of Arminianism that any considerable body
of Christians have ventured to set themselves in opposition to a doctrine so clearly taught
in the Bible, and sustained by so many facts of history and experience. The points of diversity
in reference to this subject do not relate to the fact that Adam’s sin is imputed to his posterity,
but either to the grounds of that imputation or to its consequences. In the Greek Church
the lowest views prevalent among Christians were adopted. The theologians of that church
generally held that natural death, and a deterioration of our nature, and a change for the
worse in the whole state of the world, were the only penal evils which the race of mankind
suffer on account of Adam’s sin. In the Latin Church during the Middle Ages, as we have
already seen, great diversity of opinion obtained as to the nature and extent of the evils
brought upon the world by the apostasy of our first parent. The Council of Trent declared
those evils to be death, the loss of original righteousness, and sin which is pronounced to
be the death of the soul. The Lutherans and Reformed held the same doctrine with more
consistency and earnestness. But in all this diversity it was universally admitted, first, that
certain evils are inflicted upon all mankind on account of Adam’s sin; and, secondly, that
those evils are penal. Men were universally, so far as the Church was concerned, held to
bear in a greater or less degree the punishment of the sin of their first parent.

Objections to the Doctrine.

The great objection to this doctrine, that it is manifestly unjust that one man should be
punished for the sin of another, has already been incidentally referred to. What is punish-
ment? It is evil on suffering inflicted in support of law. Wherein is the injustice that one

203

204


http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:1Cor.15.21-1Cor.15.22
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_204.html

9. Immediate Imputation.

man should, on the ground of the union between them, be punished for the sin of another?
If there be injustice in the case it must be in the infliction of suffering anterior to or irrespect-
ive of personal ill desert. It does not consist in the motive of the infliction. The infliction of
suffering to gratify malice or revenge is of course a crime. To inflict it in mere caprice is no
less obviously wrong. To inflict it for the attainment of some right and desirable end may
be not only just but benevolent. Is not the support of the divine law such an end? The fact
that all mankind do suffer on account of Adam’s sin no believer in the Bible can or does
deny. It cannot be denied that these sufferings were designed. They arc included in the
threatenings made in the beginning. They were expressly declared to be penal in the Bible.
The sentence of condemnation is said to have passed on all men for the offence of one man.
A part of the penalty threatened against sin in the great progenitor of the race was that his
posterity should suffer the consequences of his transgression. They do thus suffer. It is vain,
therefore, to deny the fact, and no relief is obtained by denying that those sufferings are in-
flicted in execution of the penalty of the law and for the infinitely important object of sus-
taining its authority.

204

205


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/hodge/theology2/Page_205.html

10. Mediate Imputation.

§ 10. Mediate Imputation.

About the middle of the seventeenth century Amyraut, Cappel, and La Place (or Placaeus),
three distinguished professors in the French theological school at Saumur, introduced sev-
eral modifications of the Augustinian or Reformed doctrine on the decrees, election, the
atonement, and the imputation of Adam’s sin. La Place taught that we derive a corrupt
nature from Adam, and that that corrupt nature, and not Adam’s sin, is the ground of the
condemnation which has come upon all mankind. When it was objected to this statement
of the case that it left out of view the guilt of Adam’s first sin, he answered that he did not
deny the imputation of that sin, but simply made it dependent on our participation of his
corrupted nature. We are inherently depraved, and therefore we are involved in the guilt of
Adam’s sin. There is no direct or immediate imputation of Adam’s sin to his posterity, but
only an indirect or mediate imputation of it, founded on the fact that we share his moral
character. These views were first presented by La Place in a disputation, “De statu hominis
lapsi ante gratiam,” published in the “Theses Salmurienses,” and afterwards more elaborately
in a treatise, “De imputatione primi peccati Adami.” This doctrine was formally condemned
by the National Synod of France in 1644-45;204 by the Swiss churches in the “Formula
Consensus;” and by the theologians of Holland. Jeeger, a Lutheran divine, in his “Ecclesiast-

ical History,”205

is justified in saying, “Contra doctrinam Plactaei — tota Gallia reformata,
quin et Theologi reformati in Hollandi4 surrexére.” The decree of the French Synod of
Charenton on this subject is as follows: “Cum relatum esset ad Synodum, scripta quaedam
.. .. prodisse, que totam rationem peccati originalis sola corruptione heereditaria in omnibus
hominibus inherente definiunt, et primi peccati Adami imputationem negant: Damnavit
Synodus doctrinam ejusmodi, quatenus peccati originalis naturam ad corruptionem
hereditariam posterum Adz ita restringit, ut imputationem excludat primi illius peccati,
quo lapsus est Adam: Adeoque censuris omnibus ecclesiasticis subjiciendos censuit pastores,
professores, et quoscunque alios, qui in hujus queestionis disceptatione a communi sententia
recesserit Ecclesiarum Protestantium, qua omnes hactenus et corruptionem illam, et
imputationem hanc in omnes Adami posteros descendentem agnoverunt.”

It was to evade the force of this decision that Placeeus proposed the distinction between
mediate and immediate imputation. He said he did not deny the imputation of Adam’s sin,
but only that it preceded the view of hereditary corruption. But this is the very thing which
the Synod asserted. Hereditary corruption, or spiritual death is the penalty, or, as expressed
by the Lutheran confessions, by Calvin, and by the Protestants generally, it was an evil in-
flicted by “the just judgment of God, on account of Adam’s sin (propter peccatum Adami).”

204 See Quick’s Synodicon, London, 1692.

205 Tom.i.lib. ix. cap. v.
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The Formula Consensus Ecclesiarum Helveticarum was set forth 1675, in opposition to the
doctrine of Amyraut on universal grace, to the doctrine of Placeeus on mediate imputation,
and to that of others concerning the active obedience of Christ.2% In that Formula it is said:
“Censemus igitur (i.e., because the covenant of works was made not only with Adam, but
also in him, with the whole human race) peccatum Adami omnibus ejus posteris, judicio
Dei arcano et justo, imputari. Testatur quippe Apostolus ‘in Adamo omnes peccasse:” ‘Unius
hominis inobedientia peccatores multos constitui;” ‘in eodem omnes mori.” Neque vero
ratio apparet, quemadmodum hereditaria corruptio, tanquam mors spiritualis, in universum
genus humanum justo Dei judicio cadere possit, nisi ejusdem generis humani delictum
aliquod, mortis illius reatum inducens, praecesserit. Cum Deus justissimus totius terrae judex

nonnisi sontem punia‘[.”207

Rivet, one of the professors of the University of Leyden, published a treatise in support
of the decision of the French Synod, entitled “Decretum Synodi Nationalis Ecclesiarum
Reformatarum Galliee initio anni 1645, de Imputatione primi Peccati omnibus Adami pos-
teris, cum Ecclesiarum et Doctorum Protestantium consensu, ex scriptis eorum ab Andrea
Riveto collecto.” This treatise is contained in the third volume of the folio edition of his
works. His colleagues in the University published their formal endorsement of his work,
and earnestly commended it as an antidote to the new doctrine of Placaeus. The theologians
of the other universities of Holland joined in this condemnation of the doctrine of mediate
imputation. They call it the eUpnpa Imputationis Mediate a “ficulneum nuditatis indecentis
tegumentum,” and insist that the imputation of Adam’s sin is no more founded on our in-
herent corruption than the imputation of Christ’s righteousness is founded on our inherent
holiness. “Quomodo et justitia Christi electis imputatur, non mediate per renovationem et
obedientiam horum propriam, sed immediate, ad quam heec ipsa propria eorum obedientia
demum subsequitur.”208 These two great doctrines were regarded as inseparably united.
The Protestant theologians agree in holding that “Imputatio justitiee Christi et culpae Adami

pari passu ambulant, et vel utraque ruit, vel utraque agnosci debet.”?%

Mediate Imputation outside of the French Church.

Although the doctrine of mediate imputation was thus generally condemned both by
the Reformed and Lutheran Churches, it found some distinguished advocates beyond the
pale of the French Church. The younger Vitringa, Venema, and Stapfer, in his “Polemical

206 Niemeyer’s Collectio Confessionum, p. Ixxxi.
207 Art. x.; Niemeyer, p. 733.
208 De Moor, Commentarius in Marckii Compendium, cap. xv. § 32, vol. iii. p. 280.
209 Ibid. vol. iii. p. 255.
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Theology,” gave it their sanction. From the last named author it was adopted by President
Edwards, in one chapter of his work on “Original Sin.” It appears there, however, merely
as an excrescence. It was not adopted into his system so as to qualify his theological views
on other doctrines. Although President Edwards does clearly commit himself to the doctrine

of Placaeus, as he says,210 “

that the evil disposition is first, and the charge of guilt consequent,”
nevertheless he expressly teaches the doctrine of immediate imputation formally and at
length in other portions of that work. (1.) He argues through a whole section to prove the
federal headship of Adam. (2.) He holds that the threatening of death made to Adam included
the loss of original righteousness and spiritual death. (3.) That that threatening included
his posterity, and that the evils which they suffer in consequence of his sin are truly penal.
If this be so, if the loss of original righteousness and inherent depravity are penal, they
suppose antecedent guilt. That is, a guilt antecedent, and not consequent to the existence
and view of the depravity. (4.) In his exposition of Rom. v. 12-21, he expressly teaches the
common doctrine, and says, “As this place in general is very full and plain, so the doctrine
of the corruption of nature, as derived from Adam, and also the imputation of his first sin,
are both clearly taught in it. The imputation of Adam’s one transgression, is indeed most
directly and frequently asserted. We are here assured that by one man’s sin death passed on
all; all being adjudged to this punishment as having sinned (so it is implied) in that one
man’s sin. And it is repeated, over and over, that all are condemned, many are dead, many
made sinners, etc., by one man’s offence, by the disobedience of one, and by one offence.”?!!
As guilt precedes punishment, if, as Edwards says, depravity or spiritual death is a punish-
ment, then the imputation of the guilt of Adam’s first sin precedes depravity, and is not
consequent upon it. This is the current representation throughout the work on Original
Sin. It is only when in answer to the objection that it is unjust that we should be punished
for the sin of Adam, that he enters on an abstruse metaphysical discussion on the nature of

oneness or identity, and tries to prove212

that Adam and his posterity are one, and not distinct
agents. It is, therefore. after all, realism, rather than mediate imputation, that Edwards for
the the adopted. Placaeus and his associates, in order to defend the ground which they had
taken, appealed to many passages in the writings of earlier theologians which seemed to ig-
nore the immediate imputation of Adam’s sin, and to place the condemnation of the race
mainly, if not exclusively, upon the hereditary depravity derived from our first parent. Such
passages were easily to be found, and they are easily accounted for without assuming, contrary
to the clearest evidence, that the direct imputation of Adam’s sin was either doubted or

denied. Before Arius arose with the direct denial of the true divinity of Christ and of the

210 Original Sin, IV. iii.; Works, edit. N. Y. 1829, vol. ii. p. 544.
211 Original Sin, III. i.; Works, vol. ii. p. 512.
212 Ibid. p. 546.
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doctrine of the Trinity, the language of ecclesiastical writers was confused and contradictory.
In like manner, even in the Latin Church, and in the writings of Augustine himself, much
may be found, before the rise of the Pelagian controversy, which it is hard to reconcile with
the Augustinian system. Augustine was obliged to publish a volume of retractions, and in
many cases where he had nothing to retract, he found much to modify and explain, It is not
wonderful, therefore, that before anyone openly denied the doctrine of immediate imputation,
and especially when the equally important doctrine of hereditary depravity was openly re-
jected by an influential party in the Romish Church, the Protestant theologians should ap-
parently ignore a doctrine which no one denied, and devote their attention principally to
the points which were then in controversy. Rivet, however, clearly shows that although not
rendered prominent, the immediate imputation of Adam’s sin as universally assumed. This
is plain from the fact that all the evil consequences of Adam’s apostasy, mortality, the loss
of original righteousness, corruption of nature or spiritual death, etc., etc., were of the nature
of punishment. What the Reformers were anxious to maintain was, that original hereditary
depravity (concupiscence, in the language of the Latin Church) was of the nature of sin, and
consequently that men do not perish eternally solely propter peccatum alienum, but also
propter peccatum proprium. This was specially the case with Calvin. In the Confession of
Faith which he drew up for the school in Geneva, it is said, “Singuli nascuntur originali
peccato infecti . . . et a Deo damnati, non propter alienum delictum duntaxat, sed propter
improbitatem, qua intra eos est.” And elsewhere he says: “Dicimus Deum justo judicio
nobis in Adamo maledixisse, ac voluisse nos ob illius peccatum corruptos nasci, ut in Christo
instauremur.” Again: “Peccavit unus, omnes ad poenam trahuntur, neque id modo, sed ex
unius vitio, contagionem omnes contrahunt.” Again: “Si quaeratur causa maledictionis, quae
incumbit omnibus posteris Adz, dicitur esse alienum peccatum, et cujusque proprium.”

To the same effect, Beza says:*!®

Tria sunt quee hominem reum constitunut coram Deo,
(1.) Culpa promanans ex eo quod omnes peccavimus in proto lapso (Rom. v. 12). (2.)
Corruptio que est peena istius culpee, impositam tam Adamo, quam posteris. (3.) Peccata
que perpetrant homines adulti.”?4 Principal Cunningham2 15 calls attention to the fact that
the doctrine of immediate imputation of Adam’s sin is much more explicitly stated in the
Westminster Larger and Shorter Catechisms than in the Confession of Faith. This he very
naturally accounts for by the supposition that the denial of that doctrine by Placeeus had
not attracted attention in England when the Confession was framed (1646), but did become

known before the Catechisms were completed.

213 Apolog. pro Justificatione.
214  See Turrettin, locus. ix. quas. 9, and De Moor’s Commentarius in Johannis Marckin Compendium, caput
XXV. § 32, vol. iii. 260 ff., where an extended account of this controversy may be found.

215 The Reformers and the Theology of the Reformation, second edition, p. 383.
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Objections to the Doctrine of Mediate Imputation.
The leading objections against the doctrine of mediate imputation are, —

1. That it denies what the Scriptures assert. The Scriptures assert that the sentence of
condemnation has passed upon all men for the sin of one man. This the doctrine of mediate
imputation denies, and affirms that the ground of that condemnation is inherent depravity.
We are accounted partakers of Adam’s sin only because we derive a corrupt nature from
him. According to the Scriptures, however, the reason why we are depraved is, that we are
regarded as partakers of his sin, or because the guilt of that sin is imputed to us. The guilt
in the order of nature and fact precedes the spiritual death which is its penal consequent.

2. This doctrine denies the penal character of the hereditary corruption in which all
men are born. According to the Scriptures and to the faith of the church universal, mortality,
the loss of original righteousness, and hereditary corruption are inflicted upon mankind in
execution of the threatening made against Adam, and are included in the comprehensive
word, death, by which the threatened penalty was expressed. This is as emphatically taught
by President Edwards as by any other of the Reformed theologians. He devotes a section of
his work to prove that the death mentioned in Genesis, and of which the Apostle speaks in
Rom. v. 12, included spiritual death, and that the posterity of Adam were included in that
penalty. He says: “The calamities which come upon them in consequence of his sin, are
brought on them as punishments.”216 He moreover says, it destroys the whole scope of the
Apostle’s argument “to suppose that the death of which he here speaks as coming on mankind
by Adams sin, comes not as a punishment.”?!” And again: “I do not suppose the natural
depravity of the posterity of Adam is owing to the course of nature only; it is also owing to
the just judgment of God.”*!® But punishment supposes guilt; if the loss of righteousness
and the consequent corruption of nature are punishments, they suppose the antecedent
imputation of guilt; and therefore imputation is immediate and not mediate; it is antecedent
and not consequent to or upon inherent depravity. The view which the Reformed theologians
uniformly present on this subject is, that God constituted Adam the head and representative
of his race. The penalty attached to the covenant made with him, and which included his
posterity, was the loss of the divine favour and fellowship. The consequences of the forfeiture
of the divine favour in the case of Adam were, (1.) The loss of original righteousness; (2.)
The consequent corruption of his whole nature; and, (3.) Exposure to eternal death. These
consequences come on his posterity in the same order: first, the loss or rather destitution
of original righteousness; and secondly, corruption of nature; and thirdly, exposure to

216 Original Sin, II. i; Works, vol. ii. p. 432.
217 Ibid. IL iv. ut supra, p. 481.
218 Ibid. IV.ii. ut supra, p. 540.
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eternal death; so that no child of Adam is exposed to eternal death irrespective of his own
personal sinfulness and ill-desert. On this point Turrettin says: “Pcena quam peccatum
Adami in nos accersit, vel est privativa, vel positiva. Prior est carentia et privatio justitiee
originalis; posterior est mors tum temporalis, tum eterna, et in genere mala omnia, quae
peccatoribus immittuntur. Etsi secunda necessario sequitur primam ex natura rei, nisi
intercedat Dei misericordia, non debet tamen cum ea confundi. Quoad primam dicimus
Adami peccatum nobis imputari immediate ad peenam privativam, quia est causa privationis
justitiee originalis, et sic corruptionem antecedere debet saltem ordine naturae; sed quoad
posteriorem potest dici imputari mediate quoad pocenam positivam, quia isti pcena obnoxii

220

non sumus, nisi postquam nati et corrupti sumus.”?!? Vogelsang““" says: “Certe neminem

sempiterna subire supplicia propter inobedientiam protoplasti, nisi mediante cognata

perversitate.” And Mark??!

says that if Placeeus and others meant nothing more by mediate
imputation than that “hominum natorum actualem punitionem ulteriorem non fieri nudo
intuitur Adamice transgressionis absque interveniente etiam propria corruptione et
fluentibus hinc sceleribus variis, neminem orthodoxum possent habere obloquentem.” But
he adds, they obviously meant much more. They deny the imputation of the first sin of
Adam as the cause of this inherent corruption. As Adam by his apostasy became subject to
eternal death, but through the intervention of redeeming grace was doubtless saved from
it, so also although all his posterity become liable to the same dreadful penalty through their
own inherent corruption, yet we have every reason to believe and hope that no human being
ever actually perishes who does not personally incur the penalty of the law by his actual
transgression. This however is through the redemption of Christ. All who die in infancy are
doubtless saved, but they are saved by grace. It is nevertheless important that the real views
of the Reformed Churches, on the doctrine of immediate imputation, should be clearly un-
derstood. Those churches do not teach that the first sin of Adam is the single and immediate
ground of the condemnation of his posterity to eternal death, but that it is the ground of
their forfeiture of the divine favour from which flows the loss of original righteousness and
corruption of our whole nature, which in their turn become the proximate ground of expos-
ure to final perdition, from which, however, as almost all Protestants believe, all are saved
who have no other sins to answer for.

Mediate Imputation increases the Difficulties to be accounted for.

3.Itis a further objection to the doctrine of mediate imputation that it increases instead
of relieving the difficulty of the case. It denies that a covenant was made with Adam. It

219 Loc. IX. queest. ix. 14, edit. Edinburgh, 1847, p. 558.
220 Quoted by De Moor, Commentarius, vol. iii. p. 275.
221 Ibid. p. 278.
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denies that mankind ever had a probation. It assumes that in virtue of a natural law of
propagation when Adam lost the image of God and became sinful, his children inherit his
character, and on the ground of that character are subject to the wrath and curse of God.
All the evils therefore which the Scriptural and Church doctrine represent as coming upon
the posterity of Adam as the judicial punishment of his first sin, the doctrine of mediate
imputation represents as sovereign inflictions, or mere natural consequences. What the
Scriptures declare to be a righteous judgment, Placaeus makes to be an arbitrary dispensation.

Inconsistent with the Apostle’s Argument in Rom. v. 12-21.

4. It is a still more serious objection that this doctrine destroys the parallel between
Adam and Christ on which the Apostle lays so much stress in his Epistle to the Romans.
The great point which he there labours to teach and to illustrate, and which he represents
as a cardinal element of the method of salvation, is that men are justified for a righteousness
which is not personally their own. To illustrate and confirm this great fundamental doctrine,
he refers to the fact that men have been condemned for a sin which is not personally their
own. He over and over insists that it was for the sin of Adam, and not for our own sin or
sinfulness, that the sentence of death (the forfeiture of the divine favour) passed upon all
men. It is on this ground he urges men the more confidently to rely upon the promise of
justification on the ground a righteousness which is not inherently ours. This parallel des-
troyed, the doctrine and argument of the Apostle are overturned, if it be denied that the sin
of Adam, as antecedent to any sin or sinfulness of our own is the ground of our condemna-
tion. If we are partakers of the penal consequences of Adam’s sin only because of the corrupt
nature derived by a law of nature from him, then we are justified only on the ground of our
own inherent holiness derived by a law of grace from Christ. We have thus the doctrine of
subjective justification, which overthrows the great doctrine of the Reformation, and the
great ground of the peace and confidence of the people of God, namely, that a righteousness
not within us but wrought out for us, — the righteousness of another, even the eternal Son
of God, and therefore an infinitely meritorious righteousness, — is the ground of our justi-
fication before God. Any doctrine which tends to invalidate or to weaken the Scriptural
evidence of this fundamental article of our faith is fraught with evil greater than belongs to
it in itself considered. This is the reason why the Reformed theologians so strenuously op-
posed the doctrine of La Place. They saw and said that on his principles the doctrine of the
imputation of Christ’s righteousness antecedent to our santification could not be defended.

The Doctrine founded on a False Principle.

5. Perhaps, however, the most serious objection against the doctrine of mediate imputa-
tion is drawn from the principle on which it rests, and the arguments of its advocates in its
support. The great principle insisted upon in support of this doctrine is that one man cannot
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justly be punished for the sin of another. If this be so then it is unjust in God to visit the
iniquities of the fathers upon their children. Then it was unjust in Christ to declare that the
blood of the prophets slain from the beginning should come upon the men of his generation.
Then it is unjust that the Jews of the present day, and ever since the crucifixion of our Lord,
should be scattered and peeled, according to the predictions of the prophets, for the rejection
of the Messiah. Then, also, were the deluge sent in wrath upon the world, and the destruction
of Sodom and Gomorrah, and the extermination of the Canaanites, in which thousands of
children perished innocent of the offences for which those judgments were inflicted, all acts
of stupendous injustice. If this principle be sound, then the administration of the divine
government over the world, God’s dealings with nations and with the Church, admit of no
defence. He has from the beginning and through all time held children responsible for the
conduct of parents, included them without their consent in the covenants made with their
fathers, and visited upon them the consequences of the violations of such covenants of which
they were not personally guilty, as well as bestowed upon them rich blessings secured by
the fidelity of their progenitors without anything meritorious on their part. Moreover, if
the principle in question be valid, then the whole Scriptural doctrine of sacrifice and expiation
is a delusion. And then, also, we must adopt the Socinian theory which makes the death of
Christ instead of a penal satisfaction for sin, a mere symbolical inculcation of a truth — a
didactic and not an expiatory service. The Reformed theologians of the seventeenth century
expressed their deep regret that men professing orthodoxy should adopt from Pelagianis et
Pelagianizantibus, against the doctrine of immediate imputation, “exceptiones” et
“objectiones. . . . petitas a Dei justitia et veritate, ab actus et persona Adamice singularitate,
ex sceleris longe ante nos preeterito tempore, ex posterum nulla scientia vel consensione in
illud, ex non imputatis aliis omnibus factis et fatis Adami, etc.,” which had so often been
answered in the controversies with the Socinians and Remonstrants.??* It is very clear that
if no such constitution can be righteously established between men, even by God, that one
man may justly bear the iniquity of another, then the Bible and Providence become alike
unintelligible, and the great doctrines of the Christian faith are overthrown.

The Theory of Propagation.

The theory of those who deny all imputation of Adam’s sin to his posterity, whether
mediate or immediate, and who account for the corruption of the race consequent on his
apostasy, on the general law of propagation, that like begets like, differs only in terms from
the doctrine of La Place. All he meant by mediate imputation was that the descendants of
Adam, derived from him a corrupt nature, have the same moral character, and therefore
are adjudged worthy of the same condemnation. This the advocates of the theory just

222  De Moor, Coommentarius in Johannis Marckii Compendium, vol. iii. p. 279.
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mentioned are willing to admit. Their doctrine therefore is liable to all the objections which
bear against the doctrine of mediate imputation, and therefore does not call forth a separate

consideration.

213



11. Preéxistence.

§ 11. Preéxistence.

The principle that a man can be justly held responsible or regarded as guilty only for
his own voluntary acts and for then subjective consequences, is so plausible that to many
minds it has the authority of an intuitive truth. It is, however, so clearly the doctrine of the
Bible and the testimony of experience that men are born in sin, that they come into the
world in a state of guilt and of moral pollution, that a necessity arises of reconciling this fact
with what they regard as self-evidently true. Two theories have been proposed to effect this
reconciliation. The first is that of preexistence. Origen, and after him here and there one in
the history of the Church, down to the present day, assumed that men existed in another
state of being before their birth in this world, and having voluntarily sinned against God in
that previous state of being, they come into this world burdened with the guilt and pollution
due to their own voluntary act. This view of the subject never having been adopted by any
Christian church, it does not properly belong to Christian theology. It is sufficient to remark
concerning it: —

1. That it does not pretend to be taught in the Scriptures, and therefore cannot be an
article of faith. Protestants unite in teaching that “The whole counsel of God, concerning
all things necessary for his own glory, and man’s salvation, faith and life, is either expressly
set down in Scripture, or by good and necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture,
unto which nothing at any time is to be added, whether by new revelations of the Spirit, or
the traditions of men.” As the doctrine of the preexistence of souls is neither expressly set
down in the Bible, nor deducible from it, as is admitted, it cannot be received as one of the
formative principles of Christian doctrine. All that its Christian advocates claim is that it is
not contradicted in Scripture, and therefore that they are free to hold it.

2. But even this cannot be conceded. It is expressly contrary to the plain teachings of
the Word of God. According to the history of the creation, man was formed in the image
of God. His body was fashioned out of the dust of the earth, and his soul was derived imme-
diately from God, and was pronounced by him “very good.” This is utterly inconsistent with
the idea that Adam was a fallen spirit. The Bible also teaches that Adam was created in the
image of God in knowledge, righteousness, and holiness, and fell from that state here in this
life, and not in a previous and higher state of being. The Scriptures also, as we have seen,
say that it was by one man that sin entered into the world, and death by sin, because all
sinned in that one man. There is a causal relation between the sin of Adam and the condem-
nation and sinfulness of his posterity. This contradicts the theory which refers the present
sinfulness of men, not to the act of Adam, but to the voluntary act of each individual man,

in a previous state of existence.
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3. This doctrine is as destitute of all support from the testimony of consciousness as
from the authority of Scripture. No man has any reminiscences of a previous existence.
There is nothing in his present state which connects him with a former state of being. It is
a simple, pure assumption, without the slightest evidence from any known facts.

4. The theory, if true, atfords no relief. Sins of which we know nothing; which were
committed by us before we were born; which cannot be brought home to the conscience as
our own sins, can never be the righteous grounds of punishment, any more than the acts of
an idiot. It is unnecessary however to pursue this subject further, as the objections against
the realistic theory, in most instances, bear with equal force against the theory of preexistence.
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§ 12. Realistic Theory.

Those who reject the untenable doctrine of preexistence and yet hold to the principle
that guilt can attach only to what is due to our agency, are driven to assume that Adam and
his race are in such a sense one, that his act of disobedience was literally the act of all man-
kind. And consequently that they are as truly personally guilty on account of it, as Adam
himself was; and that the inherent corruption flowing from that act, belongs to us in the
same sense and in the same way, that it belonged to him. His sin, it is therefore said, “Is ours
not because it is imputed to us; but it is imputed to us, because it is truly and properly our
own.” We have constantly to contend with the ambiguity of terms. There is a sense in which
the above proposition is perfectly true, and there is a sense in which it is not true. It is true
that the righteousness of Christ is imputed to us because it is ours according to the terms
of the covenant of grace; because it was wrought out for us by our great head and represent-
ative, who obeyed and suffered in our stead. But it is not true that it is ours in the sense that
we were the agents by whom that righteousness was effected, or the persons in whom it in-
heres. In like manner, Adam’s sin may be said to be imputed to us because it is ours, inasmuch
as it is the sin of the divinely constituted head and representative of our race. But it is not
ours in the same sense in which it was his. It was not our act, i.e., an act in which our reason,
will, and conscience were exercised. There is a sense in which the act of an agent is the act
of the principal. It binds him in law, as effectually as he could bind himself. But he is not,
on that account, the efficient agent of the act. The sense in which many assert that the act
of Adam was our act, is, that the same numerical nature or substance, the same reason and
will which existed and acted in Adam, belong to us; so that we were truly and properly the
agents of his act of apostasy.

President Edwards’ Theory of Identity.

The assumption which President Edwards undertakes to controvert, is, “That Adam
and his posterity are not one, but entirely distinct agents.”**> The theory on which he en-
deavours to prove that Adam and his posterity were one agent, is not exactly the old realistic
theory, it is rather a theory of his own, and depends on his seculiar views of oneness or
identity. According to him, all oneness depends upon “the arbitrary constitution of God.”
The only reason why a full grown tree is the same with its first germ; or that the body of an
adult man is the same with his infant frame; is that God so wills to regard them. No creature
is one and the same in the different periods of its existence, because it is numerically one
and the same substance, or life, or organism; but simply because God “treats them as one,
by communicating to them like properties, relations, and circumstances; and so leads us to

223 Original Sin, IV. iii.; Works, edit. N. Y. 1829, vol. ii. p. 546.
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regard and treat them as one.”?%*

If the existence,” he says, “of created substance, in each
successive moment, be wholly the effect of God’s immediate power in that moment, without
any dependence on prior existence, as much as the first creation out of nothing, then what
exists at this moment, by this power, is a new effect; and simply and absolutely considered,
not the same with any past existence, though it be like it, and follows it according to a certain
established method. And there is no identity or oneness in the case, but what depends on
the arbitrary constitution of the Creator; who, by his wise and sovereign establishment so
unites successive new effects, that he treats them as one.”?** He uses two illustrations which
make his meaning perfectly plain. The brightness of the moon seems to us a permanent
thing, but is really a new effect produced every moment. It ceases, and is renewed, in every
successive point of time, and so becomes altogether a new effect at each instant. It is no
more numerically the same thing with that which existed in the preceding moment, than
the sound of the wind that blows now, is individually the same sound of the wind which
blew just before. What is the of the brightness of the moon, he says, must be true also of its
solidity, and of everything else belonging to its substance. Again, images of things placed
before a mirror seem to remain precisely the same, with a continuing perfect identity. But
it is known to be otherwise. These images are constantly renewed by the impression and
reflection of new rays of light. The image which exists this moment is not at all derived from
the image which existed the last preceding moment. It is no more numerically the same,
than if painted anew by an artist with colours which vanish as soon as they are put on. The
obvious fallacy of these illustrations is, that the cases are apparently, but not really alike.
The brightness of the moon and the image on a mirror, are not substances having continued
existence; they are mere effects on our visual organs. Whereas the substances which produce
those effects are objective existences or entities, and not subjective states of our sensibility.
Edwards, however, says that what is true of the images, must be true of the bodies themselves.
“They cannot be the same, with an absolute identity, but must be wholly renewed every
moment, if the case be as has been proved, that their present existence is not, strictly
speaking, at all the effect of their past existence; but is wholly, every instant, the effect of a
new agency or exertion of the powerful cause of their existence.”?%% As therefore, there is
no such thing as numerical identity of substance in created things, and as all oneness depends
on “the arbitrary constitution of God,” and things are one only because God so regards and
treats them, there is “no solid reason,” Edwards contends, why the posterity of Adam should
not be “treated as one with him for the derivation . ... of the loss of righteousness, and
consequent corruption and guilt.”?” According to this doctrine of identity, everything that

224 Ibid. p. 556.
225 Ibid. pp. 555, 556.
226 Original Sin, IV. iii.; Works, vol. ii., p. 555, note.
227 Ibid. p. 557.
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exists, even the soul of man, is, and remains one, not because of any continuity of life and
substance, but as a series of new effects produced in every successive moment by the renewed
efficiency of God. The whole theory resolves itself into the doctrine that preservation is
continued creation. The argument of Edwards in proof of that point is, that “the existence
of every created substance, is a dependent existence, and therefore is an effect and must
have some cause; and the cause must be one of these two; either the antecedent existence
of the same substance, or else the power of the Creator.” It cannot be the antecedent existence
of the same substance, and therefore must be the power of God. His conclusion is that God’s
upholding of created substance “is altogether equivalent to an immediate production out

of nothing, at each moment.”228

Objections to the Edwardian Theory.

The fatal consequences of this view of the nature of preservation were presented under
the head of Providence. All that need be here remarked, is, —

1. That it proceeds upon the assumption that we can understand the relation of the effi-
ciency of God to the effects produced in time. Because every new effect which we produce
is due to a new exercise of our efficiency, it is assumed that such must be the case with God.
He, however, inhabits eternity. With him there is no distinction between the past and future.
All things are equally present to Him. As we exist in time and space, all our modes of
thinking are conditioned by these circumstances of our being. But as God is not subject to
the limitations of time or space, we have no right to transfer these limitations to Him. This
only proves that we cannot understand how God produces successive effects. We do not
know that it is by successive acts, and therefore it is most unreasonable and presumptuous
to make that assumption the ground of explaining great Scriptural doctrines. It is surely
just as conceivable or intelligible that God should will the continuous existence of the things
which He creates, as that He should create them anew at every successive moment.

2. This doctrine of a continued creation destroys the Scriptural and common sense
distinction between creation and preservation. The two are constantly presented as different,
and they are regarded as different by the common judgment of mankind. By creation, God
calls things into existence, and by preservation He upholds them in being. The two ideas
are essentially distinct. Any theory, therefore, which confounds them must be fallacious.
God wills that the things which He has created shall continue to be; and to deny that He
can cause continuous existence is to deny his omnipotence.

228 1Ibid. p. 554.
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3. This doctrine denies the existence of substance. The idea of substance is a primitive
idea. It is given in the constitution of our nature. It is an intuitive truth, as is proved by its
universality and necessity. One of the essential elements of that idea is uninterrupted con-
tinuity of being. Substance is that which stands; which remains unchanged under all the
phenomenal mutations to which it is subjected. According to the theory of continued creation
there is and can be no created substance. God is the only substance in the universe. Everything
out of God is a series of new effects; there is nothing which has continuous existence, and
therefore there is no substance.

4. Tt necessarily follows that if God is the only substance He is the only agent in the
universe. All things out of God being every moment called into being out of nothing, are
resolved into modes of God’s efficiency. If He creates the soul every successive instant, He
creates all its states. thoughts, feelings, and volitions. The soul is only a series of divine acts.
And therefore there can be no free agency, no sin, no responsibility, no individual existence.
The universe is only the self-manifestation of God. This doctrine, therefore, in its con-
sequences, is essentially pantheistic.

5. In resolving all identity into an “arbitrary constitution of God,” it denies that there
is any real identity in any created things. Edwards expressly says, They are not numerically
the same. They cannot be the same with an absolute identity. They are one only because
God so regards them, and because they are alike, so that we look upon them as the same.
This being the case, there seems to be no foundation even for guilt and pollution in the in-
dividual soul as flowing from its own acts, because there is nothing but an apparent, not a
real connection between the present and the past in the life of the soul. It is not the same
soul that is guilty today of the sin committed yesterday. Much less can such an arbitrary or
assumed and merely apparent identity between Adam and his race be a just ground of their
bearing the guilt of his first sin. In short, this doctrine subverts all our ideas. It assumes that
things which, as the human soul, are really one, are not one in the sense of numerical
sameness; and that things which are not identical, as Adam and his posterity, are one in the
same sense that the soul of a man is one, or that identity can be predicated of any creature.
This doctrine, therefore, which would account for the guilt and native depravity of men on
the assumption of an arbitrary divine constitution of God, by which beings which are really
distinct subsistences are declared to be one, is not only contrary to the Scriptures and to the
intuitive convictions of men, but it affords no satisfactory solution of the facts which it is
intended to explain. It does not bring home to any human conscience that the sin of Adam
was his sin in the sense in which our sins of yesterday are our guilt of today.

The Proper Realistic Theory.
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The strange doctrine of Edwards, above stated, agrees with the realistic theory so far as
that he and the realists unite in saying that Adam and his race are one in the same sense in
which a tree is one during its whole progress from the germ to maturity, or in which the
human soul is one during all the different periods of its existence. It essentially differs,
however, in that Edwards denies numerical sameness in any case. Identity, according to
him, does not in any creature include the continued existence of one and the same substance.
The realistic doctrine, on the contrary, makes the numerical sameness of substance the es-
sence of identity. Every genus or species of plants or animals is one because all the individuals
of those genera and species are partakers of one and the same substance. In every species
there is but one substance of which the individuals are the modes of manifestation. According
to this theory humanity is numerically one and the same substance in Adam and in all the
individuals of his race. The sin of Adam was, therefore, the sin of all mankind, because
committed by numerically the same rational and voluntary substance which constitutes us
men. It was our sin in the same sense that it was sin, because it was our act (the act of our
reason and will) as much as it was his. There are two classes of objections to this theory
which might here properly come under consideration. First, those which bear against realism
as a theory; and, secondly, those which relate to its application to the relation of the union
between us and Adam as a solution of the problems of original sin.

Recapitulation of the Objections to the Realistic Theory.

The objections to the realistic doctrine were presented when the nature of man was
under consideration. It was then stated, (1.) That realism is a mere hypothesis; one out of
many possible assumptions. Possibility is all that can be claimed for it. It cannot be said to
be probable, much less certain; and therefore cannot legitimately be made the basis of other
doctrines. (2.) That it has no support from the Scriptures. The Bible indeed does say that
Adam and his race are one; but it also says that Christ and his people are one; that all the
multitudes of believers of all ages and in heaven and earth are one. So in common life we
speak of every organized community as one. The visible Church is one. Every separate state
or kingdom is one. Everything depends on the nature of this oneness. And that is to be de-
termined by the nature of the thing spoken of, and the usus loquendi of the Bible and of or-
dinary life. As no man infers from the fact that the Scriptures declare Christ and his people
to be one, that they are numerically the same substance; or from the unity predicated of
believers as distinguished from the rest of mankind, that they are one substance and the rest
of men of a different substance; so we have no right to infer from the fact that the Bible says
that Adam and his posterity are one that they are numerically the same substance. Neither
do the Scriptures so describe the nature and effects of the union between us and Adam as
to necessitate or justify the realistic doctrine. The nature and effects of our oneness with
Adam are declared in all essential points to be analogous to the nature and effects of our
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oneness with Christ. As the latter is not a oneness of substance, so neither is the other. (3.)
It was shown that realism has no support from the consciousness of men, but on the contrary,
that it contradicts the teachings of consciousness as interpreted by the vast majority of our
race, learned and unlearned. Every man is revealed to himself as an individual substance.
(4.) Realism, as argued above, contradicts the doctrine of the Scriptures in so far that it is
irreconcilable with the Scriptural doctrine of the separate existence of the soul. (5.) It subverts
the doctrine of the Trinity in so far that it makes the Father, Son, and Spirit one God only
in the sense in which all men are one man. The persons of the Trinity are one God, because
they are one in essence or substance; and all men are one man because they are one in essence.
The answers which Trinitarian realists give to this objection are unsatisfactory, because they
assume the divisibility, and consequently the materiality of Spirit. (6.) It is difficult, if not
impossible, to reconcile the realistic theory with the sinlessness of Christ. If the one numer-
ical essence of humanity became guilty and polluted in Adam, and if we are guilty and pol-
luted because we are partakers of that fallen substance, how can Christ’s human nature have
been free from sin if He took upon Him the same numerical essence which sinned in Adam.
(7.) The above objections are theological or Scriptural; others of a philosophical character
have availed to banish the doctrine of realism from all modern schools of philosophy, except
so far as it has been merged in the higher forms of pantheistic monism.

Realism no Solution of the Problem of Original Sin.

The objections which bear against this theory as a solution of the problems of original
sin are no less decisive. There are two things which realism proposes to explain. First, the
fact that we are punished for the sin of Adam; and, secondly, that hereditary depravity is in
us truly and properly sin, involving guilt as well as pollution. The former is accounted for
on the ground that Adam’s sin was our own act; and the latter on the ground that native
depravity is the consequence of our own voluntary action. As a man is responsible for his
character or permanent state of mind produced by his actual transgressions, so we are re-
sponsible for the character with which we come into the world, because it is the result of
our voluntary apostasy from God. To this it is an obvious objection, —

1. That admitting realism to be true; admitting that humanity is numerically one and
the same substance, of which individual men are the modes of manifestation; and admitting
that this generic humanity sinned in Adam, this affords no satisfactory solution of either of
the facts above stated. Two things are necessary in order to vindicate the infliction of pun-
ishment for actual sin on the ground of personal responsibility. First, that the sin be an act
of conscious self-determination. Otherwise it cannot be brought home upon the conscience
so as to produce the sense of criminality. And suffering without the sense of criminality or
blameworthiness, so far as the sufferer is concerned, is not punishment, but wanton cruelty.
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And, secondly, to vindicate punishment in the eye of justice, in the case supposed, there
must be personal criminality manifest to all intelligent beings cognizant of the case. Ifa man
should commit an offence in a state of somnambulism or of insanity, when he did not know
what he did, and all recognition of which on his restoration to a normal condition is im-
possible, it is plain that such an offence could not justly be the ground of punishment. Suf-
tering inflicted on such ground would not be punishment in the view of the sufferer, or
righteous in the view of others. It is no less plain that if a man should commit a crime in a
sound state of mind, and afterwards become insane, he could not justly be punished so long
as he continued insane. The execution of a maniac or idiot for any offence committed prior
to the insanity or idiocy would be an outrage. If these principles are correct then it is plain
that, even admitting all that realists claim, it affords no relief. It gives no satisfactory solution
either of our being punished for Adam’s sin or for the guilt which attaches to our inherent
hereditary depravity. A sin of which it is impossible that we should be conscious as our
voluntary act, can no more be the ground of punishment as our act, than the sin of an idiot,
of a madman, or of a corpse. When the body of Cromwell was exhumed and gibbeted,
Cromwell was not punished; and the act was, in the sight of all mankind, merely a manifest-
ation of impotent revenge.

2. But the realistic theory cannot be admitted. The assumption that we acted thousands
of years before we were born, so as to be personally responsible for such act, is a monstrous
assumption. It is, as Baur says, an unthinkable proposition; that is, one to which no intelligible
meaning can be attached. We can understand how it may be said that we died in Christ and
rose with Him; that his death was our death and his resurrection our resurrection, in the
sense that He acted for us as our substitute, head, and representative. But to say that we ac-
tually and really died and rose in Him; that we were the agents of his acts, conveys no idea
to the mind. In like manner we can understand how it may be said that we sinned in Adam
and fell with him in so far as he was the divinely appointed head and representative of his
race. But the proposition that we performed his act of disobedience is to our ears a sound
without any meaning. It is just as much an impossibility as that a nonentity should act. We
did not then exist. We had no being before our existence in this world; and that we should
have acted before we existed is an absolute impossibility. It is to be remembered that an act
implies an agent; and the agent of a responsible voluntary act must be a person. Before the
existence of the personality of a man that man cannot perform any voluntary action. Actual
sin is an act of voluntary self-determination; and therefore before the existence of the self,
such determination is an impossibility. The stuff or substance out of which a man is made
may have existed before he came into being, but not the man himself. Admitting that the
souls of men are formed out of the generic substance of humanity, that substance is no more
the man than the dust of the earth out of which the body of Adam was fashioned was his
body. Voluntary agency, responsible action, moral character, and guilt can be predicated
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only of persons, and cannot by possibility be predicable of them, or really belong to them
before they exist. The doctrine, therefore, which supposes that we are personally guilty of
the sin of Adam on the ground that we were the agents of that act, that our will and reason
were so exercised in that action as to make us personally responsible for it and for its con-
sequences, is absolutely inconceivable.

3.Itis a further objection to this theory that it assigns no reason why we are responsible
for Adam’s first sin and not for his subsequent transgressions. If his sin is ours because the
whole of humanity, as a generic nature, acted in him, this reason applies as well to all his
other sins as to his first act of disobedience, at least prior to the birth of his children. The
genus was no more individualized and concentrated in Adam when he was in the garden,
than after he was expelled from it. Besides, why is it the sin of Adam rather than, or more
than the sin of Eve for which we are responsible? That mankind do bear a relation to the
sin of Adam which they do not sustain to the sin of Eve is a plain Scriptural fact. We are
said to bear the guilt of his sin, but never to bear the guilt of hers. The reason is that Adam
was our representative. The covenant was made with him; just as in after generations the
covenant was made with Abraham and not with Sarah. On this ground there is an intelligible
reason why the guilt of Adam’s sin should be imputed to us, which does not apply to the
sin of Eve. But on the realistic theory the reverse is the case. Eve sinned first. Generic hu-
manity as individualized in her, apostatized from God, before Adam had offended; and
therefore it was her sin rather than his, or more than his, which ruined our common nature.
But such is not the representation of Scripture.

4. The objection urged against the doctrine of mediate imputation, that it is inconsistent
with the Apostle’s doctrine of justification, and incompatible with his argument in Rom. v.
12-21, bears with equal force against the realistic theory. What the Apostle teaches, what he
most strenuously insists upon, and what is the foundation of every believer’s hope, is that
we are justified for acts which were not our own; of which we were not the agents, and the
merit of which does not attach to us personally and does not constitute our moral character.
This he tells us is analogous to the case of Adam. We were not the agents of his act. His sin
was not our sin. Its guilt does not belong to us personally. It is imputed to us as something
not our own, a peccatum alienum, and the penalty of it, the forfeiture of the divine favour,
the loss of original righteousness, and spiritual death, are its sad consequences. Just as the
righteousness of Christ is not our own but is imputed to us, and we have a title in justice on
the ground of that righteousness, if we accept and trust it, to all the benefits of redemption.
This, which is clearly the doctrine of the Apostle and of the Protestant churches, the realistic
doctrine denies. That is, it denies that the sin of Adam as the sin of another is the ground
of our condemnation; and in consistency it must also deny (as in fact the great body of
Realists do deny) that the righteousness of Christ, as the righteousness of another, is the
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ground of our justification. What makes this objection the more serious, is that the reasons
assigned for denying that Adam’s sin, if not our own, can justly be imputed to us, bear with
like force against the imputation of a righteousness which is not personally our own. The
great principle which is at the foundation of the realistic, as of other false theories concerning
original sin, is, that a man can be responsible only for his own acts and for his self-acquired
character. If this be so, then, according to the Apostle, unless we can perfectly fulfill the law,
and restore our nature to the image of God, by our own agency, we must perish forever.

5. Finally, the solution presented by Realists to explain our relation to Adam and to
solve the problems of original sin, ought to be rejected, because Realism is a purely philo-
sophical theory. It is indeed often said that the doctrine of our covenant relation to Adam,
and of the immediate imputation of his sin to his posterity, is a theory. But this is not correct.
It is not a theory, but the simple statement of a plain Scriptural fact. The Bible says, that
Adam’s sin was the cause of the condemnation of his race. It tells us that it is not the mere
occasional cause, but the judicial ground of that condemnation; that it was for, or on account
of, his sin, that the sentence of condemnation was pronounced upon all men. This is the
whole doctrine of immediate imputation. It is all that that doctrine includes. Nothing is
added to the simple Scriptural statement. Realism, however, is a philosophical theory outside
of the Scriptures, intended to account for the fact that Adam’s sin is the ground of the con-
demnation of our race. It introduces a doctrine of universals, of the relation of individuals
to genera and species, concerning which the Scriptures teach nothing, and it makes that
philosophical theory an integral part of Scripture doctrine. This is adding to the word of
God. It is making the truth of Scriptural doctrines to depend on the correctness of philo-
sophical speculations. It is important to bear in mind the relation which philosophy properly
sustains to theology. (1.) The relation is intimate and necessary. The two sciences embrace
nearly the same spheres and are conversant with the same subjects. (2.) There is a philosophy
which underlies all Scriptural doctrines; or which the Scriptures assume in all their teachings.
(3.) As the doctrines of the Bible are from God, and therefore infallible and absolutely true,
no philosophical principle can be admitted as sound, which does not accord within those
doctrines. (4.) Therefore the true office and sphere of Christian philosophy, or of philosophy
in the hands of a Christian, is to ascertain and teach those facts and principles concerning
God, man, and nature, which are in accordance with the divine word. A Christian cannot
assume a certain theory of human freedom and by that theory determine what the Bible
teaches of foreordination and providence; but on the contrary, he should allow the teachings
of the Bible to determine his theory of liberty. And so of all other doctrines; and this may
be done in full assurance that the philosophy which we are thus led to adopt, will be found
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to authenticate itself as true at the bar of enlightened reason. The objection to Realism is,
that it inverts this order. It assumes to control Scripture, instead of being controlled by it.
The Bible says we are condemned for Adam’s sin. Realism denies this, and says no man is
or can be condemned except for his own sin.
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§ 13. Original Sin.

The effects of Adam’s sin upon his posterity are declared in our standards to be, (1.)
The guilt of his first sin. (2.) The loss of original righteousness. (3.) The corruption of our
whole nature, which (i.e., which corruption), is commonly called original sin. Commonly,
but not always. Not unfrequently by original sin is meant all the subjective evil consequences
of the apostasy of our first parent, and it therefore includes all three of the particulars just
mentioned. The National Synod of France, therefore, condemned the doctrine of Placaus,
because he made original sin to consist of inherent, hereditary depravity, to the exclusion
of the guilt of Adam’s first sin.

This inherent corruption in which all men since the fall are born, is properly called
original sin, (1.) Because it is truly of the nature of sin. (2.) Because it flows from our first
parents as the origin of our race. (3.) Because it is the origin of all other sins; and (4.) Because
it is in its nature distinguished from actual sins.

The Nature of Original Sin.

As to the nature of this hereditary corruption, although the faith of the Church Catholic,
at least of the Latin, Lutheran, and Reformed churches, has been, in all that is essential,
uniform, yet diversity of opinion has prevailed among theologians. (1.) According to many
of the Greek fathers, and in later times, of the extreme Remonstrants or Arminians, it is a
physical, rather than a moral evil. Adam’s physical condition was deteriorated by his apostasy,
and that deteriorated natural constitution has descended to his posterity. (2.) According to
others, concupiscence, or native corruption, is such an ascendency of man’s sensuous, or
animal nature over his higher attributes of reason and conscience, as involves a great
proneness to sin, but is not itself sinful. Some of the Romish theologians distinctly avow
this doctrine, and some Protestants, as we have seen, maintain that this is the symbolical
doctrine of the Roman Church itself. The same view has been advocated by some divines
of our own age and country. (3.) Others hold a doctrine nearly allied to that just mentioned.
They speak of inherent depravity; and admit that it is of the nature of a moral corruption,
but nevertheless deny that it brings guilt upon the soul, until it is exercised, assented to, and
cherished. (4.) The doctrine of the Reformed and Lutheran churches upon this subject is
thus presented in their authorized Confessions: —

The “Augsburg Confession.”?%? «

Docent quod post lapsum Ade omnes homines,
secundum naturam propagati, nascantur cum peccato, hoc est, sine metu Dei, sine fiducia

erga Deum, et cum concupiscentia.”

229 L.ii. 1; Hase, Libre Symbolici, p. 9.
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»230 “Peccatum heereditarium tam profunda et tetra est corruptio

“Articuli Smalcaldici.
nature, ut nullius hominis ratione intelligi possit, sed ex Scripturz patefactione agnoscenda,

et credenda sit.”

“Formula Corcordize.”?>! «

Credendum est . ... quod sit per omnia totalis carentia,
defectus seu privatio concreata in Paradiso justitiee originalis seu imaginis Dei, ad quam
homo initio in veritate, sanctitate atque justitia creatus fuerat, et quod simul etiam sit
impotentia et inaptitudo, dduvapia et stupiditas, qua homo ad omnia divina seu spiritualia
sit prorsus ineptus..... Praeterea, quod peccatum originale in humana natura non
tantummodo sit ejusmodi totalis carentia, seu defectus omnium bonorum in rebus
spiritualibus ad Deum pertinentibus: sed quod sit etiam, loco imaginis Dei amisse in homine,
intima, pessima, profundissima (instar cujusdam abyssi), inscrutabilis et ineffabilis corruptio
totius nature et omnium virium, imprimis vero superiorum et principalium animee

facultatum, in mente, intellectu, corde et voluntate.”

“Constat Christianos non tantum actualia delicta . . . peccata esse agnoscere et definire
debere, sed etiam . . . heereditarium morbum . . . imprimis pro horribili peccato, et quidem
pro principio et capite omnium peccatorum (e quo reliquee transgressiones, tanquam e

radice nascantur . . .) omnino habendum esse.”23?

“Confessio Helvetica I1.”233 «

Qualis (homo Adam) factus est a lapsu, tales sunt omnes,
qui ex ipso prognati sunt, peccato inquam, morti, variisque obnoxii calamitatibus. Peccatum
autem intelligimus esse nativam illam hominis corruptionem ex primis illis nostris parentibus
in nos omnes derivatam vel propagatam, qua concupiscentiis pravis immersi et a bono
aversi, ad omne vero malum propensi, pleni omni nequitia, diffidentia, contemptu et odio

Dei, nihil boni ex nobis ipsis facere, imo ne cogitare quidem possumus.”

“Confessio Gallicana.”*** “Credimus hoc vitium (ex propagatione manans) esse vere

peccatum.”

“Articuli XXXIX.”?% “Peccatum originis . . . est vitium et depravatio naturee cujuslibet

hominis ex Adamo naturaliter propagati, qua fit ut ab originali justitia quam longissime

230 IIL i. 3; Ibid. p. 317.

231 1. 10. 11; Ibid. p. 640, the second of that number.
232 I 5; Ibid. p. 640, the first of that number.

233 VIIL; Niemeyer, Collectio Confessionum, p. 477.
234 XI;Ibid. p. 332.

235 IX,; Niemeyer, p. 603.
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distet; ad malum sua natura propendeat et caro semper adversus spiritum concupiscat, unde

in unoquoque nascentium iram Dei atque damnationem meretur.”

“Confessio Belgica.”?%% «

Peccatum originis est corruptio totius naturae et vitium
heereditarium, quo et ipsi infantes in matris utero polluti sunt: quodque veluti noxia queedam
radix genus omne peccatorum in homine producit, estque tam foedum atque execrabile

coram Deo, ut ad universi generis humani condemnationem sufficiat.”

“Catechesis Heidelbergensis.” (Pravitas humanae natura existit) “ex lapsu et inobedientia
primorum parentum Adami et Evee. Hinc natura nostra ita est depravata, ut omnes in

. .. 2
peccatis concipiamur et nascamur.” 37

By nature in these Confessions it is expressly taught, we are not to understand essence
or substance (as was held by Matthias Flacius, and by him only at the time of the Reforma-
tion). On this point the Form of Concord says: That although original sin corrupts our
whole nature, yet the essence or substance of the soul is one thing, and original sin is another.
“Discrimen igitur retinendum est inter naturam nostram, qualis a Deo creata est, hodieque
conservatur, in qua peccatum originale habitat, et inter ipsum peccatum originis, quod in
natura habitat. Heec enim duo secundum sacrae Scripture regulam distincte considerari,

doceri et credi debent et possunt.”2>

“The Westminster Confession.”>>? «

By this sin they (our first parents) fell from their
original righteousness and communion with God, and so became dead in sin, and wholly
defiled in all the faculties and parts of soul and body. They being the root of all mankind,
the guilt of this sin was imputed, and the same death in sin and corrupted nature conveyed
to all their posterity, descending from them by ordinary generation. From this original
corruption, whereby we are utterly indisposed, disabled, and made opposite to all good, and
wholly inclined to all evil, do proceed all actual transgressions. This corruption of nature,
during this life, doth remain in those that are regenerated; and although it be through Christ
pardoned and mortified, yet both itself, and all the motions thereof, are truly and properly

»

sin.
Statement of the Protestant Doctrine.

From the above statements it appears that, according to the doctrine of the Protestant
churches, original sin, or corruption of nature derived front Adam, is not, (1.) A corruption

236 XV.;Ibid. p. 370.
237 VIL; Ibid. p. 431.
238 1. 33; Hase, p. 645.
239 Chapter VL §§ 2-5.
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of the substance or essence of the soul. (2.) Neither is it an essential element infused into
the soul as poison is mixed with wine. The Forum of Concord, for example, denies that the
evil dispositions of our fallen nature are “conditiones, seu concreatae essentiales naturae
proprietates.” Original sin is declared to be an “accidens, i.e., quod non per se subsistit, sed
in aliqua substantia est, et ab ea discerni potest.” The affirmative statements on this subject
are (1.) That this corruption of nature affects the whole soul. (2.) That it consists in the loss
or absence of original righteousness, and consequent entire moral depravity of our nature,
including or manifesting itself in an aversion from all spiritual good, or from God, and an
inclination to all evil. (3.) That it is truly and properly of the nature of sin, involving both
guilt and pollution. (4.) That it retains its character as sin even in the regenerated. (5.) That
it renders the soul spiritually dead, so that the natural, or unrenewed man, is entirely unable
of himself to do anything good in the sight of God.

This doctrine therefore stands opposed, —
1. To that which teaches that the race of man is uninjured by the fall of Adam.
2. To that which teaches that the evils consequent on the fall are merely physical.

3. To the doctrine which makes original sin entirely negative, consisting in the want of
original righteousness.

4. To the doctrine which admits a hereditary depravity of nature, and makes it consist
in an inclination to sin, but denies that it is itself sinful. Some of the orthodox theologians
made a distinction between vitium and peccatum. The latter term they wished to confine to
actual sin, while the former was used to designate indwelling and hereditary sinfulness.
There are serious objections to this distinction: first, that vitium, as thus understood, is really
sin; it includes both guilt and pollution, and is so defined by Vitringa and others who make
the distinction. Secondly, it is opposed to established theological usage. Depravity, or inherent
hereditary corruption, has always been designated peccatum, and therefore to say that it is
not peccatum, but merely vitium, produces confusion and leads to error. Thirdly, it is contrary
to Scripture for the Bible undeniably designates indwelling or hereditary corruption, or
vitium, as auoptia. This is acknowledged by Romanists who deny that such concupiscence

after regeneration is of the nature of sin.>4

5. The fifth form of doctrine to which the Protestant faith stands opposed, is that which
admits a moral deterioration of our nature, which deserves the displeasure of God, and
which is therefore truly sin, and yet denies that the evil is so great as to amount to spiritual
death, and to involve the entire inability of the natural man to what is spiritually good.

240 See above, pp. 178, 179.
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6. And the doctrine of the Protestant churches is opposed to the teachings of those who
deny that original sin affects the whole man, and assert that it has its seat exclusively in the
affections or the heart, while the understanding and reason are uninjured or uninfluenced.

In order to sustain the Augustinian (or Protestant) doctrine of original sin, therefore,
three points are to be established: I. That all mankind descending from Adam by ordinary
generation are born destitute of original righteousness, and the subjects of a corruption of
nature which is truly and properly sin. II. That this original corruption affects the whole
man; not the body only to the exclusion of the soul; not the lower faculties of the soul to the
exclusion of the higher; and not the heart to the exclusion of the intellectual powers. III
That it is of such a nature as that before regeneration fallen men are “utterly indisposed,
disabled, and opposed to all good.”

Proof of the Doctrine of Original Sin.
First Argument from the Universality of Sin.

The first argument in proof of this doctrine is drawn from the universal sinfulness of
men. All men are sinners. This is undeniably the doctrine of the Scriptures. It is asserted,
assumed, and proved. The assertions of this fact are too numerous to be quoted. In 1 Kings
viii. 46, it is said, “There is no man that sinneth not.” Eccl. vii. 20, “There is not a just man
upon earth, that doeth good, and sinneth not.” Is. liii. 6, “All we like sheep have gone astray;
we have turned every one to his own way.” Ixiv. 6, “We are all as an unclean thing, and all
our righteousnesses are as filthy rags.” Ps. cxxx. 3, “If thou, Lord, shouldest mark iniquities,
O Lord, who shall stand?” Ps. cxliii. 2, “In thy sight shall no man living be justified.” Rom.
iii. 19, “The whole world (ndg 6 kdouog) is guilty before God.” Verses 22, 23, “There is no
difference: for all have sinned and come short of the glory of God.” Gal. iii. 22, “The Scripture
hath concluded all under sin;” i.e., hath declared all men to be under the power and condem-
nation of sin. James iii. 2, “In many things we offend all.” 1 John i. 8, “If we say that we have
no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us.” Verse 10, “If we say that we have
not sinned, we make him a liar, and his word is not in us. 1 John v. 19, “The whole world
lieth in wickedness.” Such are only a few of the assertions of the universal sinfulness of men
with which the Scriptures abound.

But in the second place, this melancholy fact is constantly assumed in the Word of God.
The Bible everywhere addresses men as sinners. The religion which it reveals is a religion
for sinners. All the institutions of the Old Testament, and all the doctrines of the New, take
it for granted that men universally are under the power and condemnation of sin. “The
world,” as used in Scripture, designates the mass of mankind, as distinguished from the
church, or the regenerated people of God, and always involves in its application the idea of
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sin. The world hateth you. I am not of the world. I have chosen you out of the world. All
the exhortations of the Scriptures addressed to men indiscriminately, calling them to repent-
ance, of necessity assume the universality of sin. The same is true of the general threatenings
and promises of the Word of God. In short, if all men are not sinners, the Bible is not adapted
to their real character and state.

But the Scriptures not only directly assert and everywhere assume the universality of
sin among men, but this is a point which perhaps more than any other is made the subject
of a formal and protracted argument. The Apostle, especially in his Epistle to the Romans,
begins with a regular process of proof, that all, whether Jews or Gentiles, are under sin.
Until this fact is admitted and acknowledged, there is no place for and no need of the Gospel,
which is God’s method of saving sinners. Paul therefore begins by asserting God’s purpose
to punish all sin. He then shows that the Gentiles are universally chargeable with the sin of
impiety; that although knowing God, they neither worship him as God, nor are thankful.
The natural, judicial, and therefore the unavoidable consequence of impiety, according to
the Apostle’s doctrine, is immorality. Those who abandon Him, God gives up to the unres-
trained dominion of evil. The whole Gentile world therefore was sunk in sin. With the Jews,
he tells us, the case was no better. They had more correct knowledge of God and of his law,
and many institutions of divine appointment, so that their advantages were great every way.
Nevertheless they were as truly and as universally sinful as the Gentiles. Their own Scriptures,
which of course were addressed to them, expressly declare, There is none righteous, no not
one. There is none that understandeth, there is none that seeketh after God. They are all
gone out of the way, they are together become unprofitable; there is none that doeth good,
no not one. Therefore, he concludes, The whole world is guilty before God. Jews and Gentiles
are all under sin. Therefore by the deeds of the law shall no flesh be justified. This is the
foundation of the Apostle’s whole doctrinal system, and of the religion of the Bible. Jesus
Christ came to save his people from their sins. If men are not sinners Christ is not the
Salvator Hominum.

What the Scriptures so clearly teach is taught no less clearly by experience and history.
Every man knows that he himself is a sinner. He knows that every human being whom he
ever saw, is in the same state of apostasy from God. History contains the record of no sinless
man, save the Man Christ Jesus, who, by being sinless, is distinguished from all other men.
We have no account of any family, tribe, or nation free from the contamination of sin. The
universality of sin among men is therefore one of the most undeniable doctrines of Scripture,
and one of the most certain facts of experience.

Second Argument from the Entire Sinfulness of Men.
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This universal depravity of men is no slight evil. The whole human race, by their apostasy
from God, are totally depraved. By total depravity, is not meant that all men are equally
wicked; nor that any man is as thoroughly corrupt as it is possible for a man to be; nor that
men are destitute of all moral virtues. The Scriptures recognize the fact, which experience
abundantly confirms, that men, to a greater or less degree, are honest in dealings, kind in
their feelings, and beneficent in their conduct. Even the heathen, the Apostle teaches us, do
by nature the things of the law. They are more or less under the dominion of conscience,
which approves or disapproves their moral conduct. All this is perfectly consistent with the
Scriptural doctrine of total depravity, which includes the entire absence of holiness; the want
of due apprehensions of the divine perfections, and of our relation to God as our Creator,
Preserver, Benefactor, Governor, and Redeemer. There is common to all men a total alien-
ation of the soul from God so that no unrenewed man either understands or seeks after
God; no such man ever makes God his portion, or God’s glory the end of his being. The
apostasy from God is total or complete. All men worship and serve the creature rather than,
and more than the Creator. They are all therefore declared in Scripture to be spiritually
dead. They are destitute of any principle of spiritual life. The dreadful extent and depth of
this corruption of our nature are proved, —

1. By its fruits; by the fearful prevalence of the sins of the flesh, of sins of violence, of
the sins of the heart, as pride, envy, and malice; of the sins of the tongue, as slander and
deceit; of the sins of irreligion, of ingratitude, profanity, and blasphemy; which have marked
the whole history of our race, and which still distinguish the state of the whole world.

2. By the consideration that the claims of God on our supreme reverence, love, and
obedience, which are habitually and universally disregarded by unrenewed men, are infinitely
great. That is, they are so great that they cannot be imagined to be greater. These claims are
not only ignored in times of excitement and passion, but habitually and constantly. Men
live without God. They are, says the Apostle, Atheists. This alienation from God is so great
and so universal, that the Scriptures say that men are the enemies of God; that the carnal
mind, i.e., that state of mind which belongs to all men in their natural state, is enmity against
God. This is proved not only by neglect and disobedience, but also by direct rebellion against
his authority, when in his providence he takes away our idols; or when his law, with its in-
exorable demands and its fearful penalty, is sent home upon the conscience, and God is

seen to be a consuming fire.

3. A third proof of the dreadful evil of this hereditary corruption is seen in the universal
rejection of Christ by those whom He came to save. He is in himself the chief among ten
thousand, and altogether lovely; uniting in his own person all the perfections of the Godhead,
and all the excellences of humanity. His mission was one of love, of a love utterly incompre-
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hensible, unmerited, immutable, and infinite. Through love He not only humbled himself
to be born of a woman, and to be made under the law, but to live a life of poverty, sorrow,
and persecution; to endure inconceivably great sufferings for our sakes, and finally to bear
our sins in his own body on the tree. He has rendered it possible for God to be just and yet
justify the ungodly. He therefore offers blessings of infinite value, without money and without
price, to all who will accept them. He has secured, and offers to us wisdom, righteousness,
sanctification, and redemption; to make us kings and priests unto God, and to exalt us to
an unending state of inconceivable glory and blessedness. Notwithstanding all this; notwith-
standing the divine excellence of his person, the greatness of his love, the depth of his suf-
ferings, and the value of the blessings which He has provided, and without which we must
perish eternally, men universally, when left to themselves, reject Him. He came to his own
and his own received Him not. The world hated, and still hates Him; will not recognize Him
as their God and Saviour; will not accept of his offers; will neither love nor serve Him. The
conduct of men towards Christ is the clearest proof of the apostasy of our race, and of the
depth of the depravity into which they are sunk; and, so far as the hearers of the gospel are
concerned, is the great ground of their condemnation. All other grounds seem merged into
this, for our Lord says, that men are condemned because they do not believe in the only
begotten Son of God. And the Holy Spirit, by the mouth of the Apostle, says, “If any man
love not the Lord Jesus Christ let him be anathema maranatha;” a sentence which will be
ratified in the day of judgment by every rational creature, fallen and unfallen, in the universe.

The Sinfulness of Men Incorrigible.

4. Another proof of the point under consideration is found in the incorrigible nature
of original sin. Itis, so far as we are concerned, an incurable malady. Men are not so besotted
even by the fall as to lose their moral nature. They know that sin is an evil, and that it exposes
them to the righteous judgment of God. From the beginning of the world, therefore, they
have tried not only to expiate, but also to destroy it. They have resorted to all means possible
to them for this purpose. They have tried the resources of philosophy and of moral culture.
They have withdrawn from the contaminating society of their fellow-men. They have
summoned all the energies of their nature, and all the powers of their will. They have sub-
jected themselves to the most painful acts of self-denial, to ascetic observances in all their
forms. The only result of these efforts has been that these anchorites have become like
whitened sepulchres, which appear outwardly beautiful, while within they are filled with
dead men’s bones and all uncleanness. Men have been slow to learn what our Lord teaches,
that it is impossible to make the fruit good until the tree is good. And evil, however, which
is so indestructible must be very great.

Argument from the Experience of God’s People.
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5. We may appeal on this subject to the experience of God’s people in every age and in
every part of the world. In no one respect has that experience been more uniform, than in
the conviction of their depravity in the sight of an infinitely Holy God. The patriarch Job,
represented as the best man of his generation, placed his hand upon his mouth, and his
mouth in the dust before God, and declared that he abhorred himself, and repented in dust
and ashes. David’s Penitential Psalms are filled not only with the confessions of sin, but also
with the avowals of his deep depravity in the sight of God. Isaiah cried out, Woe is me! I
am a man of unclean lips, and I dwell among a people of unclean lips. The ancient prophets,
even when sanctified from the womb, pronounced their own righteousnesses as filthy rags.
What is said of the body politic is everywhere represented as true of the individual man.
The whole head is sick, and the whole heart faint. From the sole of the foot, even unto the
head, there is no soundness in it; but wounds, and bruises, and putrefying sores. In the New
Testament the sacred writers evince the same deep sense of their own sinfulness, and strong
conviction of the sinfulness of the race to which they belong. Paul speaks of himself as the
chief of sinners. He complains that he was carnal, sold under sin. He groans under the
burden of an evil nature, saying, O, wretched man that I am, who shall deliver me from the
body of this death? From the days of the Apostles to the present time, there has been no
diversity as to this point in the experience of Christians. There is no disposition ever evinced
by them to palliate or excuse their sinfulness before God. They uniformly and everywhere,
and just in proportion to their holiness, humble themselves under a sense of their guilt and
pollution, and abhor themselves repenting in dust and ashes. This is not an irrational, nor
is it an exaggerated experience. It is the natural effect of the apprehension of the truth; of
even a partial discernment of the holiness of God, of the spirituality of the law, and of the
want of conformity to that divine standard. There is always connected with this experience
of sin, the conviction that our sense of its evil and its power over us, and consequently of
our guilt and pollution, is altogether inadequate. It is always a part of the believer’s burden,
that he feels less than his reason and conscience enlightened by the Scriptures, teach him
he ought to feel of his moral corruption and degradation.

6. It need scarcely be added, that what the Scriptures so manifestly teach indirectly of
the depth of the corruption of our fallen nature, they teach also by direct assertion. The
human heart is pronounced deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked. Even in the
beginning (Gen. vi. 5, 6), it was said, “God saw that the wickedness of man was great in the
earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil continually.”
Job xv. 14-16, “What is man, that he should be clean? And he which is born of a woman,
that he should be righteous? Behold, he putteth no trust in his saints; yea, the heavens are
not clean in his sight. How much more abominable and filthy is man, which drinketh iniquity
like water.” Eccl. ix. 3, “The heart of the sons of men is full of evil, and madness is in their
heart while they live, and after that they go to the dead.” With such passages the Word of
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God is filled. It in the most explicit terms pronounces the degradation and moral corruption
of man consequent on the fall, to be a total apostasy from God; a state of spiritual death, as
implying the entire absence of any true holiness.

Third Argument from the early Manifestation of Sin.

A third great fact of Scripture and experience on this subject is the early manifestation
of sin. As soon as a child is capable of moral action, it gives evidence of a perverted moral
character. We not only see the manifestations of anger, malice, selfishness, envy, pride, and
other evil dispositions, but the whole development of the soul is toward the world. The soul
of a child turns by an inward law from God to the creature, from the things that are unseen
and eternal to the things that are seen and temporal. It is in its earliest manifestations,
worldly, of the earth, earthy. As this is the testimony of universal experience, so also it is
the doctrine of the Bible. Job xi. 12, “Man” is “born like a wild ass’s colt.” Ps. lviii. 3, “The
wicked are estranged from the womb; they go astray as soon as they be born, speaking lies.”
Prov. xxii. 15, “Foolishness (moral evil) is bound in the heart of a child.”

These three undeniable facts, the universality of sin among men, its controlling power,
and its early manifestation, are clear proof of the corruption of our common nature. Itis a
principle of judgment universally recognized and acted upon, that a course of action in any
creature, rational or irrational, which is universal and controlling, and which is adopted
uniformly from the beginning of its being, determines and reveals its nature. That all i