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MODERN THEORIES OF THE FALL OF MAN- AND ORIGINAL
. o SIN. '

An examinstion of mpderﬁ theories, with a-
view to determining how far these witness (a) to
the modification of the orthodox Christian
doctrines in the light of the gemseral theory of
evolution, and (b) %o attempts to vindicate these
doctrines in the 1light of that theory.,l togethe:r_
with a restatement of the doctrines in the light
of the foregoing examination.

Thesis submitted to the University of Durhem for
the degree of M,Litt.

L, WATSON.
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I, INTRODUCTION,

1, Pre-Darwinisp Christisn thought ahout man:
Agreements and Plsagreements.
Before Wallace and Darwin presented to the world the
results of thelr researches thére’ was a fairly common idea
<>axnonsaln; Christians about how man had been made, He had been
created by God separately from the beasts, There was also a
fairly common idea amongst them as to how he first sinned.
He disobeyed what he knew qﬁite clearly to be a command from
God, by ¥yielding to a temptation, the source of which lay
o_uts-ide___ﬁimsel-f. His ylelding to the temptation was known as
the fall of man, .The source of the temptation was held to be
a wicked angel who had been created good by God, who had,
however, rebelled through pride, had been expelled from heaven,
and had spent his time thereafter in seeking to seduoce humanity.
- There was, further, a fairly cammon ldea about the results
for mankind of this fall., Adam had been created originally
righteous, Mant's ngture was now dif ferent. - It was spolled,
weakened, or corrupﬁed. Man was henceférth sinful from birth
because of the mature with which he was born, am this sinful-
ness was ocalled original sin, ' |
There were differences of opinion concerning both the
original state of man before the fall anmd the e ffects of the
£all on his r}_gturé. The se opinions ranged, in the oase'. of



original righteousness from a conception of child-like
innocence to that of a god-like perfection, and in the case of
the effects of the fall, from the loss of a supernatural gift,
and a weakening of nﬁture, o a total corruption of nature.
~There were differences, too, about the qu'estipn of man's
guilt and responsibility in relation to originel sin, but, in
the main, these ideas about the creation of man, his original
ri@:teousness, his temptation by Satan, his y:lelding or fall,
and the consequence known as original sin, are still solidly
entrenched in official Christian dootrine. The ma:l'ﬁ change
- has been in regard to the method of creation., The .old 1dea of
special creation has been largely dropp'e'd,-and the idea of
evolution widely -accepfe-d. |
2, Effects of the Theory of Evolution on Christian Thought.
" The scientific theory of evolution was bound to meke a

disturbing impact on the se old religlous 1'deas. It told

another story than tle Genesis onme about how msn first appeared.
In doing so, it appeared to contradict -a;ny idea ‘of his bi*i-g:lnal
riéhteousnes,s and to offer a different explanation of his
proneness to sin, as well as to render unnecessary the thought

of a personal -deviiz. Man's animal ancestry was the hard fact

against véh_ich these old ideas had to struggle, and it seemed
difficult to reconcile fully the new knowle dge with the old
ideas about guilt and responsibility. Sin began to be seen



by some in a new light, and it was not long before disturbing
impliéations seemed to be arising in respect og 1;1_;9 doctrines
of 'the Incarnation and the Atonsment, o

It is not unlikely that it is the sight of these far-
reaching conséquenées of scientific discoveries, that mskes many
Christians draw back from thé task of thinking out as fully as
possible the relation between theee ancient Ghristian ideas and
the new knowle dge about men 's besinnings. .

The obl:lgat_io-n to relate -0ld doctrine to new knowledge- is
t00 obvious to be either remarked or eseaped, but it 1s
especially incumberrt; upon eny who claim that in their relig:lon
they possess the final revelation of God' 8 truth to the whole
world, Wherever it remains :meoss:lble to reconcile gn apparent
cleavage between the two, there is genefal l-oss..' _O\itsiders
harden in antagonism, and insiders either weaken through doubt

or harden in arrogance,

3. ‘The chief passages of Scripture relating to the_doctrine
of &in, S -

'i'he chiéf passages of S_criptﬁre' mlat:_in-g to the doctrins of

sin are %0 be found in Genesis IITY and VI, in Romens V, VI, VII,
I Corinthians XV, 21, 22, - II -Corinthians XI, 3, and in
Galatians V, 16 - end. In Genesis there is tl® Paradise story
in chapter III, thé story of the lustful angels, the Watcher -
legend as it 1s called, in chapter VI, 1-4, anl tke idea of the
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evil imagination in chapter VI, 5 and VIII, 21, These three

items constitute the Biblical material on which the post-exilic

'Hobrew mind worked as it sought to hemmer out some explanation

of the conflict between its ,conviction of God's goodness and
its observation of the widsspread mture of sin. The

.apocalyptic literature of the post-exilic-early Christian age 1s

the fruit of that speculation.

The first of these stories to b» fixed on as pointing to
some event which was responsible for man's sad condition of
pronsness to. sin was the story of tho 1ustfu1 angsls, Ma-n's
wickedness was traced to an infection of human nature wnich was
initiated by their (i.e, the angel-s'-) unholy unions with mortal
women (I Bnoch, VI - XI)-.’]' The fact. that even after tle ‘deluge
wickedness continued, may have been felt as a difficulty of this
theory. - (In I Enoch LXXXIX, 11,‘ the author of The Visions
speaks of Noah's ' sons begetting an unclean brood). 2 At any
rate the writer of Jubilees abandoned the mtcher-legend and
fixed on the Paradiss story of Genssis III as an explanation of
man's. wickedness (Jubilees III, 1'7-35)

1, R.H,Charles, Apoo-and Pseudep .of the 0,T. pp,191519'5. Vol,ii

.. Re aitto. p. 252, Vol.ii.

3_. ’ ‘ditto | p_'. ‘_1516 e VO]. . ii °
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It was this story which, owing to the later influencs of
St. Paui became the official fall-story of the Christian
Churoh, | |
. - The displacement of the one story By the other was graduel,
- but by the time of Ezra 4, which probably dates from the last
quarter of the first -cenmtury A.D., the watchsrbleéend-h&d
disappeared. One significant point-in it is that it reflects a
tendency. which emerged strongly in later Christian spe culation
viz., to fegard man's proneness to sin as closelj linked with
' lust. - CoL . |
Before we pass on to consider the Paradise story we must

glance at the idga of the evil imaginat ion. The dpctx;ge of
the yeger ha-r8 .arose directly from the exegesis of Genesis VI,
5, and VIII, 21, "God saw that the widké@ness; of man was
great in the:earth and that e?ery imagination'(yéqerf of the
thought of his heart Waé only evil continuel 1y." - "ﬁme Lord said
in his heart I will not again curse the ground any mom far man's
sake, for the imagination of man's leart is evil from his ybuth."
In thié latter vérse_the evil Imagina tion seems to be regrded as
a kind of exouse for human wickedness, as though 1t were part

of man's essential constitution.for'whiéh hp*was not résponsible.
' On the basis of these verses there grew up the scholastic or
Rabbinic &octriné of an evil impulse implanted by God in'pevery

human soul separately end individually, not in order to cause



man to sin, but in order to make moral virtue really possible
for him by his own mibordination of the impulse to the Law.
| The doctrine was held some times in contredistinction from,
sometimes in addition to,the popular 1dea of a fall of the race
in Adam which wags l;ased 61_1 thé. Paradise story. An example of
the former is found in 2 Baruch where the femous phrase oocurs,
"But each one of us has been the Adem of his own Soul® (I.IV,.19.)1
while an instance of the latter is in 4 Ezra (III f; VII, 46, 48;.
VIII, 35.), where the writer rejects ﬁhe idea that the Law is a
sufficient remedy far the evil impulse, and explains f;he '
empiricel universality of actual. sin by _admit ting that while
Adam began ﬁth the implanted evil-, he pr oceeded to r-ix._:.a-ni
. habitualise it by tl Fall, and so made it hereditary for the
whole race, it being henceforth communicated to posterity by
physical propegation. Thére is one fatal objction to this
theory, .wh:lch, though it seems fairly obvious, was ne vertheless
nowhere faced by its upholders., It lays upon God the
responsibility for creating evil, and in doing so trikés a blow
at the very heart of ethicel monotheiam. '

l. Op, oit., p.512.
2. op. cit.' pp. 562-5, 5&, 596.



Our Lord Himself made no speoirio.pronoumemem:s in regard
to any of the three ideas which we haw mentionsd, He Himself
wa s concernsd chiefly to redeem men from the power of sin,
Doubtiess He held His own private bellef about the
circumstances in which sin came to have sucha grip on the
human heart, but we have little more from His lips on the
-sub;]eot than the parable in which He spaks on an enemy sowing
tares among the wheat and a number of sayings expr ssing His
belief in the existence and activity of demons, There is no
means of detemmining with any degree of precision what theory
of the origin of sin Christ held. It is to St. Paul that the
Church has ever looked as her chief aubhority in this matter,

. and we have already remarked that 1t was he who raissd the |
Paradlse story -to that posiﬁ. on of eminence in ‘the Chr istian
world of speculation about the or:lgi.ﬁ of sin from which it has
never declined,

In view of the huge doctrinal edifice which has been
built by generations of theologlans on the story, it is as well
to state at once as triefly as possible the results of the
eritical examination to which it has in recent years been
subjected, . There 1s no doctrine of original righteousnesfs.-
in the sense of high moral and spiritual endowment, in the
Genesis narrative. All that the story allows is, Adem was
capable of being addressed by God, he understood divine



permission and prohibition, and when the first temptation cams
he sinned by di sobedience, There is no record of Adam evef |
having been strong enough to resist temptation., At first he is
like all other men., He has that in him which makes temﬁtatlon
possible., His fall seems to point to a promensss to self-
- seekiﬁs. : P . | .

There 1s no besis in the Gemesis story far asserting that
. any fundamental drastic change took place in Adem's moral
ability or.constitution after his sin. The image of God would
seem 0 belong to men not only in his 'unfallen' but also in
his 'fallen' state. (Genesis I, 26; V, 1,3; IX, 6.).

There is no doctrime of original sin in the story. The
idea that the sin of Adem was.the source of the sinfulness of -
succeeding generations o in any way an explanation.of it is
absent, The tendency to sin which is fbund in his children is
in Adam right from the beginning. There is no difference
between Adem and his descendants here. Abel, Enoch and Noah
hardly support the idea of universal sinfulness. The story
doss not teach the fall of the race in Adam as ths cause of the
moral evil of Adam's posterity. |

There _15 no nécessary connection in the story as it stands
between Adﬁ's sin apd man's mortality, The Soriptural text
.1mpl:les-_;that Adem ‘was created mar tal, thou@ he might have.
made himself immortal by eating of the tree .Qf life even after |

his sin,'and that 1t was in order to kmep him mortal tlﬁt God



placed the Cherubim at the entrance to ths Garden. God's
warning that death would follow disobedience meed not be taken
to mean that immortality would be replaced by mortality, but
that immediate death (instead of death at some rela'ﬂ wly
distant date) would follow for one who had to die in any case,
The. fact that God 's warning v&qs not immediately rﬁlﬁllsd is a
aif ficulty here, but it is also a dif ficulty that God should
place 'l;.he tree of life in th» garden, 1f, 1zidependantly_ of
eating its fruit, Adam was supposed to be already ilmmortal !
I.og:lcai difficulties of this sort; howe ver , may not have appeared
to the mind of the composer of the story.

In the text, as it stands, there is no suggestion that the
serpent 1s Satan in visible farm, or that he is indwelt by
' Satan, or that he embodies any personal principle of ewil
externel to or o.ther than himself, |

The story suggests a fall only in the sense thatiParadise-
was forfeited, the opportunity of obtaining immortality was
lost, and men was bound to the servitude of hard toil. The
conmsction between the first _sin and man's subsequent hardship
is not represénted as being dus to anything like an interior
corruption or infirmity capabls of teing transmitted physicelly
to offspring, Man's misfortunes are plotured as be ing due
partiy to the decree of a Jealous God, partly to the conditions
of 1life brought about by man's gmﬁh in knowledge . In this |

latter conmection, perhaps the phrase "social heredit y" might
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be guardedly used. The idea that Cain was tainted with an
innate blas to evill is based on Genesis IV.7, "if thou doest |
not well, sin coucheth at the door", - a text which, because
of the uncertalnty of its real meaning, cannot be mnde to bear
the weight of any such idea. .

\_ The sex-motif is present in the story in that the
immediate éffe.c-t of eating tl;e frult is the sudden consciousmess
of nsgkedness, and the sense of physiocal shanie.

By the time of Ben Sira, in the first quarter of the
‘second century before cﬁi%, the view was prevalent that
physical death was the auil;c;ome of the first sin (Boclus,XXV,24;
compare also Wisdom II, 23,24.), vhile in 2 Enoch XLI (roughly
contemporary with Christ). we f£ind tle definite, idea that Adem's
sin was the cause of _Spi;-itua}; death in his de§cendant-s.l
In this we have the beginnings of a doctrine of original sin,

There also grew up gradually an exalted:_estimate of the
state of man before the fall, Adam's attributes were added to
aé spe-éu'lation developed, and the "original perfection*?-of man
soon becams an éstablished'belie f. It i1s stated quite clearly
in 2 Enoch XXXI., where the first man is described as "a second
angel, honourable, great and glorious", ".appointed as ruler to

-

1 op. cit., p.456, misquoted by Willieams ('p-. 55., Bampton Lectures)
as'C.XL.
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the earth, and to have God's wisdem.,” Probably this extra-
Biblical 1dea underlies the passage in Ezekiel XXVIII, 11-19,
where the future fall of the King of Tyre is likened to an
expulsion from the Garden of Eden,

For the sake of completeness we can mention a variation
of the story which is found in the Slavonic Enoch (XXXI,6,),
the idea that Eve was seduced by Satan who appeared as a
serpent, and that as a regult sh_e contracted and passed on to
her posterity aﬁ actual physical pollution, This 1s the theorxy
of the inquinamentum, end it is reflected in 2 Corinthians, XI,
2,3, and in I Timothy IX, 14.

Such was the material or bteckground of thought against
which St. Paul worksd out his own belief about the significance
of sin in humen 1ife. The main posiﬁons vhich he _adopte-d may
be briefly sumsarissd as follows: (a) Adam's sin commnicated
to his posterity physical mortal ity_. " For s:lnce'by men came
death, by mﬁ ceme also the resurrection of the dead, For as
in Adem all die even so in Christ skall all be made alive."
(I.Cor. XV, 21-22)., (b) It also communicated what can really.
be called orignal sin. "Wherefore, as through one man sin
entered into the world an& death through sin and so death ’
passed unto all men for that all sinned, For until the Law sin
was in the world: bdut sin is not impﬁte-d -vhere there is no
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law. Neverthsless death reigned from Adam unto Moses, even
over them that had not sinned after the like ness of Adam's
tra-npgress:lon who 1s a figure of him that was to come,."

(Rom, V. 12-14). Though the difficulties of this e ssage are
well known, 1t 1s neverthless gensrally agreed that it does
represent a causel relation betweeﬁ Adam's sin end subsequent
sin and deg‘th. | It is difficult to separate thls language
from tﬁe '1_dea that there is in man soms kind of hemditary
spiritual disease, a sort of "unconscious suppressed sinfulness"
~ which comes to the surface in acts of conscious sin when
pmvolﬁed by contact with the Law, (o). Suéh,-or:lg.nai sin,
however, did not imply far St. P‘g-ul original guilt., "Sin is
not imputed where there is mo law."” (Rom. V. 13.). This
phrase is definitely qgainsﬁ that idea. (d) Nor 1s there any
_¢race in his wri ting of-apy._cleérly beld belief in origlnal

" righteousness, ~ (e) The i‘emedy for the condition of ariginal
sin was to be found in baptism (Rom.VI, 1%11.), though it was a
difficulty not dealt with fully that converts to the faith
including himself continued in sin after baptism. (f) The
seat of this inherited .sini-'ul'ness was the fls sﬁ. This was only
s0.because of Adam's fall, and not te cause of sny inherent evil

in the flesh, as such, in a du_alist’ic or Manichaean sense,
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"I am. carnal, sold under sin,” (Rem.VII, 14,) "Far I know thet
in me, that is, in my flesh, mo good thing dwelleth,” (Rom:VII
18.), "I see a differemt law in my membvers wén‘.ing éga:lnst the
law of iny mind, bringing me into cap tivity under the law of sin
which is in my members, O wretcled men that I am & who shall
deliver me from tls body of this death? .... SO then with the
mind I myself serve the law of God; but with the flesh the

law of sin." (Rom.VII, 23-25), (See slso Galatlans V.16)

I'(g)- Bvil pérmeat_es not only human but also -sub-humn and super-
human 1ife. "The whole creation groaneth and travaileth. in
pain together until now.” (Rem, VIII, 22,). The idea that
Ngturé was corrupted by tle fall of Adam was present in the -
thought of pre-Chris tian apocalyptists, and was derived =izl'l‘.‘ima'l:ely
from the _primal curse pronounced in Gemesis upon the eafth.

St. Paul Speaks of "the princes of this age." (I.Cor. 1i, 8.),-
"the god of this a@" (II Cor. iv. 4.), "messengsr of Satan"

'(II Cor, xii,7.), etc., amd it may masonably be assume d that in
his thought there lay behind tie fall of Adam @ more remote fall
'of spiritual beings., The passage II Cor. xi.3 (the seduction of
Eve by the serpént) 'suggasts. an already corrupt tempter,
 Such briefly is St. Paul's min thought about sin, and,as
such it passsd down into the ii:t‘e of the growing Church to

become the gromdwo:k of doctrines: which fin some cases were
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but the legitimate amplification of his own ideas, but which
" 1n others were developments ra;' removed from his own intentions
and. desires, To the consideration of the two main streams of \

Christian thought on this great theme we can now prooceed,

Note on Ephesig;ns 11j.: S

"We ..... Wore by mature children of wrath."

‘i‘ﬁis has no reference to the doctrim of original sin,
"By nature"™ ( ¢"/f¢'°_ ) means no more than "in our's'._e_lve's',."
and "children of wrath"™ 1s a Hebraism meaning 'c;bjects of
Dj.viﬁe- wrath. _'-;‘he-re is no suggestion of a herc_aditarily
acquired sinfulness antecedent to actﬁal sin, (See

N,P.Williams, The ¥all and Original Sin, note on p.1l13.).

Note on Romans V.12,

"for that all have sinned," The exegeticél errors that
wore made in conmction with this text are noted in the

ch&pter on Augustinianism,
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II. AUGUSTINIANISM

l. St. Augustine's v;ews‘én.Mag summarised.
St. Augustine based his reflections upon the fall of

man mainly on a striotly literal interpretation of the

Paradise story in Geﬁésis. ‘The substance of those reflections
is to be found in what are called his'apti-Pelagian treatises,
and may be-summarised as follows. Adam, in Paradise, was
exempted from all physical eviis, and endowed with immortal
youth. The tree of life would have ensbled him to trans-
substentiate his earthly nature into pure spirit, so that he
would have passed painlessly from this_lire'to the fuller life
of heaven, without passing thrbugh the horror of physioal

-death. His intellect was superior to anything since known

amongst men. He had freedom in thé'seﬁsg that he was able
not to sin (posse non'peceare). A tendenoy towards evil did,
indeed, exist in'Adgm; but only in a faint degree, just

enough . to meke cholce real when it had to be exercigsed. If

he had remained in Paradise he would have begotten children,

but in acoordance with the dictates of reason, and without
any excess of emotion. His will was oconfirmed in goodness
by an implanted réctitu&e, a settled bias tpwaras;virtue,'the
equivalent of that character which the greatest saints have

acquired through a life time of struggle. His ocharaoter was.

= For quotations see end of Chapter.
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presented to him, as it were, ready made by His Creator, and
he had no temptation, as we are tempted.

It is pointed out by Williems (The I¢eas.of the Pall end
of Original Sin, p.363) that some scholars think thet St.
Augustine drew no distinction bétween what the schoolmen
called donum supernaturale, and pura paturalia. Williems
himself thinks it safest to conoluﬁe that St. Augustine _
never decisively made up his mind on this point, and that the
germs of both opinions (the distinguishing between, and the
identifying, the donum supernaturale and the pura naturalia)
are to be found in his wr;@ings. ‘

The melice of the first sin must thus have been infinite,
for obviously Adam was given every chance of not sinning.

St. Augustine exoused himself from giving a loglically
perfeot conseption of transmitted sin because of tﬁp-:
diffioulty of the subjeg§f<$1p his eyes, conoupisoéggglis
both sin and the penalty of our first fathers sin andiit is
more or less identified with sexual passion; hence, we are
in a literal sense, born'in sin, that 1s, in the sin of our
parents. Baptism,.while cancelling ﬁhe guilt Qr concuplsocence
yet leaves us with concupiscence, and offapring are born'with
it plus the guilt of it, while all unbaptised persona'are'
similarly guilty in the sight of God.
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. St. Augustiﬁe's language seems logiocally to contradiot
the idea of freedom. The condition of man after the fall is
one of'subjeotion to a peccatum habendi dura necessitas. Yet
he refuses to admit that fallen man does not still possess
free will. The libertas of the Paradisal condition (i.e.
freedom to remain in Paradise and acquire the gift of
immortality) has perished, but liberum arbitrium remeins.

Yet man cannot be regarded as totally depraved in the
Calvinistioc sense, for in that everything 1is derived from God,
it is, in a true sense, Good. Evil is therefore, not positive.
It 1s a defect of goodness. So we find St. Augustine
repudiating, as against Julian, the idea that human nature is
essentially, not accidentally good (see Confessions. Bk.vil.
Ch. 12). |

The transmission of original sin (as vitium) is by
way of blological heredity, and its communication, as reatus,
is by seminal identity. Adam included in himself, in a
real physiological sense, the whole of the humen race, and
St. Augustine vindicated this 1dea by reference to
Hebrews vii, 9, 10. - where Levi is represented és paying

. tithes to Melohizedek, while still in the loins of his _
father Abraham. From this 1dea it follows that the wholé
of the humen race is born subject to the penalty of hell,
and 1t is only the inscrutable decree of God's predestination



that singles out those who are to be saved. The justice of

this arrangement 18 not to be.Questioned. No virtue is possible
in the unbaﬁtised, and all such, including personally guiltless
children, dying, are damned, though the pﬁnishmenx of

unbaptised babes may be of the mildest kind.

2. Criticism of His Views. . |

(a) Original Riggteogsges . /

The Augustinian form of the dootrine of original
righteousness is no longer tenable in the light of our
knowledge of man's primitive history. In the desire to rest
wholly on the Bible narrative, St. Augustine committed #he
error of treatingqas 11te;al‘history what ocan only be a
mythological framework; even so, his ploture of Adam goes far '
beyond what is warranted only by the wor&s in Genesis; and
what the earliest Greek fathers said about man's original
condition as being one of infanoy. The unrallén Adam can no
longer be canonised as ideel athlete, philosopher, saint,
for, as Schlelermacher said, the higher Adem is exalted,
the more incredible becomes the fall, the greater becomps
his resistance to grace and the_stronger the tendency to
disobedience which must be presumed to be already present in
him. '

Most scholars, while subjecting St. Augustinet's thought
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about original righteoﬁsness, original sin, and ofiginal
guilt to considerable oriticism have at the same time
acknowledged the acute psychological insight fhat
characterises much of his analysis of man's sinful nature.
No one ocould reasonably disagree:with that judgment. Yet
it ié strange that while his particular dootrine of the
primitive state 1s oriticised by some ﬁraditionalists as
being inconsistent with the Bible marrative, with a
considerable part of Ghnrch-tradition, and with our modern
knowledge of man's animal gnoestry, it 18 rarely critiocised
by them as being morally and psychologiocally 1mpossible;
(C.S. Lewis and F.H. Maycock think the dootrine of a highly
endowed spiritual state in the first man ié not inconsistent
with our belief in evolution. See Chapter 5).

It will be a main part of our argument that any high
degree of ready made goodness would not be real goodness at
all, that God was, in faot, under-a moral obligation to
oreate self-centred creatures at first, to ﬁake them
gradueally self-oonscious, and God-oonsoious, and inj then
get to work to win them out of tﬁat self-centredness into
God-centredness. We shall also seek to argue that any high
degree of goodness would preclude not only the deoception
implied in the étory of the serpent, but also the infinite



malice implied in tpe story of Adam's ylelding. The terrible
catastrophe, represented as the immédiate consequence of &
gpod.man's first sin 1s, 1n;reality,‘only concelvable as the
cumulative result of years of sinning in a character that

has deteriorated progressively. A oreatu;e as good as Adam, |
with_the degree of.nearness-to God which he is represented as
having possessed, would have been filled with self-loathing,
would have repented, and‘wou;d have sought and found
reoonciliafion, as a Christian does now in Christ. It is the
moral impossibility of what God is s&id to have done in |
oreating Adam practiéally perfeot, and the morél and _
psychological absurdity of Adam's action and its consequences
that we would criticise. -

We must not, however, anticipate one of our main arguhents
here. It is enough to note it thus briefly. We can see,
however, why a writer like Williams, for example, does not
- oritioise the dootrine of a highly endowed primitive state.from
this mofal and psychological angle, for to do so would undermine
his own doo@rins of a similérly highly endowed world-soul.

There 1s one further point we must noticelih conolnding'
this oritiocism of St. Augustine's dootrine of the primitive
state. On page 362 of his Bampton lectures N.P. Williams notes
that J.B. Mozley, in drawing out the implications of the passage,
 v.61l. in Opus Imperfeotum contra Iulianum, concluded that

Augustine believed there was a tendenoy towards evil in Adam

A Y
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right at the beginning, only in a faint degree, but sufficient
to oconstitute his Paradisal condition a state of trial or
testing (J.B.Mozley Augustinian Dbotrine of Predestination -
(1885) p.91). St. Augustine was here touching upon the vital
root of the problem of all rebellion against God. He perceived
that it was necessary to posit an already existiné’degree of ‘
self-adherence in Adem at the very beginning in order to make
temptation possible. God must, therefore, have put it there,
but He must be defended at all costs against any appearance of"
being responsible for sin throuéh'having implanted too high a

. degree of self-centredness. Hence, in St. Augustine' s view,

. the degree of self-adherence which God must have 1mpianted in
Adam in order to make virtue as well as sin possible through
cholce must be conoeived as bheing the tiniest possible., 1In
taking up this position, Sthngustine and the many théologians
who -have followed him in it, blundered perhaps unavoidably but
none the less fatally. The blunder wasl perhaps unavoidable in
view of the idea of speéial ereatiﬁn: even the idea of a |
’prenatal fall does not get rid of the real difficulty. In
éeeking to defend the character of God as love, they'have'ig
effeot misrepresented 1it, sinoe théy have conceived of love és
being primerily concerned to make things easy for man, This is
really what lies at the. back of their idea of the tiniest



22,

possible dégree of seir-adherenoe'in.the first man. That
Adam sinned at all proves one thing, namely, that the degree
. of self-adherence in'him was far greater than any degree of
God-adherence. Mqreover, however much blame may be placed oﬂ
the éerpeﬁt, Adan must have beén self-centred in a manner
somewhat like that 1ﬂ:whioh Satan was self-centred for it was -
"a desire to be like God that was appealed to by the Tempter.
When a man can be tempted in this specific way he cannot '
reasonablj'be'aaid.to possess only a smal} degree of self-
adherence, for it presupposes an advanced;stage of self-
oentredneés'not unworthy of the name diaﬁelioal. If Aham's
yielding to whatever degree of self-adherence he possess;& oan
be called infinitely malicious, then that degree of self-
adherence can scarocely be.oalled infinitely small. The nature
of Adeam's self—adherenoe,'whioh made such a temptation possib;e
at all would be equivalent to that which wé recognise as a
highly advanced state of megalomania. God could scarcely have
made Adam originally in tﬁat state!

It is the idea of God meking man practically perfectlthat
ought to disturb us not only because of the psychological
| absurdity of such a creature being tempted and ylelding in thé
way described, but chiefly because of the implications involved
regarding God's character. ‘It is a misunderstanding of Lofe
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which represents it as ready to be pleased with the obedience
of a virtual puppét. God's way 1s to win the love of men, and
He oan socarcely be said to win what He coreates pradtioally ready
made. God 1s really represented as a moral coward prepared only
to take the slightest risk of being disappointed, preferring
really to make man a puppet, and prepared to accept puppet
worship, but arranging a tiny degree of self-ocentredness only
‘as a kind of grudging admission that the ends or‘morality must
somehow be served. What real freedom to be good would there_be
in a creature coreated with 99.9% of ready made goodness? Wﬁat
freedom would there be to pleasé self in a coreature ofeated with
0.1% of ready made self-centredness? Far from any suoh idea
saréguarding the conception of God's character as Love, it
completely destroys it. Creative Love 18 under an obligation |
to give a creature every possible chance of refusing to respond
with love: and 'every possible chance' means somehow weighting
the.soales heavily against the easinesé of that response in the
: beginning, 8o that when love at last is born there will be no
doubt about it belng the genuine artiecle.

Love can never force itself on any person, and for God to-
have oreated Adam already in Love with Him in any degree,
without consulting his will and affections, would have been

an obvious foreing of his love., It would seem that the reverse



24,

of St. Augustine's ploture would be truer to reality, viz.

Adam created oriéipally with a high degree of selr;centredness,
énd with only a vefy slight tendenoy in any other direction.
Enough has been salid here to indicate the nature of this |
particular criticism. We shall return to it leter in .
discussing the question of the relation petween an initial high

degree of self-centredness and God's responsibility for sin.

(b) The Dogtrine of Original Sin.
St. Augustine's views have been oriticised as being'

strongly coloured by Manichaeism. The idea that oonoupiscenoe
is now something sinful in itself, cannot be held if we hold, as
surely we must, that-it 18 part of the original God-given human
nature, and thaé our nature, as it came from God, was a good
thing. Concupisoence, if 1t is the fomes peccati, 1s also the
fomes boni, part of the morally neutral raw material of all
character. |

The Augustinian bellef that "all have sinned in Adem", with
the corresponding ideas of.humaniéy as a sinful mass, and‘or
' ainfulness'being inborn by reason of seminal 1dentity, rested
on a mistranslation,'by Ambrosiaster, of St.Paul's phrase in
Romans v.12, é?‘, “’;‘-‘ ToluTes :7,/"""/”“’" as llv.\ quo omnes
" heccaverval, The correct translation,_givqn by the Pelagians

and denounced by St. Augustine, was "propter quod". We may
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notice here, what Willlams has pointed out, that the slenderness
of St. Augustine's Biblical foundation for his'dogma 1is
realised when it 1s pointed out that of his five great proof
texts (Ps. 1i, 5, Job xiv, 4, 5. St.John 1ii, 5, Ephesians,

11, 3 and Romans v.1l2), three are mistranslationé (Williams,

op.cit. p.379).

(o) Freedom.

The difficulty of St. Augustine's language on this
-subjacf has been_recoéniaed by magy-writerh. His position -
really resolved itself into a belief that the will of fallen
man is free, but it always only freely chooses evil under the
influence of concupiscencse. We méy be free to do what we like,
but we ére certainly not free to like what we ought. His.
| aiffioulty really sprang from wishing to keep freedom in order
to preserve man's responsibility for aotual sin yet wishing to
reject it to make way fér'the idea of irresistiﬁle grace. The
result was much verbal sgﬁtlety which only haq the effeoct of

‘denying free will in any except an abstruse and unnatural way.

(d) The Dogtrine of Original cu;lt.
This doctrine has been 80 widely oritioised and rejected,

. and the oriticisms seem 80 obvious and unanswerable that it is
-impossible to add anything substantial to them. Williams
(op.cit. p.381) says it is not neoessary to do mors than point



‘out the absufdity of a theory which asserts that "human beings
are held responsible by an all-just Judge for an'éot whioch they
d1d not oomhit, and for phyﬁi&logioal and psychologicel facts
whioh'they cannot help." The theory of seminal identity

"needs no serious refutation™, and "no verbal manipulation of
the 'universal' of human natﬁre makés it just to punish a man
for a sin alleged to have b?en‘oommitted several milleniums
previously by anotﬁer mﬁn." F.J.Hall has said (Creation and
Man, c.1ix) that the theory"oan be dismissed as an acoretion to
Catholic dootrine which requires no defence at all. R.S.

Moxon has cailed it a shocking travesty of the Catholic faith
(the Dootrine of Sin, p.106), while Roman Catholic theologians
have distinguished between individual and personal guilt; '
allowing that human nature as such is guilty of the sin of Adam,
but the individual is not guilty. (God and the Supernatural,
ed. cﬁthbert; C.V. The Problem of Evil, by E.I. Watkins, p.150).
J. S. Whale has remarked that the theory is contrary to reason
and morality, and is 1noompétible with our modern conoeption of
individual personality and a rgalistic view of sin (The
Christian Faith, ed. Matthews, pp.l22-3).

(e) The Dogﬁ;;gp of Eleotion.
Perhaps the most cogent oriticism of this Augustinian

dootrine comes from Karl Barth, who finds in it a determinism
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by‘whioh God appears to make Himselr the prisoner of His own
predestination. Eleotion is not a determinism, a mystery

lying behind the gospel and threatening its nature as a gospel:
it 1s rather the sum of the gospel; it 1is a declsion of God's
grace to choose man, every man, unless a man finally reruses;
and even 1n hell he will not be beyond the grace of God. Even
thg reprobation of a man would be. grounded on God's graoce, since
He has not two wills but one.

The determinist dootrine of predestination was based not
on Jesus Christ as the completion in time of God's.original.
purpose and decision to save all men, but on a secret decree
of God before the worlds began. It went behind Christ, and
found a baéis for ethios as for theology, in an absélute decree
of God, which could only be known, so far as i1t could be known,
in its reflection in natural law. Barth rejeots any absolute
deoree which is not idential with fhe conorete.decree of God
in Jesus Christ for man's election.- It is difficult to see
how this oriticism obuld be rebutted. (see "Reformation 0ld
and New", ed. Camfield, pp.106. 118.). |

(ri Sin The Punishment of Sin.

St. Augustine's statement that sin is the punishment of
sin has besn oritioised by R.S.Moxon (The Dootrine of Sin, p.108)
as illoglcal, unjust, irreverent. It 1s 1llogioal because it
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fails to explain fne first sin, and also because it oreates a
chain of cause and effeot, necessarily endless and irremediable.
It is unjﬁst because the punishment falls on innocent heads.
Man is compelled to sin, and is punished for undergoing
punishment. It 1s irreverent because God is made to appear

responsible for stn's'continuancé.
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QUOTATIONS FROM S. AUGUSTINE'S WORKS RELATING TO
ORIGINAL RIGHTEOUSNESS, THE EALL, and ORIGINAL SIN.

Adem in Paradise exempted from all physical evils,
(de Gen. o. manioch. 1i. 8.). .

The gift of immortality within his reach;
(de Gen. ad litt. vi.36.). -
(op. imperf. e¢. Iulian. vi.39).

The tree of life would have preélnded the necessity of

physical death;
(de Gen. ad. 1itt. ix. 6.).

Adem's great superiority of intellect;
(op. imperf. o. Iulian. v.I.).

Adam able not to sin as well as able not to dle;
(de corrept. et grat. 33.).

An original faint tendenoy to evil in Adem;
{op. imperf. c¢. Iulian. v.6l.).

The begetting of children in Paradise woﬁld have been

without excess of feéling.
(d@e nupt. et conoup. i. I, 6,7, 8 ).

Adam's will confirmed in goodness: a settled bias

:towards virtue;

(op. imperf. c. Iulian. v.61l.).

The malice of the rirst Sin infinite.
(op. imperf. ¢. Iulian. i. 71.).'
(enchirid. xlv.)

The vitium of original sin 1s the tyrreny of

'oonou?isoenoe. 1t 18 both sin and the punishment of sin.

de.peco., mer, et rem. ii. 36.).

The act of begetting a child stains it with original sin;
(de.pecc. mer. et rem. i..57.).

Baptism cancels. the reatus of concupiscence, but
leaves the actugé 1n existence;
(de nupt. et cone. i. 29.).
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Free will drastically affected, seemingly abolished;
{enchirid. 30.).
{de perfect. iust. hom. 9.).

Evil is nothing positive, only a defect in goodness;
(de nat. boni 17.). .

Human nature only aocidentally, not essentially, evil:

(op. imperf. 1ii. 190.).

Levi seminally shared in the payment of tithes te
Melohisedek;
(op. 1mperf. c. Iulian. 1. 48.).

Predestination to hell the penalty for original sin;
(de oiv. Dei. xiii. 14.).

Hnmanity a lump of demnation;
“(enchirid. 26, 27.).

Virtue impossible in the unbaptised;
(c. Tulian. Pel. iv. 17.).

Personally guiltless infants doomed to eternmal rire,
(op. imperf. o. Iullan. iii. 199. )

30,
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III. THOMISM.

l. Summary of the Thomist Position.

The position of St. Thomas Aquines oan reasonably be
called a modified Augﬁstinianisp. St. Augustine'évdistindtion
between nature and grace waé hardened by logic into the famous
schélestic distinction between Adam's pura naturalia (human
nature, as such), and the donum superadditum, or supernaturale,
or indebitum, (the supernaturaligifts of 'original perfection').
According to St. Thomas, thé pura naturélia wére necessary if
Go@ was gpiﬁg to make a man at all, but the donum supernaturale
ﬁas a gift which God was under no necessity td bestow upon man.
'If man had remained unendowed with the donum supernaturale he
’.would still have attained to a éertain natural knowledge of God.
If Adam had resisted temptat ion he could hava passed on into the
purely heavenly life without having to face the ordeal of
physical death, and would have enjoyed the benefits attaching
to the primitive state as they were described by St. Augustine.

The inrinite malice of the first sin was assumed by '
St. Thomas, and its main effect was the immediate loss of the
supernatural endowment. Original Sin is, fomally, the lack of
original righteousness, and materially, inordinate concupiscence,
and hence it ig more than a mere lack or deprivation of gif;s or

graces onoce possessed. It is a real corruption of the pura
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neturalia, in the sense that they are subject to a disorder
-whioh need not have happened.

St. Thomas held that original sin involved guilt, but
instead of the idea of seminal 1dentity he used tﬁe idea of
'Moticn!'. The concupliscence which accompanied the act of
generation was said to staln the resultant offspring with
original sin. Sanctifying_érace communicated through baptism

-was said to abolish the guilt df_original sin, but it left
concupiscence still existing, no longer as sin, but as the
fomes peccati.'

So far as freedam in fallen human natgre is concerned,

' St, Thomas's view.was practioally the same as that of St,
Augustine. He held that God was the primq cause of all
motions of the human soul, even those we call free. No real
change in this connection was introduced by the fall, - man was‘
Just as much a puppet in the hands of God as before the first
sin. Yet the will remeins 'free' for "God moves the humen will
in such a manner that its mption remains cbntingen; ahd not
necessary."

As regards the fate of unbaptlsed children, St. Thomas
took a milder view than ths Augustinian one. He adopted the
Pelagien 1dea of the limbus puerorum, and for this purpose he
regarded original sin on its negat ive side. Lack of the donum
supgrédditum here meant lack of the Beatific;vision there.

Infents in this state enjoyed a purely natural happiness. " Like
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the righteous pagans in limbo they were ocontent without the
Beatific Vision.
2. His Views Criticised.

(a) The Doctrine of the Donum Superadditum.

J
.The doctrine of the donum superadditum is open to the same

ei‘itieisms as were levelled against the Augustinian idea of
man's primitive state. It is not warranted by the lenguege of
the Biblical nerrative, and it caﬁnof; be reasonably maintained
in view of what 1s now widely delived to have been the lowly
state of man's beginnings. Can we reeliy believe that, if

St. August ine and St. Thomas had known then what Darwin and
succeeding scientists have'd iscovered, they would have persisted
in the belief that one moment in the story of evolution i;here
was a seir-centred anthropoid, the next a highly deve'loped.
‘saint? The :ioctrine involves the idea of the fall in the same
" moral and psychological d-ifficixities as al‘readjr noticed in the
case of‘ Augustinianism. | We shall deal later with modern
'attempt_s to vindicate it in the light of a belief in evolution
(see C. iv & v). JMeanwhile we havé to notice the foilowing
further jeints of critiolsm. Haering (The Christian Faith,
 English #ransl‘. vol.i. p.L_’:iS) i;raoe'd the view of the doﬁum
superadditum to trifling with the Hebrew words in Genesis i.26.
On this point Niebuhr -says that Irenaeus distinguished between
the 1mage and the likeness of God on the basis of Genesis 1.26,
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~a distinction which persisted in Christian Traditioh untii the

- Refommation quest ioned its exegeticai'validity. Aecbrding to
Irenaeus the fall destroyed the likeﬂess_but not the image.
.Luther was right ‘in feJecting the theory from the standpoint of
exegesis. The original text "Leg us maeke man in our image,
after ouf iikeness" is no' more than a common Hebraic
parallelism. (Nature and Déstiny of Man, vol.i.p.286).

Niebuhr then criticisee theuddctrine as follows, "The doctrine
of a donum supernaturale given to man beyond his natural
endowments and lost in the fall leaving him thus with his nat uml
virtures unimpa ired, is very confusing. 'Ostensiblylit is a
supernatural virtue which is destroyed, but the capaéity fdfjit
1s the same as that which leads to sin, namely, man's self- .
transcendant spirit. .The structure of man is therefqre altered
after the fall. He has become an essentially Aristotelian men.
He has a capac ity for natural virtze’which is subject to the
limitations. of man immersed in finiteness. He lacks the
capacity for the eternal. If this were true he would also |
lack the capacity'ror the sinful glorification of himself ."
(p.292). _

Niebuhr's oriticism may be expanded thus. The whole idea
of a superhatural gift which God was under no-obligapion to give
to man, which was not owed to men, is mechanical, arfificial,'
unohristian. It breeds, and is built upon, the idea that God,

while.being Perfect Love, could have created a'éreature capable
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of apprehending Him to a certain degree, and yet could have
left him in that imperfect state without doing anything unworthy

of Love. God is thus conceived too much after the fashlon of a

merely munificent Oriental potentate, whose essential nature

would not be contradicted by witholding a gift'that would
benefit a creature who ‘had done nothing t o deserve its belng

withheld. God has to be conceived as the Father'whe could no

7more'withhold a gift which it was_poesible ahd good to bestow,

then He oould murder each child deliberately. 'Ifsif was God's
eternal purpose to create man and bring him ‘into the blessedness
of heaven, then it is meaningless to talk about God not being . |
under an obligation to bestow the gi?f that weuld alone meke
that poSsible. - It would have been a sheer oontradictionfor
love to have withheld 1t. Anything which is said to have been
done by God, cannot be said to have been unnecessany, nor when
God has done it'can it be said He was not under aﬁ'ebligation

to do 1it. God is always under the obliéation, - the self-

tﬁposed.obligation of Love; - to be true to His own nature.

‘The misunderstanding is clearly shown when the denuﬁ'islealled
' indebitum, as though it were a work of supererogation, as

though the:e were a'llmit_of.love beyond which the love-offGod

need not pass.

(b) The Doctrine of Sin as befect.

So far as the Thomist teaching; about evil consi sting in
the absénce of some actualitynér perfectiOn_whichvbelongs\to the
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full and proper nature of a particulaf Fhing, is concerned, we
can not1§q the following criticism adduced bx 0.€.Quick (the
Gospel of the New world pp.22,23). Evil vwhen identified with
privation is ﬁothing positive or actua;; it remains no more
than a certain kind of incompleteness or lack. .Four things
~can be sald about such a view. First, "We must beware of

confu sing aﬂy.particular defect or lack with the results of
which it 1s the cause or condition sine qua non. A dlsease -
may be occasioned by a mere defect in bodily health, which
lowers the body's power of resistance. It does not follow
.that the disease itself is a mere defect in health: on the
contrary it is something positive.! Secondly, Adam as first
-ereated cani have lacked nothing'that belongs to the perfection
of human neture. How then, on St, Thomas's theory, is his fall
to be accounted for? "St. Thomas commits himself to the
assertion, "Malum quod in defectu actionls consistit semper
 causatur ex defectu agentis." (Summg theologiga, Ia, Q.49, Art 2,
But what defect can there have béen in Adam to cause the action
by which he fell? Thirdly, if sin were a mere lack or
‘privation, "all that men could require for deliverance would be
the supply 6f that which they lack or have been deprived of.

If, however, men need‘forgiieneSS,‘convepsion, new creation,
then their need 1s other than a mere gift of-something which the
recipient has not." Fourthly, if all evil 1siprfﬁation of

being, 1t follows that "the greater the evil, the less being in
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the human soul," and so "souls which are finally losp'must be
annihilated.” But St. Thomes belleved that the soul is
immortal by nature, so presumably he would hold that "it can
only be invaded by evil up to a certgin point, and that a lost
_soul would retain only what was necessary tb its existence.

In that case 1t would be difficuit to see hOW'the-e;istenée of
a l6st soul could be said to be in itself good, and the sruli
good in so far as it exists.ﬁ ‘

(¢) Freedom. _

The difficulty of St. Thomas's position in regard to
freedam is the same as that in regard to St. Augustine’s.

Man seems to be wholly detennined by God, yet to retain freedom
of will, St. Thomas is content to leave the qugstion like this,
a virtual deo;aration'that psychological freedom can co-exist
.with .metaphysical determinism. ‘ He meets the objection that
God would thus seem to be the author of sin by referring to the
idéa above oriticised, viz, sin is a defeot and as such can mnevel
be conceived as caused ﬁy the author of all being.

(d) The Idea of Limbo, ‘

We may add here a few reflections on St. Thomas's idea of
unbaptised infents resting in a state of natural happiness in
Limbo. If souls exist at all, it is diffioult toAconoeive of
them as reﬁainiﬂg static in the sense that they neither grow nor
retrogrqgs while béing'objectg of God*S love, Whe ther beptised

or not they are the'objecté of de's love, and so 1t 1is surely
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reaeonable to.eonceive of an equivalent to beptism in the next
" world and of a process of growth in fhe Church there, or of -
deterioration, as in .the case of baptised souls here. | It is
extremely difficult to-oonoeive of God be ing responsible for an
arrangement whereby souls are deprived of the possibility of
the full Beatific Vislion in the next 1life because of some
accident in their physical or mental state here. The fact
that they would be ignorant of the Vislion, or that they would
not suffer consciously in any way, does not somehow affect the
real quest ion, which is ~one of God's love. |

It is a mechanical and artificial view of 1life which see:s
" the event of physical death as the end to all real progrese and
growth for all souls, which sees our oapacity to enjoy God |
through all eternity doomed to remain at the level attained at.
the moment of physical death. As a child's soul would have
eevdloped here on earth had it 1lived, so surely it will develop
in the beyond until by God's mercy it enjoys Him fﬁlly or by
its own sin rejects Him and passes forever into "the outer
darkness." - o

Wherever a soul is, whatever its condition, it is the
objeot of God's love. God is active towards it, and that means
He is continually seeking to remove all hindrahces to its full
enJojment of Himself. The inoentive_towards-missioﬁary zeal
.provided by the 0ld doctrine of the unbapeised and heaﬁﬁen being
doomed to deprivation of the Beatific visiop.is not damaéed by a
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‘doctrine of the eternal progress or retrogression of all souls,
for the pain and difficulty of repentance at .any stage of
alienation from God are too well recognised by Christians not
i;o provide such incentive.

The New.Testament'certainly,suggests the idea that the
Judgment is concerned chiefly with deeds done in thiS'life, and
that, our state on the other side of death depends much on the.
state of our relationships here, but the obviously speculative
nature of the question permits of further meditation. The
main difficulty in it centres around the question of the nature
of spiritual life. It 1s extremely diffiocult to conceive of a
soul remaining at the same level of spiritual life through all :
eternity, which is what is involved in the idea of Limbo.

Even those who may be said to enjoy the Beatific Vision cannot
be conceived really as having reached the fnllzend of all
spiritual attalnment. Such en idea would involve that of a
created soul having exhausted the glory of the Being of God in
oontemplation and Communion and enjoyment and this is finally
incompatible with the idea of the infinity of that Being. Even
the greatest saint cannot be concelved as having reached, in .
his earthly pilgrimage, anywhere except the.dimmest outer fringe
of the glory of the Triune'God, and shall the incident of-
-physical death suddenly immobilise his spirit in its onward,
upward progress, limiting it in its capacity for the 'enjoyment



of God through all eternity to that stage of development
reached during an infinitessimal 1y small 'moment' in eternity,
whic,h we call mortal 111‘9‘?

Is it really possible foar a Christian to conceive of any
soul persisting through all eternity not knowing God, or knowing
Him imperfectly, and God being satisfied ﬁith such a state of
affairs? ' It can scarcely be sald that such:an idea rejpresents
the suming up of all things in Christ, the final gio:y of God,
or the perfecting of creation, Rather it 'refle-cté incomple'teness,
disharmony, feilure. If we are to conceive of an end, 1t must
be a perfect end, with no incampleteness, no reflection on God's
inability to bring all at length to the full enjoyment of
Himself., Limbo is in the end, more of a liability than an
asset to a theology which seeks to hold at its centre the ideas
of Eternal Love and the ultimate triumph of that Love over all.
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6.

THE FALL, and ORIGINAL SIN.

41 [ 4

The supernatural splendours of original perfection.
(Part I, qq.xciv, xcv) (Vol, 4, pp. 305 ff, )

Mankind's condition had Adam never fallen.
(Part I. qq. xovii - ei.). (Vol. 4. pp. 335 ff).

Adam (moves' his descendants to sin by begetting them._
(Part II, first part, g.8l, art.s. )o (Vol.7. p.409.).

Man Just as much a puppet in the hands of God after as
(Part I, q.83, art.l, . Misquoted by Williams as art.2.
on p.404 of his Bampton Lectures). (Vol.,4. p.149.).

Yet God moves the humn will so that its motion remains
contingent and not mecessary, (Part II, first part,
Q.10. a'-l't. 4,). (Vol. 6, p. 141), :

God yet cannot be said to cause sin, for sin is a defect.
(Part II, first part, .79, art.2.). (Vol. 7. p.389).

The pr:lmit:lva state was one of supernatural grace,
As soon as man disobeired God, he forfeited tl» grace.
(Part I, q.95, art.l '(Vol, 4, p.318).
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TV, MODERN AUGUSTINTANS.

We can now look at SOmeAmodern represéntaﬁives of
these two dirferent sohnols of thought and see how they defend
“their views. Wb can take the Protestant school first.
1. Reinhold Niebuhr. | |
Niebuhr's'aim is to hold together ﬁhat he considers to be
the essential truths ‘of the Catholic and Protestant positions,
and to rejeot what he considers to be the errors in both.
Against Protestant thought, for example, he maintains that the
image of God 1s preserved in spite of‘human sin, and in
‘distiﬁcmion from Cathollc thought he eliminates the distinction
between a gompletely lost original Justice and an uncorrupted
ﬁatural_duﬁtioe. (The Nature and Destiny of Man, vol.i.p.292).
He_rejeots the historical literalistic 1llusion by which
original righteoﬁsneas and the f£all have been'tfaditionﬁlly
relegated to a remote historiocal peried, and conceived of 6n1y
in connection with the first men. . "The fall", he says, "is
a symbol of an aspect of every histéfioal moﬁent in the iife
of man" (ibid, p.285) "The later individual is not
stgnificanmly;differentiated from the first man". (Qudted from
Kierkegaard, Begriff der Augst, (p.105). ibid p.280)
"There 1s no historical period.té wpioh we can assign

original righteousness“-(ibid D.293). "Perfection before the
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fall is perfection before the aot." (1bid p.294). What Adam
did and what he was ;re symbols "for the whole of human
history." (p.296). -

Niebuhr believes that original righteousnesé is present
to sinners always and only by way of the perception of an
ldeal. In the moment of self-transcendence (illustrated by
Romans vii, 14,17), sinful man peroeives the terrible contrast
between what he 1s and what he ought to be (p.295). The
content of original righteousness as this is perceived by
sin:ul man is perfeot faith, hope, and love, "the virtue of
the soul's perfeet communion with God." (p.302). The question
arises, does Niebuhr believe-evgry man'was once originally
righteous, before his first significant action? "Adam's
sinlessness preoéded his first signifioanﬁ.aotion‘and his
sinfulness came to light in that actibn". p.296). He would
geem to argue that the firét significanf action of every man
is a sinful one, and henceforth original r;ghteousness is
present only.as a gense of something lacking (p.306). What
was every man before becoming a sinner? Was he just innocent
after an a-moral fashion, or was he positively, actually,
originelly righteous, in a staté of faith and hope and love?

At the beglinning of his chapter on original righteouness,
Niebuhr quotes, with appareht approval, Pascal's words abqux

man's greatness béing proved by his wretchedness. "Man's
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- nature now being like that of the animals, we recognise he has
. fallen from a better nature which was once his. FSr who 1is
unheppy at not being a King except a deposed King?"

(Pascal's Pensées, par.409. quoted by Niebuhr on P.281).

. Niebuhr then goes on immediately to speak of man's "memory"
of a previous condition of blessedness. He repeéts\this ‘
expression (p.310), and, combined with other language about
the oontras£ between man's true nature and what he. has
becomse, together with the ldea that original righteousness 1is
not completely lost, this would seem t§ suggest that he
believes that every man was once, even though only for a very
short moment (see p.296), what he how knows he ought to be.

It is Niebuhr's énalysis of the pre-fall condition of
_man,-hoWever;_which seems to cancel out any idea that man
could have been originally righteous. There would thus seem
to be two inconsistent strands of thought here. Let us look
ét his analysis of man's pre-fall condition, and see how it
hilitates against any 1dea of original righteousness.

One hesitates to accuse a writer like Niebuhr of a
careless use of terminology, but his langgage expresses two
contradictory ideas_about men's pre-fall condition, viz.

(a) that the human situation of finiteness and freedom, of
which anxiety'is an inevitable concomitant, is not, in 1itself,

a teﬁptation, and (b) that the human situation, in itself, is
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a temptation. Here are the relevant quotations. First of all
he says, "The situation would not be a temptation of itself,
ir 1t were not falsely 1n£erpreted by the devil" (p.194).

"The 1dea that the situation of finiteness and freedamiis a
ﬁemptatien, once evil has entered it, and that evil does

enter 1t prior to human action, is expressed 1n Biblical
thought by the oonoeption of the devil" (p.269) These
statements plainly imply that the human situation 1s not, of
‘.itself, a temptation to sin. |

He also says, however,.“Anxiety" (whioh_is part of the
situation) "is*the internal desoription of the state of
- temptation". (p.195), and "Anxiety, as a permanent
concomitant of freedom is....a temptation to sin" (pp.197,198),
and "the teﬁptatiOn to sin llies, as prefiously observed, in
the human situation itself". (p.266):. These statements
plainly 1mp1y that the hnman situation is of itselr, a
temptation to sin. '

There is a further instance of this confusing use of
language. He says "anxlety alone is neither aotual nor
original sin" (p.266) and anxiety "must not be identified
with sin" (p.195). He also says, however, "Man could not
be tempted if he had not already sinned.” (p.266). If, however,
anxiety is of itself a temptation, tﬁen it must mean,

according to this argument, that man must have sinned already.
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Since, however, anxiety is A permanent concomitant of the
human situation, sin must Se equally a permanent feature
of it. If, on the other hand, anxiety is not of {tself a
temptaﬁion, but temptation only ooﬁes through theﬂdevi;
misinterpreting the situation, then-equally man must have .
sinned before the devil misinxerpreﬁed the situation, and
80 likewise sin would seem to be a permanent element in
man's make up.

'‘Niebuhr, moreover, drafts into the concept of anxiety

' a "tendenoy towards sinful self-assertion". "It is possible

that faith would purge an;iety,or the'ten&epoy towards
sinful self-assertion" (p.195). Now if ahxiety‘is a pérmapent
concomitant of the huﬁan situation of finiteness and freedom,

and if a tendénoy towards sinful self-assertion is always.

- present in anxiety, it means that a tendency towards sinful

gself-assertion 1s an original element in human nature. A
tendency towards sinful self-assertion can scarcely be called
a good thing. It 1s a different thing from a tendency towards
gelf-assertion. Nothing, however, that is original in man,

is a bad thing. An original tendency towards sinful self-
assertion, present even before the devil's temptation, suggests
there 1s something of sin in man from the beginning. Nothing
that is ériginal in man, however, can be called of sin.

There 1s this rurthgr observation. Sinoce this tendenoy
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towards sinful self-assertion is present in the human
situation itself, before those conditions are oreated which
constitute original sin, viz. the human situation, plus the
faot 6: sih. plus man's own first actual sin, (see p.270)
“then it means there was a tendency towards sinful self-
assertion before there was orisihal sin, one single ylelding
to which would establish it as an irresistable tendenoy. Any
tendency of nature which can be conceived as requiring but
6ne act o: cholce in order to establishlit 83 a permanent
and irresistible feature, must necessarily be regarded as
being present already in a high degree of power. As original
rightéousﬁess was tradlitionally conceived as requiring but
one act-of choloe on the part of Adam in order to establish,
him in possession of it, so Nicbuhr conceives of this
tendency towards sinful self-assertion, - one sin and the
tendency would become fixed and irresistible. There 1is
only one possible conoclusion to such thinking. Mean must
have been vefy nearly, though not quite, established in
self-centredness by God in the beginning. One cannot
think that Neibuhr wished his language to contain such
impiioations, yet they are undoubtedly there, and are
firmly opposed to anything like a condition of afiginal
righteousness. Traditionalists implied or taught some
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degree, at least, of self-adherence in man, originally.
-This was necessary in order to meke that choice a real one
whereby God was chosen before gelrglang the self thua became
established in righteousness: %put it was a small degree of
self—a’dherende, s0 small that only one' act of cholce was
required to establish man in the opposite condition of God-
adherence. The implications of Neibuhr's language about the
pre-fall cdndition are opposed:to this fraditional view of
original righteousness, and cannot be made to ocohere with
any 1ldea of original falith, hope, and love.

Thefe would, further, seem to be a tendenocy to blur
moral distinctions, when it is assumed by Neibuhr that the
responsibility for sins which spring inevitably from a first
sin, 1s,exact1ylthe same in quality as the responsibility
for that first sin which did not spring inevitably from the
situation of finitemess and freedem plus the fact of
(someone else's) sin. As link succeeds link in the
lengthening chain of inevitable sin, can any requnsibility
for the latest 1link be of exactly the same degree as that for
the first? The moral senss surely rises up in :evolt agalnst
such a suggestion. Whether I begin the proocess or not, what
follows 1s sheerly determined, and determinlsm of any kind
(self-inaugurated or not) unavoidabiy affeots the question
of responsibility.
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Again Niebuhr assumes that while.the first sin was not
‘inevitable, it made others inevitable. This is an
upwarranxed agssumption. The groun& on which it is assumed
thet the first sin was not inevitable, 1s clear. God is love,
and therefore He must allow the possibility, in the beginning,
of choosing whether to sin or not'to sin. The first sin,
therefore, oould not have been inevitable. Whence does
Niebuhr get the idea, however, that onse the individual sins,
further sin is inevitable? It is a non sequitur. We may
only say that as the first sin was ndf inevitable, but was
highly probable, so succeeding sins were not inevitable but
only highly probable. We may vary the degree of proﬁabiiity,
but we have no flght to assert inevitability.

Again, if originel sin is oﬁly constituted by the
addition of actual sin to the already existing human
situation of finiteness and freedom and anxiety and a tendency
to sinful self-assertion and someone else's sin, (see p.270), -
then it means that the individual does not beoome‘possessed
of original sin until the first sin is committed. This means
_that each individual is born without original sin, that he 1is
born, in fact, originally righteous, and this has obvious and
serious repercussions on the doctrine of baptismal regeneration
in the case of infants.

Furthermore, original sin has always been differentiated



from actual sin. Niebuhr himself draws the distinotion when
he 1s talking about anxiety. "Anxlety" he says, "is neither
aotual nor original sin" (p.zeé). If,'however, wﬁat.
converts the orisinai-situatien of man into original sin is
the individual's first actual sin, then each person can be
sald to sin original sin into existence, and aotual sin is
en indispensable elemént in original sin,.and so the
distinotion between the two cannot be maintained as consist-
ently as it has been traditionally.

The validity of Niebuhr's arguments from Soripture is
sometimes questionable. In seekins to show.thgt the sin of
unbelief is not necessary, he quotes Romans, 1-20, (p.zés),
and desoribes the Pauline:psjohology exhibited there, as
"penetrating and significant”. "Man's freedom which tempts
io anxiety also contalns thejideél pbssibility of knowing
God. Man 1s without excuse, St. Paul declares, because ™"the
invisible things of him from the oreation of the .world are
clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made,
even his eternal power and Godhead." Niebuhr, if he really
agrees with St. Paul here, ocrmits himself to the belief
that from the beginhing man was abie to perceive through

50.

external oreation, the nature and character of God suffioiently

to warrant perfect trust in Him. That man's first

apprehension of God through Nature was anyfhing like a clear
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seeing of Him, such as would encourage a response of trust
cannot be supported by anything that we know, or surmise from
what we know, of man's beginnings. Man's first religious
perceptions resided in a vague and disturbing sengse of the
numinous: the reaction called out.by that can socarcely
legitimately be regarded as paving been one of trust. St.
Paul had no knowledge of evolution.&e'we understaﬁd it. He
believed in the epeoial creation of man apart from the

beeste. He could only, naturally, believe in man as having
been created with en immediate ability to perceive God,
through the medium of Nature, as belng One whom he could trust.
This Pauline psyohology, in the context of Niebuhr's argument,
can searoely be called "penetraﬁing" or "significeht“. That
it is so called rerieote édveraelj ﬁpon ﬁhe position'which 1t'
1s employed to defend, and not.a little upon the psychology
of the one who so defends 1t.

Agaln, on page 269, he says "The 1dea that the

inevitability of sin is not due merely to the strength of
.the temptation in which man stands by reason of his relation
to both the temporal prooess and eternity 1s most perfeotly
expressed in the soriptural words: "Let no man sa& when he
is tempted, I am tempted of God: for God cannot be tempted
| with evil, neither tempteth he any man: But every man 1is
tempted, when.he is drawn away of his own lust and enticed.
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Then when lust hath conceived i1t bringeth forth sin: and sin,
when 1t is finished, bringeth forth death." (James, 1, 13-15).
All that St. James 1s saying here is fhat man is
tempted‘bf reason of certaln desires in him: when these
desires are ylelded to, sin follows, and when‘sin is persisted
in, 1f leads to death. He says nothing about sin becoming
inevitable after a first sin, or about the first sin being
the result of ylelding ﬁo something which is extra to the
original humen situation. Wheﬂ certain things happen certain
other things follow, but 1t 1s not inevitable that they '
shall happen. Sin may be oqmmittedvmany times, but it is
by no means inevitable that 1t will be persisted.in until
_the end. We are not entitled to speak of inevitability in
‘connection with sin, only of probability. Actually this
- particular utterance of St. James Aould be made to fit an
evolutionary account of temptation far better than a
traditional account (tqmptafion due to Satan). God cannot
be said to tempt man deliberately to do evil, but He oan
be said to be responsible fqr the situation in which
temptation is inevitable, which temptafion, however, He is
pledged to hélp man to resist by His graoce. - ¢
There would seem to be 1ittle doubt that Niebuhr (p.195)
in passing straight from a discussion of the anxlety which
1s the inevitable concomitant of the original pre-fall human
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situation, to consider Iesus; words "Be not anxious..."
is confusing two entirely different ﬁsychologioal oonditions.
Kie?kegaérd's 'Angst', to whioch Nisbuhr refers in a note,

represents a premonition; an uncanny apprehension of a
'.sbmewhat impending. It 1s directed towards hofhing in
partiocular. What might be experienéed is unknown, unguessed.
The only content of the premonition issheer possibility.
The anxlety which JesuS'deﬁreoated was, however, full of
past experience, of memories of starvation, nakedness,
privation, and so forth. We cannot equate the first vague
shuddering apprehénsion of freedom in the first man before
Ehe fall, with the very concrete ecoﬁomic worries of a first
bentury Galileap peasant! _ o

There 1s one further oritioiam; Nigbuhr attempts to

distinguish between "the equality of sin, and the inequality
of guilt. (pﬁ.ass f££),, but his attempt has been severely
oriticised by H. D. Lewis (Morals and the New Theology,
pp.61 ££) and by O, C. Quick (The Gospel of the New World,
" note on p,48). He says we must dontinue to respect "the
relative achievements of history"™, but this must somehow be
done without prejudice to "the proposition that all
men are sinners equally in the sight of God." He dées this
by a ourious ‘distinction between sin and guiit. "All men

are sinners'" but "there 1s nevertheless an ascertéinable
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inequality of gulilt among men in the actualities of history.
Guilt is distinguished from sin in that it represents the
objective and historical consequences of sin," and "“it is
important to recognise that Biblical religion'has -
emphasised this inequality of guilt Just as muoh as the
-equaliti of sin." "Men who are equally sinners in the sight
‘of God need not-ﬁe 6qua11y gullty of a specific act of wrohg
doing in which they are involved: it 1s to the guilt of
men that the less and more of historical Judgments refers."

It is sufficient here to notice Quick's answer. He
says that Niebuhr "strangely maintains-that guilt is
distinguishsble from sin in that it represents the objeotive
" and historical consequences of sin." (Niebuhr) seems to have
fallen into a confusion between (a) what the sinner's aot
causes and may loosely'be sald to be responsible rqf,.and
(b) that (in the sct and 1ts consequences) for which the
sinner 1s personally responsible. In a moral universe, guilt
is precisely that which makes a man liable to the striotly
penal operations of God's law, or, as St. Paul would put it,
to the imputation of sin,"

It 1s in view of suoh oriticisms that Niebuhr's attempt
to restate the doctrines of original righteoubness-and
orisinai sin must be regardéd as unsatisfactory.

2; E, Brunner.
Brunner may be called the continental counterpart of
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the American Niebuhr. So far as they both represent a
determined effort to hold "in tension" the belief in man's
freedom and sin's 1nev1tability, they'represent an attitude
which finds its extremest expression in Karl Barth, with
whgm both disagree so far as his éxtremism is concerned.

Brunner agrees with Niebuhr 1p holding that the image
of God in man is revealed in the very perversion of sin. It
is because a man cen sin that he can be sald still to
retain the imago dei. "In his sin he shdws the supernatural
spirit power which 1séués from the primal image of God"
(Man in Revolt, p.132); Like_Niebuhr he reJeofs the
Catholic dootrine of the donum superadditum. He calls it
the dbotfiné of the double imago (similitude, imego), and
desoribes it as "the fatal fundamental error of ell the
anthropology of the Church." (appendix 1, p.513).

Unlike Niebuhr he does.not attempt even a partial
and conditional Jjustifiocation of it. He holds that while
essential nature is not uncorrupted human nature, as
taught by the Roman Catholic Church, neither is it merely
& relle of the original humen nature, as was taught by the
Reformers. He agrees with Niebuhr in rejecting the
Protestant dootrine of the relio, and 1s opposed to extremist
ideas of total depravity, which represent the humanum as a

profanum. In this they both disagree with Karl Barth, whom
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Niebuhr quotes.as odnbeding only that "mgn is man and not a
cat", so far as his sinrﬁl staﬁe is ooﬁoerned (Men in
Revolt, appendix 1, p.513: also p.95: Neture and Destiny of
Men, vol. i, p.285)

Brunner agrees with Niebuhr in disavowing the historical
literallistic error. "The Adem who was created in the image
_of God is not a far off primitive being, buﬁ yoﬁ, me,
evérybody; The primitive state is not an historical period,
but an historical moment, the moment of the divinely created
origin, whioh we only kmow in contrast with sin" (op.cit.
pp.110-111). This agrees with Niebuhr's idea that original
righteousness is only known tp sinners in the moment of
self-transcendence.

At first sight there would appear to be a divergence
between the two, ih the matter of desoribing the first sin.
Niebuhr, as we have seen, holds that the basic primal sin 1is
mistrust, lack of faith towards God. Brﬁnpeg states quite
plainly that}hé'believesuit is presumption, arrogance,
rebellion, the attempt to measure self against God.
(op.oit., p.129), yet he says, a little later, that "maniis
led astray in such a way that, oﬁbe desire 1s arouseé, it
militates agalinst confidenoe in God."™ This would appear to
introduce the sin of mistrust though it 1s not dealt with

+ _ specifically.
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Both agree that humag_gin is not wholly Satanioe. It is
not pure undiluted arrogahoe._'It zs part weakness, parf
rebellion. They attribute this to the fact that man 1s led
astray by evil forces already at work. 'Man, by himself, 1is
not great emough to discover sin and intioduoe_it into thb
world."™ (Brunner,-op.cif. p.131) The final ground of sin,
however, is, "we love ourselves more than our Creator"
(p.132). The lisnifioanoe of that last sentenoe is vital.
_If it 1s fully accepted it really_excludes any doctrine of _
original righteousness, and 1t-supp6rts the idea of original
self—oéntredness. Brunner, however, as we shall see in our
.last chapter, 1s inconsistent 1in his rétenﬁiqn or'original
righteousness in view of the distance he 18 prepared to go in
support of the evolutionary aécount or.manfs origin. There
is also'agreement between Brunner and Niebuhr on the point
" that man sing inevitably and is yet respomsible for his sin.
. Man 1s not a sinner-beéause of his sins. He sins because he
is a sinner, yet 1s reSponlible for being a sinner. He is
responsible for original sin, which 1s the source of his
actual sins now. Brunner's own version of this dootrine is
contained in his words "man is responsible for his sin, but
also for the fact that he is a sinful creature "j,e. that ﬁe
has a sinful nature. (op.cit. c.vi.) o

We remember that, for Niebuhr, sinfulness was initiated
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by the first sin which set going the process of iﬁevitable
sin. Brunner holds that when man sins he dést:oys the
possibility of doing what he could have done. He calls this
"the mystery of the irreparable." (dp.cit.p.l?Z).

Again, Brunner argues that éll human sin has an element
of weakness: it is mingled with anxiety (p.131). "Man
cannot sin"lhe-says, "simply from arrogance...the mixed
character of primal ein is desoribed in an inimitable way in
the story of the fall. It is a fruit which attracts, it 1s
é whispered doubt which stirs, 1t 1s the dream of being
like God which turns the scale." |

We are justified, in view of these words, in asking
whethexr Brunner has unconéoiously impliocated himself in |
Niebuhr's idea of a tendency towards sinful self-assertion
existing prior to that bilas to'sin, which, .it 1s held by
both, was originated by man? Brunner admits there is
"weakness mingled with anxiety." With this we can compare
Niebuhr's words about the ideal possibility that "faith might

" purge aﬁxiety of the tendency towards sinful self;assertion".

This idea of weekness in man's initial state argues the
presence of some factor in his very original constitution
which tends to weaken him in a situation wﬁere strength 1s
required. The situation i1s thax-or temptatioﬁ, and weakness

in the face of temptation means only one thing, an attraction
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towards what 1s forbidden. Brunner admits as much - "it is
a fruit which attracts" Man cannot help this attraotiveness
of the forbidden. He oannot, at first, help his desires. He
is made like it; 1t is a constitutional thing, and for 1t
he ‘cannot be held responsible. Both writers thus find a place
for self—oenmredness in man at the beginning, and both, at
one time or another, imply the preponderance of this element.

In their own ways these two theologlans give expression
to a truth which ﬁesﬁ_men recognise, namely, that sin has a
oumulative_erfect, and in its onward course moves towards
a virtual "inevitablising" of itself. This is expreesed by
Niebuhr, ae we have seen;:in his idea of the first sin making
subsequent sin inevitable, and by Brunner in his idea of the
mystery of the irreparable. They incorrectly represent this -
truth in that they attribute to the first sin.the effeot which
in reality can only_be“allowed to tﬁe heaped_up einning,ef _
years. Their motive in takiﬁg up this position 1is, presumaely,
to defend God against any possible charge of having made man
in such a way that sin, in the beginning, was harder to resist -
' than to. commit.We shall speak of this latern
3. Karl Barth.

‘Barth insists that we view man exclusively in the
context of grace and the will of God. Man is a oreature in
total dependence of being upon the gracioﬁs will of God,
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a dependenoe-which can be"reokoned as r;om;moment t0 moment
" (The Reformed doctrine of Creatio conxinua); Barth has
expressed this continual relation of the oreature to the
Creator in his teaching about the Holy Spirit. "fhe
oreature requires the Creator in order to live. He thus
requires relation to Him, but this relation he cannot oreate.
God oreates it thrbugh His presence to the cteatnfe, i.e. in
the form of a relation of Himself to Himself. The Spirit of
'God 1s God Himself in His freedom to be pres§nt to the
creature, and so to oreate this relation, and thereby to be
the 1ife of the creature," (Dootrine of the word of God,
pp.515 ££.). | " |

The image of God is not to be understood as a doctrine.
about man's being in himsélf; it is rather an acknowledgment
that he depends entirely on the will of Another whose grace
and truth he images in a knowledgeable and obedient relation to
the word of Grace. This image 18 grounded in God's willl to
' create man in fellowship with Himself, and that original |
intention remains no matter what happens. Were iﬁ not to
remain, man would simply pass out of existence. ‘The
objeotive basis of the 1mage.is,_therefore,.the grace of God.
Subjectively 1t 1s man's thankful witness to that grace, and

the'power and substance of his witﬁess lie in what he
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witnesses to, not in his witness 1tself. It 1s essentially
sgpernatural, grounded in grace, possessed only in faith. It
is that which God has put into us, not by nature, but by
grace. ‘

Barth repudiates Sﬁ. Augustine's idea that in the mind
itself, ewven before 1t_1s_a paftaker of God, His image is
found (De Trinitate 14, 8), and calls it the discovery of
anti-Christ. Man cannot arrogate the image of God to
himéeif as though it were a natural ﬁossession of his own
being. This is the root motion of original sin. We must -
maintain the Biblical view of grece, with its account of
éhe dynemic relation between man and God.

As regerds original righteousness Barth's view would
dppear to be that Adem was neither the perfect paragon of
manhood, nor the merely amoral innooent. Adam's righteousness
was found in the word of God into whiech hq was.brought by
oreation in a loving personal relationship. He ﬁas '
originally oreated righteous in the sense that he was in
obedience to the ﬁ%rd,and Will of God. For Barth, the whole
notion of evolution 1s quite irrelevant when we ﬁnderstqnd
oreation and the rall‘prOperly,.rdr evolution isigroundeé
~upon secondary causes, and theology cannot think in those
terms, It is a oonfusion to think the two together. Barth,
in effect, treats the idea of evolution.w;th something like

contempt.
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So far as the temptation and fall of man are concerned,
he believes in a prehuman order of angels, and in the fall
of some of them, and it is one of these,'the Devil, who is
behind the temptation and fall of man. Theologiqally Barth
would say nothing ebout a pre-humen perversion of life. He
holds strictly to the Seriptural view of the euréing of the
world w;th the fall, whatever that may entail. In a very.
definite sense he believes that the sln of Adem is the
origin of the sinfulness of the race. As regards any theory
of the origin and effeots of sin, he may be sald to be
callins men back to the Reformed theological outlook as
that is chiefly presented by Galvin. _

Barth guards against misunderstanding the d?ctrine of
depravity by planting it firmly in the context of grace
(Credo. pp.43 ff. Doctrine of the Word of God, p.466). God
does not delight in man's depravity. The sinner 1is still
' mainfainad in being by fhe very grace which he contradicts.
All his virtues and endowments are due to grace. The total
Judgment of grace, therefore, does not mean a Judgment upon
these in themselves, but means they have been wholly
polluted in the active perversity of sin. Grace indicates
that the whole relation between man and God, called the imago
dei, has been perverted into its opposite so that the truth
of God is turned into a lie. "The revelation of God in Jesus
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Christ means the disodver& of the darkness which is man, the
discovery not of something which he lacks, but of who and
what he 1s. To be man means now to be an enemy of God, and
phis means to be the desatroyer of one's own proper glory.
Whaﬁ is our sin? It is what we are and what we do." (The
knowledge of God and the Service of God. pp.49-54).“

Barth is at one with:Niebuhr and Brunner in insisting that
"the 1magé of God in man ought to be conceived dynamically. It
is a certain quality of pérsonai relationship between man and
God. He differs from them in his belief that sin completely
destroys that relationship. . They believe that the imagé
relationship is only mérred. Barth's 1£sight is surely the
more profound, a conviction which springs from an
examination of the meaning of the image of God in man, and
of what happens when man sins.

God loves man, and it is His will that man should
~ respond with faith, hope and love. The image is seen in man
when he so responds. When God made man in His image, 1t does
not mean that man loved God at first perfectly, for if he had,
he could not have loved himself more than God, and so have
-sinned. No man yet has ioved God éerfectly, save Jesus
dhrist. If God mede man in Eis own image, it means therefore
that the image relationship.éxisted-even whi;e.man was not
‘yet perfect in faith, hope and love. This is important for it

enables us to see tﬁat men learned to love God while being to
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some degree in love with himself. Man, in love with himself
at first, began to fall in love with God by the grace of God.
.A new love, however, does not at.once obmg}etely oust an old
love. A battle begins, and is waged over a period between

_ self and the new object of 19ve. The duration and intensity .
of the struggle is in direot proportidn to the sﬁrength of
the hold which the first love has gained over self.' In the
‘moment of self-love's vietory, love of God ocannot be said to
exist'at-ail. .Man cannot love himself and God equally at one
.and the same tiﬁe, and eertainly'in-the moment of disobedience
and rebellion, faith hope and love utterly perish. They are
1simply non-existent in that moment of the consurmation of
self-love. In that moment, therefore, there can be no
image-relationship 1n'man.

' Brunner and Niebuhr base their claims that the image 1is
nop totally destrbyed but only damaged, on'fhe evidence of
man's feelings of guilt, remorse, and what he ought to be.
These feelingé are the activity of the marred imege, they
believe, but we have to notice that they only succeed the
moment of self-love's consummﬁtion. They do not exist
during that moment itself, and they are, pherefore,
separated from the condition of image relapionship by that
moment. We have to stress the fact that it is an iﬁteéral
part of the triumph of sin that to be enjoyed, it banishes,
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or rather simp;y.doeﬁ not permit, these feelings of guilt,
etc., in the moment of actual consumnmastion. That moment may
be but a fraction of a second in duration, but it 1s of the
essence of sin that for so 1§ng, self-will triumphs uttefly.

It may happen that, as time goes oﬁ, through the
pressure of God's grace, Qin mey come to be enjoyed iess and
leass, and the moment of eﬁjoymant may consequently shrink,
till 1% ocan soaroeiy be differentiated from the overwhelming
sense of guilt; but at first, aﬁ any rate, sin has its
triumph in the complete exclusion of this sense from the
, ﬁoment of oonaummation. That is why sin is rebellion.. It
shuts the door in the face of God's pleading or aocusing
love. It enJoys itself oompletely at first.

In such a moment the image perishes, but God's grace
-does not cease. .Th9 fashion of its ocountenance mhy be
altered to that of wrath, but it is still redeeming love
and it 1s this love, which, at work on the soul that has
sinned, brings to birth in that soul, by.a miracle of
fecréation, the image of God, though now with the fashion of
its oountenance altered, through the expérienoe of guilt,
fear, sorrow, self-loathing, eto. 'Siﬁoe these things are .
gsigns of the self turning away from self-love, they must
be signs of the self turning towardé love of God, which love

is God's image in man.
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Brunner and Niebuhr, in estimating the effect of sin
upon the 1lmage, pass immediately in their analysis from tpe
moment of the image unspoiled by sin, to the moment of the
recreated 1mage'in the sinner, now mingled for the first time
with the memory orjsin{ In doing-éo they pass over thap vital
moment of sin'é consummation; in which the image is non-
existent, not spoiled but completely destroyed. If the image
is to be conceived dynamically, not statically and
mechanically, then it is not a question of a bowl being broken,
and the broken piece being cempnxed back into place by the
maker, or anything like that. It is a question of something
existing one minute, and not existing at all the next. It is
"not a question of man's unalterable basic struoture, bqt'of
his loving and not loving, of being faithful and not faithful.

'The reoreﬁtion of the image does not mean a gding back
to the original situation, meking men as he wés before sin
happened, for the originél situation cannot happen again.
Henceforth the image of God has to be oreated in a oreature
difrerént from the one in whom the image was first oreated,
namely, one who is now guilty of having destroyed it. The
feelings of remorse and guilt, and the sense of what one
ought to be but is not, are not, as Niebuhr suggests, what
18 left of the original image: they are the reaction of a

sinful man, in whom'sin has completely destroyed the image,
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to the recreation in him of that image. As the original
situation cannot happen again, so the way in whioh the image
is possessed by sinners cannot be the same as the way in
which 1t was possessed originally.

Barth's analysis is surely the more profound,
psychologically, spiritually. Brunner and Niebuhr may claim
that they are out to establish a dynemic concept of the
image, but so long as they hold that sin only mars the image
but does not destroy it, so léng are they guilty of retaining
the ldea that the image'is something substantlal, almost
mechanical., They seem to think that the image i1s some basic-
substanée in man's soul, which will endure soilong as the
soul endures, and which may be weakened by sin, as a body
is by disease, but whioh still endures beneath the assault,
requiring only a restoration-to full heslth. They seem to
believe that the image in sinful man is like a sick body and
sin the disease‘whibh needs curing. Barth bellieves that the
image in man's soul at the moment of sin's consumnmation 1s
1ike a dead body, which needs God's miraculous act to
restore it to life. (We are.heré.oonscious of the limitations
of our analogy but we believe the point 1s olear whioh we
wish to meke). The image relationship in sinful man, is,
for Barth a situation of qontinual destruction and recreation.

It 1s not a question of something which, in essence, exists
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beneath all the welght of sin, kept alive all the time, like
the soul, by the graée of God. _ - '

Niebuhr and Brunner are right in holding that what we
have of the image of God is marred and imperfect, but they -
are wrong in_thinkiné that the marred and imferfeot image
exists permanently in siﬁful man even';n the moment of
deliberate.sin. The image of God 1s ﬁ;t as tough as that.
In the moment of sin's cb;mission it simply oeases to be.

"Ye cannot serve God and mammon"-%aid Jesus. "Either
we hate the one and love the other, 6r else we despise the
one and hold to the other.” We cannot love both at the same
time, and if we love self we are not loving God, that is, in
the momentiorfself-love's consunmmation, which 1s sin, we are
completely out 6f.the image relationship, which consists
solely in loving God. |
4, S ale.

We may conclude this section on modern Augustiniens by
referring to J. S. Whale, Wﬁose views on sin may be found in
his essay in "The Christian Faith", edited by Mﬁtthews
(second edition 1944), in an-artiéle_in the Expository Times
for April 1940, and in Chapter Two.or his book, Christian
Dootrine (1941). He 1s consistent throughout these. He
agrees with Niebuhr in rejecting the l;teral 1p$erpreta§ion
or'the Genesis story. Like him, he makes the pfe-rall perlod,
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and the fall itself in‘Genesis symbols of what is true for
every man. "Every man 1is hié-own Adam", and "all men are
solidarily Adam" (Bxpository Times p.3i7). "

He agrees with Niebuhr and Brumner in holding that
man's very sin testifies to the image which it defaces. Sin
presupposeé the imago del. Mag'oould not be godless without
God, a faot ﬁhioh, he says, has an important bearing on the
doctrine of total corruption. He also agrees that the imago
del is rresent to man by way of wrath, judgment and the
consept ion of 'ought'. Theltmage of God is man's respoﬁsible
awareness, his'ﬁddressability ( Ansprechbarkeit) as Brunner
calls it. The essence of sin 1s man's self-centred denial of
this distinotive endowment: 1£s.f1nﬁl ground is pride, and its
active manifestation self~love (conouﬁisoenoe).

' Total Qorruption he holﬁs to mean (and always to have
meant in spite of Luthert's extravagant outbursts), not that
the stream of history is solid mud (a person totally
corrupt in this sense would be incapable of sinﬂ,_bux that
it is dirty in eveéy part of 1ts'oourse;  The dooctrine .
répresents the truth that though man oan'@o many wonderful
things, he cannot reconcile himself to God, obtain dominion
over sin, and over the world by himself, without Christ.

His formulatién of the subject of universal sinfulness,

however, i1s unsatisfactory. He holds that the Angustinian
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dootrine of original sin only made actual sins inevitable.
It was, in faot, a kind of determinism, and in this it was

resembled by modern psyohologidal biological ahd sociological
"explanations™ of sin. Yet in spite of .these assertions,
_Whéle.would aﬁpear to play very large;y into the hands of
determinism; where he appears to avoid doing so, it is only
by leaving the question of the bias to evil finally
unexplained. Here, we must examine his position a little
more in detail. _

The fact that sin is an empirioally.universal fact
leads him to suspect a bias or perversion ofuﬁhe human will.
He calls this the constitutional aspeot of the problem, and:.
holds that it was this to which St. Paul was referring in
Rom. V.1l3. when he spoke of sin "where no law is",  Whale
desoribes this as "ghat deadly sﬁiritual wrongneés which
pervades all humanity", and which, being objectively contrary
to God's purpose and élory, allienates men from God even
though they are not strictly blameworthy. Sin is there, he
says, but "it is not imputed." | |

He 1liustrates this uncoﬁsoious, nonhsuilty kind of s;n,
b& quoting the 6ase of a cannibal who though "he could not
possibly have known any better™ yet "grieved-fhe Hbly_sﬁirit"
by his.canhmbalism. (The Ghristien Féith, ed. Matthews;.p‘l24).

| We have to notice thati"grieving the Holy Spirit" is an
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' expression reserved in Soripture to describe the effects of
consoious sin: 1its transference to the case of a cannibal
1s questionable. Be that as it may, if the cannibal could not
possibly have known any better, then what he did was (as Whale
has already half-suggested by actually using the word)
constitutional. But if his constitution was dlspleasing to
God, God could hardly be resbonsibie for it. Who, then,
was responsible? | o

At this point we should expect ‘Whale to have recourse,
1ike Brunner and Niebuhr to the idea of the fall of Satan.
He does not do so, however. Instead, he substitutes the ides
- of "spiritual solidarity~in evil“ Ritsbhl' "Kingdom of Sin",
in faet by whioh the evil aots of eaoh 1ndividua1 are
reinforced. He quotes St. Augustine's phrase "massa
‘peccatrix", Schleirmacher's "in eeoh—ehe.work of all, in
all the work of eaoh,“'and Dostoievsky's "we are each _
responsible to all for all" (pp.4o 47 Christian Dootrine)'
He refers to the psychologists disoovery of the oolleotive
unoonsoious, which shows that even below the unconscious
life of the individual there is a deep layer (as 1t were)
of hidden inborn foroes: 1ts-conten£ is not individual, but
universal, and, as such, beyond the conscious control of the

will., He concludes that in speaking thus, psychology is only
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confirming the witness of the New Testament that humenity is
subject to a possession or infection by evil from whioh no
individual can dissociate himself., This possession_is 80
sinister, cunning, and strong, that the New Testament caﬁ
only desoribe it in terms of deménic powers; "The
personification of evil as Satan, difficult though it is for
our thoughts, stands for the fact of spiritual solidariﬁy in
evil which will not be evaded or ignored." (p.47 Christian
Dootrine). o '

Whale thus mentions Satan only in order to interpret him
soclologically and psychologlcally, an interpretation which is
plainly agalnst the senéé in which he was‘traditionally
conceived, and which cannot therefore be equated_with what
Satan "stands'for". If there is no such-being as Satan, and
ir thefdeeply hidéen evil tendenoies'in human nature-are "
connected with the interlocking of lives to form an organic
system of év;l, then what becomes of the first beginnings of
evil in the first human beings? If the first men appeared
with this chafaoteristic of submerged evil, already in them,
whence ‘came it? Whale.dismisses the explanation of "necessary
appetites inherited from the sub-humen world to whioh man 1s -
ekin by evolution" (p.127 The Christian Faith). Yet if this
bias of our naturé can be oa}led a condition of sinfulness

mysteriously constitutive of our émpirical meke up, who is

\
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_ /
responsible for the constitutional fact? It did not come from

God, for God would not oreate what would "grieve His Holy
Spirit". It did not.oome from Satan, for.that neme apparently
does nét represent a peféén. It could not ocome ffom man
himself if he was born with_it, and i1f it lies in that area of
1ife - below even the unconseious - for which no individual
can bé held fully responsible. Whale thus 1eaves-the question
of responsibiliﬁy hanging in the air. He does, indeeq, say that
thé individual ié ulﬁimately responsible for every fully
sinful disposition, and for much of the oonten& of the
unconscious (p.l28 The Christian Faith), but the words "fully"
and "much" reveal his mental reservations conocerning a certain
degree of inborn constitutional téndemoy to evil, and mads
responsibilify for it. Whale may thus be said to conolude
that there‘aré evil roroes_at work in man when he first
appears, bgm who 6r what is responsible for them, he does not
plainly say. He goes &as far as he can in defining men's
responsibility for such original sin, but he stops'shoit of
rositing full and unqualified responsibility. In this he is
less bold than Niebuhr and Brunner, and, although he says

that sin is a concept involving the language not of
philosoﬁhy, or of law, or of ethiecs, but of religion, one
feels it is because of his inability to dissociate

his religious thoughtz as muéh as he might wish, from his
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ethical thought, ‘that he takes up this position towards the
question of responsibility. |
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'V. MODERN THOMISTS.

'We can now look at three modern exponents of the Thamist -
doctrine concerning man' é';-'-g'__ri:'ginal cond ition, his fall, and the

.consequences, viz., F.H‘. M:a&éock, F.J. Hall, and c.J. Léwis.

1. F.H. Maycock. :Th.is writer glves @ clear and well defined

plcture of the Catholic \'r.i-ew in his bo.ok"'Origiml Sin." We
shell look at what he has to say about the fall of the angels,
original righteousness, -ahd originai sin. |

(a) The Fall of the Angels., -

The main quarrel thaﬁ we have with his account of how evil
first entered the uhiverse, of the nature and funetion of the -
angels, of t‘r.l-é-fall of somq»of them, and of the effects of that
fall, 1s the same as that which we would sustain against C.S.
Lewis in his account of the fall of Paradisal man, If ivords
are to be taken to mean whai'._ .they-say, 1f moral questions'are
to be treated seriously, then it must be affirmed that such’
creatures as thesg angels qould not possibly have been tempted
in the way desoribed, let alone h'avé yielded to temptation.

The angels are said to be "perfect in beauty" (p.38).

Since they are.p.ure sp'irits, that means perféct spiritual beauty
and since beauty is something that is beheld, it mean,.s they were
beautiful, hot only to théni-‘sel_ves and to other angeis but also
to God who eternally beheld them. Spiritual beauty refers to

one thing, viz, character.  Perfect beeuaty of éharacter. in God's
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eyes - is thus the only meaning that cen.be given to this phrase.
They are also seid to be perfect in wisdom, and that means,
emongst other tﬁings, unable to be deceived. Theirs is a Wperfec1
and harmonious spiritual world" ,Jwithott blemish", "spiritually
perfeot™, "where God 1is all in all", and "His will 1is joyfully
done(p.sg). ‘Now for such a oreature 1t would be impossible

even for God to raise them to any greater perfection than that
which they already enjoyed. This description alone, when it is
carefully studied, is seen to preclude-any necessity for
establishment in righteousness. They are already fully
righteous., For such a oreature, temptatlon, such as that
described 1ater would be psyohologically impossible.

If each rejoiced equally in the different exoellences of
other angels, how would they not rejolce ehe more in the
excellency of God who was "all in all"™ (p.39). This "all in
all-ness" of God is a totally exclusive phrase, the (spiritual)
implications of which have simply not.been discerned by'men~Wpo :
say that temptation and sin Were possible'for such creatures,

If love was without possessiveness how could any desire arise
to possess elther God's excellencs, or.another angel's, or,
even; to retain thelir own in any selfish way? If admirastion
was without envy, how could oovetouSness.(of.any exoelleney)
-arise ? If their pure andfcod-given charity was unselfed.
'reJoioing in all good (p.45) hdw could pride, which 1s the

.essenoe of all selfishness, arise ! If thelr liverty was
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1mperfect; Ain the sense that one choice remained to be made
between self and God in order to secure establishment in
goodness (p..4'7) then they could not truly be described as
completely selfless, end they could not thus be perfectly
spiritually beautiful in f_}od's eyes. Some tiny element of
self-adherence must be assumed, -in order to maﬁle. the cholice a
reality. (c.p. Lewis's account of the Paradisal man). It
simply was not possible, as lMaycock asserts 1t was for God to
create beings who could Ppass from imperfect. libert'y to perfect
liberty by only one act of decision.of the will, for to oreate
. such would be (if we are to be','-pls'ychologicallj, realists) to
create vil'tual puppets. . How could chanlty ‘be misunderstood,
- ﬁhen wisdom was perfect ? (p.38). How could its nature be
dlstrusted b'y_ cfeatures' who were themselves unique centres of
charity, and Wwho rejoiced unselfishly in such nature ? (p.44).
-How.bcould a self'really_desirel eomplete 1ndependen ce, and
prefen the mainfestation of its own glory before'God's while it
selflessly rejoieed 'in others glory, and when for it, God was
all in all 7

How could such a creature fail to see and de_sire. its own
perfection, which, because it was perfeotljr wise, it would
intuitively perceive was to be gained only by the continued
exercise of unselfed rejoic ing in God'e glory ? '

To talk of such created unselfishness becoming gullty of tle
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most heinous selfishness is to ret_iuc'e morai terms to
neaninglessness, It is Just sheerly unconvinecing.’

We c:an now look at the ideas of. the function of the
engels prior to their fall, and of the results of their fall.
Some of the angels ~ only a small fraction of their total
number - are conceived as being concerned with this world.(p.39)
It is surely Ja rather amazing coincidence, which cannot fall to '
strike'- one as somewhat suspic':i_ous, that 1t 1s precisely only
those angels whose particular concern wa's said to be with this
planet who are conceived as having rebelled! (p.42). It is
similarly'a suspicious coincidence that though their subée’quént
malicious activlity'is described as partially vitiating the life-~
force at its source, yet it is not held to be necessary to
suppése that the disaster affected more than a small part of
God's total creation, that small .part be ing, of course, this
imme diate environment of ours! (p.42). If the life-force
«1tself were vitiated af its source (p.42) then surely all
creatiqn, and not orily a part of it, would be affe oted?

Again, 1if the idea of the life-force is to be conceived
.dynamically, and ﬁot statically and mechen ically, can we
separate it in thbught completely' fran the activity of God
H:Lquse-lf? If not, how are we to conceive of the life-force.at
its source? Can ;Ne possibly _speak of & creature corrupting -
that? The Being °f. God 1is the source of the life-force, and

He cennot be cornipted. The question is only needlessly .
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Further, it is contrary to. plain Biblical teaching, - and it is
to smich teaching that Maycock eppeals - to hold that any
corruption of the sﬁb-angelic order of life took place prior

to the a'rrival of man on the scene, and that whatever features
in nature appeared to be changed for the worse, so far as man
was concerned, were so changed by the devil himself (p.Gen.3.
17.18.). It is, moreover, by no means clear why and how they,
who hgd been so perfectly good, shoﬁld pass by one single sin,
into such detem;.ned antagonism towards God. The supporters
of the féllen ‘a.ngel theory nowhere satisfactorily expla j_.n how
it is that repentance and shame find no place in the hegrts of-
tl:\te rebels. The psychology of the fallen angels seems to be
tota:!.ly different from the only ﬁsyohology we know, "For
reasons which'we' cannot know witﬁ clarity there wdas not for the '
angels a possibility. of forgiveness" (p.85). The better a
épiritual being; the more likely it is that éhame and self-
1oathiné end repentance wi}.l follow upon sin. Any hardening
_in opposition to God is the result of continuance in sin.

It cannot be said,; as Maycock says (p.42) that there were two
possibilities for the angels after their rebellion , elther to
be deprived of their function and so cease to be, or to-be
allowed to continue to exist - i'.n rebe llion, with .power over
the‘-world. There are no. such things as alternatives for de. '-

If the angels were irretrievably hardened.in sin, tlen God must
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cease to be, for God cannot be c onceived as sustiaining etex;nally
inteing that which is 1rretr'i'eva'b1y,‘ i.e., eterﬁally,' oppgsed
to Him. 1f, however, they were not irretrievebly hardened in
sin, and if, therefore, God still exercised His love towards
them - only now in a redemptive form,'then He must sustain them
in being, for God cannot be cdncej.ved as ceasing to sustain in
being what may still turn to Himself in love. Maycock assumes
that the wicked angels would cease to be, simply, if their
funct ion -of concern with this w.orld were withdrawn. This does
not follow, for it is overlooked that the hell into which
rebellious spirits are cast is preciselj' the hell of res-tri_.eted
function, and of the loss of the functions of a previous state
of privilege. The hell of. the fallen angels could have
cons isted in the restricted function ocfmexsly liviﬁg together, in
enmity against Him by whose just laws they wafe now condemned to
live in tﬁe agony of r,emaﬁbere.d haplb.ine_ss'. That .enmity could
well have found expression in continued hostility towards the |
good angels, in never—ceasing attempts to -Se.duce. them, and
possibly in the contemplated corruption of that creature, half
matter, half spirj.t, whom they might, with their intelligence,
‘know God intended to create. '

An idea ageinst which we must especially set our faces is

that of the power which the angels are said to have had over

the sub-human world, which it is said was retained by them
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after they fell, and which they used in order to divert the
developing order of life:into ungodly- forms, such as self- |
_ assertion, and that whole' method of survital which has been_.
- called the struggle for existence. (p.49).
We must maintain that there are certain functionms, which;
a priori‘ must be conceived as being peculiar to God. Such are
the initial act of creation ex nihilo, and the sustaining in
being of all created life. Another 1s the qrdering of all
created sub-human life in the way originally designed for it.
- The only realm of life in whieh-a.creature can be conceived as
able tolinteriere with God's design for that reaim, is the
moral reslm. The reason for ebility to interfere there is
obvious. | In the sub-moral. realm, however, it cannot be'
rationally conceived that any interference should take plaee,
by a moral creature with the basic mechanics or constitution-
of nature. Power 1n that direetion must be held to be a
sﬁeeific function .of deity. Moral creatures may misuse sub-
moral ereatures. They cannot possibly de-cqnstitute them.
Mythology, 1f 1t is to be respected and retained, must not
contradict basic theological ideas, To attribute to the angels
the power to disorder physical nature 1s to invest them with
‘what belongs to God alone, and only to oonfuse, fnstead of .
clarifying, an already difficult situation. Nor must mythology
run counter.to the only knowledge of virtue and the only

psychology of sin that we possess. zsﬁeh creaturee, as these
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angels are said to have been, could scarcely be tempted, let

alone. sin, and if the-iy did sin, then their shame and sel f-

loathing anﬁ repentance would surely have been deeper than any

we have known. On such grounds we reject this exposition of

the doctrine of the fall of the angels and of thelr activity '

in the universe afte rwards.

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)

(b) Original righteocusness snd original sin.

Maycock mekes the: folldwing :lmportanf points:

The dest iny of man is the full enjoyment of the Beatific
V:I.sion (p.p.59. 79, )

The purpose of the gift of the donum superaddltum is to
enable man to realise this end (p. 54)

Tt is reascnable to believe the f£irst man had the ability

to.fulfil this destiny while yet on earth. (p.6‘l.),. :
The gift raised him as far as 1t was possible to raise

" him without his compliance. (p.62.).

The glft was -subjéc-t to the laws 'of growth. (p.62).

The gift was conferi'ed_ on human nature. Its retention

depended on man's actlon in obeylng God. He disobeyed

God and he and all his descendants lost the gift (p.55.).
In oriticising these positions we mu.sf notice first what

Maycock says on p.51. "It is clear that nature produces and

reproduces itself on principles which it is difficult to

suppose could have been excogitated by charity." This
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sentence reveals a vitally important faotor in our considera-
tion of these doctrines, memely, that it is an idea of what
Love could and ocould not do, that finally determines mich
traditional thought about man's original mture. Maycock
thus explicitly refers to what 1s gemerally assumd and deemed
to be so patently true as to require no demonstration or even
ment ion. Not only the matural processes of production and

" reproduction, but also man's constitutional proneness to self-
centredness _:ls censidefed to be patently out of tune with any
oriétnai_ diﬁne plan of love, Both are considered to be
marks, 'nqt .of that origlnal plan but of a deviation from it.

It is the main contention of this thesis that this
aésumpt ion about what Love could and could not do, so far as
the original constitution of man is concerned, meeds to be
seriously examined, not chiefly because of any apparent conflict
- with what science teaches about man's anlmel ancestry but .
becausq of the real nature of love and of the moral obligations
which love was bound to observe in the creatioﬁ of responsi ve
love. We would hold that the traditional distinction between
what is and is not 6r1@.nal i-n the universe has been based upen
an ultimetely untenable ldea of love, an idea which, in its‘
simplest expression, 1s really the belief that love would never.
meke - virtue hard and vice easy. We must not , howe ver,

anticipate our conclusion at tliis point, by criticising that
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We have already ment iomed Niebuhr's and Brunner's
oriticiam of the dootrim of }Zgonum superadditum, It remains
to make the following observations in the light of Maycodk's
points not ed above. Nothing is subjeot to the law of growth
that 1s not als subjeot o the law of deteriaration, To
speak of the po'ssibil:lty of grovﬁ;h and to reject the possibility
of deterioration is meaningless, The two things go to gether,
and no e@erieMe or knoﬁh@ga of life just:lﬁes us in | |
separating them, If the gift of the donum superadditum was
subject to the law ofl growth it must mean that it was also
subject to the law of detericration, The law of growth in
things moral and s;;iritual is that of growth from small
| beglnnings, accar_ding to right choices, and the law of

:deterioration is also by stages fm_m anail beglnnings accarding

- to wrong choices, All forms of such life elther grow or
deteriorate 1n this maenner, and no good reason can be shown _why
a axpér-naturai endowment should be exempt from fhi-sllaw.l It
is a quite arbitrary aﬁd unjustifiable assumption to state that
one act of wrong cholce woald remove the ability or glft'from.
Adam. The first wrong choice would be the rirst stage in the
process of deterioration. It wu;.ld not immediately destroy
the ability, no more than the first righi: choice would

i .
establish man in the possession of it for ever,
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It would be generally agreed that the stage of growth at
which one single right choice would confirm a creature in the
permenent possession of some spiritual gift or ability would
be en advanced stage. Such an advanced stage of spiritual
growth could have been attained only by a series of right
choices. | Attained in any other way, that is, without man's
oomflié;noe, the situation would have been immorel. Likewilse
it would be _ge-nerall-y oa'eed that the stage of deterioretion
'at which one single wrong choice would confirm a- creature in
the h'reversible loss of some spiritual gift or ability would
be an advance_d one. | Such an advanced stage of spiritual
d'eterioration could have been reached only by a series of
wrohg choices; reached in any other way, that is, without
man's complianoe, the situation would have been immoral., The
ability in man to arrive finally at the full enjoyment of ‘the
Beatific Vision was, in the beginning, at a stage neither of
advanced growth; nor of advanced deteriorafio,n. . Both growth
and deterioration lay yet before hlim as possibilities, and each
could'oril'yli_be begun.by an act of choice, either right or wrong.'

Maycock defends tho belief that "in Adam" ﬁank;lnd slnoed
‘and so lost the gift of sanctifying grace, by referring to the
idea of Adam as the héozd- and representative of the race (p.78.). .
This idea, however, origimted before man's ascent from the

beasts was realised. Against the background of the belief
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that man was spéoially created, the -idea was .m tural, Without
that background, howeirer_, the-idea cannot stand. In spite of
C. S. Lewis's elaborate myth of the Paradisal man we éannot
regard that shuffling shaggy ape-like creature, who was the
:tfirst man, as the head and ;-epresentative of the hﬁman race.
That dignity must be firmly removed from the claimant to mere
chronological prioarity in the evolutiomary line, and glven

over once and for all to that man in whom the purpose of God
for man was first perfectly r‘ealised. He only can be truly
called the‘ head and representative who was first perfectly
united with God, 1.e,, who first realised the destiny of man in
his own person, In other wards, 6n1y of Christ can 1t Ye trﬁly
said, Hé_ié our head and representative. If the belief that
Adam's sin was the sin of human nature, the sin qf‘ humanity in
which each shares by virtue of his humemity, if this belief is
bound up with the belief in Adam's headship and remresentative
character it 1s consequently undermined.

Maycook further defends this idea of "the sin of human
nature in which we all share", by pointing to the corporateness
of the Divine Trinity as en analogy of human corporateness in
Adam, (p.79.). Our Lord prayed "that they may be ome as we
are one: I in them énd Thou in me, that they may be made
perfect in one .... that the love wherewith Thou lovest me may

be in them, and I in Them", Mayocock comludes (p.79.) that
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these wordlé and others indicate a communion t::etween Christ and
His followers of a kind which we can but dimly appreciate:
sonie measure of the mystery o(f- charitable inter-change which
exists in its perfection in the life of God the Blessed .
Trinity is to be disclosed, _somé ‘sha Te in it is to be given.
He quotes various Christian writers to illustrate the
ﬁers‘istence of the conviction thaf all men are mystically oms,
through the pos session of a common mature. ' '

- We are__ox_xl& too aware of the attractlon which this idea
holds far meny Christian thinkers today. In criticising it,
we would not wi.sh to be unierstood to mean that the heights and
- depths of 'b_he meaning of __personal:ltj can be wholly compassed
by human reason and :|.ntelligénce at thelr present stage of
development. All that we would seek to do 1s to indicate why
we belleve this mc;de of-thougtrb 1s. impossible, - '

We would begin by stating the belief that there are only
two kinds of eorporateness; Therel 1s what may be called the
qntological corporateness of the Divine Trinity, and there is
the moral gnd Si)irituai corporateness in which a commnity is
bound by v;l;rtue of the pursuit of a common ideal. While we
are aware of the diffioculty, in speakingl of the mystery of God's
Being, of avoiding trithe:lsi;ic implications, we belleve that
between the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost in Heaven
there exists a re];ationship of love. God may thus be sald to
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Created human society was néver constituted like the un-
‘created Divine'Being,.and'has never experienced the beatitude
of ontological cofporateness. The-ﬂééégéary for individual
separatenéss precluded this from the beginning. In a created
soclety constituted by a number of separate individuals, the only
kind of corporateness possible was the moral and spiritual
corporateness which we have described. If would be achieved
but not initiélly possessed. .

If thesé distinctions be accepted as generally.true, then
we have to examine their bearing upon the language in which the
_mystéry'or human corporateness has been traditionally desc:ibed.
That language is best exemplified ip St. Auguétine's words,
qubted by Maycoék: "We were all iﬁ.that man when we were that
.man®, *he Sin of humenity in which each shares by virtue
of ﬁis huﬁanity“ is apother way of pubtting it.

We would say thaf such language has crossed the boundary
that separates( moral and spiritual corporateness from
_ohtological corperateness, There is thié continual striving
on the part of traditionel writers to leave the area of mereiy
human social corp;rateness and press on into the mysterious
corporateness of the Divine Trinit& in Uhity and Unity in
Trinity. The termé in which each man is described as being
related to Adem are practically 1dé5tica1 with those in which we
describe the :elationship'between the members of the Divine

Trinlity: - we sinned in Adam because of our oneness with:him in
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the mystery of ccrrporafeness. The Father suffered in the Son
because 0f their oneness in the nmys tery of cofporalt-eness.
We were in Adam bemwe weie Adam.God was in Christ because
Christ was God, and so foxth. .

We do not say that an ontological corporateness will not,
cannot grow out of that developiné moral end spiritual
~ ‘corporateness which Chr i:stians know in Christ already. It may
be not illegitimte to use the analogy of the Divine Tfi:nity
in Unity to point to the supra-personmal destiﬁy, the ultimate
multiplicity in unity of the humen Tace, But in created
beings, oneness must begln by being moral and spiritual, and
move._onwards to whatever other carporateness my lie in store.

We cannot conceive of ontologloal carpp-rateness- without at
the same time implying the existence of perfect moral amnd
.spiritual corporateness, Since man was not made immedlately
morally and spiritually per feet he oc_ould 'not hav been made
originally in ontologicael corporatensss, and Aince Adam réfused
to' make the cholice that would ha;re established him in the path
of moral '.an-d spiritual perfection, it means that hse himself was
ne ver morall.y and spiritually perfect. Hence we cannot
reasonably conceive of any incorporation of the race in Adam
after an ontological fashion: end there was no carporateness
of the race in him of a moral and. spi?itual kini, ©For that

kind of corporateness, individual existences are necessary, and

as traditional ly conceived the race. did not then exist to be
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~ 80 lncorporate in him.

Our Lord's words about the oneness of His disciples in Him
as He was in the Father cannot be pxéssed to. mean exclusively
_‘more than the maral and sp:lritugi 6mne§s of community in love,
To make them refer to the ontological corpofateness of the.
Divine Trinity would be to inwolve ourselves in the question
of Christ's ¢_c>nspiousnéss of His Person, vhich is too |
uncertain'ground upon which to "build. such a thesis.

~The old way of concelving human 'nat_ur.e as a kind of
separate entity in which we alll‘..,s‘_hare, a kinmd  of éubstratmﬁ of
all individuals, a least common factor of ‘humanity , togetler
with the mni; of abstracting end hypostatising it, and
treating it as a kind of morel agemt vwhose responsibility is
coterminous with. every soul who shares it, thils can no longer
be held if we are to oonceive of human nature no lc;nger in
terms of substance, as something sta'tic end mechanical, but in
terms of livq.ﬁg-dynamic persoml mlationshi-b. Along these
lines we are justified, we believe, in re jecting the old mode of
.conceiving a mystical unity of the race "in Adam". . |
D. M. Baillie oriticises Moberley's _'stat..enent ("Atorement and

' Personality" P.86.), "Christ was not generically, but in-

clusively mén,". He Say "It is nonsense to say that He is
"Man™ unless v‘ve mean He is a men. "Man® in eny inclusi ve sense

can 6n.1y mean either tﬁe whole human rac;e, or humen neature,
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which in itself is an abstractién" ("God was in Ghriat"

D. M. Beillle pp. 86.87. ). Baillie also quotes H. R.
MacKintosh (The Doctrine of the Person of Jesus Christ, Dp. 389),
"In the domain of reality, there 1s no such thing existing
independently as humanités, or "man in general". No one can

" represent a men who also is ’che na ture common to all member s of
the olass "man"," | |

Under his thought about origimal right eousness, this
modern Thomist also includes the ideas of the will being
eriginally established in the desire to fulfil its destiny, of
an original conmdition of unstable equilibrium, and of original
" imperfect liberty (p.72).. Brie fly, we may say that perfect
115erty is conceived és tl_ie complete and finsl establishment of
the will in the love of God. Imper fect liberty is that
condition of the‘ will vhe rein it remains sti1l to establish
that, perfect liberty by the rree exez‘c:_lée of the power of choice.
The umstable equilibrium refers to the pre semoce, alongside the
desire to serve God, of a degree of self-adherence which
remains to be elimina ted by right choice.

In considering this group of ideas we are at the heart of K
the problém; We beg_in b& affirming the pre supposition that
man is orgenically linked with the animal worlad. Original |
(ﬁsycho}.ogical) self-centredness was_on the scene long before
God ﬁreught' to birth in one or a number of His creatures, the
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consciousness of the supernatural, We would assert, therefore,
that in that creature the will and the desire to please self
would vastly outweigh any desire to please another, - Its
"liverty" would thus be almost vholly imper fect, rather than
just slightly imperfect. It could not be said to be
established in anything except self -centredness. '

It would be agreed that before men could desire and will
to serve God, he must know God, God must take the initiative,
and meke Himself known to men. Upon the moral quality of -
men's first conception of God would depend the moral quality of
his first obedience, ILove can only be called out by a vision
of love, and while traditional theology has always implied that
God made Himself knows to msn at first in suoh a way that men
should have responded with loving obedience, we can'n-ot |
disregard the picture presented by sclence of .man's gradual .
growth in the knowledge of God. In introducing the sclentist
here we would not commit the error of wishing to measure the
individual's spiritual comition by sclentific tests, Man did
not begin by knowing God as we know Him. God was not first
concelived as a Person, and the superm tural j)owers with which
men believed his world was filled, were oertainly far below the
level of love. The supernaturel was first conceived not in
any clear personal fashion, and certainly not in any high moral
fashion, but vaguely, fearfully, imarticulately. Maﬁ, we )
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may say, was originelly disposed to obey the supernatural, but
it was a largely self-centred obedience prompted more by fear
of the consequence of disobedience than by any moral conception
of dutyi

If this picture be accepted as more.probably true,
-historically, than not, then we have._to move on to a much later
stage in history in Qrder to find the beginning of man's desirs
to love and obey God for His own saks. Righteousness was not
man'-s. original spiritual condition, and the will coﬁld not be
said to be originally established in the desire to fulfil its
-dest':iriy when that destiny was only properly known at a later
stage. ] | |

There is this firther consideration. For God to dispose
the desire or will of a creature without reference to the
créature's will end desire in the first place would be-
inconsistent: with love. The énsuing'obedien-ce would be
worthless to the degree that it was conditioned, apart from
its own response to a yision, and the 'ﬁuman mec.hanism for -
apprehend ing God in His fullness was only gradually developéd.
' or 'nian's religious begin_ning, therefore, the word righteous
cannot iegitimately be used. We shall have oocasion to
return to this theme later from a much more ﬁp.mtaﬁt i)ointl of
view. At the moment it will suffice to express the belief
that Maycoc k aﬁd‘ those who think like him have got the matter

the wrong way round. - Man slowly beceme disposed towards
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righteousness. He wa[s o::i-gip_ally d‘ispoged to please self
rather than to please any -other. He was originally self-
centred, not originally righteg:us. |

The only ground ﬁpon which man can be said to have been
capable of envisaging God as a_' God of Love in the beginning,
and to -ha've" been ﬂierefore desirous of obeying Him for sheer
-1ove 's sake, is an a priori conception that that would be the |
only way in which it would be fitting and possible for Divine
Lové to create a creature fram whom it was desired to elicit a
response of Love. We cannot overlook the- fact, however, that
such an a priori oonception of how love would coreate such a .
oreature was fashioned against a background of ignorance of
man's animal ancestry. Given that ignox_'ance-, glven the idea
of éﬁe.c_ial creation, that conception of how God would -
originally create man waé almost inevitab}e,. That conception,
hmev.er, needs remould ing not only in the light of our new
knowledge of man's animal encestry, but also in the light oi"
_serious thinking about the moral obligation undervhich love
must place itself if it chose to create man by mesns of
evolution from the beasts.

There is one more idea 1n this writer's book, which we
must examine, the i:d‘ea; namely, that man has a racial memory of
a lost state of original righteousness. Man's constant state
of discontent is called by Maycock "one of the strongest
empirical supports for the doctrine of original righteousness"



95.

L)

(p.64.). -He speaks of "-reli“cs of the lost dignity and
memories of the ro:}al palace which haunt the soul, causing
boundless desire and discontent”. This, and the fact of the
tradition of a lost pafad‘iée among all peoples of the earth,
‘he says, make it, to say the least, a reasonable belief.

He quotes Pascal. "The greatness of man is so evident that
it is even proved by his wretochedness. For what in animals is
nature, in man wé oall wretchedness; by which we recognise
that his nature now like that of the animals he has fallen from
a better nature which once wﬁs his. For who is unhappy at not
being a King exoept a deposed King?" (Pe-nse'es, 409.) (Aiso
quoted by Niebuhr Vol. 1 p 281. Nature and Destiny of Man).

To this, ho.vever, we’ may reply. Satan WAs once unhappy in
heaven beceause he was not  the K:I.ng_, yet his uhha-p’piness sprané
not from being a deposed King, .and reﬁembe ring a lost di ghity,
at because of a vision of what he thought he could . become.

It was a visi on of a future, not a memory of a past, that made
him discontented with the present. This is our own belief abouf
-_m'an's disoonpen t (man's mot ive being d'ifre-renht from Setan's).

| If, by nature, Pa:sé'al meent the basic stock of animal
instinots, then, what is nature in e imals is not wretchedness
in man, but thé fomes boni as well as the fon:és peccatl, the
indi_'spens'able raw mat_-erial' ot‘~morality. Ir, however, by nature,
he meant the proneness to satisfy those 1lnstincts against the

_ demands of the higher law, then there is no obligation to regard
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this unruliness of nature as a sign only of a fall from a
“higher state, it could equally well be a sign of a self
struggling with God's assisbence out of original God-ordained
self-centredness into a future of God-centredness.

The. tradition emong all peoples of a lost Paradise, being
based upan this disoontent, .is open 1:'.0 .the same interpret.atien.
If these .coriside.ra'tion-s, adduced by many wﬁ.ters beside Maycook,
appear to make the doctrine of original f:lghteou-sqess a
reasonable belief, it cannot be denied that they make a doctrine
of ariginal sel:t‘-een;;-re'dness. equally reasonable.

It is olatmed by Maycock that (p.65) the doctrime "of
original righteousness "corresponds with our sense that we ivere
not made so that sin was too probable not to happen". This
claim implies the belief that we were mde so that sin was eithe:
possible but less probable than virtue, or possible but equally
as prob.a'ble as virtie. The more you ddamihish the degree of
probability of sln, however, “the higﬁe-r you raise the initial
degree of God-oentredness but the more you raise that initial
degree of God-oentredness the more you ralse the problem of a
high moral conmd ition which has not been attained by individual
,moral effort. This problem is nowhere adequately dealt with
by Maycock nor, so far as the present writer can see, by those
who share his v:lew. We shall discuss it mrther, later.

We can conclude our discussion of this particula-r idea with

the following obéei'vation. Insofar as man's sense of what he
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ought to be 1s described es a mormory of what he once actually
was, a great mi-stéke is made, Man ought to be .perfectly loving
towards God, but if he had é(rer been perfectly loving towards
God, he would not have sinned, therefore he was nevei' perfectly
loving towards God, and, consequently, he cannot remember such
a state, end, therefore, vhaf he ought to be does not represent

a memory of vwhat he once actually was.

2. F., J. Hall.

The sole purpose in f,eferring to this writér is fo
illustrate how it is sometimes proposed to reconcile the
kncmledge of evolution with the doctrine of the_ donum super-
addi-t;u‘n-. ‘ He 1s concerned chiefly to defend that doctrine in
the face of F. R. Tennant's evolutilonary theory of the origih
and propagation of‘ sin. He does éo by adducing 'the not ion of
gaps in the evolutionary series, an'd he asserts that this notion
alone.leaves ample room for the éper.at lon of super-physical
fac tors. It 1is into the gap. between the ﬁ.rsb man and his
immediate animal ancestor that Hall would presumably msert a
high degree .of activity of these super~physical factors in
order to account for the sudden’ appearanée of Adam's highly
endowed spir?i‘buial nature. The gift of the donum superadditum
is thu; represented as but one more example of that direcf.,
personal creative action of God which, lower down thé chain of

life had resulted in those amazing variations of '1ife which
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are described as leaps or mutations. -

,ﬁe further mainteins that every previous order of life had
" been able to fulfil the law of its being, and that every
ancestral prequént thus suggested that man was also to be
" enabled to fﬁlfil the law of his being,.viz., righteousness.

If man were to be 1ef% only to the condition of a moralised
animal, it would be an anomaly, an unpreqedented missing of the
mark, which would surely violate not only the wisdom but also
the Jjustice of God. | | _

Here we meet with that reéﬁrriﬁg idea that it would be
impossible for God, since He 1ls love, to arrangé only forﬂthe
gradual growfh, from small beginnings, of moral and spiritual
power, when.there'was already so deeply entrenched in mean a
nature of clamorous an;ﬁal desire., It seems that God, because
He is love, must have given to man, at the outset, sufficient
épiritual vision and power to enable him to enter iﬁmediately '
into full and perfect communion with God. |

It is in order to @efend this idea of how Love would surely
creaﬁé souls in the 5eginning thﬁt we are faced with such
| remarks as that by N. P, Willlams: "There would seem to0 be no
a priori reason why chronologicai poéteriority of development®
(i.e. of man's spiritualhpower) "should involve weeknsss®, and
that of F.H;Mﬁycock: "Belief abéut the spiritual condition_or :
the first man does not“and indeed cannot conflict with |

anthropological discoveries about primitive man --- It is a
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statement about his splritual Powers and one cannot assess the
spiritual condition of any man alive or dead by scientific
tegts®. (p.64. Original Sin).

The attempt is thus made to justify a high degree of
- initial spiritual endowment either by asserﬁing that such |
endowment would be independent of the stage of evolution
reéched, ornby seeking to show that the endowment would actually
be in keeping with the principle of evolutionary growth.

The dédtrine of the donum superadditum is a pre—scient1fic
speculation about the spiritual endowment of the first man,
.detefmined, naturally, by a pre-conceived ldea of wﬁat Love
would and would not do. This idea we shall eriticise later
as being.untenablé. Here we need only ébserve that while our
knowledge of evolution is quite consistenxlwifh the idea of the
sudden appearanée of a spiritual faculty'Which is an absolutely
new thing not explicable solely in terms of antecedents, it is
not consistent with the idea of its appearance in immediate
plenitude of power and content.

- F.J.Hall may say that every previous order of life had
been enabled to fulfil the law of its veing, and that this
suggested man'was also to be enabled to fulfil the law of his
béing, but it does noﬁ follow that because the iaw of self-
centredness in animals could be realised by endowing them with
a high degree of initial self-ceﬁtredness, therefore the law of
righteousness in men could be realised by endowing them with a

high degree of initial righteousness. Hall's languege reflects
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the belief that God made a moral creature immediately good in
the same way as He made instinetive creatures immediately gelf-
centred. There is no need to elaborate the untenability of
this belief.
| Tb the gtatement that there would appear to be no a priori
reason why chronological posteriority of development (i.e., of
man's spiritual power) should involve weakness, it is sufficlent
to reply that there is no a priori reason why it should involve
a capaéity immediately strong enough to resistlthé appeals of
self against the higher laws demands, and also that ﬁhere would -
seem to be no a priofi reason why we should accept a pre-.
-scientific accqunt of man's primitive condition when that
conflicts with the plain implications of scieﬁtific knowledge.
(This is discussed more fully later). - |
It is clearly %ery much open to question whether theologian
woudd haye congtructed their doctrine of the donum superadditum
had they known the truth about man's animel ancestry. Both the
Adem story end this doctrine were constructed by men who believet
that the iirst man was made by God with a body and mind and
spiritlat least as developed as those of a ﬁan of their own
(respective) days. That they imegined him to be more peffect
than themselves is extremely probable because of their

interpretation of the word "good". (God made everything,
including man, good, in the begirning). A *good! men could
mean, for them, no other than one with at least their own

feelings and understandlng about God, but it would probebly seem
“to them blasphemous to think of God meking man at first as unabl
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as theméelves to fight against and overcome evil. |

Against the background of the scientific picture'of .eérly'
men we have to ask, if the physical side of life has deve laped
slowly,over millions of years, if the mental side of life has
similarly developed,' is there any good reason why the spiritual .
can be held to be exempt from the same prinoiple of éfow—th,
namely, from small to great, from weak to strong, from.l_ow to
high? . |

Our notion of how life was constituted in its beginningé
has to be checked primarily against the backgfound of our pre--
conceived idea of what Love would and would not do., Where this
idea clashes with the obvious implications of the sclentific
knoaled-ge of man's beginnings, then there are ﬁvo things we must
not do. We must not force,and so abuse, the oategaries of
physical solence in order to meske them fit into our conception
of love ,. and we must not refuse the challenge of God through
science to re-examine that condeption'. The a priori reason
which disabled Willisms eand Maycock end Hall from seeing why
spiritual life in 1ts beginnings would be weak fat_her than strong,
was a pre-conce ived idea that love was bound by its very nature
to create man in the beginning more God-centred than self-centred.
This 1dea we would reject as mist-aken. The reasons for

rejecting it we hope to make plain.

3. C. S. Lewis.

We can now look at C. S, lLewlis's remarksble myth of the



102,

Paradisal man in chapter five of his "The Problem.of Pain".
There is reason to believe that thié particular myth has
sapplied many Cathoiic Traditionalists with a convincing answer
to the question -~ how can we reconcile the Biblical story of
~ Adem with the scientific knowledge about. man 8 animal ancestry?
| F. H. Maycock in the preface of the Mirfield book on
Original Sin says (p.lS) "In my view there is no better book
on the subjeot .... indeed its excellence has been:-a constant
emb-grrassment' tome .... its finality has led me to deal with
the matter more theologically then I first 1nteﬁded". \

0. C. Quick also commends the myth He says "As nistorical
and .sc ientific résearch- advances we need fresh myths noet, of
course, to take the place of the st-ory of Genesis, but to
interpret it in the 1light of mew knowledge. C. S. Lewls's book
contains some interesting suggestions on the subject™. (The
Gospel of the New World, p.43). |

Before proceeding to outline ahd ciritiolse the myth as
Lewis presents it, this much must be said. Even ‘though
agreement may be' found to be impossible, it must be acknowledged
that 1£ is an ingenious construction, and, given the Thomist
pre-sup'positi‘ori of the dooctrine of the donum superadditum, it
could provide an admireble resting place for minds troubled by
the difriculty. presented to orthodoxy by sclence. |

The main points in the myth are as follons:.

He paints a piotu’r.e of man emeréing out of the brute
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creation, possessed of reason before he.became either self-
conscious or God-conscious (p.65.). He was wholly subject to
God in every way,l bodily, mentally, spiritually. His organic
processes obeyed the: law of his own will, not the law of nature.
. His organs sent up appetites to the judgement seat of will, not
because they had to, but because -he chose. Wholly commandling
himself, he commended all lower lives with which he ceame into
cgﬁtact. His consciousness reposed on the Creator. God came
first in his love and in his thought. His love and worship
.were perfect, and in this sense, though not in all, man was then
truly the Son of God, the prototype of Christ, perfectly
ena.ct_'tng in joy =and ease of all the faculties and all the senses
that filial self-surrender vhich our Lord enacted in the
Crucifixion (pp.66.67.). | '

Jﬁdged by some‘things, e.g., language, artefacts, he may
have seemed naturally a savage, but th‘e holiest of us would have
glanced at him again, and the_n falleh- down at his feet.. The"
self vhich Paradissl men had to surrender contained no natural
rec#lcitrancy to being surrendered. His data, so to speak, were
a psychological orgariisn wholly subject to the will, and a will
wholly disposed, t.houg‘n not compelled to turn to God. The self-
surrender which_ he practised before the' Fall meant no struggle,
but only the delicious overcoming of an infinitessimal self-
adherence which delighted to be overcome. He had no temptation
(in our sense) to choose self. (pi). 67- 69). The turning from
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self to God was however a sin possible even to the Paradisal
\man, because the mere existence of self:- .the mere fact that we
call it "me" - inoludes from the first the denger of seif-
tdolatry. Since I am I, I must make an act of self-surrender,
however amall or easy, in living to God rather ﬁhan to self.
This 1s the weak spot 1in creation, the risk which God

» apparently thinks worth taking (p.68). (See also Maycock
Pp.47.48. footnote). _

Such, ‘according to Lewis, was th? nature of ori glnefl man ,
and we do n.ot lmi)w how many of ‘the se were made by God, or how
long they oontinued in ‘the Pardi sal state, but sooner or later
they fell. Someone or something whispered that they could
become as gods, We  hlave no 1idea 1n what partioular act ‘or
series of acts the self-contradict ory impossib;l.e- wish fgu-nd
expression. This act of self-will on the part of the creature,
which oonstitutes an utter falseness to 1ts true creaturely
position is the anly sin that ocan be concelved as the Fall.
(p.68). The sin was very helnous because as alre,ady,st_ated the
self which Paradisal men had to surrender c-onta'ir'ned- no natural
recalcitrancy to being surrendered. The fall was_.a_'lo_ss of
status as a specles. | Whaft man iost was his .orig'inal _spéoifio
nature, and this condition was trensmitted by lnre'dity to all
later generations, for it was not simply what biologisbs call an

ac,q}_xir,e_d vaxfiation. .It was the emergence of a new kind of man .
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A new species had sinned its way into existence. The <‘=han_ge..
was a radical alteration 1h his congtitution.
s This present cqh_dit_,i-on of man as a member of a Spoiled
. species Lewis calls original sin, nor mérely original mis-
fortune. Our condition may not be out feult (here he differs
fran N_iebuﬁr, Brunner) but it is a greater shame and grief
than any of the part'iculai' acts which it leads us to commit.
It may.nét; be a b.oy"s_ fault that he i‘_s' a bully or a coward,
but if he begins to mend, ‘he will :I;nefvi—tably feel shame and
guilt at what he is 'j'ust beginning to cease to be (pp.73.74) .
Such is his 'myth', and C.S.Lewis calls is a "myth"" in the
Socratic sense, 1..9_. , & horﬁ unlikel y tale, an. account of wh;t
may have been the historical fact. It would see.m that it 1s
open to the following orit iois?fm: o ' i i
(a) Orthodox Christian teaching about the Incarnation is
that Christ took upon himself unfallen human -nat-ure. If,
however, unfallen human nature was as described by Lewis,
then Christ would be able to control all H;s orgenlic
pm-cesséé., his natural appetites, fe_'eli'ngs-, etc. The
" whole of His physical life would not be under the control
of the laws of na‘tu_re, but under the control of His will,
‘What then becomes of His huﬁger and thirst in the wildernes:
of‘His.fatiém and pain ? Did He feel ﬁhese th ings
becaise He chose to, even when He cbuld have remained in

the situation without feeling them? If so, then it can
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hardly be denled t.t;at' we 'are presented with a new problem in
relation to His "sufferings"l'. ' I_f, of course, Christ felt these
things becaise, like ourselves, He could no other, then ,
.according to Lewis, Christ's human nature was "fallen", and

so He waé "gullty" of original sin;

(b) .  The Paradisal man, in surrendering himself to God,
rdeliclously overcame an infinitessimal self -adherense which
‘delighted to be overcame” (p.69). In other words, self-
surrender constitutedeostat lc pleasure., If so, then self-
adherence as commonly understood must have meant s elf -denial
' as commonly understood. The phrase self -acilhe-z;em e, ar sél:f-
gratification is normally used of creatures whose *selves' are
such that when they are gratified ar adhere-d to, sin is -
committed. Pleasing self is, with them, synonymous jvith
dispieas-ing God. . :

But aécordihg to Lewis, the Paradisal man was complet ely
(pp.66.69) a God-pleasing self., He pleased himself when He
pleaed'God. In his ca-sé, therefore, "s'.elf" pieasing meant
the opposite to vhat it means in our case. It meant God- |
ple'asling. So he was never really "ungodly" until he denied
his ‘'self' 1!

Moreover, to such a creature, the very :Ldeé of self-worship
would repel, and so it could scarcely comstitute a temptation
in the sense of something attractive.. The very meaning of

teinpﬁat ion is the attrac tiveness of some pleasure which we know
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" to be farbldden. The conly pleasure that could attract him
. Waé already detem:l_ned by his. conétituti on, viz., the
pleasure of ﬁoing God's will, and the pleasure of over-
coming an '-'1nfinitess-imél" temptat ion to disobey God's will,
. If he could not be tempted "in our sense" how could he be
tempted--_?
- It would seem that in thus- describing the Paradisal man,
C. S. Lewls constructs a creature for whom sin would have
b'een‘a psych.olog'i-eal impossibility, and it 1s upon such a
one that he fastens the .responsibil_itx-r for the primal sin !
-If the _"someth;lng" .or someone" who whispered was.the

"infinitessimal self-atlihefence" which delighted to be over-
come then -it would whisper only in order that it might be
. 80 overcome, If, however, it was not this that whispe-re_d
but some one outside, then ths whisperer could only
stimulate and appeal to that infinitessimal self-adherence
which would hear only in arder that it might be deliciously
overcome, and the whisperer would be aware of this fact !
Whether the whisper, thén, was from wj.thin or without, it
ooulq_ not possibly have produced the disaster of the Fall.'
("God ceme first in his love end thought: in perfect cyolle
movement, being, power, and joy descended from God to mﬁn in
the form of gift, and returned from man to God in the form

of obedient Love and estatic adoration"). If William Temple,

with his "evolutionary" view of sin's origin could refer to
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sin as too probable not to happen, it might be said that on
lewls's view of the nature of the first man, sin was too
improbable to happen at all.

~ For God to oreate such a creature, means that goodness
end worship was .99.999? automatic end constitutional. The
creature could _searcely- ﬁelp being "good". | It is hardly
canplimentary to the moral sense of God to picture Him as
be ing satisfied with such "love" and "worship". | ‘He might

‘as well have made puppets. A smaller risk than that

involved in the infinitessimal self-adherence of the first
man can scarcely be imagined. It does no credlt to God, to
hgve taken the Smallest possible risk, though'the use of

- the word risk 1s pre_suma'bly" intended to imply oredit. The

fg-ct that suc=h_a negligible degree af sel f-adherence over-
came such an ox;ez;whelmingiy high degree of God-centredness in
the creature, suggests that thé ensuing largex_' degree of
self-adherence will virtually eutomatically win over the
enauing lesser degree of God-centredness. There is no sure
principle of .religious thinking by which we can argue that
the gmée-or Chri st wil]_. effect against a colossal array of
entrenched sin what the initial grace of God wag powerless |
to effect sgainst the tiniest possible speck of self-

"adhe rence.

Lewis says (p.72) that God realised what was going to

' happén. This, of course, negatives the idea that God took



109.

a risk. "He saw the crucifixion in the act of creating the

. first nebula". The conflict between the good descending

from God and the evil arising from the creature "is resolved

by God's assumption of the suffering nature which evil

" produced”.  This suggests that Christ dld take the fallen

nature of man and so must have been burdened with original

sin ! He also says "the doctrine of the free Fall asserts ::

: that the evil vwhich thus makes the fuel or raw material for

(e)

the second or more complex kind of good is not God's
contribution but man's". (p.72). He 1s here completely off
the track. Evil never was, eamd never could be the "raw
material” for goodness. He has compie_tely misunderst ood the

olassical phrase "fames boni" which refers to the non-moral

. raw material of man's enimal nature, the instinects and

passions not narmally subordinate to reason.

Of the conmdition of original sin, he says (p.73) "our -
sufferings are not a punishment for being what we cannot now
help,.ner are we reponsible for the rebellion of a remote
ancestor”. He thus avoids certain excesses of St.Augustine's
thought. He goes on, however, to say that our religious
experience does not allew us to regard our present oonditio’n
as one merely of original misfortune but of ori ginal sin,

We "cannot help it"™ - but, if we begin to mend (like a boy
who Ins been brought up badly) we inevitebly "feel sheame and

guilt™ at what we are "beginning to cease to be". (p.74).
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It will suffice to notice here that Lewis allows we feel
gullty for what we lcnow we cannot help !

His attempt to; fit the appearance and the fall of this
creature into the categories of evolutionary sclence make
strange rea_dlng and must surely inwlve him in a charge of
abusing the terminology of physical s:fence. Physically,
his Ifai'adisal man connects up quite‘.naturally with its
ev-olntlonary background , but peychically the vhole organism
is completely and fentastically remove_cl from it. The

| 'pioture of the immediate new relation between m‘ind-and body,

and between spirit and God surely constitutes a sheer

. caricature of all sientific ideas of "evolution". That

which was only en animal because all its physical andpsychical

firocegses were directed to purely material and matural ends
_(15.65) Ibe came, in the twinkling of an eye, (Lewis:calls it
"in tho fullness of time"!), a God-centred spirit, God
caming first in-all his thoughts , obediently loving and
.eetatically adoring, a true Son of God, a prototype of
Christ, enac ting perfectly the. fililal self -surrender of
Christ on Galvary. . To become.pos=ses=sed at all of a God-
consciousness is wonderful enough. The emergence ‘of such,
even in its tiniest beginnings is suf_ricient to justify the
term mutation, but that a saint should suddenly appear

imme diately busy with perfect spiritual_-worship, where a

‘moment before, was a creature wholly immersed in purely
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selfish and material affairs - this is too much, surely,
for reason ! If one borrows the categories of evolutionary
sc ience, oﬁe must surely limit oneself to that degree of '
possibllity denoted by scientists !

Similarly with the Fall, there is no gradual process of
deteriorétion, only an :I.mmediate. change in the organi,
so deep-reaching that 1it can. be c:aiied "not pafaliel to the.
develo;ﬁnent of a new organ or a new habit, but a radical
aiteration- .of constitution, ‘It was not simply an acquired
variation: it was a new spe-cie-s"'.‘ (p.71). It is all abrupt,
and, immediately, greatly perfect, or greatly corrupt.
That the first of a series.of acts, possible by virtue of a
creature's constituted nature should effect an imnadia_te
change of species is a mpposit:pon which can au-'e_iy by'nb_
means be fitted into the framework of our existing scientifioc
knowle dge . |
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VI, THE PRE-NATAL FALL THEORY,

1, Julius Maller,

Miller's exposition of the-theory of a multiplicity of
pre-natal falls is to be found in his""l'm Doctrine of Sin"™ -
(Book 4, Chepter 4, 3rd edition, translated by W. Pulsfard,

'1853) . The main statements of it are as follo-ws; "In the

existence of every man there must be some moment in which the
first real sin was committed., But this individual fall dces
not present it self to the individual as the entering in of an
entirely new element into the youthful life, but much rather

‘as the dewveloping and revealing of a hidden potency, as the

awakening of a power slumbering in the deeps.  Sin doe s not
first of all originate in him, it only si_:e;is fath," (op.o:lt.
P.290), "We must admit that in every human individual there
is ... an innate propend ty to evil" end "it can only have its

ground in a free falling away, in ons's own offence," (op.cit;

Miller observes that we count man e s guilty in sin, yet we

- acknowledge that he is born with the sinfulness from which

actual sin proceeds, and that this would be a contradiction "if
there were not timelessly preceding our earthly temporal

existence some existence of our personality as the sphere of
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that self-decision by which our moral condit lon from the
beginning is conditioned" (op.cit. p.400). He concludes,

"We are Jjustified in regarding the propensity to evil ... as
one vhich we have ourselves contracted, if each one has in his
extra-temporal condition turned away his will from the Divine
1ight to the darkness of self-hood absorbed in itself,"
(op.cit. p.401).

Little can further be added to the oriticisms of this.
theory adduced by N. P; Williams, (The Ideas of the Fall and
of Original Sin, p.p. 507-12), whit_:h, so far as one can see,
have never yet been satisfactorily answered by any upholder
of 1t. |
{1) Muller, though appearing to expound a theory of extra-

temporal falls, -does, in fact, spesk ihmugtxow in terms which
. cannot be emptied of a temporal reference, e.g "This were now
a menifest contradiction, if there were not (timelessly)
preceding our earthly temporal existence..." (The Bootrine of
Sin, p.400), and "the recognit lon of a primitive fall preoeding
the 1ndividua1 time-1ife" (op.cit. p.40l).

(2) 1In spite of this pre-natal fall, Muller yot tries to find
a place for a histor.lcal fall of Adam and Eve (op.cit. pp.427-9).
Williams remarks of this that it is quite unnecessary
loglcally, but "since the supposed historical sin of our first
parents must in accordance with his main the ory, be attributed
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to pre-creational transgressions on the ir part, the"story. of
Genesis 111 is really, though he will not admit it, nothing
but an excrescence ﬁpon the main fabric of his theory.
(Williams, p.509),
(3) One of the most serious criticisms of Muller's tihe ory
1s that to which his idea of the origlnal pre-natel self is
open. ""Man," he says, "did -not begin from an original
disunion with God, since before the originai!. self-decision he
was non-determinate, and yet 'e;sentially existing by God.
.'I‘hg‘efore he adhered to his eternal origin, but such an
adﬂerence » because it 1s affirmed by no sa-lf'-,-deci'si on, has as
yot no moral significance." Muller says that "an original
neutrality between fellowship with _Go.d4and departure from God is
out of the question; it is in fact an émp_ty abstraction. So
also 1s a vaciliati_on between love of God, and love of self,
which would include & power of evil in man, therefore a sin
_. before the sin" (Dootrine of Sin Vol.11, P.157). |

“Muller hed already committed himself to the assertion that
the essence of the first sin was self-love in preference to
Love of God (p.101 also PP.133-140), How such a creature as
" that descrlbed above eouldlpos-sibly commlt such a sin it is
imposs-:lble to percelve, for it was 'capable of no attitude
'towa'z"d- itself or towards God, and so must have been conscious

neither of sslf nor of God. - The psychological diffiéulties
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of the idea are immense. Williams remarks "If we are to make
'the conception of a pre-natal sin intelligible at all, we
mast regard the pre-e_x:lstent. soul as a monad or atom of soul-
stuff, containing the potentiality of its fully developed adult
structure ...this, 'of course, means that the conception of
heredity ... 1s a pure illusion.  (p.511).

(4) Again, the theory is open to the objection that it
1nﬁoiv€s a view of the original condition of life on this
planet which is opposed to the fundamentally Biblical Christian
viéw. According to this latter view, the world, as God made
it, was thoroughly good in thes beginning - including man
himself, whereas on Muller's view, this life is "a penitentiary
of fallen souls™, wherein each expiates a sin of which he
bossesses no memory, In this connectlon Will:lams mekes the
telling remark, "It is difficult to see how Christian parents
could rejoioe that a man is born into the world if they were
under the necessity of regarding their new-born offspring as a
small culprit ﬁvho had Just been banisl_aed from the intelligible
sphere in consequence of some gross defiance of the majesty of
God." (p.512)., The theory 1é pessimistic, aimost Manichasean,
in its implications, so far as this world's origin is
concemed, | |

. (5) Muller was prevented by his Lutheraen orthodoxy from
breaking decisively with the Augustinian conception of original
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guilt, which is en indefensible doctrine. (Miller vol.ii p.293).
(6) In addition to these criticisms, however, we have to
notice the following point.;_ Muller lived at a tims when the
sclentific doctrine of evolution was not generally received.

He was limited to the presclentific view of the special
émation of man, The tendency to self-love, now viewed as
inheritéd by mn.from his animgl ancestry, was then regarded as
a disturbvance of the originsl constitution of man, It was so
regarded because men were incapable of reconciling it with'the'
conception of a loving Creator. Love, -11: was thought, could
not possibly have arranged the very thing which made virtus so
hard and sin so easy. To thiﬁk like that appearec} tantamount

' to making God responsible for sin.

It is this baﬁic preconception, that God could have
nothing to do with the origin of self-love, that dstermine 8
Muller's theory, ‘The evidence for this 1s found on pp.292-293
of the second volume of his Doctrime of Sin., He had been
considering the opinion that in the earlie st years of childhood,
man was possessed of absolute innocence and perfect purlity, and
that the dualism of human nature, i.e, the struggle between the
spirit and the sensanature, was sufficient to account for the
appearance of sin and a weakened will., Muller calls thils |
weakness a bad disposition and in answer he says that, while
the Church doctrine has always considered this disposition as
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a disturbance andi corruption foreign to the original God-
ordained nature of man, this opinion "finds nothing in this
disposition which is not compatible with the good order of |
human nafure, and which might not follow from the mecessary
lews of its developmemt. But...it not only recei ves the
burden of placing at 1;he wery gfound of human pature, an impure
_notion, which does violence to the Holiness of the c-reato:;,.'...
ete." (p.293).

e may note here that while the initlal disposition in
man to love self before other may follow from the mecessary
laws of (humen) development, it does mot follow that that
d:l.'spo sition wiJ.l be ylelded to necessarily in the case of the
call to men to love God before self. God may arrang the
initial self-centred dispositlon as the morally necessary
prelude for the ultimate res';"onse of love, but so soon as He
calls man to love Him He gives to him the grace to overcome
the solicitations of that disposition, in other words, to change
his originel .disposition, It cannhot be denied that God is
Tre sponsible fbr arranging the moral struggle, but neither can
it be denied that He sup.blies grace to men in that struggle,
The concept of Divine grace shuts the door firmly in the -
face of any idea of mecessary sinning. .

Miller agrees in‘a'princip_le with the idea that God arranges

moral struggle as the morally necessary prelude to the
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attainment by man to the Beatific vision, "Ths creature must
first of all by self-developms b in fellowship with the
belie ved God groﬁ stréng in himself and in this fellowship in
_ brder to be coms capable of i;he vision of God." (op.cit. p.328).
Why, if this be true, God should first oreate a creature such
as that described by Muller {op.cit. p.157), empty of all
capacity for moral stmggle, it is difficult to see, for as soon
as God launched it on the moral life He would havwe to invest
it with t_h_a-t capacity. - No purpose would be served by God
deferring the moral struggle, by creating the soul in this way
at first,. '

Maller has, of course; made the mistake (dwe to his
1imited idea of special creation) that any original self-
cen_{'.red-ne.ss would msan "a power of evil in 'ma-n", and, thererore,.
"a sin before the sin." (op.cits p.157). His inability to
conceive of an already existing guiltless self-centrednsss
prior to the first moral choicece led to his "naked and wvacuous
pre-existent ego, ... a pure farm, ... -emptj of all content,
p'osse"s'sing merely -the potentiality of self-cbnsc-iousness_, without
any self of which to be conscious,” (Williams, op.cit. p.51l)..

His "pre-natal soul" must be conceived as te ing suddenly
presente-d'simultaneously with a perfectly nqw consciousness of
éelr end a perfectly new consclousmess of God, and, on the basis

| of this consciousness, - ivit-h no prévious experience of God or
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of self, - having to choose between them at the level of
moral 1ty. The situation is psychologlically fantastic, and, of
course, in view of our reasonably well-established belief that
man was sel‘f-co’nscious long before he was God-conscious (to say
nothing of our equally rea'oﬁable be lief that men was co-nsciops
of the supernaturel as mere arbitrary power long before he w&s
conscious of it as a God of Love), it is quite inaccurate and
untenable, |
2. D, R, Davies.

A more recent attempt to defend the idea of a mltiplicity
of pre-natal falls is to be foumd in D, R, Davies s book "The

- Two Humanities." (pp.64-79). The_main steps in his argtiments .

are as follows: The dootrine of the fall implies clearly a
fuillyldeveloll)-ed personality, for to choose independence from
creative Being 1s the act of a highly developed per éonal Self-
censciousness; Humen beings in historical begimings were so
undeveloped as to be incapable of' such personal decision.’ - _Th'eirs
was mere undifferemtiated tribal consciousness. The beligs who
were the original creation of God must have been therefore full
developed self-conscious spirits-, the pfoor of which is they
personally sinned, They were God-like, eternally youthful,
angelic. When they sinned the ir personality de-sqended into the
primitive consciousness of the tribal man. They appeared in
time a s Neanderthal man or Pitheoanthropus, and history is the
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record of an agonising psychological rise from dark _
'unconsciougn_e-ss to personal awareness, The fall is thus a change
1n'spec:le.s and its catastrophic rature can be witnessed to in

_ pur own experlience of evil inducing p:no found psychological
'ohangeé amount ing to a aif ferense in being., Christ did not
appear till man had recovered the psychic potentiality of h:lg
origin. The universal myth of a golden age may be the embodiment
of a dim raciai memory of man's celestial origin and fall,
Children are nearer the roots of being, and heaven lies about them
in their infanoy: i—'i; was in man's lnfancy that.he'wa's uneasily
stirred by the memory of the far off and long ago.

In answer to Davies's arguméﬁt 'we may .make the following
observations. It only becomes necessary to postulate a highly
developed personal self-consciousness for the being who first
sinned, if it is belisved that the first sin was that of é being
who realised the full sigificance of his deliberate rebellion
agalinst God, It only becoms s mecessaly, hawevér, 80 to conceive'
the rira-t sinner because of the prior belief that only sush a sin
coui-d br ing s&ch catastrophic consequences in its train. This
belief in turn links up with the bel_ief that this vhole present
mode of life is not God's original design for man.

We have to reject the idea that the sin of a highly
developed personal self-consclousness would have such an effect,

‘and also the idea that this present scheme of things, men's sin
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and its known effeots apart, does not represent Goi's origimal
plan, The reasons for rejec;ing the se ideas are aé follows.,
If men had Attained, by the time of Christ, to the psychic
potentiality of his origin, ‘th_en any sin ocommit ted thereafter
would have been as serious, avnld; therefore, would have had
effects similar to those produced by, the first sin committed
- by such a deireloped self-conscious being. Each choice of
independence from the Divine Being made by men with such a degree
of self-consciousness would have meant a reversion to the
primitive consciousness of tribal man. That no such results ._dp ’
in fact, take place argues that no such results can be said to'
have taicen place in the case of any creature supposed to have
been created with such a highly developed self-consc iousness,
Moreover, 1f those souls who have passed into the purely
" spiritual life beyond the grave commit any Sins of deliberate
rebellion a@inst God while possessing the self-consciousness of
a person who lived on earth about the time of Christ, then, on
Davies's argumenﬁ, it would seem they wo'uld fall back from theilr |
purely'spiriﬁual state into this ma terial life and start off
again as a 'primitive' with an undifferentiated tribal
consciousness, The dﬂf;wlties of su.ch a View are obvious.
Again, there is no parallel in our experience :of sin, of
the supposed catastrophic results of the first sin of the first

humen soul, To adduce, in support of these results, the
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prorouhd psychological changes, smounting to a differemce in
being, which are induced by our simning, is pointless, since

one thing we know for certain is that eny "dif ference in being"
resulting from sin, is a pr_ogressive chanée in character, which
is nowhere near a change in species, as that word is customarily
understood, The great dif ference wrought by sin in any peréon
does not take place in its devastating totality immediately,
that is, as the result of one sin, but only as the cumulative
effect of prolonged sinning. This is true in the case 0f Dorian
Gray, whom Davies quotes to ‘support the opposite ldea of'an -
'imedi_ate- catastrophic change in specie-é. More over, the 'more
God~like a soul, the more penitemt aml ashamed it is after sin.
This is the only psychology of sin we know; the burden of proof
is on those who assert there is .another kind, -

The results of the first sin are picturéd by Davies as
"gppearing in time" in contrast to the first sin itself which was
committed in pre-éxistence.,” This contrasf; bétween_ "pre -
exigstence™ and "time"™ suggests the pre-existence was a timeless
state, and this-would expose Davies's argument to the criticisms
which Williams levels against Kant's the ory of~t-he noumenal self,
viz, a timeless act is maningless; and a timeless state wuld
mean there was an etermal evil pmim iple which would involve
Manichaeism,

Davies‘?s presentation of the pre-natal theory, like



Muller's, represents the whole process in time as the result of
evil, This, as has been noted, contradicts the main Biblical
Christian belief that tl_z:ls creation came originally from the
hand of ddd 'a good thing.'® Christians may bel ieve tﬁat beyond _
and prior to this world, there was a warld_ef pure sﬁirits, evén ‘
that some of those spirits corrupted this-wo‘rld of time, but
such beliefs are held alongside the belief that original 1y this
world is the good creation of God,'fhat everything in it was
first of all good as it cams from His hand, and only afterwards
became infected with evil, '
In conclusion we may note that the pre-matal theory

contradicts the Biblical and scientific beliefs that man, as a
living Soul,driginally.&ppeared after the rest of this material
creation, thaf as he first appeared he represented the crown and
climax of the materiel .un:l.ver.se, eand also the belief that though
he has corrupted himself through sin, his original state was not

celestial but terrestrial, not God-like but brutish.
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VII. THE PRE-MUNDANE FALL THEORY

1. The need to different;ate this theory from the pre-
natal fall theory.

The Pre-Mundane Fall Theory, as presented by P. Green
in "The Problem of Evil" (1920), and in "The Pre-Mundane
Fall" (1944), by W. Formby in "The Unveiling of the Fall" (1923),
and by N. P. Williems in "The Ideas of the Fall and of Original
Sin" (1927), ought: to be &1st1nguished'clearly from the theory
of the Pre-Natal Fall, whioh we have just oritioised. The
former title 1s better reserved to indicate the idea of one
éingle.colleotive or representative fall of all humanity in
Time; the latter to indiocate that of a multiplicity of
individuallextra-tempdral falls. P. Green in his pamphlet
~ The Pre-Mundane Fall (p.20) has 1nhiscfiminate1y Joined together
as teachers of "Tha Pre-Mundane Fall", Origen, Kant, coleridge,'
Mﬁllér, Formby,'W1111ams. The division would better be,
(a) Pre-Mundane Fall, - Coleridge, Formby, Williams,
(b) Pre-Natal Pall, - Origen, Kant, Muller, though we have to
notice the differenoe between Origen and Kant,_viz. Origenfs
falls, though pre-natal, are, strictly, in Time,-whereas
Kant's belong to the lntelligible worid, in which, as Williams
says, The idea of Time has no validity. This distinoction.
betﬁeen.the two groups of writers helps to g;arity of thoughﬁ.
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2. S, T, Coleridge.
'~ We must notice that all thét Coleridge says about this

matter in Aphorism X in Aids to Reflection, is that men's
resistance to God has long been éoknowledged as a mystefy,
which, by the nature Qf the subject, must ever remain such, -
"a problem of which any other solution than the statement of
the fact itself is demonstrablj impossible”. (p.1l89). "It
belongs to the very essence of the dootriné tﬁat in resﬁeet
of originai sin, every man-is the adequate representative of
all men.  Even in Genesis the word Adam is distinguished
from a proper name by an artiqle before it. It 1s the Adam,
8o as to express the éenﬁé, not the 1ndiv1dual, or rather
as well as the individual." (p.194) "It would have been
poséible to enter into the-mumentoué éubjeot of a spiritual
fall or apostacy antecedent to the formation of man, a belief,
the Se;iptuial.gronnds of which are féw and of diverse inter-
pretatioq, but which has been almost universal in the
Christian Churech." (p.195). o

'Thege are~thé-ma1n-statements by Coleridge on the
-duestion, and it is on the basis of them that (a) Tennant
.remarks="Coler1dge regarded the ﬁhiversal-prevalenoe of evil
as an exﬁression of the timeless act of the whole racse, the
evil not of any one man's will, but of all human wills

colleotively." (Origin and Propagation of Sin, Lecture II,),
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and (b)'Williamé says "Goleridgg seems to hintxat some suoch -
theory" (that is, a collective fall of the race soul of
huménity in an indefinitely remote past)."when he speaks of
'a spiritual fall or apostacey antecedent to the formation
of man.'" We shall not’negleot any important aspect of the
theory if we attéﬁ& to it as 1t 1s elaborated by the
Bampton lecturer. | .
3. The theory as pregented by N. P. Williams.

Williams's maln position may be outlined as follows.
' 'Sin presupposes the moral law to sin against, and the,birth
of the moral law must have taken place thousands of years
after the emergence of man as a distin&t species, (p.5lé).
The first known sinner must have been merely one amongst
thousands of brethren whom he could only infect by exsmple
not by heredity. Even supposing the descendants of this
primeval sinner to have intefmarried with the descendants of
his ex:hypothesi sinless or non-moral brethren so tﬁat all
became polluted_by his infirmity, such an idea presupposes
the transmissability of acquired as distinot from congenital
-oharacteristics, which is too uncertain an idea on which to
build any fall dootrine. (pp.516-7). The first sin, even if
we could isolate it, would not thus explain subsequent .sins.
It would be, not the oause, but the first known effect of the
hereditary infirmity,'the-first reéuit in human historj of the
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ultimate fall. The first specifically human oreature did not
fall: he only failed to rid himself of the anachronistic

ape and tiger strain in the blood, to emancipate himself from
the deficiency in *herd-instinet' or gregarious feeling (p.517).
Innate weakness of herq-insp;not is due to an arrested
develqpment. This'arrest points to an gvil agency existing

in the nature of fhings before man was; This evil power 1s

the same as that mysterious power which vitiates the whole

of sub-human life with oruelty and selfishness.

Williams defends the use of these moral terms in
relation to sub-human life by saying that not all evil is sin.
He applies the term 'evil' to all pﬁengmena which our moral
consciousness tells ﬁs ouéht not to exist. We only describe
such phenomena as 'sins' if they are due to conscious _
voluntery action. ‘He desoribes certain familiar features of
animal end plant life which offend the refined moral
cpnsdiousness and conoludes that we would not have oreated
tﬁem like that if we.had had the power. Such things are
against our idea of a loving Greator._(p.szz).'

To explaiqfthis underlying evil.in all oreation we musat
assume &a pre-oosmié self-vitiation of the world-soul, whioch
we-must.conceive as-ﬁaving been oreated free, personal, self-
~ conscious, the image of its Maker, most.mighty, and good, .

most fair and perfect. The 1dea of toriginal rightéousneés'
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can here be employed. (525-6) At the beginning of Time this
world-soul turned away'from God to self in some transcendental
and incomprehensible fashion. It thus'shattered its own y
1n$erior'being and lost its unitary self-consciousness whiéh
it has only regained after aeons of myop;c spriving in
époradic fragments which are the separate minds of men and
perhaps of superhumen spirits. (p.526).

There was an intimate connestion between the created
world-soul and the eternal Logos, it was meant to obnsist
in the continuous ﬁenetration, inspiration, and guidance of
the world - soul by the Logos. The Spirit of Christ has
gone on helping the blinded and marred world-soul to .
recover its original harmony, peace, and'unified self-
oonsciousness. (p.529). In the fullness of time thé_Logos
entered into a 6loser bond with the fallen world-soul by'
uniting humenity to His divinity. Through the Church, the
defect of herd-instinet, of love, - it matters not how it be
named - may be.remedied thrqugh the direct transfusion into
our- souls of His own 11re.'(p.550). ‘

Such is his theory, and in the sweep and comprehensiveness
of it, one cannot deny.a penta;n initial attractiveness.
There are oerfain-features, howevér, in the theory which
cause us to reject it, and the reasons for that rejection

~we shall now endeavour to make plain.
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4. Criticisms of the Theo;x

The first point which we would oriticise is his _
location of the inherited inrirmity in an arrested development
of the herd-instimot. Even if he did not intend 1%, he
oertainly uses the terms love, social feeling, gregarioushess,
herd-instinct, the sooial instinot, the moral sentiment,
interchangeably. We can notice 1n this connection especially
his phrase "the defect of love, ‘of sooial feeling, of _
gregariouenees, of herd-instinet, 1t matters not how it be
named -" (p.530 op.oit.). We know that these features of
1life are closeli‘conneoted, being stages 1in man's growth.
The moral-sehttment-is connected with the he:q-instinct, and
love is.only.poseible on the basis of the moral sentiment,
but to identify a feilure in love with a defect of herd-
instinot, and this is the plain implication of hls language,
is obviously untrue. '

It 1s difficult to avold the conclusion that
Williams's argument amounts to this, that if man's herd- '
instihct had been gtronger, it would by 1tself heve been able
effectively to coﬁbat the sex and self-assertive instinets
as these found greater opportunities and inducements to.
express themseives through the rapid growth of social anmd
intellectual life. If men's victories over temptations to’

selfishness in these directions, however, had been due to the
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operation of an instinoet, how could we designaté th&se
victories as moral victories? |

It is precisely the greater strength of the instinots
of self-assertiveness and sex over against the herd-instinot
in man, that makes possible any moral struggle and any moral
growth at all. If the nicely calculated pre-human balence
of animal instinets héd been maintained later in human beings,
no moral struggle could have taken.place. What the herd-
instinct did for the beast in enabling 1t to curb its sei and
ego instinets, has to be done in man by something quiﬁe
different from instinect, namely, by free moral choice. Far
from weakness of herd instinot being an infirmity in man; 1£
is the very condition of moral growth. If it had remained or
devéloped sufficiently strong to combat the self-centred
nature in man, then man ﬁould have been 1lncapable of real
moral action: 1in faot, he would not hafe been a man at all.
It lngpwouid have been easier because of a stronger herd-
1nst;not, it :eally.me&ns that love would have been éasier _
because it would have been more instinoctive. It 13 precisely
the g;fficulty of love's struggle in creatures that is the |
hall-mark of the origiﬁal divine plan. That it should be easy
-for love right from the beginning is an 1dea based, as we
hope to show, on a wrong conception of the task and

obligations facing oreative love.
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The second point which ﬁe_would eriticise 1is his
description of the behaviour of certain plants and animals
and insects as selfish, oruel. diabolical, that such behaviour
can only be due to an evil force pervading sub-human natﬁre.
If, however, as he says, the theory of thé transmissability
of acquired, as apart from congenital, characteristics is too
uncertain an idea on which to.build any theologlcal fall-
doctrine; surely, also, éhe idea of cruelty'and hatred in the
sub-human world is too uncertain on which to bﬁild such a
doctrine! He édmits that the oreatures are not morally
oulpable for their behaviour, and confesses that the ultimate
ground of his judgment of thelr behaviour as evil is a
feeling that auoh‘behaviéur 1s not in acoord with the will
o? Creative love. We are thus faced once again with the old

preconceived idea that Love.oould never arrange for the rise

of moral creatures out of a prelude of self-centredness, that

-Love would make unselfishness easy and selfishness hard. It

is our contention that this'pre-oonception 18 mistaken but we
shall.derer the defence of our view till the last chapter.

" A third point is, Williams cerries baock the problem of
the origin of evil beyohd man,.beoause.of his agreement with
Muller that the first himen sin was not the Fall. "It was
merely the first result in human history of the-Fali"'(p.519).
The evil was there prior-po man, It only stepped forth in
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him, It is no solution, or better explanation of the problem
of the origin_or evil, to trace its présence in man to a . '
defeot in love, and to trace that defeot to the self-

§orruption.of a—wqud sdul which corrupted itself through a
defect in love. You cannot get rid of the root of se;f-love

by transferring the first sin from a human soul to a world-

'soul. The mistake is to think that it 1s necessary to get

rid of the root of self-love inherited by man from his
animal predeéessors, . .

In this oconnection we must observe that while W;;;iams
may oriticise the soul in its pre-natal state (as desoribed
by Muller) as too vacuous an entity to be oapable of sin,
his own world-soul can certainly be criticised as being too
good a ecreature ever to be able to sin in the way described.

There is this further point, the pre-natal fall theory is

more in line with the traditional Catholioe belief that man is

responsible for the weakness in himself that makes sin seem
1nev1tablq. It waé man's sin that caused his present
cpn&ition here. The Préunnd&ne Fall Theory, on the other
hand, exempts ﬁan, as mah, from résponsibiliﬁy_for the
weakness in himself. It was not men who sinned the weakness
into.existehce, but. the world-soul.

A fourth point is, Williams regards the innate _
psychologlcal self-centredness which man has inherited from
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the brutes as being somehow an evil thing. (p.527). This
original self-centredness in men must, howeﬁer,'be firmly
dissociated from any idea of a taint of evil, from any idea

of something having gone wrong with the oriéinal scheme of
.thinés. It 'must be held to be the original plan of God, and to
be the necessary prelude to the creation of un-selfcentredness.
Of this we shall speak later (see last chapter).

Further, we have already referred to N. P, Williams's
remark that there would seem to be no a priori reason wh&
'temporal posteriority of-ﬁévelopment should lnvolve .
wgaknegs, .He goes on to say, "An omnipotent God presumably
might and oould;have 8o ordered matters thek the moral
consciousness when it did appear should have sprung into
existence endowed with the fullest power and control over the
animal impulses, like Athene Springing fully armed from the.
head of Zeus." (p.532). It 1s not long before we learn to
be suspioious-of'arguﬂents which begin in the strain "God is
omnipotent so presumebly He might..." It is really the
appearance once again of that whioh'ﬁe have already noticed,
namely,'a pre-conceived 1dea - and, as we believe, a wrong
one, - of what Love would and would.not do. It is sﬁrely
most significant that ﬁilliams here invokes fhe idea of Divine
Omnipotence to support the,argumen£ that Gﬁﬂ cannot be
responéible for the difficulty of the moral struggle, and that
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he illustrates the idea of omnipotence whiph he has in mind
by a reference ﬁo pagan mythology, wherein divine power is

. . represented as belng of the magical autoeratic kind which is
able to take short cuts to the realisation of its purposes -
by overriding the morél obligations of love and disregarding
the éoﬁtingencies of natural laws. This is an unchristian
conception which can hardly cormend itself to us, and which
must be held to undermine somewhat the position which it is
intended to‘defend. Moreover, if we assume that God is
-'omnipotehtlin such a way‘that He could arrange that the moral
,consciousness should be able immediately to have the fullest
power and oéﬁtrol over animal impulses, then surely we must -
also assume He would arrénge that the world-soul should be
able immediately to have the fullest power and control over
the evil-impuise to rebél. You d&nnot, logically, defend
God against a charge of belng responsible for the weakness
.of our mortal-naturq«by saying that 1f He hgd original;y'
arranged its emergence by a.prooess of deveiopment He would
have seen to it that 1t should emerge ;mmediately able to
bvereoma all evil opposition, ; you cahnot argue 1iké this -
without involving God in a charge of being responsible for
the moral weakness in the world-soul, for presumably He

' _oould also have seen to it that the world-soul should appear
immediately able to overcome temptation.- The fact that even
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the'world-soul'did not appear immediately like that, suggests
that God was not abie to make it appear like it!

The whole idea of a world-soul oreated good, free,.
: peréonal, self-conscious, yet oorrupting itself, is open to
the same oriticism as was levelled.againét the i1dea of the
good angels, and the good Paradisal man. Such oreatures
could not sin in the way they are sald to havé sinned. The
idea involves épiritual and psyepologieal happenings which
"are totally unrelated to, and completely indefensible by any
reference to, the facts of spiritual 1life as we know it, and
1f terms, borrowed from that life, are to be used to describe
such events, then those events must be, in all reaéon,
basically related to'oui’own spiritual experience, to describe
which those terms were originally épecifioally 1nvented: It
1s this total unrelatedness‘between these so-oailed primal
events and the knowledge gained from:moral and spiritual
experience in this 1ife that foreces us to put them aside as
impossibilities. In this connection it 1is surely nbt without
significance that Wiiliams himself can only refer to the fall
of the world-soul as happening_in "gome trahsoendental and -
incomprehensible manner." ‘

We must also notioe.the bea:ing.of the theory on the
doctrines'or quemptibn and Incarnation. How can we be |

assured of the efficacy of the Atonement if what we are belng
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redeemed into is that personal goodness which chgracterised
the world-soul in the peginning, and whioh was powerless to
resist the enticements of evil? What, moreover, are we to

" think of the humen nature that Christ took in the Incarnation?
If; as the advocates of the preﬁundane fall theory suggest,
human nature was never anything other than a corrupt and
struggling fragment of a disintegrated world-soul, wh&t kind
of human nature was it that the Second Person in the Divine
Trinity assumed at Bethlehem? Orthodox Catholicism has
always assumed that 1t was unrallen human nature, as originally
oreated by God, but aecording to this theory there never was
such g thing! Thus the theory strikes gt the heart of the
Christian faith. It reduoces the Inocarnation to a meckery.
Would God, clothed in the ver& robes of catastrophe, enact .
what could, at the most;konly succour men to become what

had originally proved to be powerless to resist temptation?
How could a corrupted fragment of a fallen world-soul be
united to Deity, and how.could the resulting union of natures
be sald to have resisted the subtlest temptations to which
spiritual nature can\be subjeoted, unless such resistance

was due 6nly to the Deity within, and not in any way to the.
corrupt humanity? How, thus, could the "Incarnation" be
anything other tﬂan a docetic and monoph&sitio oharaée? What
becomes of the Divine Vbice_sﬁeaking through the mouthplece
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of this corrupt nature exhorting all who share that nature to
"be perfect as God 1s perfect," when even the original world-
soul created good by God had réiled to remain good? If there
is no other goodness which God can offer to human nature
than that of the world-soul which was powerless to rqmain good,
why should He be at pains to devise the elaborate drama of
‘the Incarhation? If, however, there is a goodness, other than
that which was powerless to remain good, why did He not endow
thée world-soul with it in the first plade, instead of only
offering it to it now at the cost of such loss and suffering?.
. In conclusion, we can notice the followlng contrasts
between this theory and traditional Catholic belief, in the
light of Williems's statement that "Catholic Christianity is
committed to no more than the bare éssertion that there was
a fali, i.e. a primal rebellion of a created wili agﬁinst God."
Traditional Catholic belief asserts that man himself was -
created originally good by God. The Pre-Mundane fall theory
holds that man, as such, was not ofeated originelly good by
God, but was, like the rest of the physical unlverse, a
struggling remnant of an already self-corrupted world-soul.
Traditional Catholic belief asserts that man was made in
God's image, that he 1s responsible for endangering that
imaée, fhat he has dragged himself down through the mire,
that he is a miserable wretch, worthy of death and destruction,
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and 1s only redeemed fram sin, which 1s his fault, by the
meroy of God. It is impossible to believe, on the Pre-Mundane
fgll theory, in the dootrine of the original imago dei in man.
That_theory represents man as a hero to be pitied, a_viotﬁn
struggling against tremendous odds, the oreation of which
were in no sense his own fault. He is the result of a
mysterious transcendentﬁl 6alam1ty, and'redemption is the
rescue of an innocent from an undeserved fate.

Traditional Catholic belief asserts that the several
pre-human orders qr creation, as we know them wereAcreated
good by God. The Pre-Mundane fall.theory-teaches that these
orders were not oreated good themselves, but are the
corrupted énﬂ strﬁggling remnants of a fallen world-soul which
was created good by God.

Traditional Catholie belief asserts that whatever
pre-human fall there méy have Been belonged to an order of
béing organically ééparate from this terrestrial order. The
Pre-Mundane fall theory teaches that the pre-hum&n fall
pertéined to what was organically'related not only to the
-celestial but also to the terrestrial order. .(Williems
op.cit. p.527, 528) |

Traditional Catholloc belief asserts that man's
temptations and struggles'are conne&ted'with the ﬁalicious

activity of a supernatural fallen being, and with the
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weakness brought about through the first yielding.to that
| being. The Pre-~Mundane fall theory teaches that those
difficulties and temptations are due to the self-corruption
of what is organically connected with his very essence, fof
the consequent original corruption of which he cannot be
held responsible and also possibly to the activity of
oreatures who have since coluntarily increesed in themselves
that original corruption from whioch they, too, suffered.

It 1s in fhe 1light of such considerations that we would

| put aside the theory as unsatisfactory.
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VIII. THE EVOLUTIONARY THEORY

Few writers would disagree with the statement that the
'greatest exponent of the evqlutionary theory of the origin
' and propagation of sin is F. R. Tennant. We oan begin our
discussion of this theory by isolating the main statements
from his Hulsean lectures of 1901-2.
1. F., R, Tennant's Views Outlined.

Can we find the ground of the possibility and occasion
for sin in our natural constitution, regarded &s ﬁhe perfectly
normal result of a process of development through which the
race has paseed previously to the acquisition of full moral
personality, &nd-can.we-assign the rise of evil itself simply
to the difficulty of the task whioh has to be encouﬁteree by
every individual person alike,’the tagk of enforeing his
inher;ted organic nature to obey a moral law which he has only
gradually been enabled te discern? This 1is the view which
Tennant. seeks to support, and his main_position i1s as follows.

He warns us more thaﬁ once, that in disocussing thelinitial
gtages of sin we must necessarily use lansuage which would
seem terribly inadequete to describe sin as it is preeehﬁ}to
fhe mind of the Christisn penitent. He &ssumee‘physioal and
meﬁtal continuity betweeﬁ man and beast (p.86. op.cit.) Men

did not at firet think of himself so much as an -individual
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as part of a syste@. The idea of moral personality in terms
of whicﬁ theology has been wont exclusively to formulate its
dootrine of original sin emerged extremely late in human
thought, (p.89%. op.cit;) ;The.ayakenins of.man's moral sense
was an advance accomplished by a iong series of stages, and the
origin of evil was;a'graduél process, not an abrupt and
inexplicable plunge. Its appearance would consist in the
- continuance of man in certain praosicps, the satisffing of
certain natural impulses, after those things'had odme to be
regarded-as conflicting with a recognised sanction of ethical
rank as low as that of tribal oustom (p.91 op.oit.). '
The first sins of humanity would be as the sins or
childhood, not the most heinous, but rather the least guilty.
The motions in men which the first recognised sanction
oondemned were natural and non-moral, not sinful, Many of
man's nafive propensities are inevitably strong because they
are or were useful or necessary, and were therefore 1ntensiried
by natural selection. There is no need to refer their
clamorous importunity to an evil bias or corrupted nature.
(pp. 94, 95, op.cit.). To the evolutionist sin is ﬁo& an
1nnofation, but 1s the survival or misuse of habits or
tendencies incidental to an earlier stage of development, whose
sinfulness 1ies in their snachronism.

A bias to evil can only be predicated of the will, and
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the will emerges after the nature is inherited. It is the
basal proposition of the evolutionary theofy éf sin that until
the will has emerged and the life begins to be self-directed,
no germ of evil can.belsaid to exist in the individual
(p.105. op.oit{). Morality consists in the formation of the
non-moral material of nature into character, in subjecfing
the seething and tumultous life of natural tendemoy, of
appetite and passion, affection and desire, to the mould;ng
{nfluence of reflective purpose. Here, and not in any
universal and hereditarily transmitted disturbance of man's
nature is to be found the occasion or sourde'of universal
sinfulness (p.109, op.cit.) o |

In thus naturallg_aoooun#iné for the qrigin and
universality of sin, we nelther excuse sin, nor explain it
away. If this account of sin sees in it something empifioally
inevitable for every man (these wofds Tennant later altered
to "universally present in some degree in the lives of man")
it by nomean s implies that sin is theoretioally or om a pfiori
grounds an aﬂeolute.ngoessity. It agsserts that the
realisation of our self, because of our nature and surroundings
is a stubendously diffioult task, and thus emphasises, 1ike the
0ld déotrine of 1nherited_dépravity, man's.orying need of
grace, and pis capacity for a gospel of'fedemption'
(op.oit. p.113). | |
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The fall 1s exchanged for an animal origin and a
"subsequent superposition or acquisiton of moral rationality.
Taint of sin is replaced by normal self-directed tendencies
once naturally but now wfongly oa;led‘sinrn; (op.o;t. P.114).
That man's -performance lags behind his aspirafions, is to be
attributed not to a defection from a sinless yeot mdrgl state,
but to the faot that he is rising in moral oulture, whilst his
| inherited psychiocal and physical constitution 1s maeking no
evolutionary progress. The theory preserves the truth of.
solidarity qf race, both in nature and in environment along
with that of 1ndiv1dual responsibility and guilt (op.cit.p.ll5)
Such, briefly; is Tennant's position. o
2. Co Criticisms o 8 views.

. The charges most commonly brought against his views are
as rolléws. (1) His theory does not explain why sin happéns
always and evérywhere. We have t0 presuppose a blas to evil
right at the beginning. (2) It seeks to explain what 1is, ei
hypothesi, inexplicable. (3) It minimises sin's seriousness
by making it inavitable. (4) It is a godless haturalism.

(5) Spiritual sins ocannot be made to depend on animal ancestry.
(6) It makes sin purely_negative, a mere failure to moralise
the faw material of all morality. (7) It offers no adequate
explanation of the sense of guilt. (8) It involves God in
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responsibility for sin, if God is responsib;e for lack of
moral illumination. ' _ |
3. These Criticisms Criticised.

Lem'us deal with these oriticisms separately. (1)."It
does not explain why sin happens always and everywhpfe:_"we
have to presuppose a blas to evil right at the beginning,"-
In'answering this oriticism we may observe that any theor&
which "explalned" completely why the human will acted in
certain ways, would exﬁlain such acts away by introducing
determinism into human conduct. That Tennant's theory does not
do this can soarocely be adduced;as a dericienéy; How far he
- explains sin will be seen when we deal with the next oritioism,
viz. that his theory seeks 10 explain what is, ex hypothesi,
“inexplicable. _ ‘

Befbre we pass to that criticism.we have to notice what
is said further 13 this first critioism,.namel&, "we have
always to presuppose-a blas to evil at the beginning." It was
S. C., Gayford who put forward the following oritieism; whioch
Tennant recorded in the. preface t6 the second edition of his
"Origin and Propagation of Sin", - "Is the will found from thg
f£irst in sympathy and alliance with the impulses whioh it ought
to'curb! Is it neutral? or does it incline towards thaﬁ
higher law which is just beginning to dawn upon the consciousness
This really goes to the root of the matter. Tennant really
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evades it. He assumes without proof that the will from the
first has been neutral as towards the lower impulses."

Tennant's reply inoluded the following remarks. ‘"If the
will.emerge before the moral consciousneésg if, in othér words,
man's attitude towards his inborn propensities 1is volitional
before 1t can possibly be influenced by any .sense of right or
wrong, then it must sﬁrely follow that the will from the first
has been neutral towards the lower 1mpulses. It ocould not be
anything else. The impulses are nonpﬁoral, and the will is
as yet non-moral: the being is purely animal at this stage."
(op.cit. p. xviii). He continued, "That the child should
continue to gratify impulses after haviqg come already -to
‘understand it ought not, is a serious moral fact: but it is
not necessary to postulate any sympathy and alliance with
natural impulses more-mysterioué than the oontinuanée of the
capacity to feel pleasure in their satisfaction. There is,"
Tennant conoludes, "no root of the whole matter deeper then .
that which my i;vesﬁigation of the sources of actual sin
sought to lay bare."

R. S. beon, 1h discussing Gayford's criticism, agreed
that Tennant's answer was satisfying to the reason, but addeq_
that it somehow failed to secure conviotion because of the
discontinuity which Tennant still found between the fomes
peccati and the-will.' |
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We must agree that Gayford's question_did g0 to the root
of the matter, but we must obsefve a very important point. His
question is, unintentionally ambiguous, and whether or not
Teﬁgant perceived the ambiguity, his answer met both of the
two possible 1nterpretations. Where lay the ambiguity?' In
the words "from the first". "Is the will from the first in
sympathy with the 1mpulseé it'ought to curb... or does it
incline towards the higher law just beginning to dawn on the
consciousness?" Did Gayford mean (a) from the first moment
when conduct began to be volitiongi, or (5) ffom the first
moment that the will was faced with a choice between
- gratifying the old impulses and obeying the higher law by |
denying them? If he meant the first, then Tennant answered
that there was no sympathy and elliance as such for there was
no alterhative to choose apart from the impulses. If Gayford
meant thq second, then Tennant answered there was a sympathy
and an alliance, but such only as sprang from the remembered
pleasure of pqst gpatifioations of those impulses. -

It is here mailntained that this answer is correct, and |
that fo seek an answer‘along the lines of presupposing an
already existing sinful tendenoy or perversion of the will
or biﬁs to evil in thé begihﬁing is to go sadly astray. In
supporting this contention we propose to reveal the pre- |

suppositions that underlie Gayror&'s question, and to show how
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unsatisfactory these are for serious thought. |

Gayfor& obviously believed that the will was in sympgthy
and alliance with the impulses that ought to have been curbed,
at the first momént when it enocountered the demands of the
higher law, and thet this should not have been the case. This
means that he belleved the will shoulﬁ have been more swayed
in action by something new than by something o0ld, that there
-should have been no tendenoy . on the part of the will to
‘ératify 0ld impulses on occasions when it was clear that they
should not be ératiried. We have to.ask, can any good reason
be given for supposing that a nature habituated to unopposed
self-gratification (a) should cease to tend to gratify itself
immediately a law appeared demanding the subordination of self,
(b) should never have to struggle in order to achieve obedience
to that law, (e) should not probably fail sometimes to achieve
obedience? Is the answer to this, - that the tendency to
disobey the moral law would be-absent in such a nature, beoause.
the new law's attraction would vasfly outwelgh that of self-
gratification? If this is the kind of answer that would be
glven, we have to ask what reason oan be givén for supposing
that the moral law would be immediately more attractive than
the prospect of the old habitual self-gratification? Is the
answer to this, - that God would see to it that it would be 80%
If that answer is given, then we have stripped Gayford's
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original question down to its basic underlying presuppositigns.
As so often, we see 1t is a case o: an idea o; feeling.about
what God would and would not do in certain oiroumsﬁanqes. God,
it is felt, might make sin possible, but He could never, sureiy,
meke it as easy as'it:is! Virtue He would certainly make
possible, but never as difficult as 1t is! That virtue is
aifficult and sin easy,‘and that Divine Love could not
éonceivablx wish.this tq be so at the beginning;'would.seem
| to be the underlying presupposition in the minds of those who
attribute these facts to an initiel perversion of human nature,
-an initial bias of the will to -evil. |
_ This perversion or bias to evil i1s thus seen te be
introduced in order to defend a particular idea of Godfg
character, aﬁ idea,.whioh, reduced to its simplest forﬁ, 15.
that the mark of love is always to maeke virtue easy from the
very beginning for the objJect of its regard.- The 1dea that thé
Divine purpose of love is to be meésured by reference only to
what 1s most convenlent and pleasant and easy for man, canhot,
howefer, commend 1tselr to serious tﬁought.amongst those who
believe thag the evolutlonary scheme represents.God's initial
design of oreation in the unive:se. The reason why-it cannot
do so is, as we hope to show, because psychological self-
oentredness is the necessary prelude in man to the calling out

]

of unselfishness.
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We must now lobk a liétle more eloéely at this idea of an
initiel perversion of the will, which is introduced in order to
account for the tendency of the will from the beginning to
gratify old impulses in defiance of the promptings of the moral
law. The following reflections would seem to show.that the use
of the word perversion in this connection is quite indefensible.
- Man is not a oreature of one single nature, like an angel who
has a purely spiritual natura;' He 1s neither pure animal nor
pure spirist. 'He is a'mixture of both, in the sense that he is
growing out of an animal past into a spiritual future. It is
natural for man to be thus double-natured, and it 1s natural
also that he should a? first be more animal than spiritual,
since the'spiritual cannot be perceived at once in all 1£é
beauty. It is natural, too, that the animal should war
against the spiritual, and that there should be at first
victories and defeats on both sides. A momentary viotory
of the animal over the spinituél cannot pe called unnatural
in the sense that it is due td some perversion.

Perversion is essentially something that is unnatural,
agalnst nature, and the use of-;he word to desoribe’the will
which at first gratifies self in opposition to the demands of
the higher law sﬁrihgs from confusing initial moral and
spiritual disobedience with what is unnatural, Immorglity is

not aiwajs perversion; though perversion is alwayé immorality.
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A man is not a sexual pervert who falls to control his desire
for sexual 1nt§reour5e with his wife when he knows he ought.
He is a moral weakling, but not a pervert like a homo-sexual
whose conduct is against both animal and spiritual naturé'alike
in men. Neither is a man a pervert who fails to control his
desire for food and drink. He is a glutton, but while gluttony
18 sinful it 1s not a perversion. fﬁ'wouid be a perversion if
he desired always to satisfy h;s gluttony by being fed through
a tube in'his toe. It wduld be a case of perversion if an
angel, a pure spirit, desiré@ intercourse with the daughters
of man, for no parf of 1£s nature was constituted like that by
God. Equally it would be a case of perversion if an animal
desired 1ntercourse with wvegetables, for no part of its nﬁture
was constituted like that by God. Pervergion must always be
réckongd against a background of established natural pfoeedure:
it 18 a deviation, a turning away, from a constituted order of
nature. . For man to yield to anima;'desires may be wrong, but
1t'1s.nqt unnatural in the sense of perversion, for the animal
6rdained‘by God, is in him, in accordance with the will of God.
The priority and inténsity of animality, opposed to the
posteriority énd weakness of spiritﬁality oould'be the adequate
M"explanation"of weakness of will in a man, and we would

here maintain that it 18 a serious misuse of the word, to call
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a oreature perverted beoausé at the first dim dawn of the
moral senae it oontinues to act in line with the law of its
ancient God-given nature. .

Now let us consider the phrase "a bias to evil", The
universal tendency to please self raéher than God ié
‘attributed to such a bias. The tendenoy to please self 1is
inherited from our animel ancestors, and, by itself, this
tendency, this psychological self-centredness, is not an evil
thing. It does not even become an evil thing when it is
yielded to in the face of the knowledge that such yielding to
1t 13 evil. We must differentiate, here, between the tendenocy
to please self, and the act of surrendering to it on certain
occasions. We must recognise, in other words, that it 1s | |
sometimes. evil to Y1eld to a tendencj whioh, in 1itself, 1s.not
evlil. The tendency to please gelf on all occasions oannot
be identified with a bias to evil. A bias to evil would be a
tendency to yleld to the tendsncy to please self for the sake
of displeasing God! If the pleasing of self consisted in the
~ displeasing of God; then it would be a blas to evil, but as a
matter of faot we know that in much self-pleasing there is én
element of discomfort caused precisely by the knowledge that
such sélr-pleaging is displeasing to God. Man's.pleasure at
first is always in the thing sought, and not in the knowledge
that the thing sought 1s evil in the circumstances.
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Moreover, besides the universal tendenoy to please self,
there i1s the universal dread of conscience, the universal
striving to excuse or rationalise or minimise transgression at
first. These things scarely witness to an initial bias to '
evil. Such a blas would rather have been evidenced by a

degree of plgasure in having'done something that was sought and
| done because 1t was known to be evil., Conscience would have
been somewhat mocked rather than feared, the memory somewhat
exulted in rather than shumnned. There is no authoritative .
evidence that such things were universally true,.father-than
their opposite, in the beginning. These are precisely the
oharacteriétios br evil in its later, more’&eveioped, i.e.
diabolical stage. Once again we must contend 1t is a case of
serious misnomer to desoribe as a bias to evil, ﬁ tendency to
do things (which happen to bé evil in certain cirounstances),
not because they are evil but solely because they happen tb

be piéasing to self, and were pleasing to self long before they
could be done in the oirocumstances that now make their doing
evil, ' , |

2. Next there is the oriticism that the theory offers an
explanation of sométhing whioh is, ex hypothesi, inexplioable.
Man's éinful will, it is sald, remains as the one completely
irrational fact is a world which God created and maw. to be

very good. That Tennant foresaw such oriticism is evidenced by
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his note B "On the explanation of sin" on pp.250 ff, of
."The Concept of Sin". The following ﬁassages indicate the only
éense in which he séeks to "explain" the rise of éin. ""Sin
oannot be wholly explained in terms of cognition. Feeling and
conation are equally 1nyolved in its oonstitution, and feeling
~ and conation....are a "surd" faoctor of experience that camnot
be rationalised”. (p.zéz op;oit.). _
"There is no further explanation of these conative faotors in
- experience than that they are there. Man is primarily a
conative and feeling being, and by taking this faot into
oonsidefation_we can explain without at thq same tiﬁe exguéing
his frequent lapses into sin". (p.254 op.cit.) :"Iﬁ it be
| asked\why...we-oome to be oapgble of preferring.;.satisfhotions
of lower ﬁorth,.the only answer 1is that as a matter of fact
estimations of worth are not the only oonsi@erations which
weigh w;th ﬁs, and.in virtue of which the ﬁill is prompted to.
aot. This is an origilnal prOpert& of our nature &s we inherit
it: 1t 1s an ultimate datum 5eh1nd which we cannot go."
(p.256 op.cit.) "The only eiplanat;on we oan-give-of éinrul
activity of the will which never works in vacuo and which is
not solely influenoe&_by reasons of the-oognifional kind is
an accounf of the conative modes of consciousness which
‘furnish interests and motives such as may prompt the will té

unreasonable or immoral action. These of themselves apart
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from velition no more:wholly constitute or'exp;ain sin than
does volition aﬁart from them;" (p.258. op.cit.)

'"Sin is not thus<"traced to" what is not sin as 1f it were
identiocal with, eihausféd by, orhexplained solely in terms of,
;nvoluntary motive or material." (This is an'answer to Dr.
Orchard, . in his "Modern Theories of Sin" (p;leo)). |

"Inherited éropensities, in themseives-nonpmoral,'are the
indispensable material from which the will constructs sin.
Their presence in every human being, making the inducement to
sin common to all men 1s the sufficient explanation of the_raét
that few if any...go through this world wtthoux‘dentracting
some stain of sin." (p.259. op.cit.). |

It 1s the repétitidn 6: suoh a qualified usé of the werd'
"explain" that proves beyond a shadow of doubt that fhe'théory
does nbt offer anwthingllike a complete explanation of anj
sinful aot of the will. Tennent 1s most careful to make clear
that any explanation of sin can only go so far and not the whole
way. What he offers in his theory is an explanation.of howlit
‘18 exceedingly probable (but not inevitable), that man will,at
least, at. first, make a certain use of freedom rather than anothe:
in relation to the confliot between self and duty. Tﬂie is all
that any theory of the origin;or sin oan db{ that does not
reduce humen conduct to completely determined behaviour. In

view of Tennantt's whole'paragraph oh the meaning of the
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explqnation of sin, and of his rg;terated statements showing
the qualified sense in which he uses the.word, and also of the
fact that he distinetly reteins the ideas of man's freedom
and guilt and responsibility, it cannot, with reason, be
maintained_that his theory explains sin away by seeking to
explain it completely. : |
Se This brings us to the oriticism that the evolutionary
theory of the origin of sin rgally makes sin inevitable, and
therefore minimises 1ts_seriousnsss. In answer to it we may
quote Tennant's own words. "I would have it observed" he says
(p.112. The origin and Propagation of Sin) "that in thus
aoobunting naturally for the origin and universqlity of sin,
we neither exouse_it nor explein it away. If sin can (thus)
be traced back...it loses nothing of its e;qeeding sinfulness
for us to whom it is nonme the less the deliberate grieving
of the Holy Spirit." .-.

In a note on p;zé of."The Conoept- of Sin" he says "In my
work 'The Origin and Proﬁaéation of Sin' (an'ed. P.113) I
' unforﬁunately allowed myself to speak of sin as "emp;rioélly
inevitable™ when whﬁt I should havg said.was "universally présent
in some degree in the lives of men". Had thié phrase been .
anything but a slip, a careful reaéer would obgerve that it was
praotically a surrender in two words of the résuit ﬁhioh-m&ny

. pages were expended in attaining. That is was no more than
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a slip would also be made evident by the remainder of the
sentence in which the phrase occurs "it by no means implies
that sin is theoretically or on a priori grounds an absolute
necessity."” Again in "The Concept of Sin" he says (p.246)
"When we have made eveiy allowance" (for disease, 1hherited
weakness, environment)" ...there rémains in much lawless conduct
an element which 1s not to be explained away, - namely, the
fact of deliberate oﬁOosing of the worse when a better course
is both known and possible."

These are soarcely the words of one whose intention it
was to construot a theory that should represent sin as
: 1nev1§able, and so minimise its seriousness: and the
oritiocism cannot be sustained that such was its effect.

'The_only way in which his theory ocould make sin inevitable
would be for it to represent the inborn bropeﬁsities of human
nature as too powerful ever to be moralised by the will, and to
represent the power of the moral ideal as ilnsufficlent to aid
the will in 1ts task of moralising these propensities. The
theory'exﬁlioitly rejects both of these positions, for it
asserts that the animal impulses are indifferent material
.waiting to be moralised (p.96 op.oit ) and that morality
consists in the formation of the non-moral material of nature
into character in subjecting the seething and tumultous life

. of natural tendenoy, of appetite and passion, affection gnd
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desire, to the moulding influence of reflective purpose. Sin
consisfs in the will's failure completely to moralise the raw
material of morality; He speaks of the higher nature which
demands the subordination of the lower in man (p.26 op.cit.)
and of cases (p.xix) in which the moral sanction is obeyed. All
this is not the language of a theory which represents the
animal préopensities as too powerful to be moralised, or the
moral ideel as powerless to effect that moralisation by the
will. The theory's whole raison-d'apre=1svto aocpuﬁt for the
difficulty, not the-impossibility of the moral asoent, and for
men's orying need of grace. It is 1ntérest1ng-to_notioé that
some who differentiate themselves from Tennant's ‘theory or
accuse him of making sin ineviteble by it, yet find themselves
driven ﬁo the conclusion that sin in the humen race is
"virtually inevitable" or "too probable" not to happen-(éee

J. S. Whale article in Expésitry Times April 1940: and

W. Temple, Nature, Men, and God, p. 366). The exceéd_:lngly
narrow mergin by which such writers separate sin from the
realm of the inevitable is maintained in order to defend

God's charascter and yhe validity of morality, but of such
margin it may be sald it is too narrow not to tend to breed |

a despair which it is practiocally 1mp0391ble to differentiate

- from the despair bred by the explicit idea of sin's
inevitebility. | '
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4, Upholders of the Catholic doctrine of original righteocus-
ness sometimes bring agaiﬁst the evolutionary theory of the
origin and propagation of sin the charge that it is a godless
: nafuralism. (F. J. Hell: "Evolution and the Fall, p.155).
Tennant distinotly diasociétes himself from any evolutionism
which can find no place for supernatural activity within it.
He says (p.xvii, Origin and Propagation of Sin) "Inasmuch as
my account of man is professedly éxpressed in terﬁs of
scientifio fact or scientific theory, and since science as
science can use the language neither of phllosophy nor of
theology because indifferent to the principles of both, the

. charge of naturalism is not to be wondered at." On p.l44 he
says "It matters little when we are scientifioélly describing
the prooeés whether we speak of it as God's revealing of
Eimselr'to man, or as man's becoming sensible of God's
influence and truth. In the latter mode of speech we assume
the movément of God in man, in man's feeling after God, and
if our language resembles that of naturelism, our mind is that
of theism."” 4nd in a note"he-adds,-"?ha process of God's'
revelatioﬁ.of Himself and His onward-guidahce of man's moral
and spiritual ideaé have been desoribed in these lectures
solely in their human of natural aspeot as if they were the
outcome of unaided human thoﬁght. I have uséd the language

of desoription rather than of explanation."
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No charge of a naturalism exoluding.the\operation of
divine grace can dbe sustained against his theory. Evolution
is ultimately represented aé the wofk'of God. God is never
out of it, and He gives to each oreature at every stage in
its upward growth His grace in appropriate mode and
measure.

5. It is von Hugel (Essays and Addresses, i. 8-9) who makes
the oriticism that "certain sins 6f the flesh may be

ocoagioned by the bddy, e.g. impurity, sloth, gluttdny, but
others, e.g. the deadly sin of pride cannot be made to depend
on our animal descent: .such a single-derivation theory will
not work.' It may simplify many pressing problems but .1t

fails to distinguish between two distinct and different |
sources of man's difficulties as a spiritual being. He points
out the double characteristio of all intelligent creatures -
they are dependent on God for their very existence and their
essentlally finite powers, and yet God has endowed them with

a ocertain limited power of independence to say yes or no.

In reference to this point of von Hugel's, J. S. Whale concludes
_ “m&n‘s"capacity not only foé»obedience but aelso for proud
defianoe constitutes the mystery of the fall. The fundemental
instinct of the animal world 1s the will to survive. Man's

sin cannot be so explained or described. It 1s the will to powel
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which differentiates man from the animal, and constitutes
the tragiec diésidences of human history."

The first th;ng we must say in answér ﬁo this is, we must
keep in.mind_Tennant's.ﬁarning, which 1is 80 easily forgotten,
namely, that the advoocate of the evolutibnary theory, in-
discussing the initial stages of sin must necessarily use
language which would seem terribly inadequate to describe sin
as 1t is present to the mind of the Christian penitent. wvon
Hugel looks at pride from the advanced Christian point of view
(witness his reference to the pride of the fallen angels - the
most advaﬁagd_of all orgatqres!),_then looks back at the animal
life ?rom.which it 1s‘suggested that our difficulties rise,
apd_refuses to beliqve there_oould be any eonnection; The
answer to von Hﬁgei, however, is surely'piain. However far
reﬁoved the developed pride of humanity may seeﬁ to be, from
the undeveloped life of the brute, he would be a bold man who
would say that it was impossible to discern in some animals,
not least in those gene:all& acknowiedqu to be nearest to .
men in the line of ascent, the faint beginnings of that pride
and self-assertiveness which, in excess, is the curse of our
race. All tpaf we are oconcerned to do is to establish that
there are such faint beginnings. It 1s not necessary to seek,
as von Hugel does, fqr a éeparate_souroe, 1n-man{s nature!

of developed pride and self-sufficiency, separaté, that 1s,
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from our animal nature. For that_“oertaip limited power of
independence to say 'yes' or 'no',ﬁ which, it is claimed, is
men's peculiar danger and constitutes the separate source of
his specifically spiritual sin, that power is faintly _
discernible in the realm of animal sodial life, as 1t 1s_p1a1n1y
80 in human life. Whether the authority be the herd-leader, as
in the case of animals, or God, as in the oaée of men, the same
ability and tendency to rebel (against the other than self)
is apperent. -

To say, moreover, as Whale does, that man's ocapacity not
' _only for obedlence but also for prbud defi&noeﬁconstitutgs the .
mystety of the fall, 1s to say something whioh‘surély borders
on the meaningless. That man should have this oapacity is
B surely no mystery, if God wished man to love Him. Man could
not lowve Géd without such capacity. If there 1s any mystery
in the fall, it surely lies, as Whale himself elsewhere suggests,
in the fact that man availed himself of the capacity to defy
God. Why he should ever do that might be called a mystery,
but that he should be able to do so is surely not mysterious.
Here, however, a remark from C. C. J. Webdb's "God and
Personality" seems worth Quoting: "The poésiﬁility of Sin
1s, after all, involved in freedom to choose the good: and it
would seem meaningless to find a new problem in the reality of

what is already understood to be in a true sense possible.”
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Agaln, to seek to dissociate oerfain sins from our
animal nature by saying that the fundemental instinot of the
animal world is the will to survive, wheréas it is the_will
to power which differentliates men - this betrays a fallure to
perceive the common root of both. The will to power 1is a
developed expression of that foot of self-centredness which
1s present in the animal world, and which expresses itself
there as the will to survive.’ The will to power is compounded
of self-glorification, self-magnification, self-deifioation.
It is pride in its worst form. But it is pride, and pride is
essentially the setting up of self over against others in
claims to undué attention, gservioce, and praise, That this is
altogether absent from the beasts few would assert. It is to
this self-assertiveness, faint, perhaps, but none the less
discernible that we ocan look as the root and séuioe and
beginning of the later developed will to.power. It may be
true to say that the fundamental instinot of the animal world
is to survive, but we must beware of verbal disguises. To
survive méanslz_must survive, and that implies at the cost, if
necessary, of other selves. That_is but another form of the
root self-centredness of all oreated life, of which the will to
survive may thus be sald to be but an early form, and the will
to power a later ome. No separate and distineot source 1is

needed for the latter. Its root is surely obvious. Impur;ty,
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"while being the viler sin, may be instinotively felt to be
less deadly than pride", but gréater deadliness 1s no proof

of difference'of origin. Moreover, can we really maintain
that "while impurity is oocasloned by the body, pride is .
not"? 1Is pride never oocasioned by physical strength,

- physical skill, physical beauty? FPride may be first
occasioned by the body, then by the intellect, then by the
spirit. We have to be careful here, and heed again Tennant's
warning about sin in i1ts beginnings and éin in its later mofe
developed forms. It is a far ory from the primitive self-
assertiveness of the stronger or more agile or more graceful
animal, with its preenings, its tyrranies its jealous guarding
of little privileges, to the maniacal human leader, drunk with
thé sense of power and grinding thousands into subjection,
slavery and death. It 1s so far a ory, 1ndeed, that it is not
difficult to understand the immediate and outright denial by
some of any connection whatsoever between the two. But when
thewe two chafaoteristics are examined closely, this much .
becomes clear: - glven the principle of evolution which never
excludes the Divine aoctivity, it can no more be reasonably
argued that there 1s no root of self in animal life from which
human pride and self-suffioiency ocould grow than it can now be
reasonably meintained that women was originally formed from

the. rib of a man!
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To:point, ags von Hugel does, to the fall of the angels as
an illustration of the fact that pride is not ococasioned by the
body, is a perfeot example of that negleot of Tennant's warning
already referred to. In its highest and most developéd form,
pride 1s open and deliberate rebellion against God, the attempt
to usurp His pswer'and oocupy His throne. One does not expect
the highest form of anythihg to appear immediately at its
beginning in an evo}utionéry process. Pride, when 1t first
appeared in man; was powhere near a conscious open deliberate
rebellion agalnst His Maker. Man's pride was not initially
diabolioc. To use the pride of the rebellious angels, which was
diabdlic, as an analogy of the beginnings of pride in man,

80 as to discredit the theory of its lowly origin, this 1is
surély illegitimate. It 1is yo argue thus: -since pride
appeared in man, who had an animal ancestry, and also in
angels, who had no such ancestry, therefore since it could not
be occasioned by anything animal in the angela,'it could not
be ocoasioned by anything animal in man: which is absurd.

The-angeis are conoelved as being oreated immediately with
all the attributes of spiritual life fully developed. Man was
made differently. He was evolved. The angellc character weas,
as 1t were, the outoome of a shortout in oreative method.

Man's was the result of a long process. It does not follow

that because the ability to be proud and defiant towards God



165.

" in the extremest form was necessarily ready made in the case

of the angels, and was, in them, unconnected with any bodily
life, therefore it was bound to be the one thing which was
ready made and unoonneoted.with animal 1ife in man, ﬁho in all
other respects is rooteﬁ in the past. The difference between
pride in man at first (non-diabolic), and pride in the angels
at first (diabolip), is a difference between two stages in
pride's growth; both can appear in man, but the diaﬁolio
represents the latest stage. When one admits the possibility
of stages of growth, ons'qannot exolude the possibility of a
common root in the past of all stages.

It 1s the cumulative weight of these considerations
rather than, perhaps, the force of any one of th@m in
particular which would seem to render von-Hugel's.argument
unconvineing. ‘ |
6. To the coriticlsm that to define sin in terms of a
fallure to moralise the raw material of morality 1is to make
it purely negative, ft is perhaps sufficient to reply tha£ sin
is represented as positive in so far as it is shown that the
failure is due to a conscious and deliberate misuse of
experience. This is also the answer to those whé offer this
oritioism in the form "that Tennant describes sin as An'
evolu%ionary overhang", or "as a mere survival of animal

impulses into the rational étage of development". The point
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is that the will permits the overhang, and that it is a

willed operation of animal impulses. The mere survival of
animal impulses constitutes the .fomes boni as well as the
fomes peccatl, and if there 1s 6ne thing which Tennant 1s
careful to do 1t is to distinguish between the will that

8ins, and these impulses that constitute the raw material of
sin. _ :

7. It is R. S. Moxon who says (p.211 The Dootrine of Sin) that
Tennant's theory offers no adequate explanation of the Sense-.
of guilt. "In ten&ing-to reduce the circle of human conduct
to which sin in the strict sense can be applied, his theory
fails to confirm the judgment of the universal consciousness
of guilt. It breaks down in its inability to fathom the

- depth of self-abasement which.the sinner feels at the thouéht
of his.sin, and which bompels him to ory aloud in the agony
of contrition: "Woe is me, for I am undone". A4s the
consclousness of‘guilt i1s a factor of experienoe that cannot
be denied, serious suspicion is at once cast on the vélidity
of any theory whioh fails to Jjustify its verdiot."

In answer to this we may doubt if that feeliﬁg which
prompts to the ory "woe is me", is always to be identified with
a consciousness of éuilt. To-bélieve, with Moxon, that it is
to be so ldentified, 1s to 1éave no room for anything but a

moral relation of the individuai; as agtual sinner, to God.



167.

Professor Otto in his book "The Idea of the Holy", urges that
we oannot reduce either our idea of God or our r;aotion to
that idea to a purely moral or rational content. The oconception
of the wrath of God e.g. in the ninetieth psalm illuétratgs
the overplus in the idea of the holy.. There is a hidden
depth in God - the numinous - which cannot be‘rationalised or
ﬁofalised by us. This provokes in man such confessions as
those of Isalah or Peter ("Woe i1s me! for I am undons...Depart
from me: for I em & sinful man. O Iord."): '"these outbursts
of feeling ere not simply, and probably, at fifst, not at all,
moral depreciations, but belong to a quite special category
of valuatioh and eppralsement...the feeling of absolute
 profaneness" (English Transl. by Harvéy,1923 P«53) In God
there 1is "the positive-numinous-ﬁalue or worth, and to 1t
oorresponds, on the side of the creature, a numinous disvalue
or "unworth"." (1bid. p.53) The guilt of a bad action is to be
olearly distinguished from its moral pollution. This religious
element can be neither moralised nor conoeptualised.

We thus see that a consciousness of guilt 1s not to be
identified with this universal sense of nnminous_disvalue or
unworth, Wherever humanity becomes conscious of God at all,
this sense awakens, and it is in no way reduced, even when
the area -of actual sin in the individual 1life is reduced by

some theory of sin's origin.
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8. Moxon also puts forward the oriticism'that man can only be

held fully responsible for sin, if in addition to having the

'faoulty of originaeting action, it can be proved that he'has

also a clear knowledge of the nature and importance of the
moral ideal., But the degree of moral enlightenﬁent, he
contends, which is posseased by man at any moment is not under
his ocontrol, and so,'in order to avoid attributing the
responsibility for sin to God, it must be proved that a man's
moral 1lluminat16n is independent of God, as well as his will.
Moxon is here obviously thinking of sins done in ignorance.
It 1s precisely Tennant's argumenx'that responsibility for sin
is in exact proeportion to moral illumination, that full
responsibility would imply full enlightemment. God mey be
responsible for the degree of lack of enlightenment. He-
certainly is at the beginning, though not always later; but
that does not involve God in a charge of responsibility for
sin, on Tennant's theory, for on ﬁhat theory "“sin" 1is
restrioted fbr the individual, to the area of "deliberateness”
and "knowledge". .Material sin, on that theory; is a misnomer:
4. V. Temple's Views.

In conoluding this section on the evolutionary theory of
the origin and propagation of sin we must look gt what William
Temple says in the chapter on Finitude and Evil in his Gifford

‘Lectures (Nature, Man and God, pp.359 ff.) He argues that the
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problem of evil is totally misconceived if we ploture it as the
winning of.control over lawless and therefore evil passions by
a :1shteous.but insufficiently powerful reason or spirit. It
is the spirit whioh is evil: it is reason which is pervértéd:
it is aspirationlitself which is corrupt. Our primary need;

he says, is not to control our passions by our purposes but to
direct our purpose 1itself to the right end. _

How did this need and this'problem arise? Temple asks
why are we such that what appears to us good is other than the
real good? and answers, there is here an unquestionable bilas
or tendency to evil in humen nature; it is called original sin.
The fall can .really be called a fall upwards for it consisbed
in the winning of the knowledge of good and evil. It is the
form taken by this knowledge that perverts oqr‘qature. .We
know good and evil'but we know them emiss. The corruption is
et the centre of rational and purposive life.

Prior to this, however, Tample asserted that han is
-narrbwly limited in the range of his apprehension, that this
limitation is in no way his own fault but is his divinely
ordained constitution. It 1s this limited range of
apprehension that leads to wrong estimatgs about what is the
real good, and these wrong'estimates, in turn, lead to wrong
pfererences, and these to wrdqg'aotions. There seems to be

little, i1f any, room for real responsibility. The épirit can
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soaroély be called evil, the reason perverted, and aspiration
corrupt, for aspiration is but another word for preference,
reason is subject to natural limitations, and the spirit

is really the wiil, which is the person in action, which action
is determined by reason'and desire. Man is far too heavily
determined by the limitations of finitude, which seem té be

the real cause of all the trouble..

Temple certainly goes as far as 1s humanly possible in
appearing to diminish human responsibility, in meking sin
‘appear practically unavoidable, without implicating God in a
charge of responsibility for‘sin, God so made the world, he
says, that man was likely to sin, and the dawn of moral self-
consolousneas was likely to be more a fall than an ascent.
Also, some selves must be expected to order thelr scale of
values wrongiy, because of their falsified perspective (due to
the limitations of finitude) and that will be enough to infect
the race. It is still more likely that all will thus err,
then mutually infeet with error one-another. "It was not
necessary" Temple oonminnes,“that we'should erf, so we ocannot
say sin 1£se1f is God's act. But He must have ;oreseen the

issues so that sin falls Qithin His purpose and is_even—part
'of it. Whgt He faced was a probability so great as to be
distinguishable only 1n thought from certainty." Temple admifs
that God, witﬁ His eternal knoﬁledge apprehends"all reality in
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its ordered completeness, so, really, for Him there is no such
thing as awﬁrpbgbility, but human beings must meintain the
distinction between certain knowledge and probability in order
to save God from a oharge,o? direotly causing man tolgin._

We cannot fail to notiée-the 1ikeness between Temple and
Tennant. There is liﬁtle if anything to choose betweén
Temple'®s "neoqssary tendenecy 6f the mind towafds self-
centredgeéa", his "sin falls within God's purpose, and is even
part of it"-and Tennant's "sin, while not an gbsolute necessity,
may yet be necessarily inoidental to the execution of God's
plan." | _"

The chief result of both works is to represent sin as
practically inevitable at first by virtue of the constitution of
all finite lifé, to gssert'that God nevertheless cannot be held
respdnsible for aotuallsin, and to leave us with what is
virtually an unresolved tension of conflicting opposites. For
this boldness we have reason to be thankful,

| The main reason for this, perhaps, somewhat lengthy
discussion of the evolutionary theory has been to defend it
against the oharges usually brought against it, charges whioch,
it is believed, spriné froﬁ a wrong reading of Tennant's work,
due, perheps, to.a prejudiced approach to the theory as such.
It is also believed the main oritioisms cannot stand in the

11ght of a fair re-examination of that work. It may be true
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that he has not throughly purged his floor, and that certain
1nfelioities of expression still ramain even after major
alterations like that already noted, but while that is also
true of his theory which is true of any theory about, this
subject, namely, that it leaves something finally.unexplained,
it remains, it may be believed, the best attempt to place the
story of ﬁan's origin and growtﬁ in the scale of life in right
position with the faot of humen sin. | '

At this point we can look back and take stock of our
survey of these theories of sin. We have notlced some mein
points of belief 1n classical Augustinianism and-Thomisﬁ, and
have indicated why we cannot agree with these.: Wb.have done
likewise in the case of somé modern Augustinians and Thomists.
We have passed 1n oritloal review the theories pr a
multiplicity of pre—natél falls, and of a premundane self-:
vitiation of the world-soul. With these we have disagreed.

We have dealt differently with the evolutionary theory
of the origin and propegation of sin, coriticising, not the
theory itself, but certain criticisms of it. If, in doing this,
we have suggested é measure of agreement, we would safeguard
ourselves against misun&erstahding so far as to dissociate
ourselves from any appearance of believihg thay such an account
could explain sin fully.

So far, in other words, our work has been, mainly,
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destructive oritioism. There remains the consclidation or
exposition of dur own belief. Before we move on to that
direqtly, however, there 1is one'thing we must do by way of
prelude. We must exhibit.in a sweeplng glance, as 1t were, the
important part played by the idea of deve;opment and by the
knowledge of evolution, in writings on éhe‘subjeot of sin

during the last century or so.
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IX, EVOLUTION AND THE IDEA OF DEVELOPMENT IN .
’ REECENT THOUGHT ABOUT SIN.

Since the publication of the Origin of Species in the
middle of the last century, the facts of growth and
development have beén gl ven an important p]ac-e in the thoiighb
of many writers,_other. than those already mentioned, regarding
the problem of the origin and propagation of sin, These
writers have shown, in effect, that human nature cannot be
understood aright theologically without considering it in
relation to its origin and growth, and -that, -_whé ther a new

explanation -of.sin is attempted, or pre*-Darwini-a.n' theories are
merely defended anl restated in the light of new knowledge
about man's beginnings, no one can now afford to neglect the
fact of evolutlon in relating the aif ficulty of humen virtue to
bellef in a God of Love, '

The great namés,' Spinoza, Kant, Schlelermacher, Hegel,
Scpeu-'ing, Kierkegaard, Ritschl, etc, , which.-are incluied in
most treatises on modern theories of sin, precede tﬁe era vhen
the scientific theory of evoiutio-n challenged existing bellefs
concerning man's crigin end sinfulness. We are, thus, unler no
obligation to imlu'dé them in what 18, strictly, an examination
of post-Darwinian thinlce_x-s; yet we cannot .-help observing that
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though those giants of philosophy and theology were not called
upon to face the challenge of evolution,  their work is,
nevertheless, not wholly without a reflection of the nealisation
ef the importance of the faot qf development in hunan life, for
a right understanding of the problem of sin.x

Schleiermacher represented sin as having its rise in the
struggle of the fiesh against the spirit, and the cause of the
opposition, he said,.was the fnat_that-the history of the race
was one of progness~and deyeiopnent.- Sin arose ﬁnrough the
priority of man‘s sensual and ;ntellectual development to his
power of will, and the explanation of ariginal sin'is; there fore,
closely ‘bound up with the earlier appearance of the self-
assertiveness of sense. (The Christian Faith, para.69.)
Brunner says of Schleiermacher that he @ve up the fundamental
'; Christian view of the origin.or man and substituted for it an
1idealistic evolutionary theory with alstrongly naturalistic
bent: for the idea of the .originlin creat ion he slx'bstituted
‘that of the goal of evolution of a nniversal sp iritual process.
‘Hegel regarded the doctrine of the fali as a myth sxpressiie ef
the first step in human development and saild that at rirst man
gave way instinctively to netural impulses, but as life
developed he came to realige by actual trial that to do so
always was wrong. (Philosophy of Religion, Splers and Sanderson'
franslation p.p.275.£f). Schelling conceived of the soul as

% We are not here suggesting that these writers Vanticipated the
sclentific theory of evolution. The 1dea of development as
such is an 0ld one amongst philosophers,
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existing before birth. By an act of choice 1t subjeoted
itself to the exigencies and 1fmitations of tenporal life
involving the necessity to sin, which was represented as an
inseparab le feature of human development. The importance of
the 1dea of evolution for Schelling is- shewn by the fact that
even God, for him, is su'b-Je:ct to the process, being evolved

" from a blind unconscious will to be. ' (Philosophicel’
.Investigations on the netni'e of Human Freedom, -.and.f"'sub',jeots
oonneotied therewith).i' 'Kierkegaard approached the subject of
sin in his "Fear and Trembling" (1943), and, in The Idea of |
Dread (1844 ) put forward the view that every man is the Adem °
of 'h:is own soul (oh:apt'e_r 1, section 2.), - For a time he was
afraid to make sin the_vem; substance of human nature, but in
Il'84'9 in Sickness unto Death, he left his first 'position and '
_moved on to a bellef in the dogma of the universality 4and
totality of sin and in a supra-mundeame corrupti on of the will.
Kierkegeazd was not- ooncemed with evolution as such, but his
description of the state of mind of the first sinner, with the
st ress on vagueness, trembling, the apprehension of mere
possibility, m-d the gradual aporoach to the borderland of -
moral freedom must surely ‘t;e admitted to be a far better
desceription of what must have been the mind of the first man ,

X See Tennant: Origin and Pnopegat ion of Sin. Lecture II.
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" than of eyeiy man, as temptat lon was encountered for the first
time. We cannot press his views into the service of a theory
elien to his own belief, but it is difficult to resist the ‘
mpreésion that in the Concept of Dread, (_chapt'er one,
especially sections three and four), Kier'kegaard.de-scri-bed
perfectly the psychologicel condition (as far.as it car;
legitimately be imagined and recénstruct.ed) of that remote _
first ancestor of man as he emerged from the purely animal
stock, and beceme dimly and fearfully conscious of somewhat
that lay before him. We may not unfairly say that though
Kierkegaard professed to be descri'bing the advent of fr_eédom as
he saw it happen to all, he was, in faot, antici'pa-ting a
description of how it ha-ppéned and could .only happen to that
creature whom we visualise as first stepping forth from the |
animal kingdom into the world of humanity. In an 1nd1rect; and
certainly in an unconscious, way, themfore; he may be sald to
“have borne witness to the importence of the fact of growth in
the story of humanitf for a right understanding of t-he oriéin of
sin. . , ‘ ;

Ritschl held thgt evil sprang out of the merely natural
impulses of the will, which, being subject to developnent:has

-not, at first, perfeot knowledge of the good, and evil must
necessarily arise until that perfeot knowledge is attained.
Sin, viewg.d-a's ignorance, was thus regarded as.a necessary stége

in the development of man as a moral being. (Juét ification and
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Reconcilistion, English transletion, p.:5495..

Brunner had noted that Hase showed that same kind of
change of view as took place in the case of Schleiermacher.
Hase .held that the brtﬁodox Christien view sbout man's origin
" dealt not so much with a lost past as with an intended future
which was to be realised through struggle and groﬁth. Rothe
though_t that the concept of-the creat ion .i'tself coxitaine,d the
ldea that at first the rersonal oreature could not emerge
otherwise fhan from matter, end was then immediately tainted
and defiled by it, while Troeltsch declered that the doctrine
that man was made in the Image of God does not mean the loss of
an original cond.i_‘bioﬁ, but a goal to be reached thr'ough.
historical development, (s:see Brunner, Man in Revolt, p.87).

In addition to tﬁese there'has been a continuous line of
writers who, in one way or another, have stressed, as a.key
fe ature for the better understanding of the whole probiem of
sin, the idea of development in human life. Some' have |
advocated a quite definitely evolutionary treatment of the
problem. Others, who do not ally themselves specifically with
that theory, or who rejeoct it definitely, yet find in thelir’
own theories a clear place for the ildea of development. In all
caseé it. has somehow to be "fitted in",

Pfleiderer was the first theologlan to at tempt se-ri-éusly
to give an evolutionary account of the origin of sin in the

individual, end his attempt furnished the main lines on whic-ﬁ
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F.R.Tennant constructed his theory in his Hulsean lectures.

er- held that sin was to be found .1n the y-ielding to natural
1mp1ilses, which themselves were not sinful, in oi-_rcums-tano"es
where their gratificat i-op had been prohibited. At first tﬁe
desire for sei_f;gratiﬁoat ion was innstinogive and a law of life,
bu-}: gradually the laws of society appeared and reguleted the
occasions when mn might,give in to his impulses. He belisved
that after the traditional doctrine had been sarrendered,. it
was possible to retain as its core, "the 1idea th'at the dignity
of man- does not lie behind us but before us as the gbal of
evolutibn".

Tennant remarked that Cenon J. M. Wilson, Ruetschi and
Hermenn had addressed themselves to the problem of si‘ﬁ in a
way similar to his own, and in addition to these we can mention
S.A. McDowell's "'Evoli‘ition and the need of Atonement"(1912),

. R.S.Moxon's "The Doctrine of Sin" (1922), H.W. Lane's "Evolution-
and the Christian Faith" (1923), W.R. Selbie's "The Psychology
of Religion" (1924), and W. Powell's "The Fell of Men" (1934).
These all treat the profbleni of man end sin from an evolutionary
point of .view. |

' Orcbard in his "Modern Theorles of Sin" spoke of sin as

be ing incidental to the process of development, of the
diséatisfaction which is bound to follow on sin, of sin's

essent lally Impermsenent nature, ehd’ of its ultimat‘e self - .

destruction. He m_-ld -thaf.it was essential to the true
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‘attainment of men's destiny that be should realise himself
thr ough struggie , @md that there should be open to- him certain
experiments which, being doomed to failux;e and diésa@isﬂaction,
should leave finally and permenently open only the true path,
viz., union with God. o

There 1s no need to repeat in detail the well knoﬁn
criticisms of some'of these views. All that we would do here
is reject any 1de§ of sin as being a necessary stage in
development, and as having any actual vélue in the ulfimafé
‘production of goodness. Such ideas obviously minimise sin's
seriousness, compramise the concept of giilt, end empty the
ideas of divine forgiveness and atonement of much- of thelir real
meaning . It is enough for the purpose of this essay to have
indicated the place allotte& by many writers to the idea df :
' ‘development or to the theory of evolution_in"ﬁhei;- oconsideration
of men's spiritual faillures. We have now to atteﬁptﬁto
clarify our own position regarding the relation between the - -
sclentifioc theoﬁy o man's ascent from lowly beginnings and thé
Cﬁ:iétian doctrines of original righteousness, the fall, and

original sin.
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X, CONCLUSION. _
1, Tl;e basic presupposition in all traditioml thought about
sin. |

To read the history of attempts niade by theologlans to
_a»gcount for the fact of sin in humn life is t© read very
largely the story of one persistent belief, the belief, mmely,
‘that God 1s not amd could not be responsible for en origimal -
condition of man's will vhich would mske sin easy, and virtue
ha:.;d. This is the fundamentel p1§ supposition, it seémé, in
all defences of the doctrimes of originall righteousness and
original sin. God 1s love, and, therefore, it 1s supposed,
_He could not have created man originally more promne to gratify
self than to please Him, God is love, and therefore it 1s
supposed, songthing must hafre happened 1:0' disturb an original
God-ordained condition. -

This underlying presupposition about the nature of Div\ine
Love, and Its obligation to oreate man originelly more disposed
to please God than to please self, may not always be referred
to e_xplio-iﬁy, but our thesis.is built upon the belief that it 1is
elways there. If our belief is not justified then our argument
falls to the ground, ' |

It is this underlying belief which has given rise to
theories about sin's origin 1ln man vwhereby something is brought
| fi'om outsi de, ﬁhether in tbhe form of a supra human angelic will
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already self corrupted, amd .jlnsinuating tanptaﬁion igtd the

humen situation, or in the form of some dislocating act committed
bj the human will itself, or by the world-soul, in some pre-
existence, and s forth, A siti:ation is imgined beyond this
life, wherein conditions were origimated which oconspired to

‘make sln easier and more probable on earth, The order of life,
or the constitution of 1life as wé know it camnnot, it is thought,
be conceived as represenmting God's origlnal p_lan. The writer
of the Genesis story of the fa;l of Adam, St. Paul,

St. Augustine, St. Thomas Aquinas, Kent, Muller, N.P,Williams,
Neibuhr, Brunner, Barth, .Heim, Berdyaev, Quick, and many others,
despite their theological and philosophical differences,
attribute the rise of evil in this 1ife partly to smething

which happened prior to it, and conmtrary to God 's will,

With ahll the reconstruction of theological doc trine made
necessary by scientific discovery this old belief still per éists.
Man may no longer be concelved as a special creation separate
from the beasts, but if it is his animl ancestry that is said
to be the major occasion of his sin, then it is emswered either
that his animai ancestry cannot be the original plan of God, and
2 must itself be the result of =ome already existj.ng evill.,,or,
if it is His plen, it must have been tempered with by some evil
agency for otherwise, surely, it would not be so trouble some,

It is slways the idea of what love would end would not do that
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decides the idea_ of mn's ori ginal comitibn.

' In other wards, what we seem to be faced with in theology
is a widespread inability or refusal to idemtify the psycholog-
ical self-centredness of man's animal ancestors with the main
structure of the God-ordained mature of men in his historical
beginning. | To put it otherwise and,' perhaps, mare plainly,
original self-centredness is deemed to be imcompat ible with the
idea of a loving Creator. That men should appear, should be
conscious of supernatural demnds, and that his desire and o
ability to obey those demands should be or iginally weaker than
his desire and abllity to disobey them, this is utterly
rejected by the majority of theologiams. It s assumed that
God , because He ‘is lovée, would never arrange such a hard
situation for men, | ' .

The theories which have been evolved in order to avoid
these difficulties; however, :1;1 the moment of seeminé to do so
only raise others equally great. We may attribute the
dfficulties of the evolving arder to some extra-temporal or -
pre-mundane céata'strophe,, but that A saster is itself as - |
‘clamorous of explanation ;as the very problems which it purpc;rts
to solve,

'The traditional method of approach, and of answering the
problem has been rejected by évolu-tionists, but amongst‘ the se
thgre are two différ:enﬁ attitudes. One 1is that we can regard
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evolﬁtslor; a{é the original uhmodified plan of God, and that sin
may, therefore, be regarded as a mere stage necessary to the
final' emergence of perfection. The other is that while we can
regard evolution as God's original plan, we cannot, on that |
ac-éount,- regard sin as either mscessary or inevitable, but only
as exc‘eedingly' probab le, For Chris tians the second kinmd of
evolutionism alone is possible, provided that it can be reconclled
with the belief that God is Love.

We now declare owr bellef that it 1s along the path of a
new and caereful thinking together of the empirical fact of
evolut ion, and the theologlcal postulate of the love of God that
we shall arrive at the most satisfactory answer to the question
of sin's beginning and its universality. |

The first safeguard however, against misunderstaniing is
to be establiémd by meking clea.r what we mean by an answer.
Why the first man in this world, or a noumensl self, or an anims
mundi, or en angel, or any other created cemtre of self
conscious purposive activity, in time, or out of time, should.
act. contrary to perceived duty, it is, in the nature of the case,
impossible fully to explain, If such an act could be .fully
.explained, then no moral problem would exist, for the will .
would be campletely determined., Any professed enswer to this
anclent and.continuing t_z_-agedy must be pre faced by the
acknowledgment that ‘i:b can ox_ﬁy go so0 far and no further,
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Determinism must be avolded because 1t 1s not consistemt with
creat_:lve Love, Our aﬁswej.' can only take the shape of showing
how it is very pmotable, the ciroumstances being what they are
supposed to have been, that human wills would act at first
selfishly rather then unselfishly, and thet those ¢ ir cumst ances
and that probability are not only not incompatible with the
presuppos ition of a loving Creatar, but are the only possible
expression of Divine Love, |

| We are to attempt to ;]-ustify what we ‘believe to have peen
God's act in bringing to birth a self-cemtred organism as the
prelude to the creation of respoqive love, ' This prelude we
would seek to defend as moral;.y necessary. In doing this we
believe that é soniewlnt different approach to the pm’blém of sin
is being explbred. In the past the evolutiomry scheme has
been ’generally represented as "not making sin e nscessity, or
inevitable", as "not minimisng either sin's seriousmess, or
man's n_e_ed of salwlratio_n". anm so om, In other words, though
the se are i‘mporha_nt' consid erations, there has teen gemsrally a
somewhat timid and negative apologetic o far aé any
evolutionist theodioy is cOIno ere d. Origli mml righteousness has
been. rejeéted prima'rily becauée it contradiocted the evolutionary
scheme, not primarily because it involved a real cont:t_‘adic'tlon
of Love, o .

On the other hand, the general inability to see in a
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gradual moral and spiritual evoiubion, the only morally
consigstent path of ereation open_to a God of Love mms led to
flights of metaphysical fancy whidh, far ffom'defending Him
against charges of injustice bave, in fact, we believe, only
exposed Him to a fundemental moral failure. '

We are to malntain that it is ?_‘pre cisely because God 1s
Love that He could do no other than create man originally self-
centred, originally far more disposed to please self than to
Please any other, The doctrine of original r.’;.ghteousness is
untenable , not pr:l.marilqy because of any difficulty of
reconciling it with an ewlutionary view of man.'s ori gi.n, but
because 1t contradicts the idea of a truly Loving Gréatur:. We
believe that orthodox theology is unier-an obligation to

reconsider its idea of Love in creatiomn. We must conceive of

" Divine Love as be?!.ng bound to create respomsive love only out

of that which It must first have created wi_th the greatest
possible chance of refusing to respond to anything but self.
We must conceive of Love as being morally bound to weight as

' heavily as possible the scales against Itself. The idea of

original righteousness does not _:t‘u_lfil these_conditi ons, In_ 80
far as righteousness was' original, it must have been established
without reference to the creature's own will and desire, and

that is. immoral.
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2. Science and Theology in relation to Origﬁal Right eousness.

We cannot concelve 6f God as being faced with a cholice
between a mumbér of alternative methods of creatizg
Aresjonsive love. To the perfect wisdom and love of God oniy
one way could be open, nmamely the hest, most lovng. If today
we reject the idea of Special Creation, and accept ewlution as
- God's way of oreating a moral end q;iritu_;al' ér_ea'ture who should
learn to love and worship Him,' then this will bhave- two
results, It will undermine eny idea of a moral and spiritual
creature who was ﬁob created. by being ewlved from a lower order
of life, and who was in his beginning endowed with highly
developed moral and spiritual excellencies: and it will-also.
undermine the idea of a being whose bodily end mental nature
was continuous with and limited by lowly-anteceden,ts, whose
spiritual or religlous mature &et appeared in ité beglnnings
very largely unlimited by such continuity.

At this point we are very conscious of the spectre of the
paturalistic fallacy. We may therefore clearly state our
belief in the absolute 'ne'wne.ss_, the sheer noveity, of. the
rel;lgidus consciousness in men. That is a miracle in the sense
phat its appearance is believed to be caused by the direct
action of Gody and cannot be understood fully in temms of
antecedent ph’ysidal causation. The rejection of the

naturalistic fallacy however, does not mean that what is
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believed to be thus supernaturally créate-d_ is free from the
natural law of small beg’lnnings, sloav'growth and titanic
struggle against existing fqr.ces fqr.. survival , The appearance
of an abs-olutely new faculty 1sl one thing, the degree of power
with vhich if.- is concéiveq to be origimlly invested is
another, The former 1s not in it self inconsistent with
evolution as God's way of 'creatio continua ,; the latter can
contradict it, and the idea of original righteousness is nothing
less than such a contradiction. '

_ I'b may be true, that science cannot ‘prove that the first
men were little above the brutes in their large self-cenmtredness,
but there is such a thing as an overwhelming probability, and
theology cannot overlook such probabilities., We have admitt ed
that we are cone erned to reJect the idea of orig.nal
righteousness not on scientific but on theological grounds-.
Before we do so, however, we must ‘meke this observation. There
is no scientif_ic evidence which points our minds in the direction
-_of original righteousness as the probable initial condition of
the earliest man. Wt solentifio evidence. there is, howe ver,
pdints us in the direction of a hrée element of super stitious
terror, and of a desire to pla!'cate the super natural for purely
selfish reasoms, in the earliest religious life of man.

This cannot be re‘aso nably disregarded by any who are

congerned to defend a dco trine of man's origimal spiritual
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condition., We must always admit a huge gap between our
knowledge of primitive religlous activity eand vhat 1s called
tﬁe_ reiigious 1ife of'the first man, but that does not entitle
us to refuse to read back into the life of the first man a
religious oondition which is the 1ogica1 extension te ckwards
of that low morel and spiritu'al life which we find
pmsressiwirely as we move mi'jbher and further back in the history
of man generally. We are not entitled to refuse to do this,
unless our 4dea of Divine love makes éuch a procedure impossible:
"~ and such is the case with traditional theology's idea of Divi ne
Love. '
Again, it may be true that the original spiritual conmiition
of man may be beyond the precise detaminAtio’n of scientific
method , 'I'int however, does not give us the right to force
into the categories of physical Science prescientifioc ideas
about original man , wlich we do when we seek to represent original
righteousness as an evolutiomary leap or a mutation. Few
scientists of repute would be foumd who would say that an
immediate change from animl self-centredness to a great rather
‘than a small degree of human God-centredness fitted in 'with Vihat
was known of evolutionary pro gress, If we retain the idea of
original righteousness because it seems best o fit in with oﬁr
1dea_ of the low of God, then we must do so wit hout seeking
reconciliation with the scientific probebilities about early
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man, and at the seme time declare that vhat we do is purely for
a theological reason which we cen See no good reason to change.
Having discdrded the idea of speclal creation in favour 6r
evolution, modern Augustinians and Thomists alike have yet
retained the idea of the spiritual nature with vhich their
predecessors origi_nally invested the specielly created Adam, and
‘have Joined it to the bb’dy end minmd of a creature evolved from
ape-like ar;cestors. We cannot have it both. ways, however,
Either we retain the idea of a spe cial creation completely, or
we reject 1t completely, Either we retain the idea of
evolution completely or we reject it completely, We cannot
retain a bit of one and a bit of the other, and, Joining both
blts together, call the resulting mixture an evolved creature.
.Brunner, after asserting the importance of scientific
- knowledge about man's beginnings to explain th.e fact of sin
(Man in Revolt, p.40l), goes on to assert that human existemce
was originally dispossed for the reception of the glft of " being
in the low of God," which, he. s'ays, is the life originally
given to man. The original God-ereated'étate of life, he says,
is the life originelly given to men, The original God-created
state 1s to be understood as an existence in love, as a '
Justitia originalis, since the gift comes first, - "He first
loved us.,™ This is that for which God creates men. Thus the
original nature is "be‘ing in the love of God," the fulfilment
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" of responsible being, the responsibility which comsists in
| nesponS'ible love. |

On p, 407 Brunner argues there 1s no good reason for ndb
admitt ing the fact of devel‘opmenﬁ. He deprecates the devicé
by which theology would seek to fence off a cértain remote
sphere of life so that it msy remain immne from the probings
of science, Development both physical and mental he describes
as being from embryonic humn conditions. To admit such
) denelopxnent does not mean that wé ‘explain mental 1life from its
origin, Development does not exclude the fact that it is -
something completely mew. He a‘sks "Why should not that which, -
. in principle, is new appear only g_rndually by degrees?™

4 It is surely begging the question to admit the fact of.

mental end physical development from embryonic human conditions,’
amd then to -_state that, spiritually, because God loved ns, '
because we were, at the '-beglnning in a ntate of "being in the
love of God", that that could therefore only mean we were in a
sta;be. of responsive love, that is, responding with actual love
to the love of God vhich was operative towards us from the
beginning. | .

It does not at all follow that because God first loved us,
. therefore, at first, we would be able to love Him back, It
is possible even for us, not only to love someone who 1is

" capable of love, who yet doe s not love us in retwrn, but also to
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love someone who is phychologically incepable. of respons:l.ve
love. Such people would still be "in our love" if we loved
then. It does not follow that because a child has "being in
the love of 1ts father™, that 1s, its father loves 1'6 vhen it
first appears; therefore the child is able to love the father
imme diately. Far quite a time its world of relationship is
developing, instinctive, blurred, dominated by the clamour of
constitutional self—centredness; and oblivious to any call of
love to respond with love, It is quite sub-moral,

The very fact that God loved us fir st, th-at is, befare we
loved Him, could mean that His love and ours did not meet at
the moment of our appearing. ' -

It man-'s response to God', as well as man's physical and .
mental 1ife, cen be desoribed as developing out of em bryonic
conditions, and 1f that response cemn be said_ énly to become a
" response of love after God's first love of us, then there is
good reason rm'.describing mn's grbwth up to love in terms of
gradual stages, beginning at first with somthing. which might} '
be desoribed .as a vague awareness of mysteifv and otherness, and
only moﬁr_tg slowly upwards through stages of clearer vision and
higher response, to the great moment when at last love of God
~ is born in the heart. | | .

We may say God loved men through the infanmt stages of man's
apprehension of the supernatural, stages in which that |

apprehe ns ion was Dr long devoild of the spirituel vision
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necessary for the calling out of love, Man was, in other
words, "in the love of God" long before God was ever "in the
love of man", even while man existed. _ '

Brunner it would seem, confuses the c::.'eation of man, with
the creati'bn in man of that vision of God a|s lowve, vhich alone
can call forth the response of love in a growing creature,

Man was man, and aware of and reg'ponsive"w the supernatural,
long before he was aware that that supernatural was a God of
love, .

It 'is beggling the question to sﬁy that human existence
was disposed for the reception of this gift of "being in the
love of God", which Brunner oalls "the life originally given
to men", and then to assert that thet disposition would mean
"that men would immediately respond to being loved by Ged by
loving Him back, Human exi stence may e said to be disposed by
God far the reception of the gift of "teing in His love", but -
such disposition is not incompatible with en initial inability
to respond, It is npt; necessarily idémioal with ability as
first., Huian existenc-e is disposed to recelve the gift by
be ing diéposed by God for growth up tb that point of, spiritual
- awareness when He oan reveal His true nature. - Only after such
revelation is a receiving of the glft possible in the sense of
a response of love. A child is disposed for the reéeption of
the glft of "being in the love of its father" long before it
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responds with love to tlné love,

Brunner, as we ha ve seen, deprecatés.the pitieble comedy
which is enacted whenever f.heology would claim that a higher
more per fect humen existence of the first generﬁtimne:.-xisted in
a sﬁheré'not accessible to reason,I as it retires before the
relertless onward march of soiemtific discovery, He says 1t
should be anandoned, - He also deprecates, however, the surrender
of the ldea that man was created ori gﬁa'ily good, in the
:I.nberests of reoonciling the ology with science, He :nafers as
we have seen to the idealistic evolutl.onism of the 19th ceutury
which replaced the orthodox Christian doctrine because the _

' historicel form of that doci_:rine had become impossible, Such a .
- modificatloﬁ Of.theology_ to meet the pressure o_f knowiedge he
rejects, and retains the orthodox doc trire of men created |
arigimally righteous, :

Brunner thus holds togetkler the ldea of man's degelppﬁent
tfrom embryonic humam .conditions, which, he says, ought to cause
no alarm, and the idea of man being created originslly
righteous, He seems to seek to safeguard himself agalnst a
total surrender to t"he implications of the dootrine of '
development by'leaning too heavily on the idea that new forms of
life are not complet ely explained by reference to their
pr imitive origins. To admit development doe s not exclude the
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fact that forms of life are absolutely new things, not
entirely dependemt on their predecessors, It is by the se

‘principles of novelty and independence that. Brunner would

appear to defend his position concerning original righteousness.
The gap between original i'ighteousnes's and preceding _
animal self-centredness cannot, however, be adequately tridged
merely by thus referring to the impo ssi_b:llity ‘of explaining new
appearances solely in temms of amtecedents, The fact that
one accepts the principle of Qevelopnent' end also rejects the
naturslistic fallacy does not keep open the gate for the
doectrine of origlnai ri@teousnéss.' For the new thing which
appears in the case of God 's creation of man,"Which cannot be
explained genetically, is not pr_igi.nal' righteousness, dbut the
consciousness of the supermatural, The sense. of the -ni-x_minous
was the gx"eé.t;new thing, which, because it was subjec;t to:the
law of devélopmenb dld not begin at an ad venced stage,. bu.b. at
a lowly stage. N _
What we really have to face here is the q.ue stion: of the

content of man's first apprehension of the supernaturel. .It

is irrelevant to speek of mem being created with a will already
disposed to obey' God if the question is not first faced and
enswered, what kind of God was it that man first comceived be
had to obey? Wit was the conmtemt of his first vision of

thé supernstural? Visions dif fer , and with them, the motives
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for obedience, Obedlience can spring from love, but it can also
spring from fear, greed, indii’ferqn'ce. '

If we 'grant the fact of development from embryonic human
conditions, so far as mental end physical life are concerned, is
there any sound reason for denylng such devel opmernt in the ocase
of religious life? If not, is there any sound reason for
supposing that the first stéges of -nan.'s rel:lg_ious awareness
should inwlve a vision of a supernétu:bal per son whose nsture
was lowe? _. .

Brumner and those who think like him seem to make this -
supposition, They take advantage of the idea of new appearaﬂces
in the evelutiona'ry schemo, and of thelr ind:ependence of |
preceding conditions, to launch men 's religious life into being
‘at an already ad vanced stage. The real ly vitel point is raised,
however, when we ask "Cen we really say that men first concei ved
of God as a loving Heavenly Father?®" Only such a visi on could
draw out a respomse of love. If, oreated with swh a visiom,
men began to respoming to it with lbve, then, indeed, he might
be $aid to have been created origimlly righteous. Againsb
such an idea of men's beginning, however, we bave to place the
story, too well known to need repet ition ln detail, of man
arriving at that apprehension of God, and glving to Him that
kind of obedient loving response only af ter long ages of slow
groping towards it. '
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We would here contend, therefore, that in view of Brunner's
surrender of the 1dea of any area of life being sacrosanct so
far as sclentific research is conc ermed, and in view of h:':ls
acceptanc'e of the idea of development, he is guilty of a gross
inconsistency in clinging to the idea of ariginsl righteousness,
He 18 guilty of reading tack into man's original condition a
vision and an ohedience to it, which only characterised man's
life at a later stage, "VWhy sﬁo_uld not that which in principle is
new appear only gradualiy by degrees?" Vhy not, indeed? It
is precisely because the vision of God only appeared gradwlly,
by degrees, that man was unable at first to render the loving
obedlence to God which can only be called ot by a vision of God
as low, _ | _ _
Why God should not tnire 'granted man such e vision at the
beginning is another question, That He would do so because He
is love ;s assumed by many. Does nof; Brunner assume that God
created man ori ginal 1_y right eoﬁs because, to him, any other
assumption would appear to be inconsistent with the idea of
Divine Love? And is that inconsistency conceived to be so
plain, that it is assumed there is no need to discﬁss it or
éven state it? . At this point we can teke up our eont.artiop
that it was precisely because God 1s love that He did not, could
not, create man original ly righteous.
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‘Be How can we reconcile original self-centredness with
the idea of a God of love?

How can we say that it was a moral obligation incumbant

upon God to create a being who ahduld desire and be able to
love and worsh'ip Him, .by creating him at the outset with a
mture very largely of animal self-centredness? That 1s owr
central question, | |

It was consistent with love for God to create in a
creature an awareness of a supernaturel world, without consulting
the' creature's wishes in the matter. No trans gression of the'
bounds of morality, no violation of pm"sona'lity, hove ver
primitive that persomality, would be involved in such a
revelation. It would still bé left to the creature's own choice
to respond later by love or selfishness,

But it woulc.l not be consistemt with love for God to order

. the creature's response wit hout reference to its own wishes.
This would happen if God dealt with the original self-céntred .
disbosi tlon of the creature to whom He revealed Himself, by any
other means than that of ILove, It would not be iove if God
changed the creature's disposition from self-ceﬁtredx}e ss to any
vdegree whatsoever of God-centrédness, without cpnsultiné it.

The doctrine of original right ecousness implies that God did
precisely so change His creature's disposition, The oreature
did not choose to be righ_t. eous, God did not seek its willing
response, He made it right eous, whether it desire‘d or not,
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He did not walt on His creature's wishes. By ean. aét of chesr
power, self-centredness was changed into a degree pf God -
centredness, Along with God-consciousmess came. a given degree
of God-centredness. "

This precipitation of righteousness would be a violsnce
to moral mature, for cholce, consultation, agreement, are the
ineradicable elements of morality and love. Original
rightecusness would be artificlally induced righteousness, and
tlkere 1s no such righteousness in God's sight., No such immoral
tour de fafce can be concel ved as being perpetrated by a God of
Low,

it is an axiom of morality that 1olve must be consciousiy,
freely, gladly given, that true righteousness must spring from.
loving obedience to the law, Love, to be real, must be the
free cholce of love; and a choice is a choice between
alternatives, There had to be an altermtive to loving God, for
the creature whom God willed should’ love Him, God had to create
that alternative to Himself, since it had to be there in the
beginning, end since it had to be an altemative object of love,
it would have to be created from the begimning by God with the
power to attract man away from God. o '

God could not create another 'deity', separate from
Himself and man, for that would mean, if the second 'delty' were
created as good as God, 1t would not be afit:. : altemative, If
it were created less good so that it would wish to draw men to
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itself away from God, then it would be evil; since noth ing
good ocould desire that men should turn from God to it, end S0
God would be the creatar of something evil, :v.hioh is impossibie.
There had to be an alternative to God, other than a s.econd
'déity separate from man, Thet the creature should be able to
love 1tself, seems to be the only 1aw by which God could secure
the existence of a lawful alternative to Himself, and that this
might be possible God had to create His creature man with some
degree of self-centredness, Thus far even the 'staunche-sAt
upholders of originaln ri ght eousness would go. They would all
agree that there must have been some degree of self-adhérence in
the first man in order to meke possible that real choicé by |
vhich the moral worth of love 's response is determined, Here,
however, is the great question, What degree of self-adherence
wﬁs recessary in the beginning in order to make possible that
cholce upon which the moral quality of lofre would depend ?

It 1s obvious that the snaller the degree of self -adherence
in the beginning, the greater the degree of God ~adher ence;
the less the risk of cl_loosi:_)g self;, the greater the possibility
of choosing God. We have already seen that a complete lack of '
self~-adherence in the begiming would mean the complete moral
wbrthlessness of the response to God. By how muwh, it seems,
you increase the initial degree of self-adherence, by So much -

you increase the moral wor th of the response to God, vhereas, by

how much you increase the initial degree aof God-adherence,
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by so much you decrease the moral worth of that response,

. This somewhat mathematical way of figuring moral facts may
seem artificial and misleading, but we know what 1s signified,
am can we sSspeak in eny more'appmpri'ate or rei_eva-nt-mnneu:
vhich doeé not lead to the same end?

It may be answered to this partimular way of arguing, ir
the moral worth of the creature's first response ‘to God is ‘
determined by the large initial degree of self-adherence, and
the sm1l initial degree of Gol-adheremce, does it not mean that
the éreates-‘b worth of the response will be secured by a total |
initial self-adherence and by a total lack of God-adhereme?

Is not this the end to which -we'a,r-e' q.riven by- sheer logic?

It may be replied that if it is, then 1t is at least in 1ine
with what the sciéntific theory.of evoluti on suggests, mamely,
that the further back we & along the line -of ancestry, the
poorer in qulity becomes the éena'ql moral response; receding'
further and further from the highest qualit'& of true love, till
it reaches the stage of thinly disguised self-centredness,

To this it may in turn be replied that if a completely
self-cent red organism 1s the logicelly morally necessary prelude
fd the creation of responsive love, how can any fespo.nse of love
to God proceed from what 1s, at first, devoid of any God - |
adherence wig tsoe ver? A oon:plétel'y self-centred creature

wuld be incapeble,of any love at all: it could not even begin
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to .love. Have we extinguished moral ity by logic!?

‘How can supermaturel lowe reveal itself to a oreature
originally disposed to please only itsé]f? Is there anﬁr ground on
vhich God can work, any point of coﬁtaet, any bridge, as it were,
over which He cean pass to meke His love known? We believe that
even God could not reveal Himself as Love to a creature who had
had no experience of love. Iove from above , from the super-.
natural, could not be understcod or responded to by men if there
was not, first, love from below, from the mtural, from man, - We
belie ve that God prepared for the revelation of Himself as Divine:
Love, by glving to man first the experience of human love. Love
hed to be known end .experienoed by men first, as between male and
female_, ﬁarenb and child, etc., Pefore God could hope to
succeed in any appeal to men to pbey Him for low 's seke, Man,
we may sayI, is led by God through the eXperience of earthly love,
that he may be enabled to see and understanl the beginning of the
truth about God's mture. " |

This priority in time of the human expér lence of earthly
love does not in any way diminish the impoﬁ:ance of God's
revelation, _for earthly love is itself the divinely pﬁepared
vehicle wherein God has prepared the possibi;iw of the lightning
flash of His revelation of His character.

How precisely animal lust actually pe Ssed -into humen care
and affeoction and love cannot be explained. We can only call

it a miracle, an instence of God's eternal creati ve activity.
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He made men in such a way that it could happen, and when it
happensed it was far more God's acoomplishment than man's, in the
sense tlat man but reslised what hed been errenged as a

. pos'sibility by God in the beglnning.

" There are no grourml s, however, for belie ving that when love
first appeared, it appeared lmmediately ét its highest or even
at a high level amongst men, that human mature was at tha t moment
Imir-ac.uiously reconstituted so that men became henceforth far |
more disposed to love than to be selfish, Love; we believe, in
accprdance with the laws of an evolving universe, was born in _
| i-0wly fashion, having to struggle against the entremched self-

) centredness of millions of yeafs, and - the burden of proof is upon
tho;sé-mo. believe otherwlse. |

Mén was not first awakened to a sense of the supemai_:urél,
however, by his experience of earthly love, That experience
provided him wlfh the moral content witI}' which to £111 out ‘his
idea of the supernatural, but that idea itself fla shed iﬁ' upon
him through the msdium of the lmpact of the worlfl of sub-human -
nature., It was in the context of that impingenment of Nature
upon the creature's soul that there was brought to birth the .
sense of the super ma turel. | Agaiﬁ, it was Gol 's aco amplishme nt
rather than pan's in the sense that mn re'spo.nded to Nature in
a way which hed been made possible by God for him in the
beginning. R '

There were thus two channels through vhich God's
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revelation was mmde to mn. There was the world of sub-human
mture, and the warld of human relationships. The tirst was '
mainly the medium through ;h:lch God awakened ﬁan 's sense of the
super natural: the seéond was m inly the medium through which He
gradual 1y emabled. him to r1_11 his idea of the supema tural with
a moral content. '

Since we believe that man's first conception of the super-
natural was determined by the mature of his relationship with
sub-human and human nature, we have to ask what was the quality
of that relationship when man first became aware of the
supernatursl? Since that moment is obscured by the thick mist
of prehistory we ave to Tesart to a proteble hypothesis. It
is that man's response t the whole of 1ife, to his fellows and
to sub-humen nature alike, would be, at first, scarcely
dlstinguishable from that of the beasts from which he had
.emerged. It wuld be, in other words, a first, aimost wvholly
and iﬁstiﬁcti'vely a self-centred response, viz, to get pleasure

and to avoid hurt, _ _- |

This being the probable qual ity of man's first response to
the natural, we a'ésume that his first response to the super-
ng tural would be on the seme Instinctive and self-centred level.. '
We can sSee no revas'on for believing that the ed vent 'of anything S0
vague and disquieting a:s the sense of the numinous wou 1d

imme diately elicit a response of love from a creature who had



had no experience of love, or awsken in hima réalis-'a‘bion that
it was his d-uty to make that response,

Obedience at first, then, would be self -centred, com ermed
chiefly with getting pleasure end avoiding hurt, Nature's
abllity to glve both pleasure and hurt would be identified at
fir st with the ability and intentlon of the suﬁernatural. The
idea of the superna tural would change in accor dance with the
slow morelisation of human relationships, God at first would
be made "in‘ the image of man", Such anth_ropoincrphis_n is not
derogatofy to religion, It was man's response to the _fevelati-on
that Cod is at least like the best in men. Obédience to the
super natural would be correspondingly moralised, The demand for
it would clash with the basic self-centredness anl the rendering
of it would be of greater moral value than the first self-cent red
obedience., ~Self-discipline, self-sacrifice would becoms |
increasingly possible end so would evil,

This process of under standing God through fir st understanding
himself was only an initial stege for man. As soon as man
perceived, under God, that god wa s Love, tﬁen he began to
u.nder‘stand what love really was, for love was seen no longer
merely in the light of human reJationships , but in the light of
God's dealings with mations and individuvals, in creation, in

' prckrid{-ance, in forgi.veness. If, for memn, love had been for a

short time, under God, a schoolmaster to lead mén to God, it
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now entered the sch.ool_of Gol's love as that was revealed in the
braad context of wrld history. In the light of that revelation
the imperfections of hmﬁan love were exposed, and man henceforth
could only understand himself aright by uixdm‘_staming_God aright .
Since God is fully revealed only in Christ, only in Christ can
man understand himself prop'er.ly.-

In a sense, therefore, man may be said to have been created

in God's image onljr when he ﬁrét per celved God was love, and
obeyed Him far love's sake , and not when he was first -created, or
when he first sensed the sapernatural and obeyed it self-centredly.
The idea of speciel creation could hold with the idea that man was
oreated immediately in God's ima ge, for it saw man createé

Imme diately at .me stage when he was a'ble to respond with loving
obedience. The lmage of God, like true freedom, and true
right:eousness my be sald to lave been bom late, and to have
increased only as God led men sl owly aml painfully out of his

init ial seif-oent redness into the life of love, the low of man, .
and the love of G;ad, in response to the revéaled knowle dg qf.ﬁhe |
love of God for man.

We know that love ‘can -change self-cent redness into its s
opposite, but only by way of self-revelatlon, appeal help,
encouragement wa rning, punishment, self-sacrifice. | Love,
howe ver, always stops short at :the citadel of the beloved's will,
Further than that it cannot go. Accordix;g to the revelation of
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God in the Incarmation, that is how He deals with self-
centredness. It is How He bids His children deal with it now.
There camnot be two ways open to love to change selffcentredness.
We know this one by experience and revelation., Any 'sther must
be by speculation only, If the essence Qf. true rizht eousness is
obedience by free shoice, then, since the first man, if he was
‘made originally.right eous by God without being consulted, would.
not himself ha ve f_reely: choseﬁ ts reject his previous self-
centredness, his righteousness would not be true righteousness.

It might be asked, if God had it in His power then to meke
a creature righteous, to change its disposition without
consulting it, i.e., not by way of the crea.ture's‘zesponse, but by
way of His own divine fiat, why does He mot still so act? ' The
mere accldent of chro.nology,".the mere difference between the first
‘and succeeding members of a serles muld scarcely' consbitﬁte a
reason for change in the Divine tactics,

Moreover, if it is believed that the reason for God's
creation of origlnal righteousness was to make it easier for men
to reslst temptation, there is, in the nature of the case, no
evidence available by which we may judge whe ther in fact it was
so made easier far him. We only know tmt, if God did meke men
or 1ginally righteous, it bad the same result as if man had not
been s0 made., Man failed to resist temptation,

Again, if it is believed that original r.igtln;eousness was
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~oreative love 's device far mking it easierl for the creature to
resist temptation, it lms to be acknowledged that It might indeed
have had that result, but it would also have made it easier for
God to elicit a response of love .from His coreature. It would
not: be as difficult for God to per suade a creature to be _

ri ghteous, who had a will already disposed to obey Him, as it -
would be to persuade one whose will was stlll wholly disposed to
please self rather than another. In creating man qriginally
righteous God would not thus give to man every possible chamce

of réfusing to obey Him, and this-n.:j.s a moral obligation even for
God. Any obedience which man might render, therefore, by virtie
of original righteousness would be less 063b 1y to\ himself: in

" gelf-sacrifice; and wvnseqﬁe-nt;y less precious to Ged than an
.obe=dien-ee won from one less disposed to ofaey God end more disposed
to please self. The doctrine thus reflscts on the quality of
God's love, on the risk He ms_'preparedlto take in seeking to win
that love ami obedience from His creature wh ich He desired. -
Orig_l'ml ri ghteousness means that God welghted the moral scales
in His own favour in an 1-mn6ral_ fashion, .

There is this further general consideration. The whole
line of development prior to man's appeai'anoe militates against
the “iikelihood of original righteousness", If God spent
hundreds of millions of years, a s'we reckon time, preﬁ_aring the
vehicle for man's donsciousness of Himself, would He, vhen a

oreature was at- last towhed by Him into awareness of a
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.supernatural ,world, rush His fences, as it were, and change, at
a stroke, the disposition vhich had thus been so. patiently
evolved in order that it might be worked upon by His love? If
that disposition was the special material which He had been at

B such pains to prepare in order to wrestle out of it, by 'love, a

response of love, vhat Teason could there be for an act which
determined the dispositi on in eny degree v th out any such wrestling
of love? S

We are only too. well awars of the danger of analogles drawn
" from physical processes to 1llustrate spiritual truth, but the
rrocess of creation priar to mn t's appe-afa-nce ent it les us te speak
of God's patience. Are we abusi_'ng the analogy if we suggest that
the creation of any righteousness by a mere fiat, would represent
an impe tience on God 's part ? |

If it is morally possible for God to enter only into a
moral relationship of love with His creatures whom He desires
should low Him in response', 1_:.hen He 1is msz_'al ly confined to one -
only way of dealin.g with self-centredne ss, - Here we ;nust' repeat
what we lave said once already. ~ God must first of all seek to
mke Himself known, for response dep ends on, and can only follow,
revelation and vision. The wlll and the desire must not be
touched before ‘the consci ousmess is illuminated. Love of God @an

only truly come after the vislon or knowledes or God .
Ri@teou_s_ne_s_s can only follow uponr 11.11mination-, This is not
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to suggest that we need only to know Gol 's oharacter and purpose,
:ln order to obey. We need His grace to help us do what we
believe it 1s His will we should d, but enabling grace is given .
after the grace of illumination. '

The purpose of illumiration ar revelation or vision is to
change the desire, that of enabling grace to strengl:.heﬁg the 'will
to realise the desire so induced,

. Men's re'spo_nse must be a response to a vision. This is -
vitel, if love is to be concelved as we know it by revelation
and experience, so far as its moral inmlicet_;ions are concerned;
and if men's vision of God was subject to the sams law of: growth
. as chara-cterj_.sed the whole physical and ‘men tal process before him
and in him, then the vision which elicited the desire for
| right.e.ousness and love, as w_e.'ll as the power from on high which
enabled him in a degree to realise his desire, these rebm sent
later stages in man's -pilgrimage and not his initial sp:l,ritﬁai__t
state. | _ | '

There is one very el.mple consideration which mekes the
doctrine of origlnal,ri@ilt' eou;sness suspect, It 1s so s!;mp-le-that
it 1s itself apt to be suspect., We may assert as loudly and as
learnedly as we like that-God nede man origtnally righteoue, .i .
original ly more disposed to obey God than to please self but the
fall proves that the will that fell was originally more di sposed
to please self‘than to please God, If it was not, then it could

not have fallen,
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The Genesis story of Adem 1s consonant with the account of
man 's original dispositidn as thét is. sug gested by the account of
his ascent from the beasts. The Genesis writer could only
concelve of Adam as a speclal creation, yet in spite of this_,_ he
was compelled to represént Adam as doing what he could only have
'd»one if he had bee_x; originally more dispesed to please self than
to obey God. The Bible repre senté Adam 8s a self-cent red
oreature: and such we b‘el_ieve'_man wa s in his beginning by God's
design., |
4., The bearing of. the idea of origlml self-centredness on

. {a)_the fall, (b) original sin, (c) freedom, (d) the
Incarma tion, the Resurrection, the Atomsment.
(a) The Fall, ' : ,

What, then, of the doctrine of the fall? Obviously as this

d_octrine has been traditiomlly expounded, 1t is inconsistent with
any rejection of the traditional ideas of original right eousne 85 an¢
.original sin. We cannoct fit in the olc_l'doct_rine,. of the fall with
a doctrine of ariginal self-cent ;!e-d.ness. The fact that every man
was omce innocent of moral wrong, that once he sinned for the

fir_st tine , and soon discovexed that ome sin_ _ma-d'e'the_next easier,
this is not the doctrine of the fall of the humen race; for it
was not mere innocence that was supposed to have vanished with the
fall, Innocence could have co-existed with sheer animl self-
 centredness, as we know in the case of a child now. The fall

‘was believed to bave altered mn 's d-mgﬁqsiti on to wha~t it is now,

end we have seen vhy we cannot believe this,
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If on moral groands, we belleve that Gol Himself ordeined
that each man should begtn with self-centredness as the bulk of
,his ori glnal const itution, then we may believe, with Temple and
other evolutionists, that the fir‘st encounter with the demends
of the moral and spiritual law would almost, but not quite,
inevitab}.y lead to transgression, Sin would be a probability.

It would, in fact, be "'I';oo protlable not to lkppen". It can
r_ever; however, be reckongd a 8 necessary or inevitable.

The distinction in thought here may be a fine oms, but it is
ne-cesséry, as Tenple held, in order to safeguard God agalnst a
l:arge of being responsible for actual sin. His responsitility for
.-":hhe ~i: high degree of prolabllity of sin is precisely the moral
obligation incumbent upon Divine Love which we have noticed,

” Over agairist this divinely ordained pmbability, however, we
have to place the fact t&a-t as soon as God 1lit "the lamp .of the
human cqnsci-ousness of Himself ," He was. in a-_cti on to diminish the
‘probability of sin. _His action 1s what we call grace. That God
helps men to fight against temptation right fram the beglnning is
- the bellef which cancels any belief that sin is in any way
néges.-sary to ma'n'g final perfection. God would ne ver be found
fighting against what was necessary.

Ongtnal righteousness, the rall ori ginal sin, these three
1deas are all linked together, and are based ultimstely on a
partioular conception of DJ.vine Iow, It was because that love

was concelved in a simple manner,-as,being co mc erned primarily to
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mke things easy for mn, tha{; man wa s concelved as having been
oreated with a nature emd disposition di fferent from that which
was perceived f.o be the common lot of men., Tt was because his
original nature was so conceived that the existing univ-ez‘l-.sal
condition was deemed to be the consequence of some primal disaster.

Once we anelyse -the obligatiop facing Divirne I;ove in the
wark of creating souls who should responl with love, wo. see that
that love has to be conceived differently frmm this traditional
idéa. Once that traditionsl idea of Iove 1s seen to be false,
the old trinity of inter-dependent doctrines is seen to be no
longer temable in their traditional form. _ |

In short, once we peroelive that God had 'to_ mek e men brigimlly
self-centred, and that that idea, incidentally, fits in with vhat g
science indlcated as the p'mha‘ble condit_idn of the first humn
~being, then origingl right eousness las ta & and with it the idea
of'a fall of such a m ture that_it involved the whole of the human
race _in the consequence of self-cent redness or origlinal sin., Wt
we are faced with is not the tfadi'ﬁioml'pioture of the fall, but
the ploture of each imdividual having to f£ieght , with God !'s help,
against a disposition with which God originally endowed h:Lm, tha t
disposition being the morally nec;eesary pre lude to the emergence
in man of the real self-saci‘ifice- involved in the moral choice 61‘
serving God rather them self, .'
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- {b) Oxriginal Sin.
How does this attitude to original righteousness affect our
thought about origimpal sin? |
| This latter dootrine was constructed to ‘account for that
welight of self-centredness vhich makes obedience to God difficult
am di sobedi ence easy - the bias to evil as it has been called,
We have seen hoﬁ it seemed impossible to many to believe that_a
Go.d of love wuld meke man originally like that. His original
~disposition, it was thoﬁgh%, Vmust Inﬁe been 4if feremt , He must
bave been created originally righteous, |
. That which original sin was conceived to stend for, is thus
seen to be idemticel with the very disposition which we have
declared to be originally God-created: It was that which God was
morally bound to give man at the beginning: nemely the tendency
bo please self rather than the other than self, |
In so far as the condition described as original =sin has
been traditionally believed to represemt a condition not originally
belonging to man, but cleaving to him only as the result of first
sin, we are uﬁdnr' a clear cbligation to cea se -from using the
i)hrase in this conmection. . In saying this, we do not cease to be
aware of the terrible morally weakening effect of sin upon our
nature, of the vast separation from God end men worked by sin,
The cumﬁlative effects of s8in are terrible realities; but these

e_f‘fects work in a nature which at first was more prone to serve

self than God, vhen it was met by God's damnds for self-
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' sacrifice.

Men's initial proneness ro please self, in other words, would
only be sin if it was the msult of sih. Since it was nbt. the
result of sin (though it can be intensified by sln) it cemnot be
called, original sin. The condition remains with us, but it ought
to be rené-med, not primarily because of what evolutionists may
have to tell us of the nature vhich man has inherited fram the
_bruf,es, but pz:'l.nnrily becausé it is seen to ave xeen determinéd
by the va'y'nature of Divine Lﬁve in the beginning. Our bias
to self is not original sin, far it is en original bias, and what
is originel in man 1is of God,

(o) Freedom, |

. The question of freedom must be discussed in e lation to the
- question "Why was it morally incumbent on God to create man
originelly self-centred, i.e. more diéposed to please self than to
please God?"

We have to state our belief at the outset that the doctrine
. of original righteousness seriously complicates the problem of _
freedom, If man was created out of the beasts by God and endowed
with original righteausnmess, it meens that prior to such creation
either the creature from which God evolved him, was free to choose
| to become righteous or not, but that God overrode. its freedom by
an arbitrary ac_t,. in whicd case He abused that freedom, or the

creature was not free to choose to becoms right eous, but God made
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it righteous inmdependently of any such fre edom, in vhich case God
abused the virtue of right ecusness by separating it from its mofal
ground , namely, freedom, |

God created man in order that he might respond with love to
His love. As Christians, w can only speak of freedom in -
:nelafion to man's ch.oosing to mealise this purpose. The ﬁhrase
;'Whose service 1s perfect freedom" expre sses perfectlj the .
Christian conception of freedom. 1I% is fre-e.dom from wha tever has
fhe power to prevent us from loving God perfectly. What 1is it
that has such power? It 1s thaﬁ conplex of spirituél allegian'ces
which 1s repre semted under the phrase "the'world, t‘r_le' flesh and
the devil®. Wha tever is cepable of drawing man's love and loyalty
away from God is the cauée of un-freedom,

If it was God's plan to call men into love, it means that He
willed to call men into love of Himself, out of what was' not love
for Him, That 1s, God 's will was to draw men to Himself, from
someone else. That it was possible for man 'bo .Tespond must be
assumed. | -

- Freedom for man is to serw Gol. Unfreedom, tﬁerefore, is to
serve someons else. Man beginé by loving sblely himself, Since.
this is the love from vhich he is to be. made free in order tha‘t he
may find the highest freedom in loving Gol, he may be sald to
begln by being bounml, and to move onward end upward ﬁy God's grace
into the freedom destined by God for him. Men begins in |

unfreedom - the unfreedom of self love - not in freedom,
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. Freedom, it has been said (by R.&. Moxon and others), 1s gained
" and unfreedom is lost, as man enters willingly into the life of
loving and serving God.

There are some who would represent the first sin as man's
first act of emencipation - the first blow struck for freedom and
independence against the tyramny of ‘'external law and authority.

In one sense, sin 1s an express:_lon of freedom- but oniy of the
freedom 'whida Berdyaev says, exists ;‘iar to choice., This is the
ba sic non-moral freedom with out which sin and virtue al ike would

- be 1mposs1ble. Ons may ocdll it mechanical freedom, in contrast
wibh the dynamic freedom of the life of self-surenler to God.
It 1s freedom to become. It is mot the freedom of being somewat .

St. Augustine called this mechanical freedom, "initial
-kfreedom" or "libertas minor®"., Ard it 4s this freedom presumably
to which Berd.ya'év refers when he speaks of the freedom which is
grounded in the .void, in the abyss fram which the dark streem of
life issues forth,I "Freedonf, he says,"is not created because 1t is
néﬂ; part of mture, it is pri or to the world and has its origin in
the primal void“ _ _

To use this freedom in order to serve self, instead of God, is
to use mechanical freedom so as to loée the possible freedom of
God's service, _ ' ' |
' It is to use mechanical Ereedom in order to serve.self and so

to_beoome bouhd in fhe unfreedom of sel f~contredness, - ‘PO act
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like this therefore does not assert the higher kind of freedom
(livebtas major) as belonging al ready to mn., It only reveals
the possession of mechanical freedom (the basic freedom which is
part of the essent ial mechanics of the moral life) and the use .of
that freedom to became bound in the unfreedom of the service of
self, |

There is, thus, some th ing ambiguous and ultimat ely wrong' in
calling the first sin, a blow struck for freedom, for waile 1t
‘Treveals the fact of mechanical rreédqn it only gains fré'edom from
God's service at the cost of being bound more securely in the |
service of self and, in eXper ience.., such freedom is discovered to
. be not worth having, to bey in fact, the very worst kind of bondage;
We may say tlat men is free (i.e. mechan'ic-a]_.ly')_, to e free
either from serving God or from serving self. Ani this means that
man begins already in one ser¥ice, end is free td-remain in that
service or to transfer to enother service. He cannot be
concéived as being initiel 1y in no state of service or alleglance
wlntsoewfer. 'No creature about to become a moral creature can
be obn,ceived és being free to begin to be in service either .God
or to self. It is freedom either to become other than he is
al ready, of to remein vhat he is already. It 1s never freedom to
become elther of two t.'ninés, neither of which he 1s at the |
moment in the begimning. ,

To win freedom from self is God's purpose. It can only
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be won if one is already in bondage to se’lf. Thus they are right
who say that man does not begin in freedom, but that he wins his
~ freedonm, Righteousness is freedom gained from the service of
self, in the service of God. Hence true freedom is best desoribed
in the words of the Anglican Catechiism."A death unti sin, and a new
birth unto right eousness. '
' Original righteousness 1is thus.seen to inwlve the ldea that
a considerable degree of freedom from the service of self
| (libertas major) has been gained with out the exercise of initial
or mech_anical freedom (libertas minar). But it was this latter
kind of freedom with vhich God endowed mn S0 as .%o eneble him
morally to gaih the higher freedom, Original - right eousness thus
involves God 1n a morel contradic tion. Free_dom in being gained
without any exercise of freedom-to-choose, conssitutes a | |
violation of the (moral) purpose for . which freédom to choose was
- made an integral part of man's being. | _ , |
What purpose could be served in glving to men, ;l:'eadymde-,- a
measure of that dyne.m:lc freedom-in-be iné, vh ich ougn: to have been
gained by the exercise of initial freedom? It means that God took
no heed of that which we know, in the depths of our being, must be
heeded by God if morality is to be real and no smm, It camnot be
believed that the fons et origo of all morality would act thus.
Such a consideration of the meening of freedom, brief though
it be, only serves to r¢iterate the conviction elready stated,
namely, it was a moral obligatiln incumbent updn God to create man .
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initially with the disposition from vhich He willed to redeem him -
viz, self—ce-ntredneés. :

(d) The Incarnation, the Resurrection, and the Atonement .

We suggested at the '‘beginning of this essay that it was the
sight of the far reaching implications of new knowledge about
man's beglnnings that kept back many from the task of Seeking to
reconcile that knowledge with the cardinal doctrines of our faith,

The purpose of the essay has been to rela te such-lmoﬁvle dee
to the old ‘doctrines of man's origimal state, his fall, and ﬁhe _
consequences. We have seen, howewer, that thoss doctrines vould
eppear to need revision not only in the lightof what we now know
conﬁerning man's origin, but also, am, we beliéve', chie fly, in
the light of a 'coura'geous re~-examination of the moral obligation\
incumbent upon Divine Love in the creation of man . It is the
nature of Divine Love that really detemmines the be'lief that man
was created origlnally self-centred, that is, originally disposed'
to please self rather than any other, end not just a consideration
of his ascent from the beasts,

We are not obliged to & on and treat in detail,thé bear:lﬁg
of this belief upon the ,_c'sentral doctrines of the Incarnati 6n, the
R‘eswrectioh, and the. Atonement . Ome or. two observations,
however, may not be out -of ﬁiac-e. | |

The Incarnation and Atonement do not depend for their truth
up-on the particular idea of the pre-fall state of man, It was |
_tha c-bndition of sin, not any pre-sin condition, which determined
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God's asction, end which is the refore pivotal for the se @octrines.
Tpaditlonalists may insist that the Atonememt deals with sin by
.restoring a lost grace upon humen mture. We may assert that it
deals Qith sin by bestowing a new grace on men : but whether Ged
restores a lost grace, or bestows a new one, in Christ, He. gives .
- it , end that is what is essentially true and fmdammtal in the
doctrine of the Atonement.

So far as the doctrine of the Resurr eotion is concerned it
lﬁay seem at first sigl}t that the _v:lew outlined he re wonld affect
that doctrine adversely, That is not the case. If the ebility
to overcome death was an original endowment of men vmiéh' was lost
by sin, then it was restored in Christ by virtue of His sinlessmess,
If the ability was not en original endowment bub one_"to be gained
by victory over sin, then it was be stowed in cﬁrisp by virtue of
His victory over it. Whether God restored the ability, or
bestowed it, in Christ, He 4id give it in His Son, and that 1is
wha t is essentially true and fundementel in 1he doctr ine of the
Resurrection.

It may be thought that while our view may not meke sin either
inevitable or nscessaly, 11-;. yet minimis es the serliousness of sin.
Surely, it might be argued, it is less serlous to yield to what,
on our view, was- God-ordained (a large degree of self -cent redness)
‘than it 1s to yleld to what has always been held to be men-

created {(a lar ge degree of .self-éentre.dness). The answer is, w
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camnot argue that it 1s less serious to yield to what God created

and ordained should be resisted (however small or great the degree)
than it is to yleld to what God ciid not create but which it is
equally His will should be resisted. Whethef God' or men was
responsible for. the large degree of self~centredness in man mskes
no difference to the seriousness of yielding to it, for whﬁtewr
its origin, God commends us to resist it. The seriousness of sin
consists in its being a yielding to that which God commahds us to
_resist. It does not d'ep-end upon who was responsible for that to .

the ylelding of which is sin.

’ [
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