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SECOND DIVISION.
MAN’'S PRESENT CONDITION.

SECTION LXXIL—THE SAD REALITY.

THE possibility of the fall became a reality already in the first
man, and all mankind after him reaps its bitter fruit. The abso-
lute universality of sin and misery upon earth is a fact, which is not
only announced in various ways in Holy Scripture, but is also
borne witness to in the most undoubted manner by the history of
mankind and the self-consciousness of every man. That which
cannot thus be denied by any one is nevertheless first properly
recognised and deplored when sin is regarded in the light of con-
-science, of the Gospel, and of spiritual experience, :

Dark as was the region we were lately traversing, that to which our
eye is now directed is relatively clear and wide. The doctrine of sin
(Hamartology) presents to us in this section a melancholy, but most impor-
tant, field for investigation. He who is really governed by the  passion
for reality ” can hardly do better than examine moral evil in all its various
tendencies. E

1. There is no fact from which we can more safely start upon our
investigation, than the generally recognised phenomenon that no mortal
upon earth is really happy. The well-known saying of Solon to Creesus is
not seriously contradicted by any one; but it does not merely declare that
we cannot be sure of that happiness before death; it rather signifies that
true happiness is, from its very nature, wanting to us all. Is happiness
nothing else but the harmony between our wants and our condition? then
" the constant condition of man is best described by one word—discord.
Discord in his own inner life, between reason and faith, between heart
and conscience, between will and action. Discord between ourselves and
other men, who apparently go with us, but are really opposed to us.}
Discord above all with God, without whom we cannot live, and to whom
we cannot draw nigh. Our peace is every moment disturbed by painful
recollections, sad experiences, and sorrowful prospects’ That condition
does not proceed from causes external to us, because even where outward
circumstances have been changed in the desired direction, it continues to
exist; it cannot be changed nor reasoned away. The heart has no rest,
because the conscience has no peace; the conscience has no peace,

1 Gen, xvi. 12,
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because we do not stand in the proper relation to God. Our inmost self-
consciousness testifies, in agreement with Holy Scripture, that the deepest
source of our misery is to be sought in sin, and it irresistibly urges us to
examine more closely this cause of all our unhappmess

2. The absolute wniversality of sin is most emphatically affirmed in Holy
Scripture. The Lord speaks of all His hearers without distinction as
sinners, and calls the human heart the seat of every wickedness.? St. Paul
speaks of the universal guiltiness of the Jewish, as well as of the heathen
world,® and even of those who already believe in Christ. St. John* and.
St. James® assure us that they still from time to time sin again.  All these
statements do but repeat in different words that very thing which was
already confessed in the days of the Old Testament.5 Holy Scripture
speaks ohly of one sinless being, but He was the Man from heaven,” and
the world, on the contrary, lieth in wickedness as in its natural element.?
A new birth is thereforé required of every one,® whilst repentance and
forgiveness of sins must be preached to every nation without any exception.19
Even if other passages in the Bible seem to teach somewhat different, this
semblance disappears on closer examination. St. Luke, xv. 7 is not
spoken of the ninety-nine sinless ones, but of such as outwardly lived
without reproach, and from the standpoint of legality need no repentance.
In Mark x. 14, the children are considered as fit for the kingdom of God,
not on account of their moral purity, but of their simplicity and humility.
The devout Heathen!! is pleasing to God,and just as the Jew, s to be received
into the community of those who are saved through Christ. The words ot
the Apostle, lastly, in 1 John iii. 9, point out the highest ideal of Christian
life, which, however, according to 1 John i. 8, ii. 1, is yet not in any
degree reached here, .

. The whole Zistory of mankind confirms these statements. That of
the old world begins with fratricide, and ends with a deluge, and that of the
new is_as much sullied as is that of the old. Everywhere we see a dark
shadow, which throws a gloom over almost every division of earthly life”
(J. Miiller). The Israel of God has objectively far greater privileges
than Heathendom, but subjectively it is not on the whole in a much better
position.”” We find the life even of the best men stained by moral flaws,
or, where we cannot indicate such, as in Abel, Jonathan, Daniel, and
others, we ascribe this only to our 1mperfect knowledge, not to their abso—
lute perfection. Even the blessed influence of Christianity, though it has
been able to limit the power of sin, has not by any mean$ been able to
expel it. Qur own times have taught us something of the terrible ravages
of sin, in a manner which must for a very long time put to shame all
the self-glorying of mankind.

4. No wonder, then, that the se/f-consciousness of the individual man and
of mankind announces in very different forms this same truth. Look, for

2 Matt. vii, I1; XV, IQ. ' 8 1 John v. 19.

8 Rom. iii. 9, 23. 9 John iid. §.

: } John i. 128. :‘: kul:e xxisg. 47.
ames iii. 2. cts X, 35.

¢ 1 Kings viil. 46 ; Job xiv. 4; Prov. xx. 9. 12 Rom. ii. I, sgg.

? 1 Cor, xv. 47.
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example, at the universality of sacrifices for sin; at the constantly repeated
complaint which we hear even from the best of men, that each succeeding
race is worse than the preceding.’® The few who have the hardihood to main-
tain that man is radically good will always prove the most superficial. He who
says that he has not sinned, when he says it, is usually thinking only of great
enormities, without going down to the secret principles of life, or is com-
paring himself with those who in respect of morality are even lower than he is.
A more profound self-examination discovers everywhere, to use the Arabian
saying, “that black peppercorn in which sin has its focus.” Hence it is
that even from heathen lips we hear most striking statements concerning this;
thus Seneca says (De frd. iii. 26), “ Omnes inconsulti et improvidi sumus,
omnes incerti, queruli, ambitiosi, mali inter malos vivimus;” and Ovid,
“Video meliora proboque, Deteriora sequor;” while Horace says, “ Atas
parentum pejor avis tulit nos nequiores, mox daturos progeniemvitiosiorem;”
Tacitus, “Corrumpere et corrumpi seeculum vocatur.—Vitiis zexo sine nas-
citur.”—Compare further Plato, de Rep. vil. c. 3, s9¢.; Xenophon, Cyro-
pedia Vi. 1,41 ; and many other places.——The indictment comes with still
greater distinctness from Jewish lips,' e.¢., David, Isaiah, John Baptist; while
it is heard with the greatest clearness in the most celebrated Christians,—St.
Paul, Augustine in his Cornfessions, Luther in so many of his letters and con-
versations. Nor are the observations of experienced men, who were skilled in
human philosophy, without value here. “Ilya toujours quelque chose dans
le malheur de nos meilleurs amis, qui ne nous déplait pas” (La Rochefou-
cauld). “Mon ami, tu ne connais pas la race maudite, a laquelle nous
appartenons” (Frederic the Great). The proverbs, “Every man has his
price, for which to sell his principles.” “It is easier to weep with the
mourner, than to rejoice with the rejoicing.”—Kant asserts that a man will
often find in himself a disposition with regard to his friends, for which he
must feel deeply shamed, etc.—The ground for this universal conviction
need not be sought in an absolutely immediate consciousness in mankind
of its corruption. Mankind, indeed, is made up of individuals of very
different shades of development, and this explanation would easily lead us
to the hypothesis of innate ideas. We would rather think of the impression
which every one sooner or later receives from those he observes, and which,
confirmed ere long by observation and reasoning, is alike elucidated and
corroborated by what we discover from a close investigation in our own
bosom. Thus, from the very earliest times has been established a universal
belief of mankind in its own sinful condition, a belief so firm that he who
contradicts it as to himself, is by no means considered morally pure, but
rather as half demented, or irrecoverably arrogant. Against a confession as
unanimous as this, the assertion of some, that everything even in the moral
world is good as it is, and that without this evil element the world would
-be less perfect, may be called a thoughtless phrase, nay, a terrible blas-
_phemy of God.

5. The right knowledge of sin is of preponderating importance. - “ Cog-
nitio peccati initium salutis” (Calvin). “ Without the descent into

3 Ps, xil. 1, and many other passages ; compare Eccles. vii. 10. M Jerem. ii. 35.
15 Ps. cxlili, 2; Isa. vi. §; Matt. i1i. 14.
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selfrecognition, no ascent to the recognition of God” (Tholuck). And so
in the Heidelberg Catechism the knowledge of our misery through sin is
properly called the first of the things #ecessary. It is only by this means
that the necessity for a special revelation can be acknowledged ;¢ while, on
the other hand, we can be sure that a Pelagian Hamartology will inevitably
lead to a Rationalistic Christology. All the errors of the Modernism of the
present time are the result of a theoretical and practical denial of the exist-
ence of sin; while, on the other hand, the so much desired regeneration of
Christian Dogmatics is to be looked for through a deeper conviction of sin.

6. Every-day experience teaches that the right knowledge of sin is as
rare as it is difficult. The ground of this difficulty lies (objectively) in the
nature of sin, having an abnormal, arbitrary, and ever-changing character,
and (subjectively) in the pride which, itself the first and greatest sin of all,
most sadly interferes with a true knowledge of self. Obliged to be our
own judges, we are as little impartial as well instructed to judge, and we
constantly deceive ourselves. = Hence, the true conviction of sin in the
Gospel is represented as the work of the Holy Spirit,17 whilst the prayer of
Ps. xix. 12—14, and cxxxix. 23, 24, cannot be too often repeated. How-
ever, it can only hope to be heard, when we tread this domain with the
infallible light in our hands.

7. No abstract reasoning, however acute, 1s sufficient to make us know
sin in its true light. As we dissect the idea of sin with the knife of dia-
lectics, sin itself fades only too quickly before our eyes into an empty idea.
We must here tread the path of psychology, and not that of speculation ;
and the proverb, “descendite ut ascendatis” must be ever kept in mind.
Over a phenomenon in the domain of morals such as this, a moral judg-
ment can only be the right one. Sin must therefore be regardedrin the
light of conscience, which judges more quickly and more accurately than
the understanding, and is less easily corrupted ; and in the light of the
Gospel, which not merely, like the law, gives us the knowledge of sin,'® but
reveals it as sin in all its deformity, by means of the full splendour of God’s
holiness and grace. Specially too must it be seen in the light of the spiritual
experience of ourselves, and of all who ever had the courage to cast a
deeper look down ; for in this case the universal is here conceived from the
particular. It is not the rich young man, but the poor publican, who will
best fathom the mystery of unrighteousness.

Compare specially, as to this chapter, DOERTENBACH, article Sznde in Herzog's R. £.,
xv. ; J. MULLER, @. . O.; H. T. L. ERNESTL, Vo Ursprung der Siinde nach Paulin,
Lehrgehalt, (1862) ; E. NAVILLE, Le probléme du Mal (1863) ; R. ROTHE, Theol. Ethik.,
2nd ed., iii. (1870), pp. 1—107 ; and last, but not least, A, THOLUCK, Die Lehre von
der Siinde und vom Versohner, oth ed. (1871).

PoOINTS FOR INQUIRY.

Is there ground for the statement that Jesus did not regard and treat all men as sinners?
[Van Hengel, Scholten,]—Further elucidation of the passages in Scripture which seem to
plead against the absolute universality of sin.—Absolute consensus of (Ecumenical and
Church symbols on this point.—Connection of the doctrine of sin with all the principal
points of Christian dogma.—How is it that the eternal distinction between moral good and
evil is so sadly overlooked by many, and specially at the present time? [Isa. v, 20.]

18 Section xxx. ¥ John xvi. 8. 18 Rom, iil. 20,



THE NATURE OF SIN. 393

SECTION LXXIII.—THE NATURE OF SIN,

The nature of sin reveals itself in the perverted relation in Which the
sinner places himself to the demands of the moral law. Sin is every-
thing—principle as well as act—which contradicts this law, and
which thus makes man disobedient to the Supreme Lawgiver. In
contradiction to the love which He demands, it displays a selfish
character, soon rising to hostility, and requiring satisfaction at any
price. In this general description of the unchangeable nature of
sin, its absolute condemnation is at once pronounced. Sin does not
consist in this, that we are not yet that which we must become;
but rather in this, that we are just the opposite of what we ought
to be.

1. The question, w/at is reaily sin? is perhaps best answered by con-
sidering the word itself. The word, derived from the old High German
suona (sihne) thus points of itself to ‘something for which expiation must
be made. It is the translation of the Greek guopria, duaprdvew, by which
-is denoted a falling away from, or missing of the right way ; and of the
Hebrew spy, which also denotes falhng away.l With this are allied
the ideas which find their utterance in the words g (gomg astray), s
(vanity), oy (guilt).  Judged philologically, the idea of sin is developed
much more among the Hebrews than among the Greeks, the natural
consequence of the revelation of the holiness of God.

2. Closer scrutiny soon shows that the idea of sin is limited by another
idea, viz., that of law.2 “ Where no law is, there is no #ansgression;” so
this very word best describes, though still merely in a general way, the nature
of sin. From the Christian Theistic standpoint the existence of an eternal
moral order in the world is placed above all doubt, and consequently the
distinction between moral good and moral evil in the objective sense of the
word. That which according to this rule must be done, is good ; that which
ought not to be done, and goes beyond the fixed rule, is evil. “ Peccare est
tanquam limites transilire” (Cicero). A law is not advice, nor trial,
nor prayer, but a positive demand, to which our only relation can be
oné of subjection, or of transgression. The latter is only possible in a
rational -and moral being; brutes, infants, may do wrong, but cannot
actually sin.® But man is conscious in himself that he is not without or
above, but unconditionally #zder law : the conscience expresses the claim
of moral obligation ; and where that claim is disowned, sin is born. The
self-will which sets itself up against law, is certainly not the better, because

! Compare Heb. x. 26. 2 Rom. iv. 15. ¥ Compare James iv. 17.
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it displays itself as pretended independence and strength of mind; indeed,
it is not moral strength, but weakness, to withdraw from the command of
duty, and he who oversteps the prescribed limits commits a moral wrong.
According to Scripture,® sin bears .the mark both of unrighteousness,® and
of transgression of law.® It is hardly necessary to point out that such
expressions must be applied not merely to the sinful deed, but also to the
sinful thought. What we do outwardly is merely the revelation of our
inner nature, even when we transgress the law.

3. We cannot, however, allow ourselves to be limited by this general
view, when we consider that behind the impersonal law there stands no one
less than the personal lawgiver, against whom each transgressor of the law
makes himself chargeable with positive aisobedience. All virtue is in its
nature obedience ;7 all sin, disobedience to God, even when we do wrong
to our neighbour or ourselves.s  The oft-used antithesis between autonomy
and heteronomy in morals fails when we regard morality as a duty towards
God Himself; for us theonomy must be autonomy. Man is obliged, not
only to obey his own moral nature (his better self), but Him who has
implanted in him this better nature, the only Lawgiver, who is able to save
and destroy,® and who has made the claims  of the law unconditionally, His
own. Now the sinner, indeed, rejects this his obligation to this claim,
and so becomes a rebel in God’s moral kingdom. Hence sin in Scrip-
ture is often described as unfaithfulness and covenant-breaking, as the words
TapdTTwu, Tapakop, waparirrew, €ic., denote. Hence, too, sprinds that deep
feeling as to the temerity of sin, whlch is so specially and expressly declared
in so many sayings of the prophets

4. The bemg of the lawgiver and the chief claim or the law are indis-
solubly oze; the sum and substance of the commandments is eloquently
comprehended in the word “/Zze”! Where the sinner sets himself against
the two, there must his sin necessarily, display the character of egvtism.
Man, as it were, displaces the centre round which his thought, feeling, will,
and actions must constantly move; sin is decentralisation, in which the
place of God is occupied by self. This selfishness is in no degree an
exaggeration, but much rather the opposite, of pure selflove. The last
presupposes love to God, wkich the first denies. The proof, that sin in its
very nature cannot be called aught else but selfishness, is specially shown
in this, that all transgressions, whether directly or indirectly, lead off from,
or lead back to it. This characteristic of sin is pointed out in various
ways in Holy Scripture. The perfection of Jesus is shown in this, that He
did net seek to please Himself,!? the perfection of love is shown in the
fact that it seeks not its own,”® and the summit of corruption in the
terrible last days is denoted by the phenomenon that men ¢“shall be lovers
of themselves.”* Thus the hife for self is diametrically opposed to life for

41 Johni. 93 iil. 4. ® James iv. 12,

5 gdwla. ¥ Tsa. i. 2 3 Micah vi. 1, etc.

§ *avouia, elsewhere wapdBagis. Y Deut. vi. 5; Matt. xxii. 37—4o0.
7 Gen. xxil. 12. ¥ Rom. xv. 3.

8 Compare Gen. xxxix. 9; Ps. li. 4. B 1 Cor. xiil. 5.

" 2 Tim. iii. 1, 2; compare 2 Thess. ii. 3, 4
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God and Christ.® So on account of this “arbitrary resistance to the
Divine Will” sin must necessarily be the source of the difference which
we have already noticed. It is thus recognised by the most distin-
guished thinkers (Miiller, Nitzsch, Naville), that here, in a degree such as
is met nowhere else, the right mark is hit.

5. This selfishness inevitably becomes /Jos#/ity where the sinful lust
comes into painful collision with the law of God, or with the equally selfish
will of a neighbour. The utterances of Scripture on this point,1¢ which the
Confession of the Reformed Church emphatically repeats, are, when rightly

. ‘explained, raised by history and experience beyond all doubt. Even the
tenderest love is not free from a hidden selfishness, and love changes into
hate, where the self-denial which it demands is rejected by flesh and
blood. It even rises sometimes to the desire that there were neither law
nor lawgiver, and, where a man can withdraw himself from the supremacy
of the former at any cost, to powerless rage and spite, as is seen in the
Cain of Lord Byron. The “utinam unam cervicem haberet” is not the
thought of a Caligula only ; and where a man dethrones his God in order
to deify self, he becomes at last destitute of ““natural affection.”?

6. From what has been said it appears that sin in no way exhibits a
merely negative character, although the distinction between sin (peccatum)
and crime (c7émen) may not be overlooked; yet the first has, even when
regarded as a principle only, along with its nedatxve a sadly positive side.
It is a positive negation of God and His will, in so far as it puts something
entirely different in place of that will. In the sinner there is not only a
want (@gfectus) of that which must be found in him ; but also an inclination, a
tendency, a striving (effectus) which ought not to be in him. “ Defectus
sunt ignoratio Dei, non ardere amore Dei, vacare metu, fiducid Dei ; hos
defectus comitantur pravae affectiones, amor nostri, superbla ? etc. (Me—
lancthon). - Certainly, too, the not being as yet what we can and must
become, should be called sin, “omne minus bonum habet rationem mali.”
Yet sin does not merely or chieﬂy consist in this, that we are still removed
far from the aim we are to attain to ; but much more in this, that we fall far
away voluntarily from it, in order to follow out our own ends. Though it
taints the whole man, sin really is placed in the domain of the will; and
even with respect to transgression through weakness, the rule, “omne
peccatum est voluntarium,” may still to a certain degree prevail. It is not
merely a temporary want of, but a denial in principle of, the moral good,
which is unconditionally willed by God. ‘Though it sometimes assumes
the appearance of good, yet it has nothing in common with the essence of
the matter ; it is ofttimes the caricature of it, but never only a lesser degree
thereof. The distinction between good and evil is as great as between
light and darkness, and the temptation to the latter is doubly dangerous,
since it hides itself under the appearance of the former.18

7. The absolute guilt of sin, so strongly expressed in Holy Scripture,®
is the natural consequence of its character, so depicted. Disorder in place

13 2 Cor. v. 15. 18 2 Cor. xi, 14."
15 John xv. 24 ; Rom viii, 7 ; T1t. iii. 3; and other places. ! Rom. iii. 19.
¥ Rom, i. 3I.
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of order, rebellion instead of subjection, selfishness in place of self-denial,
hate where love is demanded with the highest right; we cannot possibly
conceive anything more sad, or anything more terrible. It is one of the
excellences of our Symbolical and Liturgical Writings, that this idea so
constantly appears in them, as, for example,-in the excellent “Confession
de péché,” which is still used in the Walloon Churches, and—one of the
greatest misfortunes of our time that it is wanting in by far the greatest
number of them.

Comp. C. WEISZAECKER, Zu der Lelive vom Wesen der Siinde, in the Falrb., fiir Deutsche
Theol, (1856), i., p. 131, sg7.; J. MULLER, a. a. O., p. 166, sgq.; E. SARTORIUS, Die
Lehre von der heiligen Lice. (1840), i., p. 61, sgg.; NITZSCH, a. a. O., p. 105; P, H,
HUGENHOLTZ; Het hooge belang van de kennis onzer Zonde (1864).

POINTS FOR INQUIRY.

TIs not the entire distinction between good and evil relative and conventional >—1Ts there
ground for asserting that the conceptions of sin in the Old Testament and in the New are
actually distinct >—The relation of the ideas of law and obligation.—Is a thing morally
evil because God forbids it, or does God forbid it because it is morally evil >—The dis-
tinction between selfishness and proper self-love.—Can every sin be truly explained as a
revealing of natural selfishness >—Import and truth of the fifth answer in the Heidelberg
Catechism.—How can we explain, and how best combat, the sad denial of the existence of
sin, so specially seen in our time?

SECTION LXXIV.—ITS ORIGIN IN MAN.

The actuality and the influence of the sinful principle in man,
is in no degree the consequence of causes, consisting merely either
in the original direction of his nature, or in the unchangeable
nature of good, or in his external circumstances and position, or in
anything external to himself. Every explanation of the origin of sin,
in which its essential guilt is disowned, is rejected by the conscience,
and is in principle inadmissible. The sinful act is the consequence
of the perverted disposition, and this, again, is the fruit of a moral
corruption of human nature, which has its seat in the heart, and
thence radiates into every direction of the internal and external
life.

1. After the inquiry as to the nature of sin naturally follows that into its
origin, in the first place, in the individual man, considered by himself.
This question, discussed in every age, and answered in divers ways, deserves
the more consideration because it has not only speculative, but preponderate

ing practical importance. From the nature of the case, a negative answer
must here precede the positive one.
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2. According to some, sin necessarily proceeds from the metaphysical
imperfection of man, and may even be considered as absolutely inseparable
from it. Because man is a finite and limited being, it is so natural that he
should stumble and fall, that we must much more teel surprise if this were
not to happen. This 1dea formerly supported by Leibnitz, and since, his
time by others too, and specially by clever defenders of the so- Alled
Modern Theology,! seems at first sight not unacceptable, but closer inves-
tigation shows that it is overweighted with insuperable difficulties. For as
soon as sin becomes something absolutely inevitable, at that very time it
ceases to be sin. Besides, this theory is quite unable to explain the facts
of the case properly. Experience teaches that it is not merely a weak, but
a really wicked will which governs not a few of mankind. Evil appears
not only as weakening, but as an active and energic perversion of our
moral nature. A crime arouses not merely compassion, but terror, which
from this standpoint becomes really quite unintelligible. Holy Scripture
even calls us not only to sorrow, but to hatred against sin, and speaks of a
power of evil, and even of the depths of Satan, which exhibit a much more
serious character than that of imperfection and weakness only. According to
its declarations, which conscience supports, we are speaking here not only
of a fault, but of a crime; not of a weakness, but of a terrible power ; not of
something necessary, but of something contrary to nature, Where this is
denied, every self-accusation is, in other words, explained as a miserable
self-deception, which is disposed of when we analyse more deeply the evil
which has been done.

3. Not more favourable can our judgment be upon. the opinion of those
who consider sin as a fruit of sensibility, which develops so much earlier
than reason, and hence, even mvoluntanly, leads us astray, from time to
time. AccorchnU to this view, too, sin primarily originates in God, who has
given man such a sensuous nature, and: has thus willed that he should
gradually develop from sin as the lower, to good as the higher. But
then, how is it that man sins, not only at that time of life when sensuousness
still entirely governs him, but even when its allurements are felt in a
much less degree, gives himself up entirely as the slave of evil? Whence
come all those spiritual sins, pride, envy, etc., which have nothing or
little in common with sensuality, and which we see rise to such a
surprising height in the Prince of darkness? Whence comes it, that
God’s Son has taken human nature, even its sensuous side, and notwith-
standing continued sinless? It is only the self-depreciation, but not the
self-exaltation of the sinner, which can be explained in this way, and in
its inevitable consequences this theory cannot be aught but injurious. It
necessarily calls out a rigorous asceticism, which finally attaches the highest
value to a “bodily exercise,” so little valued by St. Paul,? and at last makes
every free, lively, and sound view of life impossible. In vain, too, does the
hypothesis of sensibility look for a sufficient recommendation in the words
of Scripture. The saying of the Lord, in St. Matt. xxvi. 41, refers exclu-
sively to the momentary state of His dlSClples and serves to recommend to

See, e.g., Riggenbach, Die neuere Theologie in der denischen Schwelz.
2 1 Tim, iv. 8.
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them most specially the duty of watchfulness.. The words of St. James 3
need not be exclusively understood of sensual desire; and besides, it falls
short of an explanation of how that desire had its origin in the human
heart. Lastly, as far as relates to St. Paul's statements, only when we
cling to the sound of the letter can we find in his teachmg concerning the
flesh (odp£) and its operation a support for the theory which is in dispute.

And even by flesh the apostle does not mean sensuality, but the entire
sinful nature of man, to which belong not only the body, but the under-
standing, feeling, and will also, and which as such stands in direct opposi-
tion to the renewed spiritual principle by which the Christian is led.
Hence, too, he mentions among the works of the flesh those which have
absolutely nothing to do with sensuality as such.* To be carnally minded is
death, not the possession of, or the life, in the flesh itself.  If sensibility is
a temptation and incitement to sin, the real cause of the latter must be
sought much deeper.

" 4. Still less can it be found in the true nature of moral good, of whose
light moral evil could be called the inevitable shadow. ¢ Perfect holi-
ness,” so we hear it said on more than one side, “and absolute wickedness
are both pure abstractions.” We should never “become conscious of
good, if evil were not ; sin is a necessary point of transition to a higher per-
fection ;- a moment of development, not intended to continue, but to be
ever again repeated. If man had not eaten of the tree of knowledge, he
would not have been man, but beast.” This theory, too, is not new ; it
met with strong supporters among some of the Gnostic sects, e.g., the
Ophites, and was also regarded favourably by -Lactantius, J. Scotus
Erigena, and others. Schiller pleaded for it in “Erwas diber die ersten
Menschengesellsch. nack dev Mos. Urk.” when he declared his conviction
that the fall in an intellectual and moral view might much more be called
an advance ; and even with Hegel, evil consists in reality in this, that man
adheres to the standpoint of the lower naturalness, above which he must be
raised by the spirit. According to this system, there is thus a certain
discord in the nature of man, but a discord which will, even in the domain
of morals, gradually dlsappear

Yet, it seems that even this conception of sin, as ¢ interpretamentum
boni, " can be as little adequately justified before the tribunal of reason as
before that of conscience, and that all properly so-called dread of evil may
from this standpoint be called pessimistic folly. 'If sin be a necessary
consequence of finiteness, it would be a curse, and not a blessing, to be
a finite being, and a Buddhistic absorption into the Nirwana (the Nothing,
the Void) would at length be the most desirable prospect of him who above
all else desires to be relieved from these chains. Certainly, undera Divine
government, which causes good to come even out of evil, sin itself may
become a means to higher completeness ; yet he who states that the last
is absolutely unattainable without the first, says, in other words, that God
has notwithstanding propetly willed and ordained that which He hates and

3 James i. 14, 15.
4 Gal. v. 19, sgg.; compare Col, ii. 18—23 ; Rom. viii. 6
5 Lactantius,
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punishes.  This whole conception arises, consciously or unconsciously,
from a pantheistic idea of God, according to which God effects evil as
well as good, so that properly for Him, evil as positive evil does not exist.
From the Theistic standpoint, on the contrary, we must maintain the finite,
as such, is not yet the sinful, and in the moral world, at least, light without
shadow is possible, or—the conception of the highest holiness must be
rejected as absurd.® Even the often used comparison, derived from dis-
cords which-are resolved in higher harmony, rests on an involuntary
confusion of the eesthetic and ethical spheres ; between discord and keynote
the distance is relative, between moral good and evil in principle the con-
trast is absolute. Where this absoluteness is brought down to something
merely relative, the spiritual nature of man, as well as the loftiness of the
moral ideal, is most miserably misapprehended ; and where no other pros-
pect is open to mankind, but to continue in sin for ever, both Soteriology
and Eschatology may be placed in the list of follies. “We console our-
selves for our vices by declaring them necessities, and clothe in the mantle
of science the testimony of a corrupted heart ” (Lacorda.lre)

‘5. Many other solutions of the proposed question might be mentioned,
if completeness were here required. - As the most superficial, must perhaps
be mentioned that of the old philosopher (Socrates), that error was- the
source of sin, since men simply are forgetful of the duties which they intend
to fulil. As the most profound we must mention that of R. Rothe, the
most renowned divine of the nineteenth century, who thinks that he finds
in man’s original relation to matter the key of the enigma, and just thereby
plainly overlooks the difference between natural and moral evil. While he
and others thus find the causes of sin in man himself, not unimportant, on
the other hand, is the number of those who in causes external to him seek
for the ground of the sad phenomenon, eg., in the imperfect condition of
society, But then, whence is it that the society itself, consisting of indi-
viduals, is so corrupt, and that all attempts to reform it fail so miserably ?
The question is only transplaced, not resolved, where the key, which Scrip-
ture and experience offer, is rejected. The secret of the origin of sin can
be first discovered only when sz is viewed in the light of conscience.

6. There is no fact which is more plainly announced by conscience than
that sin is not fate; but an act which we as such have to impute to our-
selves, as it will be imputed to us by God, if He does not forgiveit. “There
is no fatal law which condemns us to impurity” (Naville). Sin in man
thus arises, because his will is inclined to evil, and because he consequently
most fatally misuses the freedom bestowed upon him. Let it be true, that
this misuse is determined by all sorts of circumstances and influences
external to us, it is no less certain that it is we ourselves who thus decide
for ourselves, without any compulsion and without offering a proper resist-
ance. How is it that we, who know this and even condemn it, neverthe-
less constantly let our lust prevail over our duty? The misuse of our
personal liberty is the consequence of the moral corruption of human
nature.

7. When we speak of this moral corruption, we by no means declare .

1 Johni. 5.
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that the original nature of man was so wholly destroyed and annihilated,
that it might be literally called nothing but sin, “a mass of corruption.”
On the contrary, according to Augustine, “in guantum natura est, bona est.”
But in whatever degree our nature has continued entire, in other words,
in whatever degree man does not cease to be man, yet is it completely
penetrated by a moral corruption of which the heart is the source and
centre. Impurity in the heart we describe as corruptiony: because it has
been preceded by an originally better moral condition.” We thus distin-
guish between the essential being of man (essentia substantia), and his present
condition, the sinful nature which has now once for all become inseparable
from man. Hence we call every sinful act the revelation of a sinful prin-
ciple, and of this sinful principle we assert, that it~—save the one exception
which was seen in Jesus Christ—is from birth inherent in every member of
the human race, in this respect always unvarying. :

8. The evidence for this statement is already given in the nature of sin
itself, according to what we have thus far learnt of its nature. If it be not
willed by God, and just as little a fruit of man’s original disposition, it
must then be called a fruit of moral corruption. A phenomenon so
universal is only to be explained from a cause equally universal. Hence
sin exhibits, in the midst of innumerable Variet‘y, everywhere again and
again, one and the same ckaracter; so that we may, with some knowledge
of mankind, almost count upon the way in which any one in certain’circum-
stances will. forsake his higher calling. This uniformity points, too, to a
cause lying deeper, and present in every one without exception. Ewen the
surprising power of sin, notwithstanding all that has been done to resist it,
seems inconceivable, when we are not permitted to speak of a corruption of
the entire nature, from which sin is always springing as bubbling water. as
if from an impure fountain8 ¢ Just as little as mankind on its part is
merely an atomistic crowd of spirits, so little can it be atomistically indi-
vidualised in its sins.’® Education also and example are undoubtedly
factors which must not be overlooked. 'But, though rain and -sunshine
make weeds grow more quickly, they could not draw them out of the
ground, if they had not been laid there beflore. Evil shows itself already in
the child, before education and training can operate ; not to say that even
the most pious parents have had most wicked children, or zice versé. Take
for example, Hezekizh, the son of Ahaz, and Amon, the son of Manasseh.
In truth, ¢ we can as well explain the rain by the clouds, as sin only by
education.” «

9. That which the nature of the case declares, Holy Scripture expressly
confirms in more than one way. When we listen to Jesus, we hear Him
profess that the heart of man!® is the seat of the deepest impurity, and
that man, who is born of the flesh alone, is utterly unsuited for the
spiritual kingdom of God.!! Nor does that which He testifies of the
inner light of man,’? and of the good and honest heart of the well-
inclined hearers of the Gospel,’® absolutely conflict with this. The first

7 Section Ixx. 10 Matt. xv. I9. 12 Matt. vi. 22, 23.
8 Neth. Conf., Art. xv, 1 John iii. 5. 18 Luke viii. 15.
9 Lange.



ITS ORIGIN IN MAN, 401

points to the light of conscience, which is dimmed, but by no means
extinguished, by sin ; the other, to that simple and well-meaning disposition
which makes man receptable of the seed of the Kingdom of God, and
also in its part is the work of the preparing grace of God. Undoubtedly
there is, even in a sinful world, a distinction between men and men,* but in
a greater or less degree the qualification of “evil™® is no less applicable to
all. Hence St. Paul calls all men, without distinction, children of wrath
by naturel® (g¢voe, naturaliter, indole sud, cf. Gal. iv. 8), and he thus shows
the Jewish as well as the heathen world as sinful and guilty before God.!?
We hear the echoes of these tones even in the Scriptures of the Old Tes-
tament. In Gen. viil. 21, God calls the thoughts and imaginations of
man’s heart, without exception and limitation, ¢ evil from his youth,” and
declares that He will henceforth spare mankind, because this sinful disposi-
tion cannot in any way be destroyed by punishment. Job denies that any
one can bring a clean thing'® out of so many unclean things ;' and David
confesses? that he was already born'in sin from a sinful mother. Had he
in this expression thought chiefly, as some’ say, of the wickedness of that
mother, about which history is silent, it would have been rather a word of
excuse than of  self-accusation and repentance. Stronger even still, than
such separate expressions, does the whole spirit of Holy Scripture plead for
the doctrine of the complete corruption of human nature.

10. Self-consciousness and experience expressly confirm all we have
said. No one can remember his first evil deed, still less his first sinful
thought. On the contrary, every one who examines himself  narrowly will
find, not only that good in him 1s too weak, but much more; that there is
in him an evil principle, aye, that he is not in a positivn to withdraw
himself by a bold resolve from the rule of selfishness, and to place himself
unconditionally under the law of love. How much impurity may spring up
in the heart and the imagindtion, even in the holiest moments! Even
apparent good is soon seen to be mixed with evil, and the glory before God
continues to be wanting,?! even where praise with men is earned most widely.
It is certainly partial, when, after a well-known saying of Augustine, we
consider the virtues of the heathen merely as splendid sins (splendida vitia).
Augustine himself indeed recognises another and kindlier mode of view.?2
Still less need we despise nobility, humanity, and other good qualities in
this sphere ; because we see in them the influence, perhaps indirect, but not
the less unmistakable, of the Logos before His incarnation.? But such excep-
tions confirm much more than really contradict the melancholy rule ; and
even from the heathen world, from a very early time, we hear the most bitter
complaints of the moral corruption of human nature. Thus Seneca says,?*
¢ Peccavimus omngs, nec delinquimus tantum, sed ad extremun eevi delin-
quemus.”? What wonder that a philosopher like Kant spoke of “radical
evil,” or that a poet like Lamartine piteously exclaimed, *“L’homme est un

:: {?h]? ix, 39—41I. '-;‘: II){S Li. 5.
uke xi. I13. om. iv. 2.
16 Ephes. ii. 3. 2 See Civ. Dei, v. 18.
17 Rom. iii. 19. % John i.
1 Tob v, 4. 2 Toe Clom,, 1. 6.
¥ Job xv. 14 ; Jerem. xiii, 23. % Comp. § Ixxii. 5,
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Dieu tombé, qui se souvient des cieux”? When carefully considered, not
much can be brought against this doctrine, save that it is painful and humi-
liating, and that it may be sadly abused. But this last will then only be
the case when it is considered without the light of the Gospel, and used as
a cloak for sin ; and as to the first, such afflictionis in every case better than
deplorable self-deception. How many blunders have been committed in
the education of children, by treating their evil tendencies, as if their nature
were in itself pure and good ! how often is preaching unfruitful, because the
preacher disregards the fallen nature of his hearers! Many a one, after long
and fruitless labour, must shamefully confess with Guizot, “ Nous avons
méconnu le mal inhérent & notre nature.” .

11. If, on the contrary, the fact of internal corruption is once fixed
absolutely fast, then nothing is more natural but that it should radiate from
its centre into every part of the internal and external life.?® Most instruc-
tive in this respect 1s the parable of the Prodigal Son,?” which makes us see
in a most striking manner the history of the development of sin, from
selfishness to a false desire for freedom, and from this to the most pitiable
slavery and misery. He who thus sketched the sinner, knew better than
any one what was in man. Every separate history may in another sense
be called again an eternal history, but at the same time it elicits the
question, where is the historic root of this wide-spreading tree of un-
righteousness hidden? That question points us to the narrative of the
fall, of which St. Augustine has so very justly testified, * Nihil est ad pree-
dicandum notius, nihil ad intelligendum secretius.” -

Compare the literature mentioned in §§ Ixxii., lxxiii., Ixxiv.

PoINTs FOR INQUIRY,

‘Whence is it that the question as to the origin of sin in man has in all ages been so
differently answered >—The grand alternative.—Further elucidation of the doctrine of St.
Paul concerning the power of the flesh.—Resemblance and differences in the representa-
tions of ancient and modern Gnosticism.—What in this case is the theory of Schleiermacher?
—and of Rothe?—and of the empiric philosophy >—Whence comes the disinclination
among so many to recognise the influence of personal freedom in this domain?—1Is it
reasonable to call the heart alone, and not human nature, corrupt>—Further support of the
Scriptural proof.—What judgment must we form on the relatively moral good in the
natural man?—Theoretical and practical importance of the recognition of the corruption of

man by sin,

SECTION LXXV,—ITS ORIGIN IN MANKIND.

The moral corruption of human nature has its historic ground in
the disobedience of our first parents, who voluntarily transgressed
God’s command, and, in consequence, have lost their original

% Section Ixxix, % Luke xv. 11—1I7.
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purity. Between this fall of the first man, and the corruption of
the whole human race, there thus exists a direct connexion, which
seeks its proper expression in the so-called doctrine of original sin
(peccatum  herveditarium). Whatever may remain here undeter-
mined or incomprehensible, this is sufficiently evident, that in the
history of the fall of the Protoplasts must be sought the key for
explaining the mystery of sin, but at the same time that that
‘history itself, on its part, points us to a power of evil which was
older than the first human pair.

The investigation into the reality, the nature, and the immediate origin
of sin, forces us of itself to go back to its first cause, and to look for the
first link in the fatal chain. It is necessary that we view the first sin in the
light of history, before we can expressly discuss its exact connexion with
the universal corruption of our nature.

I. 1. The narrative of the first sin,® which must offer the desired key,
exhibits itself an hieroglyphical character, and hasin all ages been explained
in different ways. By not a few,? specially in the last century, and since that
time, a purely mythical conception has arisen, and. the idea been defended,
that here nothing but the philosophical conception of a pious thinker con-
cerning the commencement of original evil has been laid down in -an
historical form. In favour of this view, however, we find no preponderating
reasons, and there are many objections against it. The narrative presents
itself plainly as history ; and such an historico-fantastic clothing of a pure
philosophic idea, in our view, accords little with the genuine spirt of
Jewish antiquity. The distinction between the Jewish and the heathen
religions, with the grand mythological background of the latter, must not
here be overlooked, while the reasons alleged for the general credibility of
the oldest Mosaic records are also available for this particular section.
More arbitrary even than the mythical, must the e/egvrical conception be,
called, (supported by Philo Judzus, M. : Malmonides Origen, and
Ambrose,) which refers everything which is said of fruit, serpent, woman,
etc., to entirely different things than those which the sacred letter denotes.
This explanation presupposes an artistic reflection, such as is at least not
to be looked for in the most remote ages, and opens the door for all sorts
of suggestions, which soon too easily lead to mockery of that which is thus
misunderstood.,

We avoid both perils when we place ourselves at the standpoint
of the historic conception, which, further examined, is in our esti-
mation supported by sufficient grounds. Here, too, we have a Sagé, it
we want to use this word, but one of which the kernel is undoubtedly
history; a tradition, originally derived from our first parents themselves,
preserved for centuries by word of mouth, afterwards perhaps in hiero-.
glyphs, and finally in writing, which thus became known to Moses, and was

! Gen, iii. 2 Eichhorn, Gabler, etc.
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later placed at the head of the Pentateuch. In so far as this tradition
was given in a most childish form, and contains elements which cannot
possibly be literally apprehended, it may be said that here there is a hlstory
written, which, though not real, is nevertheless an infallibly true one.® As
such it is also afterwards explamed and employed in the writings of the
Old and New Testament.* Besides, the narrative bears an internal
character of psychological truth, which recommends it more strongly after
every new investigation. Certainly the very remarkable agreement be-
tween the chief subject-matter of the Mosaic record and the traditions of the
most different nations concerning a fall into sin and its sad results cannot
be better explained than by our hypothesis (§ 1xx. 14). Whatever in it seems
strange or incredible disappears to a considerable extent, when we only
know how to get through the shell to the kernel, and consider that we are
here moving in a higher sphere than that of a dead level, every-day reality,
and in view of many a singularity assume the language of true modesty,
“In re obscura tutissima ingenua ignorantiee confessio ” (Clericus).

2. In any case so much is at once evident, that the origin of the first
sin is to be sought neither in God nor in man himself, but in the craft and
power of a mysterious Deceiver. It will always be impossible to determine
whether this be here only denoted under the image of a serpent, or whether
we must conceive of a real serpent, of which, in some way or other, he
made use to attain his end. In the last view, which certainly accords
most with the letter of the record, one must either assume that the serpent
spoke in an unusual manner, with acts, signs, etc., or suppose with Lange
that the woman was in a vision during this dialogue. Unacceptable
remains always the suggestion, that we have here narrated her own re-
flections on seeing a serpent eating and yet not dying, in the form of a
conversation ; when could such thoughts have risen in a still absolutely
uncorrupted heart? We must always suppose that the first sinful lust in
her heart was raised by a word from without, under whatever form it may
have been spoken. The Tempter begins by arousing in the woman, as
the easiest deceived, doubts. as. to the truth of God’s word and the
goodness of His will. Where by that doubt the unlimited confidence of
love is broken, the selfish desire to be like God is called out. Just as a
third fatal power does sensuous lust enter into the scene ;3 and where desire
brings sin into the world, the victim of temptation becomes at once its
instrument against Adam. “Infidelitas radix defectionis; hinc ambitio et
superbia fluxit.” (Calv.)

3. The unalterable ckaracter of sin shows itself at once in this first
transgression. It reveals itself as a renouncing of law,5 and as arbitrariness,
whereby it naturally is an entire matter of indifference how much or how
little selfishness takes for itself, if its demands once prevail over those of
love. Hence, too, the greatness of the evil here wrought, when measured
by a moral rule, cannot seriously be disputed. The first sin was committed
in opposition to an absolute, plain, and relatively easy command; from a
principle in the highest degree impure, with full consciousness, without any

# Nitzsch. 5 (Gen. iil. 6.
4 Job xxxi. 33; Hosea vi. 7; Matt, xix, 4—6; 2 Cor. xi. 3, etc.  © 1 John iil. 4.
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need, even without a tolerable pretext, and, if we adhere to the letter of
the record, at the instigation of a beast who was subject to man, and
from which he must have understood that a very impure spirit was speaking
through it. .

4. 'Thus, even the smmediate consequences of the sin could not be aught
else but sad and destructive. So little is this first deed a mistake standing
alone, that it becomes much more the source of the saddest change, espe-
cially for our first parents. The harmony in man himself between his
spiritual and animal nature is destroyed, between his present and his past,
between his reason too, and his awakening conscience.” Nor less is
destroyed the harmony between the man and the woman, where both put
away the guilt from themselves, and one comes forth as the accuser of the
other. Specially is destroyed the harmony of man with his Creator and
the surrounding creation. With these natural . consequences are also
threatened «till more definite punishments of the evil, both to the tempter
and to the tempted, and even reaching to inanimate nature. “ The
fall of man was a cosmic event, as when a kingdom falls with its king”
(Von Baader). However difficult it may be to come here to any conclusion
on our own authority, since we ‘do not know what would have been the
state of things if man had not sinned ; of this, at any rate, there can be
no doubt, that death must, on its appearance in the world of man, be
regarded as a punishment on sin; while this, too, can as little be ques~
tioned, that already wassrevealed to the first sinner, in the clearest Light,
the mercy of God as well as His holiness and-justice.

5. We should judge quite incorrectly of the more extended consequences of
the first sin, if we thought that from that moment moral corruption sprang
at once into life in full force. This could only, from the nature of the case,
be-at first gradual, but still, by the force of the principle, in an ever increas-
ing ratio. "Even though—and this we may accept—the transgression was
earnestly deplored ; with the first purity was also lost internal peace, the
power of love was destroyed, and where new conditions gave rise to new
temptations, each succeeding disoBedience must lead to further declension.
The son of Adam bears his image, and that first son becomes a fratricide,
and head of a race which was constantly departing more and more from
God. The turning away from God brings habitually ruin as its conse-
quence. Just as the lava hardens after it has broken from the crater, and in
that state can never return to its source; so after the first fall, the history
of mankind becomes likewise the history of the development of sin. Sin:
rules with an ever-increasing power from Adam to Noah, from Noah again
to Moses, from Moses to Christ, and even where He in principle subdues
its power, its rule continues prolonged, apparently unchangeable. It is
a wide stream, to whose source we cannot reach without placing our-
selves once more in the lost paradise. Such a continuity would thus at
‘once bring us involuntarily to the thought of a very close connexion; and
when we begin to ask after this, we find a confirmation of the declaration
of the Christian philosopher: “Le dogme chrétien de la chute de ’huma-
nité renferme la doctrine philosophique qui rend le mieux compte & la

* Gen. iii.. 7, 8.
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raison des données de Vexperience, & I'occasion desquelles se pose le pro-
bléme du-mal” (Naville). :

6. After all that has been said, we can hardly estimate highly enough
the great zZmportance of the narrative of the first sin. It supplies an answer
to a question which we cannot put on one side, an answer whose inner
truth as far as concerns the chief matter, notwithstanding the mystery in its
particulars, recommends itself both to the thoughtful understanding and the
speaking conscience. It stands there as an inuestructible testimony against
all Dualism and Manichaism, but also against all Pelagianism and Optimism
in its varying forms. It casts a true light over man, as the fallen king of
creation, and offers us the only fitting key to all the aspirations and the
pains of his internal and external life. Lastly, it may be called, in so far
as it exhibits in essence and character the image of every sin, with its con-
sequences, not merely a most remarkable, but an eternal history. What
marvel that not merely Theologians, but philosophers too, of all schpols of
thought, agree in their high estimation of a record, which, if it were destroyed,
would make the history of our race a labyrinth without entrance or exit ?

Comp. LANGE, KurTz, DELITZSCH, KEIL, and others on Gen. iii. ; the #2é7d supple-
ment to THOLUCK’S Lekre won der Siinde; K. H. SACK, Psychol. Moral. Bemerkungern
mit Bexug auf den Siindenfall, Stud. und Krit. (1869), ii.; STEINER, Die Bibl. Erzihlung
vom Siindenfall (1870) ; and, as regards the traditions of other nations, H. LUEKEN,
a. a. 0., p 74, etc. Upon the whole subject, study BL. PASCAL, Fernsées.

PoiNTs FOR INQUIRY.

Closer definition and defence of the historical interpretation of Gen. iii.—What opinion
must we form as to the serpent and its probable speech >—How far can the first sin be
called the fruit of anticipation and impatience >—Explanation of Gen. iii. 14—19, com-
pared with Rom. viii. 19—23.—The history of the fall and the temptation in the wilder-
ness.—Testimonies to the high estimation of the history of Paradise at different times and
in different schools of thought.

II. 1. To the question whether therg is a real comnexion between this
first and every later sin, the Scriptures of the New Testament give us a
sufficiently plain affirmative reply. Specially does St. Paul give us light
on this point, in Rom. v. 12—21, cp. with 1 Cor. xv. 21, 22. Both expres-
sions testify most decidedly that our sin as well as our death stands in the
closest connexion with that of Adam. By one man—thus must we under-
stand his words, which are here of the utmost significance, by one man
(the father of mankind) has sin (as a fatal and hostile power) come into
the world (so that it therefore existed already elsewhere), and by sin death
(physical death, with its consequences), and death has passed on all men;
for that (€9’ & Fr. parce que, cf. 2 Cor. v. 4) they all (even themselves) have
sinned. How this sinning of all is properly speaking connected with that of
Adam, the Apostle does not point out here at once, but it is deduced, besides
from the entire comparison between Adam and Christ, specially from v. 19,
where he says that by the transgression of that one man many were made®
sinners, 7.¢., became sinners, and were treated as such. Thus, in consequence
of their ratnral relationship to Adam, they also transgress and die in

8 kareordOnoav.
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conjunction with him. St. Paul does not only mean that one man was
the first sinner, whose example has now been followed by all; for then
would the entire contrast between that which came from the first and
the second Adam be here at once out of place. Still less does he teach
that all have already sinned éz Adam, so that his act might be considered
even as their own; not that we were already in Adam, but,that Adam is
in us, in so far, e.g., as the germ continues to live in the fruit, is his expressed
meaning. Two streams reveal themselves to his eye (on the one side sin
and death, on the other grace and life), sprung from two entirely opposed
personal fountains. No reason at all exists for considering this statement
of his as the fruit of an earlier rabbinical theological standpomt of little or
no importance for a proper Christian Dogmatics. On the contrary, by
thus expressing such images as an Apostle, St. Paul has unenigmatically
shown, that in his estimation these were something infinitely higher than
purely scholastic conceptions. They find their root really in the Scnptures
of the Old Testament, agree completely with the teaching of Jesus,® are
also soon after presented by Paul himself in other forms,!® and besides,
carry in them their own recommendation, because they are emphatically
supported by both reason and experience. Indeed, it appears again and
again, “mnous nalssons injustes, car chacun tend 2 soi, et la pente vers soi
est le commencement de tout désordre ” (Pascal). :

2. When we, thus taught by the light of Holy Scripture, speak of
original sin, we use a word which may undoubtedly be misunderstood and
mocked, but which plainly enough points to the sinful nature of the human
race, wh1ch every member of the same now possesses from his birth. This
mnate sinfulness (vitium originis as it is first called by Tertullian, De
animd, cap. 41) was without reason denied by the British monk Pelagius
(409), who, just as Ceelestius (412), opposed the Hamartology of Augustine,
and took offence at his pious prayer, “Da quod jubes, €t jube quod
vis.” According to his view, neither the sin nor death of his descend-
ants was to be explained by that of the first Adam. “There is in our souls,”
so he taught, “a certain natural holiness, if I may so call it. Neither evil
nor good is born with us, but is wrought in us.” Young children thus are
still always in the condition in which Adam was before his transgression,
except that they, too, are exposed to the unfavourable influence of bad
teaching and example. Bylong custom in sin mankind has undoubtedly de-
clined ; but still an inherited corruption, properly so called, need not on that
account be accepted. This doctrine, first condemned at Carthage (412),and
afterwards at Ephesus, at the same time with Nestorianism (431), and also
in its semi-Pelagian development (by Cassianus and Faustus of Riez), at
the synod at Orange, in 529, has even after this found much support. Not
a few, in particular among the later Scholastics, inclined to semi-Pelagian
views, among them particularly Scotus and his supporters, and soon after-
wards Erasmus and others ; so that Thomas Bradwardine, Archbishop of
Canterbury (1t 1349) could declare “that almost all the world has fallen into
the error of Pelagius.” Just as little as the Socinian and Arminian Theolo-
gians in and after the Reformation, was the Romish Church free from the

o John iii. 65 viii. 44. 1 Ephes. ii. 3.
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Pelagian leaven; according to it, death indeed, but not the corruption of
our nature, was a fruit of Adam’s transgression ; while according to the view
of the former, the children have received the germ of evil from their own
parents, but not from the first sinner. . The Rationalism, too, of the present
century explained the entire doctrine as a “commentum, in quo tanta ad
virtutis studiuym deprimendum vel plane exstinguendum inest vis” (Wegs-
cheider). The well-known saying of Rousseau, “ Retournons & la nature,”
from this standpoint becomes the utterance of the highest wisdom.

With injustice has the authority of 3t. James been appealed to in favour
of the Pelagian theory (§ Ixxiv. 3), though it cannot be denied that the strictly
moral tendency which it represents to a certain degree attaches itself there-
to.. -But with St. Paul, at any rate, it is in irreconcilable contradiction, and
‘atolerable explanation of Rom. v. 12—21 cannot be given from this stand-
point. Pelaglanism may to a certain extent explain different sins; but
sin as-a principle and: power remains a mystery to it. In this it starts from
an absolutely atomistic: conception, misunderstands the constant direct
relation between God and man, as well as the proper nature of Christianity,
and in its legitimate consequences leads to an entire 1ejection of the Gospel
of salvation. We cannot be surprised that it has in every age repelled the
most profound minds ; its greatest strength has been derived from the weak
sides of the opposite system.’

3. As little, however, as the doctrine of Pelagius, is that of Augustine,
the pure expression of Evangelical truth. According to it, in consequence
of Adam’s fall, all mankind has become a “massa perditionis.” They were
in his loins, “in lumbis Ade,” just as, according to Hebrews vil o, 10,
‘Levi was in those of Abraham when he paid homage to Melchizedek.
Omnes fuimus in illo uno, guando fuimus ille unus (D.C.D. viil. 14). The
universal corruption of our nature is, according to Augustine, the punish-
ment of the sin of Adam. Sin is the fruit of the desire which is transmitted
by propagation from one generation to another. This original sin is washed
away in infant baptism; though the original taint remains, and rules over
man to such a degree that he is left no other freedom than a freedom to
evil.—Undoubtedly in this system, the fruit of serrowful self-knowledge and
painful experience, we cannot fail to recognise deep moral earnestness ;
whence it arises that, even in the midst of vielent conflict and opposition,
it has long survived its founder. Supported’ in  mild form, specially for
practical reasons, by Gregory the Great, and afterwards, in the ninth century,
developed by the French monk, Gottschalk, to- its utmost limits, and in
this form condemned by the Synod at Mayence (848), it met with no less
powerful friends in the best of the Scholastics and Mystics of the Middle
Ages, later on in the Reformers and the Reformed Churches of the Cal-
vinistic tendency, and in the Romish Church in the Jansenists and Port
Royalists. It merited this distinction by its laudable endeavour to regard
sinful humanity as an organic whole, and it has without reason been uncon-
ditionally rejected as an unripe fruit of the earliest Manichzean standpoint of
the Father. This accusation he himself refutes by the express declaration
that he viewed original sin, not as something substantially in man, but as
something accidental (a vitizm, languor, affectionalis qualitas, substantia acci-
dens).  Much nearer to the truth is he, indeed, than Pelagius, with all his
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allied friends. Therefore must we the more regret that scriptural proof of
the proper core of his system is entirely wanting. His translation of Rom.
v. 12, “in whom” (iz guo) all have sinned, is. absolutely indefensible,
and the force which he here claims for baptism can as little be proved from
the words of the Lord, as from those of His first witnesses. Even the words of
the prophet in Hosea vi. 7 contain merely a comparison, and nothing more.
The hypothesis, that already on account of Adam’s sin alone all mankind
-1s doomed to corruption, is in irreconcilable conflict with every rational
representation of God’s holiness and justice. .Of a seli-conscious assent to
Adam’s transgression nobody has the slightest knowledge, and the hypothesis
that all mankind was actively included in him, leads thus inevitably to the
arbitrary hypothesis of the so-called Covenant of Works of Coccejus and his
school, which has not incorrectly been called a “ judicial artifice.”  Still less
can the views of Augustine satisfy us in every point, because he did not,

as we should have expected, favour the theory of the Traducians;! byt pre-
ferred that of the Creationists, and thus from his standpoint was involved in
fresh difficulty. Undoubtedly the constant resistance which he called forth,

though often unreasonable, was notwithstanding relatively just.

4. In order to avoid these two extremes, the hereditariness as well as the
imputability of the first sin, about which- there has always been so much
dispute, must be definitely placed in the light of -Holy Scripture. It
teaches, 2kat all our race, in consequence of the first transgression, is in a
sinful state, which by natural descent passes over from parenis to their children,
and makes us deserving of God’s holy displeasure®  Because all have sprung
Jrom Adam, all are with him subject to sin and death. He is the natural
_progenitor of mankind (wput naturale not seminale, as Augustine, or
Jederale, as Coccejus asserts), and continues to live in each son, as the root
of the tree in its stem and branches, leaves and fruit. Every new birth is
only a new individualising of the same nature, and as has been very well
said, “In Adam a person made nature sinful, in his posterity nature made
persons sinful” {Anselm). No less, but also no more, than this i1s declared
by the combined -testimony of Scripture and Expenence, while, from this
standpoint alone, we comprehend sufficiently why He, who was to be the
second Adam, must in an extraordinary manner appear in human flesh.
The manner in which this moral corruption is transmitted from parents to
children is nowhere pointed out in the Gospel, and is b’eyond the reach of
our experience ; ‘‘nec putamus, necessarium esse inquirere” (Conf. Gall,
art. x.). The theory of the Traducians explains a part indeed, though
not all, but the fact itself is-no less incontestable, and finds its 1llustratlon
at least in the phenomgenon constantly repeated, that defects of body or of
character continue in the same line for years and centuries. Thus far then
we may speak, next to an hereditary taint, of an hereditary suffering of sin-
ful humanity.

5. Something dlﬁ”erent however, is it with hereditary gus/#, which means
something quite distinct from heredltary taint. Without any doubt even
the innate tendency to evil must be wrong in God’s eye, and so far every
impurity obtains His holy displeasure. =~ Still that, which according to the

1 Section lxvii. 3. 12 Comp. Heid. Cat., Ans. vii,
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severest rule would be sufficient to make us condemned before God, is yet
not on that account a ground for actual condemnation. An immediate
imputation of Adam’s sin itself, as a personal guilt even of the new-born
babe and the ignorant heathen, is nowhere taught by the Gospel. Of real
guilt there can “be no questlon, where no personal assent to the evil which
was wrought existed, and where even the possibility was wanting to change
the - supposed condition. Rightly therefore did Zwingle already object
to the dogma of vréginal guilt in this form ; and Melancthon remarks, “Cum
peccato originali semper simul sunt peccata actualia.” The hereditary
. taint becomes actually the ground of condemnation, only when, and in so
far as, it shows itself in a personal transgression of the law. "Thus Holy
Scnpture teaches,® and the proof that has been derived from Rom. v. 16,

in favour of an opposite view, vanishes wheh we observe that the word
schuld (guilt) has been arbitrarily introduced by the Dutch translators in the
first rpember of the sentence, while xpiue in the second must be translated
by judgment, and not by siz.. As far as concerns the hereditary eurse in
Exod. xx. 4, 5, we must remember that here national transgression was
being treated of rather than personal, and that where a curse 1s hereditary
in families, and affects even those relatively innocent,* still from such
temporal misfortune we can permit no deduction of eternal misery.
The last can only be the consequence of personal disobedience, while
even in this domain the proposition of Pelagius remains true, * Deus,
qui propria peccata remittit, aliena non imputat.” Undoubtedly the sen-
tence of death has passed on all, even on young children, and in that has
been shown in a touching manner God’s righteous judgment on the sinful-
ness of our whole race. But, on the other hand, we must just as little
forget that the wages of sin is at least both a natural consequence of man’s
disposition and condition, and that there is given to a child, even without
its knowledge, a sign and token of deliverance in Christ. Our sinful nature
even makes us punishable before God, in so far as we have nursed the
perverted nature by mistake or neghgence, not in so far as we were apart
from our choice &or7 with such disposition. It is therefore also absolutely
needless to assume?® that man in a pre-worldly state, of his free choice (ezze
intelligibele Urthat) assented to Adam’s transgression, and thereby received
the (otherwise inexplicable) consciousness of guilt. Of a condition and
assent like this we have as little conception as consciousness; the Bible
does not speak a word about it, and our conscience accuses us only of
that which we ate and do, or leave undone, in consequence of the sinful
determination of our own will. We can here speak! of a “jeint guilt and
joint act of all mankind,” only when we connect at once with the domain
of innate sin, that of actual sin.

6. Viewing the doctrine of hereditary sin in this light, our decision as
to the conception of it held by the Romish Church cannot possibly be
favourable. By hereditary taint it understands only man’s natural repug-
nance to God, which has sprung from the want of the extraordinary gifts
(the donum superadditum of the justitia originalis). 1t recognises indeed an

5 Gen. xviii. 25 ; Ezra xviii. 2—4 ; Rom. v, 13. 15 1. Miiller.
4 Louis XVI. and XVII., and Louis XIV. and XV, 16 Schleiermacher,
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inclination to evil, a violence done to nature, which shows itself as an evil
desire ; yet this last it considers then first as sin when it breaks out in a
particular forbidden act. From this standpoint innate sinfulness is thus some-
thing purely negative, from which we are besides entirely cleansed by baptism.
From the Evangelical Protestant view, on the contrary, in accordance with
the Apostle Paul,)? the natural sinful desire is at once regarded ‘as positive
sin, and it is confessed that this deeply rooted disease, in whatever degree
it is not to be imputed to the children of God, is “not entirely put away”
even by such a blessed means of grace as Baptism. Though from time to
time some Symbolical Wmtmcrsl8 have expressed themselves on this point
with a certain “ excess,” this may in great part be attributed to the desire
to confess with the greatest, earnestness the absolute damnability of sin
in every form. In the Calvinistic “Confession de Péché,” the dogma
we are treating of finds an expression which reflects with excellent accuracy
the spirit of the Gospel and the Reformation.

7. We cannot be surprised that a doctrine like this, even with the utmost
attempts to express it purely and with moderation, is rejected from differ-
ent sides, but just as little need we reply to the different objections which
have been alleged against it, alternately from the theological and the anthro-
pological standpoint. As far as regards the first, we may point to that which
has been already stated (§§ lxiii, lxxi.) in justification of the authority of
God in the permission of sin and its consequences. God, who, though
foreseeing everything, has yet not prevented evil, could and might thus
act, the rather because He also knew that evil from its nature was ordained
to final defeat, as the good effected by Him was destined to final victory.

As for the anthropological objections, they to-a great degree arise from
this, that man often regards himself too atomistically, and even this makes
his natural egotism apparent. Mankind ought rather to be regarded as a
whole, and the idea of solidarity with all mankind to be well understood.
The unity here meant, is not that of the heap of sand, with its separate
grains, but that of the tree with its leaves, of the stream with its waves,
of the chain with its links; of course, in such a sense, however, that the
right and power of individuality be never overlooked. Where the question
is thus put, whether it were not better that each one should be tried by
himself, the counter question will at least be allowed, whether such a
thing could have been done without a constant miracle, and whether
in that case a more favourable. issue could have been justly expected?
-Undoubtedly the omniscient God has foreseen the contrary, and chosen the
way for mankind which could best lead it through the depths to the designed
heights.—If it be said, that by recognising this dogma the guilt of sin vanishes,
since man in his corrupted state could not help sinning, the difference
between action and condition is overlooked. That we are bornin a condition
which constantly urges to disobedience, does surely not depend upon our-
selves ; but so long as the force of reason and conscience even in sinful man
is something more than an empty sound, the responsibility will continue ours
if we do not struggle against our. corrupt nature, and do not conquer it in
the strength of God.!® It does not depend upon us whether we will not

17 Rom, vil. 7. Confess. Gall., Art. xxi. ; Confess. Augsb., Art. xi. ! Matt, xxiil. 37.
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be sinners at all, but within this restriction exists a freedom, within this
service God makes a proper personal decision possible for us” (Riggenbach).
—And, lastly, if we complain that it is indeed hard to be born under such a
ban in this sinful world, we deserve the reply given in Rom. ix. 20, and also
_entirely overlook that even entirely without our co-operation or desert a
salvation has been prepared for us in Christ, which, when compared. with
"Adam’s sentence, calls forth the words of adoring surprise, “ O felix culpa,
quee tantum ac talem meruit habere Redemptorem!” (Augustine). In
conclusion, it is also not the question whether every objection can be
satisfactorily solved, but whether it is possible to explain the origin of sin
in mankind in a better way. To this question, at any rate, we can only
reply in the negative; and thus must we rest in a partial explanation, or
renounce all hope of explanation. “Original sin is folly in the sight of man,
but this folly is wiser than all thé wisdom of man. For without it who
could have said what man is? His whole condition depends on this im-
perceptible point” (Pascal). )

8. The dogma, now discussed, is of preponderating importance as a
bulwark on one side against Romanism, on the other against Rationalism.
The reproach which the Reformers had already cast upon Rome ¢ that it
resisted the little failings of mankind, but did not think of the deep
corruption of nature,” still remains the great charge which the believing
Protestant brings against the theory and, above all, against the practice
of the erring mother-church, but at the same time a powerful weapon in
this necessary strifé. In opposition to Rationalism and Naturalism, the
recognition of the deep corruption of man by sin still remains the starting-
point of the doctrines, of special revelation, of gracious redemption, of
-personal regeneration. He who concedes the sin of Adam with all its
consequences, has thus granted “the whole of the old Theology ” (H.
Lang), or rather the entire Apostolic Gospel. - This recognition is, however,
then first of the right stamp when it leads to deep humility in ourselves, a
tender judgment upon others, and a thankful estimation of God’s grace in
Him who 1s come *“ that He might destroy the works of the Devil.”?®  Yet
—this leads us on to a still darker depth of our investigation.

Compare the observation on Rom. v. 12-—21, in 7hke Biblical Theology of the New
Testament, Eng. trans., p. 272 ; and also G. J. WIGGERS, Versuck einer pragmeat. Dar-
tellung des Augustinianismus und Pelagianisnius (1833) ;5 W. VERWEI), Pergeliiking van
het Stelsel wan Awgustinus met dat.van Paulus, Waarheid in Ligfde (1839), iii.; T.
REITSMA, Over de woordeel, en nadeel. werking van de Aug. en Pel. righting i de Chr.
Kerk, in the Fakrbb. woor wet. Theol. (1853), p. 301, sgq.; C. J. RIGGENBACH, Die
Erbsiinde, in his Apologet. Beitrige (1863), pp. 115—143; E. BERSIER, Le Solidarité,
Eng. trans, (1870), pp. 12—70.

, POINTS FOR INQUIRY.

Further development and elucidation of Rom. v. 12, sgg.—History of the doctrine of
original sin before Augustine, and in the Middle Ages.—Its importance for the theology
.of the Reformation.—Its later development and present condition.—The importance of
Christian baptism in connexion with this doctrine.—Is not the innocence of childish years
in conflict with its meaning >—The pre-existence theory of J. Miiller.—The danger of
exaggeration, misconception, and misapplication of the truth in this domain.—How
can this subject be best treated homiletically ? . .

» 1 John iii. 8.
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SECTION LXXVI—ITS ORIGIN IN THE SPIRIT WORLD.

The first human sin is the consequence of a temptation, of which
the Author must be sought for in a spirit wor.d which has rebelled
against God, the existence and power of which is most indubitably
attested by Holy Scripture. Reason, when it denies the possibility
of that existence, and the opzration of that power, goes beyond its
right; but Christian science, too, while endeavouring to explain the
ultimate ground of the origin of moral evjl, meets in this dark sphere
with impassable limits.

1. If sin be as little from God, as solely from man, it must then either
be absolutely inexplicable, or be ascribed to a power hostile to God. Thus
the consideration of the historical origin of evil leads us of itself to that of
its metaphysical origin. It is already in some degree clear from the narra-
tive of the Old Testament that we must here really think of a suprahuman
tempter. The hostile power, which is here seen speaking and acting,® is
pliinly older than man, and in its nature not merely animal, but spiritual-
deemonic ; and the punishment, too, which is threatened to the tempter,
would at least sound incomprehensible, if there had not here been some-
thing more than a common serpent. We meet already in the Rabbinical
Theology with traces of a deeper conception, which appears afterwards to
have passed over from the Israelites to the Persians; and in the book of
Wisdom?® we meet with a representation that “ death is come into the world
through the envy of the devil.” It is, however, specially the word of the
Lord itself which gives us the courage to think of a fatal influence of the
spirit world, and to testify of the first man, ¢ Diaboli blasphemiis abreptus,
quantum in se erat, exinanivit totam Dei gloriam ” (Calvin). The proof-
passage John viil. 44, we cannot conceive of but as, a deeply significant
reference to the history of Paradise, nor can we understand in any other
way the hints which St. Paul throws outin 2 Cor. xi. 3, 14. In the Apo-
calyptic designation of Satan as the old serpent,? the same view is shadowed
forth, which is neither directly nor indirectly contradicted by a single word in
the New Testament. When in connexion with this we observe what we there
read as to the attempt of the arch-fiend to overthrow even the second Adam,
and as to-his constant fatal influence, both in the world and in the Church
of the Lord, everything combines to produce the belief that man, “lending
his ear to the words of the devil,” committed the first sin; and we see a
light fall upon the history of Paradise which to a certain degree removes
the obscurity, but which, on the other hand, dazzles our eyes. .

2. That-an explanation like this in its turn rouses suspicions is nothing

P Gen. ii. 15 (cf. qpy) ; iii. I. 2 Wisdom ii. 24. Rev. xil. 9; xx. 2.
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more than natural, but at the same time it is evident that these can be, at
least to a certain extent, satisfactorily answered. To the #hevlogical difficulty
that God should have permitted an evil spirit—even when its existence and
operation is considered as possible—to destroy His most glorious work, we
may answer by pointing to what we have already said concerning the pro-
blem of liberty. If God has permitted evil in the human world, it is not
absurd that He should tolerate it also in the spirit world, which cannot in any
way be conceived of as a mere kingdom of automata.—If any find it here
anthropolegically inexplicable that the first man listened to a temptation
like this, since in truth as yet no inclination to evil was found in the
guileless heart, we will not deny the difficulty; but, on the other hand, we
observe that this relative inexplicability properly belongs to the essence of
sin. Evil has no ground of existence, but only a beginning ;. it is the child
of self-will which is unreasonable and immoral. “ Defectionis ratio sufficiens
deficit. Causam defectionis,’ cum efficiens non sit, sed deficiens, invenire
velle, tale est ac si quisquam velit videre tenebras aut audire silentium. Tta
nesciendo scitur, ut sciendo nesciatur” (Augustinus, D.C.D. xii. 7, 9).
—And lastly, if the pneumatological difficulty is adduced, How then
could the evil one himself have fallen ? we must repeat the’ answer just
given. ¢ Oculus nusquam tenebras vidit, nisi ubi cceperit non videre, et
silentium nullo modo nisi non audiendo sentitur” (Augustine). But even’
though the question must remain entirely unanswered, this gives us no
reason for misapprehending the relative light which rises from the opened
spirit world as to the origin of sin in the Zwuman world ; it is with this last
that we have here to do, and the key we employ we have not indeed
ourselves forged, but received from trustworthy hands. One curtain we
see here removed, whereby a new world is opened to us, from which we
may not turn away our eyes, even if we discover in the background
another impenetrable veil.—In no case can we say that the recognition of
the Satanic origin of sin annihilates the guilt of man’s first transgression,
The feeling of gui't awakened in Adam and Eve loudly declares the contrary ;
and even more especially is it true of the first working of Satan upon the
still uncorrupted wan, “persuadere potest, preecipitare non potest” (Jerome).
The great question which alone demands further treatment here, is that as
to the credibility of- the existence and operation of a higher hostile power,
such as seems here to be presupposed. That question can only be
‘answered through a somewhat more extended digression on Sazanology
and its import in the domain of Christian Hamartology. We have before
observed, in § lvii., why we have so long postponed this discussion. Weare
concerned here in no way with a purely ontological, but with an ethical and
psychological question. We attach to it importance, nét so much because
it satisfies our curiosity with regard to the spirit world, but above all,
because it affords us a deeper insight into the origin and nature of moral evil.
If such insight can in this way be gained, then may the Christian Theologian
even not refuse the less pleasant task of being an “advocatus diaboli.” It is
.always. better, if needs be, to look an unpopular truth in the face, than ‘to
belong to the number of those who are characterised in the words of the poet—

¢ The people would not suspect it was the devil,
Even if he had them by the throat.’—Goethe.
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3. If we thus begin here-also with inquiring into the doctrine of the New
Testament, then is it not difficult to gather into one well-compacted whole the
hints which are scattered through its pages. Thus the Lord, as well as His
Apostles, speaks constantly of an evil spirit, denoted by various names, as
Satan (opposer), Beelzebub (god of flies), Beelzebul (dung god), Belial
(good for nothing), but everywhere the head and lord of lower evil spirits
(deemons), enemies to the honour of God, and the salvation of mankind.
A complete survey of the Biblical Satanology is here neither necessary nor
possible : enough that the Lord represents the Father the devil, as a
homicide from the beginning and the arch-liar,* and asserts that he—so it
reads literally—does not stazd in the truth,® because there is no truth
in him. The sphere in which he lives and moves is not that of truth, but
of wilful lying. How long this has been so, Jesus does not say, but
St. John testifies® that he sinneth from the beginning, in other words, as
long as there has been sin.. In other places, too,” we hear of angels who
kept not their first estate, but sinned ; and if now we join to these another
significant statement of St. Paul,® we appear thus obliged to hold, that
pride even in this domain has been the cause of the most fatal fall.
Of these fallen angels the devil is called the head,® the abyss their abode,1
but not less a certain freedom their portion, so that they are also said to
people the air ;' and separated into different classes, they fight in union
against the Kingdom of God. Their nature was thus originally like that of
the good angels, but is now once for all degenerated, and their condition
hopelessly wretched. To this power is attributed, besides the first sin,
especially the first fratricide,!? the treachery of Judas,’® and the constant
resistance to the Kingdom of God and His servants.!* It rules the world,
but is besides constantly a source of danger to the Christian,’® and will first
at the end of the ages, after the last violent struggle, be destroyed for ever.16
For so long the devil is and will be tempter, accuser, and corrupter of men,
evil not relatively but absolutely, however much in his most violent raging
dependent on a higher power Watchfulness and prayer against his
destructive influence is thus continually and most emphatically enjoined,!8

4. This Christian Dzemonology offered too much food for ardent imagina-
tions, and on the other hand left too many difficulties for the philosophi-
cally developed intellect, to allow it to escape the danger, on one side, of
being developed in a more or less arbitrary way, and on the other side of
being most sharply combated and derided. Actually, however, the history
of the doctrine admits of several more proofs than can be mentioned here.
Against Gnostics and Manicheans the Christian Church has maintained
with proper tact the fall of the angels, and considered as its cause, in
addition to pride, envy and sensuality. With many of the fathers especially
was developed the doctrine of the power’ of deemons, who were charac-
terised by Origen as “God’s executioners.” The hope, however, of the
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last-named of the repentance of the Devil was very soon condemned as
heretical. According to Augustine and Anselm!® must the creation of the
human world have been a kind of compensation for the fall of the angels,
in order to fill up the void thus caused ; and according to the view of the
Bogomili, Satan was originally nothing less than the elder brother of
Christ. How much superstition in particular the Middle Ages have
nourished in this domain can here be only called to mind, and without
. enlarging. Even the lively fancy of Luther recognised in this respect
neither limits nor bounds. “A Christian will know that he sits in the
very midst of devils, and that the Devil is closer to him than his coat
or shirt, or even than his own skin. If any one dies of the plague, is
drowned, or falls dead, this is the work of the Devil.” With much more
sobricty and calmness did Calvin express himself on this point?® when
the occasion presented itself, while he viewed the subject more particularly
from its practical side. It continued, however, to be recognised by the
orthodox, Romanists as well as Protestants; and not slight was the
offence, when B. Bekker (T 1698), in his “ Betooverde Wereld,” assailed the
traditional doctrine with the weapons of the Cartesian philosophy. He
paved the way for the later rationalistic negation, on the part of Semler and
his allies. The opposition to the trials of witches becamz ever more an
opposition to Holy Scripture itself, and however much the Supranaturalism
of the former century continued to maintain even here its declarations in
principle, confidence was shaken, and the sympathy for the doctrine dis-
appeared almost at once. The severe criticism of Schleiermacher?! strength-
ened many in their denial, and made them believe that the whole question
might not be properly called a theologico-dogmatic one. And yet we
now hear from his school the first voices of importance again raised in
favour of the dogma. Its maintenance, in different modes by Twesten and
Nitzsch, as well as Martensen and Lange, was supported from the philo-
sophic side, among others, by Daub and Schelling, and from the theosophic
by Rothe and Keerl. On the other hand, the modern Naturalism flatters
itself with a most easy triumph of her negation, and a belief, considered as
absolutely indispensable on the extreme right, is called, not merely by the
left, but even by many in the centre, quite superflious. In such a condi-
tion a new revision of the arguments, pro and contra, is by no means super-
fluous. “ Adhuc sub judice lis est.”

5. Only frivolity can deny that the subject has its very mysterious sides
for thoughtful faith, so that even if the scale inclines to the right side, it
does so only after some wavering; and this is the case, not only because of
the ‘uncertainty of all Pneumatology in itself, but also because of the
peculiar character of the scriptural doctrine with respect to the evil spirit
and his kingdom. Most ot the utterances exhibit a purely incidental,
others a poetical figurative character. . Not a few reflect a popular belief,
whose origin and value has been very differently estimated ; some again
occur in Scriptures of disputed authenticity, such as the second Epistle
of St. Peter and that of St. Jude. In this state of thingsitis at least unadvi-
sable to exalt the agreement with, or doubt upon, this particular point to a

19 Anselm, De casu diaboli.  ® Just. i. 14, 15. & Der Christliche Glaube, §§ xlii.—xlv,
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Shibboleth in the Christian creed. Salvation, in the end, depends upon belief
in Christ, not upon belief in the devil. Yet Christ-has even on this subject
uttered sayings, which we are not free to overlook ; and if here, too, and not
for the first time, faith is brought to a severe trial, on the other hand i in the
denial of unbelief there is not a little which can be answered, or at least
qualified.

6. This is at once evident, when we look at the exegetical difficulties,
which are often too highly exaggerated. That Scrlpture in reality partly
presupposes, partly teaches expressly, the existence of a world of spirits in
rebellion against God, may be regarded as an axiom in exegetical investiga-
tion: The days are gone by when men thougit of the temptey in Matt. iv., as
a scribe, or of the principalities and powers in Eph. vi,, as hostile Jews. Even
if we could in this manner explain away a few proofs a far larger number
would remain.  That it is the wicked one who sows the bad seed, is most
expressly declared by the Lord,® not merely in a parable, but also in the
explanation of a parable. He presents the working of thedevil in direct
connexion with His own approaching suffering,® and for us at least it is
impossible to see in a word of warning, such as Luke xxii. 31, 32, nothing
more than a mere poetical figure. The reasons which have been already
brought forward in treating of Angelology. against the idea of accom-
modation to the popular idea and error,® retain here also undiminished
force. In the circle of His trusted disciples the Lord speaks about Satan
and his kingdom, just as He spoke to the ighorant multitude ; and that He
.Himself believed in its existence is in our view placed beyond all doubt.
Upon this point the Apostles are in accord with one another and their
Master. If it be true, that upon certain points of Dzmonology (eg.; the
present abode of evil spmts) diverse statements are met with in the New
Testament ; even though these could not be brought into accord, it would at
the utmost follow that this particular point was enigmatical, but not yet that
the whole subject was unscriptural, and still less inadmissible. In this
domain exegetical notes of interrogation will continue to be seen in abun-
dance, but 1t is impossible by means of exegesis to banish Satanology from
Dogmatics.

7. As to the Zistorical objections ; it is said first of all, that Satanology
is not an elément in the Divine revelation of the Old Testament but con-
tains an image which was derived.in later times by the Jews from other
nations, at the time of and subsequent to the Babylonian exile. The first
must be granted, but as yet it proves nothing in itself against the truth
of this statement. - Even the doctrine of a future life is not expressed by
Moses or the Prophets as such, and yet it is for us-more than a dream. It
lies in the nature of evil, that it is not manifested by a holy God, but reveals
and betrays itself by its fatal working. In the history of the world Satan is
like the sea monster which lurks in the deep, but sometimes raises its head
above the waves, whilst we can only discover the signs of its movements and
direction from the -undulation of the water. A premature discovery of
the proper mystery of unrighteousness would only have promoted the
worship of deemons in Israel, and would thus have injured Monotheism.—

2 Matt. xii. 19, 39. # Luke xxii. 53 ; John xiv. 30. # Section lvii, 3. -
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And as to the often-repeated assertion of the later origin of the deemonolo-
gical ideas, we must grant that during and after the Babylonian exile they
were developed in many directions, but yet not, on that account, that
before that time they were unknown in Israel. Even in writings composed
before that time we meet with expressions which either probably or cer-
tainly prove the contrary. Think, for example, of the strict prohibition
of sorcery, which ‘is yet dlstmgulshed from soothsaying ;® of the devils
-and spirits of the wilderness,? which in earlier and later times lived in the
consciousness of the people ; of Azazel,?” to whom the scapegoat was sent
on the day of atonement ; of the evil spirit by whom Saul was tormented,?®
and by which in earlier times the people of Sichem was governed;® and,
not to mention more, of Satan, by whom David was moved to number
the people.®® If this last was, according to 2 Sam. xxiv. 1, more directly
brought about by God in His anger, the other account explains that narra-
tive, but does not directly contradict it. In other passages, too,’! Satan is
permitted by the Almighty to bring about misfortunes, ahd he even appears
still in-the presence of God, though an opponent to: be -rebuked and
punished.?? In the book of Daniel, indeed, angels are mentioned, but not
devils, and in no passage, where in the later writings of the Old Testament
the deemoniac power is specially mentioned, is this done in such a way as if
mention - was here made of an entirely new and hitherto unknown idea. It
is, moreover, not in itself probable that the Jews recelved this idea frem
the Persians. We might perhaps declare with gréater right the contrary ;
unless it be assumed that both these ideas had been drawn from a
common source of older date. Besides, the Satanology of the Jews differs
on this point from that of the Parsees in principle, since the latter displays
a dualistic character which the former does not possess. In no passage,
not even in John viil. 44, does Holy Scripture teach an eternal principle of
evil; here everywhere is the prince of darkness the opposer, but at the
same time the slave, of the kingdom of God. But why should we not recog-
nise even in the Parsees’ conceptions some broken rays of the light of a
higher truth ?* Finally, the great question for the Christian is, How has He
expressed Himself on this subject, whom we revere as King of truth, even
where He reveals the secrets of the spirit world? That which without the
stamp of His authority would perhapsappear a mere popuiar conceit, is viewed
in a different light when His word casts the deciding weight in the balance.

8. Indeed, there is not a single philosophical difficulty. which should
compel us to think here only of the effect of superstition and stupidity.
Men find already (#) the idea of such an evil spirit an absurdity, but
forget first of all to establish the' right of reason to come to a decision
@& priori in this domain. If the spirit world is the kingdom of freedom,
then must a fall be possible, and this fall will be deeper, in proportion as
the height attained has been greater. Nor is great cunning and cleverness,
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alli=d with Satanic wickedness, in any way inconceivable, as an every-day
history proves. Certainly a spirit thus highly. developed, must more than
any one else feel the folly of every resistance to God ; but it is the sharpest
sight which is often most completely blinded by sin. —If (&) this belief be
considered as conflicting with the recognition of the supremacy and omni-
presence of God, yet this is only the case when we retain a lower dualistic
or pantheistic standpoint. From the theistic standpoint it is certain, that
God continues supreme even over Satan, and - though working everywhere,
does not everywhere reveal His presence in the same manner ; so that there
may very well be in the infinite universe, as contrasted with the holy heaven,
an abode of nothing but sin and misery. Again, it is considered (¢) that at
any rate the free operation, if not the existence, of evil spirits is impossible,
improbable, and in any case irrecognisable. But here, if anywhere, will it be
most fitting to call to- mind the well known words, “there are more things in
heaven and earth than are dreamt of in our phllosophy With equal improba-
bility could man of himself have conceived that God would admit sin into the
human world, and yet His thoughts have been different to, and higher than,
those of men. Nowhere, indeed, are we given an unmistakable sign by which
we may distinguish a direct Satanic temptation from those which our hearts or
the world offer, but the evil one works zz and #rough these’ very two things ;
and two different factors may now and then work together though we are
not able to fix accurate limits to the two. Thus, eg., sickness may be
brought about by atmospheric as well as physiological causes, without our
being able to show where the one ends and the other begins.

If it be said (@) that all Demonology is a fruit of superstition, and
dwindles with the increase of civilisation, then truth and error are confounded.
It is in itself an unspeakable blessing that many a superstiticn.on this point
gives place to more reasonable ideas ; but here, too, the truth itself did not
vanish with the foolish legends former ages had combined with it. The an-
tiquity and upiversality of the belief in evil spirits, may even be an internal
evidence ofits trithfulness; and there is a certain decay of belief, for example,
in revelation and miracles, which is not the consequence of sound reasoning,.
but often merely of growing frivolity. Then is realised the truth of Gothe’s
words : )

““Den Bosen sind sie los, die Bosen sind geblicben ;”
and thus was the remark of prior ages true, that it is one ot Satan’s
deepest designs to make men doubtful of his existence.—Ceitainly (¢) the
misuse of the doctrine has in every age been abundant and painful. Its prin-
cipal cause was this, that traditional popular heathen sayings were mingled
with biblical ideas, and thus too easily caused the drawing of caricatures
which—might frighten children. But a dishonourable pclemic such as this,
which would rather have on its side laughers than thinkers, betrays its own
weakness ; and Jesus, at any rate, cannot be accused of this exaggeration
when He chooses the fowls of the air3 as images of the evil foe. The question
is still important, whether the systematic resistance of this belief has pro-
duced as many blissful results as its superstitious maintenance.—Finally, (f)
if it be said that the whole matter, properly viewed, is not of preponderating

8 Matt. xiii. 4, 10.
EE2
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value, again we run the risk of deciding too superficially. The question
under discussion directly coincides in principle with another, whether our
Lord and His witnesses deserve our confidence, even where their voice is
heard in a domain which from the nature of the case lies entirely beyond
the reach of our personal observation. But, besides, there is a great truth
contained in Strauss’ words,? “If Christ is come to destroy the works of
the devil, He need not have come if there is no devil ; if there 'is a.devil,
"but only as the personification of an evil principle, then are we satisfied with
a Christas an impersonal Idea.” It is at any rate a great question, whether
we shall continue to recognise the necessity of a supranatural redemption,
if we assert that we have no other strife than that against flesh and blood,
and that sin only springs from man himself, without recognising a super-
human power of evil, He who has already lost the accurate conception of
sin will also easily give up the Biblical Dzemonology, which cannot possibly
be maintained by itself, but only in connection with the entire teaching as
to God, and the cosmogony of the Bible. On the other hand, he who
recognises the deep corruption by sin, will constantly be drawn back to the
recognition of a personal power of evil, which is older than our race, and
with respect to which Holy Scripture does not reveal much, but enough to
let us have a single glance beyond the dark veil. For many a day to come
will the superficial make merry over this dogma, while the thoughtful will
return to it with continually increasing seriousness.

9. As .rezards the proper nature and operation of the evil spirits, a
cautious gnosis will not attempt much definition. There is no ground for
regarding them, with Lange, as spirits of the inhabitants of a perished
‘world, but just as little for asserting, when we have ounce recognised the
reality of a suprahuman sinful principle, that it only attains a concrete
personality in its slaves and victims.®® This last attribute must be defi-
nitely assigned to its suprem= head; indeed, as has been well observed,
the expression “father of lies” points back to an intelligence, a personal
self-consciousness, and through this does the contest against evil first be-
come a proper spiritual contest.3” A common hostility to God has bound
inh. a relative unity all its servants, however selfish or hostile to one
another they may be in other ways. The revelations of the kingdom ot
darkness run as it were parallel to those of the kingdom of God. - They
are likewise seen at the fall,® at the redemption,® and even by-and-by at
the end of the world.*® Perhaps, in this way some light may be thrown on
some mysterious pages of the Old Testament, as well as on the history of
the Egyptian magicians, Balaam, the witch of Endor, etc. But certainly
this dogma affords the most fitting key to the narratives of the Evangelical
history concerning those possessed with devils. The superficial assertion
that these were merely lunatics, incorrectly regarded by the popular view
as possessed, is at any rate in conflict with remarkable facts. On the con-
trary, there is much which seems to justify the supposition that in the fulhess
of time there really was an extraordinary development of the power of the
kingdom of darkness, of course, by the permission of a higher power. For
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the very reason that this power is now broken, though not taken away, is it
doubly rash to assert that what is not now observed any more in this form,
could not possibly have happened in earliér ages. And who will prove that
there are not now any who are possessed? Who will assure us that'the
power and craft of Satan will not increase as the great drama hastens to its
end? A repentance of the evil one, such as the pious Lavater prayed for,
we are not led to expect from the word of God. ~ His image 1s not the
suffering Abbadonna of Klopstock, but the Capaneus in Dante’s Inferno,4
the monster whom Virgil addresses, who may only be a restless fury, as
his fitting punishment for his unbounded pride. But his destruction as a
Power, which can no longer rule and threaten, is the prospect before the
completion of the ages, which like a friendly ray colours thlS dark page in
the history of the world.

- 10. We have already observed something of the émportance of the deemo-
nological question. As the dark shadow of Angelology it extends our
knowledge of the spirit world, and thus far allows us a new glance on the
widespread domain of God’s works. But it is of special and incontestable
importance in connexion with the doctrine of sin. The origiz of sin in
man is better understood, if we may assume that a spirit has worked
here which excelled man in cunning and craft. If the question, how this
spirit himself could fall so low as to rebel against God, must remain un-
answered, the same difficulty applies also to the existence of sin in man.
Enough that sin has a history, older than that of this present world, and
that no philosophy can construct this history & prioré, nor deny it @
posteriori.—The nature of sinis at the same time explained better in this
way. It is here evident that it-is as little the fruit of sensuousness as of
want of .development. Dzemonology acquaints us with spiritual beings,
superior in intellect, but also in wickedness, to man, and thus shows us
that we must not prefer to find the nature of sin where the superficial
are so ready to look for it.——Moreover, the power of sin is more apparent
when the eye penetrates so -much further than this visible creation.” All
the works of darkness are together merely the revelations of a principle
hostile to God, concentrated in a giant spirit, which like a Titan rages
.against God. “ The proper devilishness of sin is this, that it #hus modifies
the first words of the Decalogue : I am my Lord and my God ” (Luthet).
It is not love alone which can join together,—hate also can do it; and in
this case the union has as its object nothing less than the destruction of
the whole moral order of the world. Only one power is greater than this
colossal coalition; it is that of Him who binds the evil one even where He
leaves him relatively free, and who by His Son has condemned ¢ the
prince of this world.” There is something overwhelming in the represent-
ation of such a kingdom. of darkness, for which we cannot further indicate
any limits ; but at the same time there is in it something glorifying for man.
There are sms committed by men, which can never have sprung of them-
selves in man’s heart, but only in devils’. The world lieth 7z wickedness,*2
but is not yet wickedness itself. How fearful must the conflict have
been which its prince has waged against the Light of the world, and still

4 xiv. 49. * 2 1 Joh v.. 19,
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continues to wage I-——Even the wnflict against sin is, by the recognition
of the existence of this fatal power, at once excited and directed. That
conflict does not cease, but then first in reality begins, when we become
through faith the property of the Prince of Peace. The devil cares not to
tempt those whom he feels he possesses by a perpetual right (Leo the
Great). Hence the Lord and His Apostles constantly excite and arm the
Church for this conflict.®® By doing away with the existence and influence
of the Evil One, we do not proceed one step: nor do we obtain the
slightest pretext in excuse of the evil we have done. ¢ If Satan were to
speak, and God to be silent, you would have an excuse. But your ears are
placed. between a warning God and a suggesting serpent. Satan never
ceases persuading towards evil, but neither does God cease advising
towards good” (Augustine). The more sin is recognised as not merely
something purely human, in a certain sense natural, but in its deepest
essence demonic, the more seriously will the conflict be undertaken, but
also the more certain at length will be the victory gained.#

11. In the #eatment of this doctrine from the pulpit and in popular
instruction the capacity and the wants of the flock are to be considered.
“The doctrine of the devil, like so many others, is more fitted for the strong
meat of the 7éewoe than for the milk of the w»fmon’® Where its mis-
use as an excuse for sin must be strongly opposed, there from the other
side we must be on our guard, as well against all naturalistic imaginings,
as against the theosophic development of this doctrine, which would be
wise above that which is written, and would often construct n e ntire
cosmogony merely on the basis of a few indications of Holy Scripture,
which are perhaps interpreted wrongly. There is an uubelief which gives
evidence of superficiality ; but there is also a superstition which rises
- higher and sinks deeper than it should, and which by its fantastic creations
may evoke a dangerous reaction. The scriptural doctrine concerning ¢ the
depths of Satan” must not be connected with Astronomy and Cosmology,
but rather with Hamartology, so that the discussion never loses its ethical
character.

‘Compare the Art. Zeufel und Demonische, in Herzog’s R. E., and the literature there
quoted, as well as OOSTERZEE, Leven v. Fezus, ii. (2nd ed.), bl. r40—160. For the
history of the doctrine, G. ROSKOFF’S Geschichte des Tenfels, 2 vols. (1860), though written
with negative tendencies, deserves recognition; Dr. A. REVILLE has published an abridg-
ment of this in his Histoire du Diable, efe. (1870) ; G. L. HAHN furnishes an exact and
extended survey of the Biblical doctrine in the Z%eologie des N. T. (1854), i., §§ 128—145;
also LUECKE, Ueber die Lekre vom Teufel, inthe Dentsche Zeitschrift fiir Chr. Wissensch. .
Chr. Lében. (1851), ii. ; A. DISSELHOF, Ukber die Geschickle des Tenfels (1870), a treatise
in a conservative spirit. On the dogmatic and apologetic estimate of Deemonology, we meet
with hints meriting attention by TEICHMANN, in a treatise, Die Voraussetzungen der Bibl.
Lehre vom Satan, in the Beweis des Glaub. (1870), p. 466, sgg.; compare also SANDER,
Die Lehre der H. S. vom Teufel, Evang, K. Z. (1859), Nos. 7—9.

POINTS FOR INQUIRY.

Meaning and force of John viil., 44.—Further discussion of the principal ¢ Cruces
interpretum ” in the deemonology of the Old and New Testaments.—How can we best
explain the traditional antipathy to this dogma P—The possessed in the Gospel history,—
Satanology and Theosophy. ——Satanology and Theodicée,—Satanology and Christian
Morality.—Satanology and Literature.

48 Matt. xxvi, 41; Ephes. vi. 10—18, # Cf. Heid, Cat.y Ans, 127, 4 Plitt.
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SECTION LXXVIL—ITS POWER.

‘The sinful principle, thus originated, and to a certain extent
explained, manifests itself in a transgression of law, which every-
where exhibits the same character, but under ever-changing forms,
so that we must come to a closer examination and division of
actual sins. Under all these varying forms, however, sin appears as
a fatal Power, which penetrates and.dominates the entire internal
and external life of ‘the individual man and of mankind, and in
consequence, if not arrested in time, brings the sinner into a
condition which becomes more and more sad, and, in the end,
makes a victim of its slave.

1. If we have thus far searched for the origin of moral evil, we must
now look upon its Manifestation, and observe the close connexion between
different sins and innate inclination to sin. From the diseased root came,
by the law of an internal necessity, the wild branches ; and from these the
poisonous fruits. At the very commencement -we must here distinguish
sins of sensuality from those of pride, and give heed to the peculiarities of
each. In the first is revealed the power of the flesh, in the other the
tendency of the spirit, as that is ruled by the sinful principle ; the first in a
falling, the other in a rising hue. The sins of sensuality relate, partly to
the selfish enjoyment, partly to the possession, of that which is pleasant to
flesh and blood. As a rule, we see the desire for enjoyment chiefly deve.
loped in earlier, and that of covetousness in later, years; and just as
in both the sensual’ lust is positively revealed, so does 1t betray itself
negatively in negligence, indolence, and sloth. The passion of sensuality
is more or less of a social nature ; that of pride, on the contrary, is
unsocial and solitary ; the first leads to association, the second to exclusion.
By the one man becomes a beast, by the other he runs the risk of becoming
a devil. The sins of pride show themselves partly in the intended or.
involuntary misleading of ourselves; partly in misconception, despising,
and resistance of others in different forms and degrees ; partly in rebellion
against God, before whom the proud man will not bend, and from whom
he cannot, however, entirely withdraw himself. From the concatenation
of such desires and acts springs spontaneously a continuous sinful tendency
of life, which is at last raised by constant development to an entire:
theoretical, or even practical, forgetfulness and desertion of God. Thus is
revealed a mystery of unrighteousness, whose lowest depth can never be
penetrated by our eye, a corruption which spreads from the centre of the
heart to every point of the circumference. Even the rudest forms of sin
are only the individualised revelations of the dominion of the flesh ; and
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in everything which man by his own corrupt nature desires, he seeks
indeed himself alone. Under the preponderating influence of selfishness,
natural inclinations become fatal passions, and even the virtues flow away
in selfishness, as rivers to the ocean.

2. The multiplicity of sins already at an early date made men feel the
want of a division of this unhappily too abundant material, accotding to a
fixed principle. Different principles of classification  have been proposgd,
but none of them are raised above fair objection. We may, for example,
divide sins (@) with regard to the od/ect, against whom it is wrought, into sin
against God, our neighbour, and ourselves ; in connexion with which we must,
however, observe that a]l sins are indeed sins against God :* or (#) from the
relation of the sinner to the Jaw, into sins either of action or merely of negli-
gence, while the first may again be split up into actions which are absolutely
sinful, and into others merely relatively so. Both, however, coincide in most
cases ; he who acts dishonestly often neglects the duty of generosity, and so-
far the rule, * the omission of good is sin,”? is here applicable. Thirdly, (c)in
proportion to the manner in which they are manifested, we speak, for the sake
of distinction, of transgression in thought, word, and deed, a distinction
which is so far good, that it takes some account, too, of the greater or less
weight of the sin, though, on the other hand, they may indeed be the same
transgressions which are wrought by heart, mouth, or hands. Without
doubt, the best division is that (<) in which, more especially, the greater
or less degree of gwilt is duly brought into account. Thus there are
on one side sins of ignorance, which may be more? or lesst guilty, of
rashness and weakness; on the other hand, those which are done on
purpose and with reflection, and these may again be divided into excusable
or absolutely inexcusable, while in this latter class we must think only of the
sin against the Holy Ghost, upon which we shall treat hereafter at greater
length. With considerable arbitrariness the Romish Church speaks of
seven deadly sins, viz,, pride, covetousness, sensuality, envy, gluttony,
revenge, and negligence. Protestants, on the contrary, maintain with
reason the great truth that all sin is in its nature damnable, and that even
ignorance is punishable, in so far that it may never be called absolutely
guiltless ;3 but that only obstinate unbelief will bring the sinner actually into
a state of condemnation ; as Luther says, “No sins can condemn a
Christian man, save unbelief alone.” We must entirely reject, as grounded
on pure fancy, the old distinction between so-called dumb and crying sins,
according to the old verse (with reference to Gen. iv. 10; xvill. 20;
Exod. iii. 7; James v. 4):—

¢¢ Clamitat ad ccelum vox sanguinis et Sodomorum,
Vox oppressorum, mercesque retenta laborum.”
in which, at any rate, the idea of the first-named cannot possibly be
accurately defined. We might with the same right, after Isaiah i 18,
speak of sins which are red or not red.—But even still less may the defini-
tion of the old Stoics be granted (now.and then followed in later times
even on the part of Christians), that all sins are egua/—unless by this it be

1 Ps. L. 4. ’ $ Luke xxiii. 34. Luke xii. 48,
2 James iv. 17, 4 Acts xxiil. 5.
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only asserted that all exhibit the general character of transgression of law.
But besides, it lies in the nature of the case, that the punishability of one
misdeed exceeds not a little that of another.® It is also self-evident that
these and all other divisions are only applicable to actual sins, and not
to habitual sin.?

3. Whatever measure, however, we make use of, it is evident that the
power of sin upon the internal and external life of every man whom it
rules, is as extensive as fatal. Where the heart, the fountain of life, has
become the seat, not of love, but selfishness, then in consequence of this
condition, unnatural in the higher sense of the word, is the conscience
stained, disquieted, and only too soon dulled.® But by this the znse/lect is at
the same time dimmed in the saddest manner, not in the natural domain,
but even the more in the spiritual one. ~ From the impure heart the mist
rises up, which clouds the spiritual eye. In truth, the sinner knows neither
God nor himself, and consequently condemns in others what he overlooks
in his own ‘bosom;® the blindness even may be so great that it in some
degree serves as an excuse,!? though, on the other hand, it leads to con-
stantly fresh erring. In so far, indeed, does the clever sinner become a
fool, that he shuts his eyes both to the highest truth, and to his own
interest. The wiZ, too, becomes ever more inclined to ev11 and enchained
to sin ; in place of the Poluntas the MVoluntas becomes continually stronger
and stronger. Then also the dody is naturally misused in the service of sin,
so that its members become instruments of unrighteousness, and the good,
intended by God, is made death.ll The power of sin gains the summit '
of its influence in man, where he not merely does evil himself, but takes
pleasure in the evil which he sees others do. Both the one and the
other perfectly justify the description of the life without God given in
Eph. iv. 1y—19, and other passages. * Natura corrumpit personam.”

4. “One sinner destroyeth much good.”?? This is specially seen where
we regard the power of sin in the whole of mankind. It upsets the house-
hold, destroys society, and causes countless sorrows in the State, the
Church, and the world. It reaches its climax when the man, already
corrupt himself, becomes besides partaker in the sins of others,’® and
brings about those offences against which the Lord gives such express
warning.* The words of St. James (iil. 5) arein a greater or less degree
applicable to the history of the development of every sin. If some limiting
power?® did not stand in opposition to its influences, it would long ago
have destroyed the humanity which it now taints and rules.

5. From these reasons we may say that man and mankind have lost
‘their real life through sin, and, separated from God, live in a miserable
state of death. In God is life, and separation from Him is thus inevitably
loss of life, since love and life are one. The natural life, indeed, still
goes on, as in the branch which is separated from the parent stem,

¢ Compare Matt. xi. 20—24; John Xix. u I Rom. vi. 133 vil, 13.

? Erfsmet. 12 Eecles. ix. 18,
8 1 Tim. iv. 2 ; Titus i. 15. 8 1 Tim. v. 22.
® 2 Sam. xii. 5—%. M Matt. xviii. 6, 7

1 5 Tim, 1, 13, 15 79 kaéxor 3 compare 2 Thess ii, 6.
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but spiritual death leads of itself to natural, just as this ends in eternal
death. We must not, however, so conceive this, as if man, as the
Lutheran confessions declare, had become like a lifeless trunk or stone.
On this point, on the contrary, the Reformed Church, agreeing with Scrip-
ture and experience, has at all times maintained that the Divine grace
works in man “not as in stocks or blocks,” and has expressed it as her con-
fession, “thatby the fall man has not ceased to be man, gifted with intellect
and. will, and that sin has not done away with the nature of man, but cor-
rupted it, and spiritually slain it” (Can. Dord. ii. iv. 4, 16). This condition
of spiritual death, too, must also be so presented, that there remains a
psychological possibility of awaking and resurrection, which is not only
promised, but also demanded, in the Gospel.® So, too, we must not with
the Lutheran Church assert that the reason of the natural mind has become
“stock, star, and stone blind; " for Holy Scripture teaches the contrary.l?
But though nature as such is not destroyed by sin, it is still bound and cor-
rupted in such a way that it cannot possibly develop its original capacity
in a normal manner. Sin is in no way “the not as yet willing the
good,”8 because the sinner is still only partially' developed in spirit, but
the selfish desire for moral evil, which certainly does not seem to us morally
good, but sensuously pleasant ; sin is not our original nature, but such a
perversion of it, that it, wherever it rules without restraint, has at length
become a “second nature.”® “The evil does not consist in this, that the
fulness of life is not yet attained ; but in this, that life has been broken up
into fragments ; that the holy unity which should reconcile and appease
the various elements in the movement of life, is restrained and retarded in
its activity. The history of the world is not on this account profane,
becauses 1t realises other than what is holy, but since in this it declares
its denial of what is holy” (Martensen). The power of sin makes
man and mankind not only weak, but corrupt; not only ill, but spiritually
dead ; not indeed incapable, but unfitted for, and deprived of, life in holy
communion with God. ‘

6. This condition, in which man is placed by the corruption of sin, is,
from the nature of the case, capable of ever-varying change, and on this
account, when a closer description of it is to be given, is constantly
divided into various grades. As distinguished from some, who speak here
of a triple, and from others, who talk of a sevenfold condition, we intend
to look somewhat more closely into a fivefold. condition.

So we think first of (@) the state of dZscord, which follows as a natural con-
sequence of the destruction of the internal harmony, and of the original nature
being, though not utterly destroyed, still dominated by the power of sin. For
some time this discord may slumber, under the influence of favourable cir-
cumstances, but sooner or later there is raised in every man the conflict
between reason and consciencé on the one side, and lust and desire on the
other, which had already called forth the lament of the heathen poet :—

. ... video meliora proboque,
Deterijora sequor.”

16 Ephes. v. 14; compare Luke xv. 24 ; John v. 25, 18 Scholten.
¥ Prov. xx. 27 ; Matt, vi. 22, 23; Acts xvil. 27. » Jer. xiil, 23,
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Striking is the picture drawn by St. Paul of this condition in Rom. vii. 14
~—23, where, in the light of his present state, he looks back on his former
pre-christian condition.?® At one moment the better principle is upper-
most, at the next the sinful rules ; but, 1f no higher delivering power inter-
venes, defeat is inevitable, and— :

(6.) The condition of slawery is soon felt with its heavy burdens.
Thé question as to free or slavish will, which here naturally occurs,
would have called forth a less v101ent strife, if it had not been
always viewed too much from the theological, and too little from
the psychological side. ~Where this last is seriously done, the saying of
our Lord,” which calls the friend of sin its slave, will be easily under-
stood. Freedom in contrast with outward compulsion may be granted
to a certain degree, even to the sinner; but in contrast with moral
slavery must be once for all denied to him. Even where he can in
some degree restrain himself, such avoiding of some sins is quite dif-
ferent from actually doing or being good. To the question whether
the sinful will can by a bold resolve at once love God again, and
return to His communion, we reply in the words of the confession,?? “ Who
can expect any improvement from his own free will, who knows that the
carnal mind is enmity against God ?” Therefore the Reformed Church rightly
opposed the “proud heresy of Pelagius,”? deeming it quite inconceivable
that where heart, conscience, and intellect have felt the- fatal influence of
sin, the will alone should have escaped it, as by a miracle. The will does
not only follow the intellect, accordlng to the well-known one-sided maxim,
“Voluntas sequitur 1ntellectum, but specially the internal impulse of the
heart, and in consequence of the sinfulness of the heart, the will, too, ever
inclines to evil. Each instantaneous act, besides, is not merely caused by
motives, but is at the same time connected with earlier acts, and—as has
been truly said—no one is free from his own antecedents. “ Ethical
Psychology teaches that a single act cannot so isolate itself, as the
Pelagian view presupposes; no act is ever done without any connexion
whatever ” (Nitzsch). This slavery of sin is excellently described to us in
Holy Scripture, e.g., in the history of the man who had sold himself to do
that which was evil in the sight of the Lord,? and is specially testified in
different ways by St. Paul, ¢.¢., in Rom. vi. 16, 17; 2 Cor. iii. 17; Phil. 2, 13,
The saying of Augustine is most true, “libero arbitrio male utens homo, et
se perdidit, et ipsum.” Hence, too, we cannot, with the older Remon-
strants, assume that there is a certain indifference of the will, and thatin con-
sequence it retains almost the same relation to moral good and evil, which
the tongue of the balance does*o the two scales. Much rather would the
experience of every slave of sin, who has really been made free in Christ,
prove that he in earlier times was bound to that which he even then
deplored sometimes with the bitterest tears, and from which still he could:
not relieve himself. What a deep truth is hidden in the melancholy com-
plaint, “I can do everything that I will, except willing,” and what comfort

% Compare Bib. Theol. N. T., Eng. trans., p. 282, % Compare § Ixxv. ii. 2
2 John viii. 34. # 1 Kings xxi. 1—14.
2 Ned. Gel., Art. xiv.



428 CHRISTIAN DOGMATICS.

in the words of Scripture, that besides the doing God also effects the willing.
Therefore tones of deep contrition met with in many Christian hymns
find an echo in every one who has ceased to be a stranger to his own
heart. The power of sin makes the will like the injured spring which
cannot possibly raise itself and return to its right direction. ¢ The
scholastic Pharisees preach the power of free will ; but the Christian will
confess that nothing is less in his own power than his own heart.”? If that
painful feeling cannot be banished even from the heart of the Christian, how
much deeper is the wound in the heart of the sinner, even where the pain is
dulled ; and it must be that with every step down the sloping path retro-
gression becomes more difficult, and advance more inevitable. ‘That
which at first was choice, becomes fate, and at length a man cannot turn
back, even if he himself would. Or rather, one should indeed still wish,
but actually one wills not ; and with a fettered inclination of the will he
becomes at last quite helpless and void of will under the power of the
corrupter, 26 , . :

(¢) A state of false security is usually the result of the condition just
sketched. - Scripture represents it under the image of a deep sleep, in
which men are steeped, as it were taken in the wiles of the devil ;* a result
partly of the blinding of conscience ; partly of the slothfulness of the flesh.
Herod Antipas supplies us with an example, who after earlier doubt and
slavishness,?® had now reached such deadness as to be able to mock the
Saviour, at the mention of whose name he had not long before trembled.?®
At this standpoint indifference to good itself has begun, but there is
not as yet indifference to the appearance of goodness, and thus men fall
Into—

(4.) A condition of Aypocrisy, of which Caiaphas gives us a specimen.®?
That hypocrisy is a condition lower even than indifference to good, is
plain. True, it is an involuntary homage, rendered by vice to virtue, but
at the same time an astonishing revelation of the power of sin, as not
merely selfishness, but lying, and thus a forsaking of the truth as well as
of love. No wonder that the Saviour, always so meek and gentle, making
an exception in the case of hypocrites, denounces against them such
terrible woes. Where, however, this warning is overlooked, the transition
is soon made to—

(¢.) A state of kardening, which makes us involuntarily think of - the
Egyptian Pharaoh, and which is from time to time and rightly declared
in Holy Scripture to be sin and the punishment of sin.81 The observation,
that we read in Holy Scripture just as many times that God hardened
Pharaoh as that he hardened /Zimself, leads to the conclusion that we
have here to do with a Divine as well as a human factor, which we must
not overlook. The hardening, often having been man’s own deed, at

% Melancthon.

2 Ephes. iv. 19 ; Rom. i 24, sgq.

# Ephes, v, 14; 2 Tim. ii. 26,

% Mark vi. 20—28.

2 Luke xxiil. 8; compare Luke ix. 7—o9.

® John xi. 50; Matt xxvi. 62, 633 2 Tim. iii. §5; Tit. i. 16.
3 [Jer. xxxvi. 24].
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last becomes his state, and he who begins by not wishing to believe;
ends by being unable to do so. Thus are the words of Isa. vi. g, 10,32
fulfilled in God’s righteous judgment, and by degrees the transition
becomes more easy to that sin, which the Lord describes as the only
unpardonable -and” eternal one, the sin against the Holy Ghost;®# un-
pardonable, because in this state repentance and conversion is no longer
possible ; eternal, because the self-conscious and stubborn hatred of a God,
who was once known, cannot but rage without end. Naturally, these con-
ditions can only be theoretically distinguished, since in reality they are
ceaselessly running one into another. If the last is only reached by a few,
the first is known to every one, and each preceding state may lead the
way to the next.  Opposed to all these is the state of moral freedom,
known as such only by name indeed to the sinner. From the power of
evil, which the sinner experiences in such a terrible way, its culpability
follows of itself.

Comp. H. RITTER, Uber das Bise und seine Folgen (1869) ; LUTHARDT, Die Lehre
vom freien Willen und seinen Verhiltniss zur Gnade (1863). Upon the sin against the
Holy Ghost, VAN OOSTERZEE, Lever van Fezus, il., pp. 330—335, with the literature there
mentioned ; to which must be added C. J. RIGGENBACH Apolog. Beitrige (1853), p
143, $99. 5 ] MULLER, a. a. O:, p. 544, 5gg.; and WEISS’ article in Herzog’s R. £., xxi

POINTS FOR INQUIRY.

Can all sins be easily and completely explained by the principle of selfishness?—A
closer investigation of the idea and doctrine of deadly sin.—The controversy-as to liberum
arbitrium in the Lutheran and Reformed Churches.—What view must we take of God’s.
work in the hardening of the heart? (Compare Isaiah vi. 9, 10; Rom. ix, 18.)

SECTION LXXVIIL—ITS CULPABILITY.

With the idea of sin is most closely connected that of guilt, and
with the idea of guilt that of punishment. The culpability of sin
is founded on the nature of God, the essential being of man, and the
kind of mutual relation between God and man, a relation disowned
and violated by sin. All sins are culpable, because committed
against the high majesty and infinite mercy of God. Butall sins are
not equally culpable; not one is wholly excusable, one only utterly
unpardonable.

2 Compare Matt. xiil. 14, 15.
3 Matt. xil. 31, 32 ; compare Heb. vi. 4-—6; 1 John v. 16 ; 2 Pet. ii. 20—22.
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1. Since sin reveals so fatal a power, nothing is more natural than that
it should entail the most lamentable consequences for this world and
the next. Hamartology must, of course, be completed by the considera-
tion of the punishments of sin in their wide extent. But the question
as to these punishments must be preceded by another, as to the right
with. which sin is punished. The idea of guilt, not incorrectly called “the
clearest conviction and the darkest conception about which Theology ever
can speak,”’ must thos be discussed. Here it concerns the proper
meaning, ground, and extent of the thesis so often disputed : sin is guilt.

2. And then we must at once duly separate the ideas of obligation and
culpability. We are morally obliged or bournd to love one another, and he who
should do everything to which he was called, would only do what he must
consider himself bound to do.? But now when, being a debtor to this, he
withdraws himself from the obligation, he becomes a debtor in a completely
different way. That which is wanting in his obedience is in the moral
domain his “shortcoming” and debt, and that shortcoming evidently is his
own guilt (Cest ma faute), when he must consider himself its cause. If now
a man be morally bound to any one, who has the right to exact payment for
shortcomings, and—if that exaction cannot be paid—to punish ; then, from
the idea of guilt springs at once that of culpability. Thus guilt (cu/]ﬁa) neces-
sarily includes culpability (reatus), z.e., the obligation to suffer punishment
(obligatio ad penam). We dlstmgulsh thus in the idea of guilt an objec-
tive and a subjective side ; the first, the actual condition of the sinner ;
the other, the sad consciousness of the sin. “Guilt is the conscious
arrest of oun life under the Divine law, which demands satisfaction”
(Nitzsch.)

3. The consciousness of guilt is thus rooted, not only in the fact that
one imputes sin to himself, but in the feeling that he must impute it to
himself, as something which is not only in or about, but from himself, that
therefore he is personally guilty,® and subject to the punitive judgment of
God. Guilt is thus recognised as something objective, something really
present, by which the sinner is compelled to pass judgment on himself. The
entire teaching of the Old and New Testaments concerning sacrifices and
expiations is based upon this important supposition; and we may boldly
assert that there still is an infinitely greater.amount of guilt, than of -
sciousness of guilt. 'Whoever asserts, as does Scholten, that sin indeed
reveals itself to us as objective guilt upon the legal, but not on the Evan-
gelical standpoint, declares in other words that repentance is self-deceit,
and the import of the word of reconciliation in 2 Cor. v. 19, is an empty
sound. This is the inevitable fate of Determinism, that in the end it
sacrifices conscience to knowledge, and degrades the word Grace into
mere nonsense. Higher far stood the non-Christian poet when he sung—

¢ Life is not the highest good, but the greatest of misfortunes is guilt.” (Schiller.)

4. The culpability of sin is founded in God’s own essence. FEven
where we avoid as carefully as we can all Anthropomorphism, we feel that
what the Scripture tells us of God’s anger against sin is the expression of a

! Lange. Z Rom. xiil. 8; compare Luke xvii. 10. 3 "Evoyos;, James ii. 10,
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deeply affecting truth. The idea of a justice which demands punishment,

y no means belongs exclusively to the Old Testament, as is 'so often
asserted, but is seen on many a page of the New.* A God, indeed, whose
attitude towards sin was absolutely apathetic, must be a lifeless unholy
God, whom we could just as little honour as love. * For the Divine sight
there must be a real distinction between the polluted child of Adam, even
before his sinful nature is yet seen, and the stainless angel. And when the
sin is actual, repeated, unceasing, how cwwu/d He suffer a confusion and
rebellion which voluntarily resists and hinders the highest aim of His ove?
He must then cease to love Himself as well as His creatures. From the pain
felt by love, because it is misconceived, anger is naturally born, whose
proper object is really sin ; yet must the sinner, too, who makes himself
one with the sin, inevitably fear the worst.?

5. Not less necessarily does the culpability of sin follow from the nature of
man, as a rational, moral, and consequently responsible being. The beast,
the idiot, the lunatic, is not culpable, even when he does something
deserving punishment ; but it is not so with the sinner, who still and
always remains man, and just on this account begins to excuse himself
when he has done something wrong.® There is, indeed, such a present-
ment of moral corruption, according to which man becomes so perverted,
that he can no longer be called culpable. Is the beast of prey culpable
when with fully developed powers it prepares for the blood-thirsty destruc-
tion which its nature enjoins onit? But then it is overlooked that man is
brought by sin into an unnatural condition; and that in every man, how-
ever sinful, reason and conscience continue to raise their voice anew against
those of desire and lust. Though the will be inclined to evil, with respect
to individual acts there remains always a certain liberty of will, and the
saying of Augustine, “ Nec inviti tales sumus,” retainsits force. Nowhere
does Scripture teach that, as the consequence of innate sinfulness, we
are driven to every possible crime; everywhere is seen the distinction
between our condition as sinners and the slavery to which we voluntarily
surrender ourselves, Primarily, man is not the slave of any special sin; but
he becomes so by continued indulgence, and in consequence of this he utterly
loses his freedom of choice in any particular case. It does not depend
upon ourselves whether or not we carry with us a sinful heart, but
whether or not we follow its dictates.” He who asserts that by nature
the sinner cannot do aught but resist God’s grace, makes thereby his
conversion psychologically impossible, and, to the apparent benefit of
Dogmatics, saps the foundation of all morality at one stroke.—Even
the affecting figures, which have been brought to light lately by the as yet
relatively young science of moral statistics, do not prove, as 1s so readily
asserted, that freedom and responsibility are mere empty sounds. They
only confirm what nobody denies, that the law of proportion applies even

" % See, e.g., Luke iii. 17, 184 Matt. xi. 20—24; chapters xxiii.,, xxiv., xxv.; and in
the Epistles, Rom. ii. 6—10; 2 Thess, i. 8, 9; compare Heb, xii, 29, and the whole of
the Apocalypse.

5 Compare § xlix, 7.

¢ Compare Gen, iil. ¥, sg7.

" Deut. v. 29,
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to the development of the power of evil under certain conditions, and that
the whole of society is in a condition of sin and guilt, to which each one
contributes his share, and for which all are thus, in a much greater degree
than is often suspected, answerable one for-another. But the sinner who;
eg., is brought to theft, always suffers himself thus to be led ; and even the
act, which is the result of definite motives and conditions, the sinner’s con-
science will still, and rightly, impute to him as his oz If we do not wish
utterly to ignore the rights of conscience, we must continue to maintain
not only the imputation, but the real imputability of moral evil against
every one who forgets the distinction between unvarying causality in nature
and relative freedom in moral life. Sin and punishment are linked as it were
to one another by God Himself, and “ the figures of statistics in their regu-
larity are only rays, from which ‘the fact of that secret, world-ruling will of
God shines out with its conformity to law ”’ (Luthardt)

6. By the peculiar 7eation between God and man, the law of which we
speak is raised above all contradiction. If no one can punish but He
who is Lord and lawgiver, God is this in every sense of the word.® If no
one can be punished save he who is bound to obedience, and who is
placed in a fit condition to obey, certainly neither of these points can be
disputed with regard to man® Thus far it is an honour to be capable of
punishment ; we should not be so if we were not under, and even in a
certain sense on an equal footing with God, as person against person, as
subjects, at least, towards -their lawful King. If, however, without any
lawful reason, thls relation be broken on our side, then must one of two
things happen, either it is something accidental and indifferent, which surely
none will assert, or, if it be in truth something sacred, then may it not be
profaned without punlshment

7. Already we begin to see better the exsent and degree of our culpa-
bility through sin. All sin is culpable, as committed against the high
Majesty of God. If now in daily life an outrage is of greater importance
in proportion as it is committed against a person of higher state, in this
case we may with the fullest right speak of injured Majesty. That it is,
in addition, committed against the highest Love, adds to it the character
of the vilest ingratitude, and we cannot be surprised that a tender con-
science accuses us even with regard to a relatively trifling failure ; it is one
proof more, that it not merely could have been, but also should have been
avoided. Yet all sins are not equally culpable ; principles and intentions
as well as circumstances of different kinds, contribute the deciding weight
in determining the guilt of a misdeed.’® Since no one sins entirely uncon-
sciously, every transgression brings with it a minimum of culpability, and
for this reason needs forgiveness, which can also be obtained in a defined
way. One only is here excepted; this one, which we have before
shortly mentioned, the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, with respect to
which we can here only repeat, that it from its nature is unpardonable.
Human corruption may rise to the uttermost degree of obduracy, as
water, becoming colder and colder, can freeze into solid ice, yet remains

8 James iv. 12, 10 Compare § Ixxvii. 2.
® Micah vi, 8. 1 Section Ixxvil. 5.
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in its substance always water, and can again melt and become fluid
through the warm rays of the sun. But a stone will never melt under
the sun’s rays; and this is now the very peculiarity of the sin against the
Holy Ghost, that it cannot, like every other sin, make a man become ice,
but as it were transforms him internally into a stone. The question
which in earlier times separated the Lutheran and Reformed Dogmatics,
whether this sin could be committéd by one really regenerate, can in our
view be answered only in the negative. Still the warning against this
degree of guilt and culpability is not wholly unnecessary to any one.

Comp. LACTANTIUS, De ird Dei ; BARTHOLOMESS, Vom Zorn Gotles, in the Fahrb.
fiir deutsche Theol. (1861), p. 258, sgq.; ¥. WEBER, Vom Zorn (oltes, ein Bibl. 7heol,
Versuch (1862) ; LANGE’s articles Schuld and Schuldbewustsein, in Herzog’s R. E., xiv.;
J. CRAMER, Het bevouw en het ethisch determinisme (1868). As to moral statistics and
their connection with Ethics, LUTHARDT, Apol. Vortrige, ii. (1867), p. 210, sgg.; and
R. Grau, on Buckle’s History of Civilisation, in the new Biblioth. voor Chr. Theol. en
Letterk. (1870), 1.

PoiNTs FOR INQUIRY.

Is it possible from the Naturalistic standpoint to maintain the idea of guilt>—The
importance of moral statistics in our investigation.—Connection of the recognition of the
reality of the idea of guilt with the chief contents of the Gospel.—The significance of
excuses.—How must we judge of the sin against the Holy Spirit, and how best treat
this doctrine for the Church?

SECTION LXXIX.~ITS SENTENCE.

“According to God’s righteous judgment, there is a direct and
reciprocal connexion between sin and misery. In all which the
sinner lacks, feels, and must needs expect, he already here on earth
experiences a part of his well-deserved retribution. The judgment
of God on sin is manifest in the history of the whole of mankind,
and is proclaimed by the condition of groaning humanity. Its
complete fulfilment, however, is only attained on the other side of
the grave, where obdurate sin is requited with eternal misery.

1. Guilt and punishment are such completely correlative ideas, that the
consideration of the culpability of sin leads at once to that of its judgment.
However sad, that consideration is necessary to enable us better to estimate
the depth of the fall, as well as the value of the redemption. This investi~
gation naturally attaches itself to what we have already before taught con-
cerning the righteousness of God.!

1 Section xlix,

T
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. When we speak of the punishment of sin, we mean thereby in
general the evil of suffering conjoined to.the transgression, by which the
transgressor must according to right pay for his misdeed. The essence of
punishment is therefore calamity, whether it spring of itself from the mis-
deed, or be expressly attached to it by the will of the Judge. Its aim is not
in the first place amendment, however desirable this may be as a conse-
quence, but restraint of the sinner by maintaining the rights of the law.
Its extent renders necessary a division into temporal and eternal or future
punishments, while the first must also be divided into natural and positive
punishments, which are sometimes with less accuracy styled arbitrary.
There is no overweighing objection even to this last distinction, when once
we have recognised! from the Christian Theistic standpoint, that God has
the right as well as the power of visiting the transgression, if He wills, with
such experience as would not otherwise necessarily flow from it, accord-
ing to the purely natural course of things. Natural punishment may also
be called positive in so far as it is God Himself who has once for all willed
that it should follow the committed sin, as the shadow the light.

3. The connexion between sin and misery is universally felt, and not
seriously disputed by any one. “If there were no sins, there would be no
wounds.” This connexion is dzrect, since sin separates us from Him, in
whom alone is our happiness, and on this account cannot but make us
most miserable ; reciprocal, because as misery springs from sin, so again
does new sin spring continually from misery. Sin is the seed, misery the
harvest, but this constantly brings with it new grains of seed ; indeed, sin
not merely produces, but itself 7s, the greatest misery. Every other sorrow
is partly caused, partly mcrﬂased partly at length still more infinitely
exceeded in wretchedness by it. Not only the suffering which comes direct
from God, but the pain which men inflict on one another, even the
calamity which we make for ourselves, must be regarded as its bitter fruit.
The consciousness of sin increases on the one hand each load of life, and
diminishes on the other the power to- bear these with calmness. Just
because sin is a much more general, shameful, and pernicious evil than any
other plague,? ought it to be called the greatest cause of complaint.

4. We see already that the entire idea of punishment must not in any
way be considered as something purely subjective, but much more as the
expression of a touching reality. But we also see that there is a real dis-
tinction between punishment and chastisement, as the words of the Apostle
in 1 Cor. xi. 32, also tell us. The world is condemned, the Christian
chastised, for the same reason that the rebel is sentenced, while the disobe-
dient child is corrected. If to our feeling the distinction is great, it by no
means follows that it merely exists in our feeling. Why could not God,
too, on His part impose the same sorrow on one as a righteous judgment,
and on another as a beneficent method of education and purification? It
is inaccurate and arbitrary to assert, that punishment does not consist in
any external tribulation, but in the deadly power of sm itself;3 the one
does not exclude the other.—In general, we may say of all pumshments of
sin, that they are strictly just, surely guaranteed in the case of continued

z Lam. iii. 39. # Scholten.
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obduracy, and both in themselves, and combined one with another, are
- terrible for the sinner. ¢
5. On this side of the grave the sinner experiences his merited punish-
ment, partly in what he loses (pcena damni), partly in what he actually
suffers (poena sensds). Even the rest, which he foregues, is a sign that he is
‘Separated from God, and the early or late awakened conscience is a judg-
ment of God.® The relation of the conscience to evil when committed is
threefold : it reminds us accurately of the misdeed, it judges it righteously,
and. it punishes it severely.8 Thus there arises a fearful dread of God7
quite distinct from childish awe, which compels the transgressor of his
own accord to withdraw from God, and so makes him sink still deeper into
sin.—But he also soon discovers a new punishment in that which suZzes him ;
since God requites sin with sin, and not seldom leaves the sinner to his
perverted inclination.® Naturally, He does not will sin as such, but the
revelation of its internal power, in order that it may be judged by its own
consequences. We can see how one sin becomes the parent of another, from
the narrative in 2 Sam. xi., xii., as well as from the account of ]eroboam s
misdeeds in 1 Kings xv. 29, 30
6. To this is added that which the sinner suffers by what he experzences,

partly from the zafural consequences, partly from the properly so-called
positive punishments of sin. Sensuality produces disease, and pride leads
to fall. “Per quod quis peccat, per idem punitur et idem.” Inmany a special
instance we cannot deny a special judgment of God, by which the words-
of Judges i. 7 are constantly justified afresh. The history of Jacob,

Haman, Pilate, and others in the sacred narrative, as well as that of many
others in profane history, speaks here plainly enough. Take for example,

among others, unexpected visitations, such as overtook Ananias and

Sapphira, or Elymas the Sorcerer.®. In the history of the world, and of
nations also, we meet with calamities, which can hardly be conSIdered as
anything but such positive judgments; as the flood, the destruction of Sodom
and Gomorrha, of Pharaoh and his army, Jerusalem and the temple, and of
others even in our own time. Why should it be denied or complained of
as a hardship that God with deep wisdom thus directly shows His holy
repugnance against sin? or why, since indeed, in contrast with these punish-
ments, are also placed special rewards for proved obedience? It wasmore
than superstition when the heathen recognised the hand of God in special
calamities, which had no natural connexion with the crime. We must only
take care that we never conclude the greater sinfulness of those who have
met with special calamities.’® But of ourselves a faithful conscience will
declare whether any sorrow must be regarded as a special retribution or not.

* Heb. xii. 29.

5 Compare Prov. xxviil. 1; Isa. Ivii, 21 ; the mstances of Adam, Cain, Saul, Herod,
Judas, etc.

¢ See Gen. xlil. 21, 22; Matt, xiv. 2 ; and numerous other passages.

7 Rom. viii. I35,

8 Rom. i. 28.

® Acts v, xiii.

1 Tob xlii. .8 ; Luke xiii. 4, 5; John ix. 3.

FF2
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A thoughtful observer will often discover.a startling connexion between
fate and life, disappointment and transgression.

7. What finally ewas’s the sinner even here on earth, raises his misery
to its height. Even lefore death he has ever less to hope and worse to
dread, according as it becomes darker within him and around him. In
accordance with the deep words of Heb. ii. 15, he is subject to the fear
of death, which is partly the fruit, but partly too the cause, of the most
fatal slavery. But specially 7z death does he receive a retribution of sin,
which cannot be thought of without dread. We have said in § Ixx. 6, that
corporeal death is not a consequence of the original constitution of our
nature, but of its deteriorated state, and besides, is infinitely aggravated
for the sinner. “Peccatum iram Dei provocavit, ira Dei mortem induxit”
(Gerhardt). If the “once ‘to die” is already a terrifying prospect, the
dread becomes more menacing, since death not only separates us from life,
and all which was dear to us in life, but delivers us over to an omniscient
Judge. And affer death—but for the moment enough has been already
said to make us regard the truth of the words of the prophet in Jer. ii. 19,
as absolutely universal.

8. The judgment, already to be dreaded here by every sinner, is
revealed to a much wider extent in the history of mankind. What is that
history, but a drama, whose tragic character is increased by the very
influence of sin, and of which a satisfactory dénouement seems absolutely
impossible without the intervention of grace? Oppression and rebellion,
wars and rumours of wars, craft and violence, what a sad concatenation !
‘Who, for example, can number the sins of diplomacy, and all the miseries
whichr have sprung from them? What an astonishing revelation of the
power, but at the same time of the judgment, of sin in slavery, in art and
sciende, even in the domain of language! And in that maelstrom, not only
the guilty, but the wholly or partially innocent are swept away, Uand sick
unto death, the fallen world is still again and again chastising itself. All
the unjustly shed blood comes at last upon the head of a generation which
has slain the prophets ;12 and the nineteenth century reaps the fatal harvest
of the seeds of unbelief and revolution which the eighteenth has sown.
Thus the world itself is the great Flagellant, which ceases not to scourge
its bleeding limbs as a punishment for its sins. Hints alone are here
possible, but still are sufficient to show with what terrible seriousness God
deals with an injustice with which man often so irresponsibly sports.
The words of the apostle, Rom. i. 18, might thus serve as a motto for the
annals of the world’s history. Every page gives proof of living under the
longsuffering, but not in the full enjoyment of the goodness, of God.

9. We cannot deny the traces of God’s judgment upon sin, shown even
in the face of nature.’®" Although we dare not assert with some philosophers
that an actual deemoniac power makes its destructive inflience felt on the
life of nature, yet' can we still less overlook the fact, that in the song of
praise in Creation, perhaps no tone is so distinctly heard as that of elegy.
Most truly, “wherever the stars shine, does a universal sorrow pervade all
the veins of nature” (Fr. v. Schlegel). It is the voice of the groaning

—-

1 2 Sam, xxiv. 17, 12 Matt, xxiil. 35—37. 18 Section Ixxv. i 4,
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creation, that is, of all animate and inanimate nature, as distinguished
from the Christian, but even he himself is not free from this suffering. The
whole creation shares involuntarily in the consequences of the fall, and, as
in a chaotic state, looks forward with eager desire to freedom and trans-
formation. A thoughtful Dogmatics will not venture to describe the extent
of this punishment; “these are things which have occurred in a con-
dition quite different to ours, and which surpass our present capacity”
(Pascal). But the fact of Creation’s bondage itself presses as by force
upon every one who has considered the face of nature with a more than
superficial glance, and, however mysterious, is infinitely more reasonable than
its absolute rejection. (Cf. Luther on Gen. iii. 17.) :

* 10, If thus the consequences f sin on this side the grave are already
so terrible, yet can it not but be expected, when we believe in the right-
eousness of God and the eternal destiny of man, that they also extend to
the other side, and there exhibit a still more fearful character. If the Old
Testament leaves many questions on this subject unanswered, it is quite
different with the writings of the New, which speak as plainly as dften of
a future retribution. The most fearful punishments are threatened by the
Lord and His witnesses on all who continue in unbelief, and unrepentant ;15
and specially on those who by their utter want of love gave proof of their
ineradicable selfishness.’® Much more difficult is it to say anything
positive concerning the proper nature of these punishments, because they
are alluded to under very different images, which cannot however be
regarded as figurative representations merely. The most adequate concep-
tion may perhaps be drawn from the well-known parable in Luke xvi. 19—
31. Even here we see, on the one side, a wans of that which was most.
valued and enjoyed during the life on earth; on the other, a feeizng of
dreadful pain, increased by the certainty of the happiness enjoyed by
others, and the selfreproaches of the now awakened conscience. - This
remorse must naturally end in despair when all prospect of restoration is
definitely cut off, and with the feeling of one’s own guilt is joined that of
a never-ending *too late.” In this loss of the past, this remorse for the
present, this despair for the future, is revealed the wrath of God, which
abides on the obdurate.

11. So much thus appears, that the zature of the future punishment is
in many respects different from that of temporal punishment. The latter
was partly delayed by the longsuffering, partly lessened by the mercy, of
God, partly cohcealed from the eyes of others, partly confined within
a certain space of time; in the future retribution the opposite of all this
will be the case. It is the revelation of God’s holy wrath, no longer
tempered by His saving grace. And as we think of the place where this
wretchedness dwells, of the circle within which the condemned are placed
together, of the revelation of all secrets, which is joined with the most
adequate retribution—above all, of the infinite duration of the still future

14 Rom, viii. 19—23. . .
15 Tohn iii. 36; Matt. xiil, 41, 42; 2 Thess. i, 8, 9; Rev, xxi, 8,
16 Matt, xxv, 41—46. :
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punishment, it :then becomes impossible for us to sound the ocean of
misery caused by sin.

12. The duration of future punishment is most definitely represented in
Holy Scripture as absolutely endless.”” Ewven if the word “ eternal” does
not itself denote absolute endlessness, it is surely a different matter when
eternal pain is without any limitation contrasted with eternal life.l®* We
shall first discuss in chapter vii., in connexion with Eschatology, the doctrine
of the so-called restitution-of all things, in its entirety, but here we will only
call to mind that its supporters can appeal but to single, indirect, and mys-
terious utterances of prophecy: those on the other hand who maintain the
contrary opinion can bring forward numerous and plain statements of the
Lord and His witnesses ; at any rate, the possibility of an endless misery is
most distinctly declared in Matt. xii. 31, 32; and words such as those in
Luke xvi. 26 ; Matt. xxvi. 24 ; xxv. 10, 41, could hardly be vindicated from
the charge of exaggeration, if He who spake then had Himself even seen a
ray of light in the outer darkness, and been able and willing to kindle it before
others’ eyes. In no case could such a yay be seen without previous sorrow
and conversion ; but, viewed psychologically, this latter is certainly nowhere
less to be looked for than in a hell of sorrow and despair, not to say that the
Gospel nowhere opens up to us a certain prospect of the continuance of
the gracious work of God on the other side of the grave. He who here
talks of harshness must by no means forget that sinful man is a very partial
judge in his ewn case; that nothing less than the highest grace is boldly
and stubbornly set at:nought in the.case here supposed ; and that there
will be always,.according to the teaching of Scripture, an equitable distine-
tion in the rewards as well as in the punishments of the future.!® Aye,
even if men might flatter themselves with a diminutien or postponement
of the punishment, there would still always be a remembrance of the
countless- mischief which they had done to themselves and others, which
as a dark «cloud would be before:the sun-of an-eventual happiness. Least
of all must they hope for such an end, who have known the great salvation,
and all their life long ungratefully despised:it.20—As to the Heathen and
others who entirely without .their.own fault have missed the way of life,
Holy Scripture nowhere compels us to believe that these should at -once,
on that account alone, be the victims:of an eternal damnation, ¢ We must
carefully distinguish between damnability and damnation ; damnability is
indeed the germ, but s#i//.0rly the: germ,-of damnation” (Lange). Accord-
ing to the teaching of the Apostle (Rom ii. 12, s¢7.), the heathen will be
judged by a different rule from the Jew, just as the professor of the Gospel
will certainly be differently judged from these two. While there is only one
way of salvation,?! rather will the.Merciful make it known :to men without
Christ even after death,? than the Just:@ne will reap where -He has not
sown. The kindly utterances of Zwingle on this point are certainly more
in accord with the spirit of the Gospel,? than the hard sentence 4o which a

3 Mark iv. 44—50; Rev. xiv. 11, etc. 2 Aects iv. 12,

18 Matt. xxv. 46.. 2 1 Pet.'iil. 19, )
® Luke xii. 47, 48. = _See his Fidei Christi Expositio, Op. iv, 65.

-2 Matt, xi. 24 ; Heb. ii. 3.
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dogmatic Exclusivism has not seldom led others. We can safely leave to
God the justification, even in this respect, of His own government of the
world ; but we must take careful heed, that we do not try to be more
merciful and wise than He, to whom sin, as long as it continues sin, is
thoroughly damnable. Even in preaching the Gospel, His servants are not
free to leave this darker side entirely unmentioned. The statement of it
should only be joined always with that of the friendly light «of grace, and
let the preacher take care that he does not lead his hearers in the way of
despairing fear or unbelieving doubt, by yielding to the desire to paint hell
as black as possible. The best statement of the prospect of the sinner is
that of “the going to his own place,” Ze, to the land of his own choice,
where he may still continue to dwell. )

Compare the Art. Hillenstrafen, in Herzog’s R, Z. vi., p. 181, sgg.; also O. KRABBE,
Die Lehrve von der Stinde und vom Tode (1836) ; and MAU, Vom Tode, dem Solde der Siinde
(1841) ; the Essay of LANGE on Pelagianism, in his Vermischte Schriften, i. (1840),
pPp- 217—307, and ii. p. 258 ; the suggestive account, Die Reise nack dem Lande seiner Wakl;
also HEIBERG'S Poem, A Soul after Death (1865); A. MONOD, Serimnons, i. (1856), pp. 366
—376. Upon the influence of sin on the inanimate creation, see the beautiful language of
the physicist ROEPER, quoted by LUTHARDT, a. a. O., ii., p. 201, sgq.

POINTS- FOR INQUIRY.

Further elucidation of the ideas of punishment, the right of punishment, etc., in their
theological meaning.—Can the doctrine of a righteousness which demands punishment be
co-ordinated with the subject-matter of the Gospel —Are all calamities punishments ?—
Death in connexion with sin.—The expectation of a future retribution, even in the worlds
of Heathenism and Judaism.—The doctrine of the Church; specially that of the Reformed,
compared with that of the New Testament, on this point.—Import and force of the 11th
answer of the Heidelberg Catechism —What view must we take ¢f the future lot of the
heathen world >—The dangers to be avoided when discussing the doctrine: of punishment
for sin before the Church.

SECTION LXXX.,—THE POSSIBILITY 'OF ' SALVATION.

Mankind, according to God’s righteous judgment, bowed down
under the guilt and punishment of sin, is utterly unable to set itself
free from this curse. Yet there remains the possibility of salvation,
since the sinner is still man, and as such capable of salvation. This
possibility, however, could never have been realised without a
special intervention of God, in which the sinner needs to believe,
but for which he had no right to hope.

1. Where we see the individual and the race either gone down to, or on
the way to, so dark an abyss, the question as to the possibility of deliverance-
is as natural at the end of this division, as-that concerning the possibility of
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the fall was at the close of the preceding one.l It can be the less put off
in proportion as it is more clearly seen that the confession of the moral
inability of the sinner,? though often misunderstood and misused, is the
expression of a sad reality. Under the influence of sin man becomes a
. slave, absolutely unable to regain liberty by himself, and the slave will
become the victim. The consequences of sin cleave to.us, and unite
themselves to,our inner life, like Dejanira’s tunic sent to Hercules. Even
if we could (and this is psychologically inconceivable) from this time forth,
by an irrevocable resolve, put an end to all our transgressing, the past will
nevertheless still remain to be accounted for. The evil conscience is
constantly bringing us into a state of restlessness and fear, and—moral
goodness can come only from the principle of love. The guilty sinner,
alienated from God, cannot possibly kindle the flame of love in himself;
others, equally subject to the power of sin, can just as little avert its’
curse from us. No finite creature, however excellent, can turn away from us
the inevitable consequences of God’s holy anger. Thus the sinful man,
left to himself, is not only probably, but certainly lost ; and the ransom ot
the captive soul is not to be found on earth. (Cf. Ps. xlix. 6—¢ ; Matt.
xvi. 26, '

2. Sti>ll, notwithstanding all, the question as to the possibility of salvation
must be answered affirmatively, and that not merely from a view of God’s
Power and Grace, but also from a view of man, who stands as it were
behind the sinner, and in him is indeed overruled, but by no means
destroyed by the sinful principle. We must carefully avoid the two
extremes of Pelagianism on one side, and Manicheism on' the other. We
have already discussed the former; we see the other represented at the
time of the Reformation by Matthias Flacius Ilyricus (+ 1675), who
asserted that original sin was “de essentid hominis;” a statement which
still lives in a popular form among many, who conceive of “death by sin” as
literally as possible, and are at once grieved when they hear that man has
not ceased to be “ God’s offspring.” This onesidedness, not unjustly called
¢ Manicheismus crustatus” by the pronounced Reformed Theologian,
Heidegger (1698), is in direct conflict with the utterances of Biblical
Theology, as well as with those of the human consciousness, and in its
consequences would at last transfer the whole doctrine of sin from the
domain of Ethics to that of Physics. In opposition to this we must with
all earnestness assert that the possibility of salvation still exists, not merely
metaphysically, in the sense of Luke iii. 8, but also psychologically, since
even in fallen man there still remain the “slight traces” of which article
xiv. of the Netherlands Confession speaks. “Homo, dum nascitur, quia
bonum aliquid est, in quantum homo est, Manicheeum redarguit, laudatque
Creatorem ; in quantum vero trahit originale peccatum, Pelagium redarguit
et habet necessarium Salvatorem. Nam et quod serende dicitur ista
natura, utrumque repercutit; quia nec medicina opus haberet, si sana
esset, mec sanari possit omnino, si eeternum atque immutabile malum
esset” (Augustine).

3. The ground of the ever-remaining possibility of deliverance is thus

1 Section Ixxi, 2 H. C., Ans. viii,
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based in the essence of man, who undoubtedly needs a complete Palin-
genesis, but nevertheless does not require a transubstantiation. The very -
discord in every sinful heart,® on the one hand our calamity, is on the other our
happiness ; it shows, indeed, that sin is our second, but not yet our proper
nature ; our malady indeed, but not yet our attribute or element. ¢ Ipse
dolor testimonium est boni ademti et boni relicti ; nisi enim bonum relic-
tum esset, bonum amissum dolere non posset” (Augustine). This is the
distinction between man and the devil; in whom, as far as we can judge
from Holy Scripture, this point of connexion is utterly wanting. When
the devil lies, he speaks agreeably to his nature ;4 when man tells a lie, he
as it were does despite to another, better, but fettered man. Between the
vehement inclinations of man and the deepest needs of the sinner a dark
abyss gapes;"in the sinful man is hidden the groaning creature. The
conscience still remains the organ to which a redeeming activity of God
can ally itselfl. Man has the capacity, not. to restore himself by the
indwelling healthy essence of his nature, but to be restored by the deliver-
ing power of grace. He becomes neither beast nor devil ; his heart is a
Jfield full of weeds, but still something different from stone; he is unable
to deliver himself, but still always capable of deliverance. This, it is plain,
does not give the sinner the slightest right to hope for deliverance ; but
also, without this, deliverance would be as impossible as from the Pelagian
standpoint it is unnecessary.

4. This possibility, however, can only be realised by a special inter-
vention of God’s delivering love. The history of the Jewish and Heathen
worlds teaches that this want has in all ages been felt, and most strikingly
expressed. Whether and how fat it is fulfilled on its side, remains a
question, which only a fresh revelation can answer ; and this may indeed
be discussed, but never determined, in the domain of Anthropology and
Hamartology. From this last we can only part with the distinct conscious-
ness, that he who disowns his need of deliverance, remains as much a
stranger to the microcosm within him, as he is to the macrocosm around
him. :

Comp. PASCAL, Pensées; F. FABRI, Het algemeen Waarkeidsgevoel (1863). On
Matthias Flacius Illyricus, Herzog, R. £., iv.

PoOINTS FOR INQUIRY.

The contest between M. F. Illyricus and Victorinus Strigel in 1560.—Is the possibility
of deliverance present in a like degree in every sinner >—Is it really taught everywhere in
the Gospel, even from its anthropological side ?—Can this confession be completely allied
with the fact of the sinner’s moral inability > —Why is it of importance to mention it ? and
against what extremes must we be on our guard?—The opinion to be formed on th-
contents and form of the reasoning in the Heidelberg Catechism, Ans, xii,.—xviii,—Resu’;
of the whole Anthropology and Hamartology (Rom. vii. 21—25).

3 Section Ixxvii. 3. ' + & 4w 1dlwy, John viil, 44.



CHAPTER IIL
JESUS CHRIST, THE FOUNDER OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD.

(CHRISTOLOGY.)

SECTION LXXXI~—TRANSITION AND SURVEY,

THE possibility of deliverance has been realised by the revelation
of God’s truth and grace in Jesus Christ, which forms the great
subject of the Gospel of salvation. The work of redemption in Him
is alike the crowning and the final aim of the works of creation
and providence; a saving act of God, only to be explained from
the riches of His infinite love for sinners. The consideration of
that work (Soteriology) must necessarily be preceded by that of
the person of the Deliverer (Christology), while in this latter we
must pay separate attention to the Decree of Salvation, and to the
Personality of the Saviour Himself.

1. The present chapter opens an entirely new field of investigation,
which extends to the utmost limits of the domain of Christian doctrine.
After the separate treatise on Theology and Anthropology, everything
which still remains for discussion might be properly collected under the
one name of Theanthropology. Indeed, we must now discuss the manner
in which the relation between God and man, broken by sin, is restored by
God in Christ, and will be still further restored. But the great wealth of
our materials renders necessary a division, such as has been already pointed
out, in the present chapter, and will be also desirable in the succeeding
one. A few introductory remarks are intended to point out here the,exact
standpoint of our examination.

2. The doctrine concerning a way of salvation is not a peculiar element
of Christian dogma only. In any religious system, if it be somewhat
developed, the question will arise, what must man do to restore the
communion with his God, which has been destroyed? Hence we find
in the religions of Heathendom sacrifices, penalties, pilgrimages ; and in
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Israel, next to the law, Prophecy. That the most insufficient, pitiful; and!
sinful means have been devised for satisfying this impulse of conscience
does not prove anything against the justice and moral earnestness of this
attempt. It is universally recognised that a system of doctrine for sinful men
must possess, along with a Theology and an Anthropology, a Soteriology
as well.

3. Nowhere, however; does this. doctrine stand so prominently forward
as in the Christian domain. As in Islamism the unity of God is the
central dogma, and in Mosaism the Theocracy, so in Christianity is the way
of salvation. We naturally use the word salvation here in its widest sense,
and think of it as the setting free from the power of sin and its sad conse-
-quences. While we here call this our main point, we naturally do not deny
.that the word of revelation has cast an inestimable light over God, as well
as over man. We only assert that the proper centre of the Doctrme of
Salvation is not there.but here, and that the essentials of the Gospel are
best collected in the proposition, #ze possibility of salvation, whose necessity
is raised beyond all doubt, has. been made a reality, not by the intervention of man,
but by a proper act of love on the part of God. 'That Gospei (good news)
deserves its name, not only or principally because it has shed a clearer light
on God, virtue, or immortality, than that in which men had thus far rejoiced.
Even where all this is recognised, the question as. to. the proper nature of
that really new, heart-rejoicing, and world-renewing, fact, which has been
revealed, and which justifies eulogies like those in Rom. i 16, Eph.i. 3,.
still remains. It can only be answered by placing in: the forefront that
here salvation (cwrpla) is presented as attainable by him: who was: lost: by:.
sin, by a way which na sinner could ever:have: himself opened. up.!
Redemption is not one out of many doctrines; it is the:-doctrine par excel--
lence, the central sun from which. everything else in the Gospel must
receive its light. Without this one doctrine.all the Gospel narrative seems
inexplicable, its demands éxaggerated, its promises baseless and aimless.
The aim of the Gospel and its proclamation is not merely or specially to-
lead man to a purer knowledge of God, and to perfect virtue, but. before.
all to restore the sinner to his normal relation to God. “ Christianity is:not.
great and unique, because-it is a more developed and confirmed conscience,
but because, without in the least injuring that conscientiousness, but much:
rather giving it the keenest edge, it yet at once stills the conscience ;
because it casts out fear by perfect love ; because it shows us that God. is.
greater than our hearts. In its inmost nature Christianity is not like the:
moral law, a ¢ Thou shalt,” but a satisfaction, a ¢ Yea and Amen ;’ it is not:
a demand in the name of God, but a Divine power and grace, which, seated
in the heart, entirely of its own accord, and without command, becomes an,
instinct of the freest morality” (Ullmann)

4. If, however, the doctrine of Redemption is to be properly understood:
and va.lued, it must not be separated from that of Creation and Providence,.
but must be most closely combined with them. Redemption indeed appears
as something new, by which God restores the disturbed moral order,? but the
new is not yet on that account something which, in entire isolation, stands

! Comp. Luke xix. 10; Acts iv. 12; 1 Tim. i 135. ? Isa. Ixv. 17,
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beyond all historical connexion. - The crown of all God’s works is united
with, and continues to be most closely joined with, those other works.
Redemption is at once a new creation and ultimate aim of the providence
of God ; but one and the same God is revealed here and there, though in
different'ways. Mysteries and wonders in the domain of Redemption can
therefore the less surprise us, because we meet with these. in the domains
of Creation and Providence. We must not, be offended if we discover here
even greater mysteries than we have found elsewhere, because the moral and
spiritual domain in life is higher than the material : renewing of creation is
more than creation itself. And yet the work of Redemption can only be
understood and estimated in its intimate connexion with that of Creation
and Providence, because Redemption is brought to pass by Him who
is the Mediate Cause of Creation and the centre of the entire Divine
plan of the world.® The harmony, too, which we discover between the
kingdom of nature and that of grace, serves not a little to strengthen our
belief ‘in the divinity of revelation.

5. However closely allied with the work of creation and the govern-
ment of all things, Redemption must always be regarded as a free gift of
love from God, which can as little be explained naturally & pri4, as it can
be perfectly fathomed @ posteriori. ‘The attempt, in itself orthy of praise,
to justify as reasonable, that which is actual, has not seldom tempted able
spirits to try and represent the plan of redemption not only a$ something
most worthy of God, but even-as something very natural and ‘intrinsically
necessary. A little thought, however, soon shows that Redemption, as the
Gospel depicts it, can as little be deduced @ priori with logical accuracy
from the nature of God as from that of man. Frue, the nature of God is
love, but though that love makes redemption explicable, it is and conti-
nues, this notwithstanding, an act of free grace. True, man has retained a
capacity for redemption, but the sinner has not on that account the slightest
right to expect it, as something self-evident.

The fact of redemption in Christ cannot be deduced either from the
nature of God, or from the idea of man, or from the historic development
of our race, as something absolutely necessary, without thereby under-
mining the deepest foundation of our Christian faith. This faith, indeed,
as it 1s accepted as presented by the Gospel in the inmost consciousness,
does not confess that God in Christ has done what could a préo77 be counted
upon with good reason ; but, on the contrary, that here has been revealed
and taken place, that which no one could have expected or claimed ;# not
that mankind has at length, by its inherent force, after centuries of effort
produced *“its greatest Son,” but that a new branch has been grafted on the
old and sickly stem, from which an entirely new life has gone forth.? Salva-
tion in Christ is here universally described as the fruit of a pity, without
compulsion ; which necessarily confounds us, because it so far exceeds
all our imagination. Hence, also, the constant mention of a Divine good-
pleasure,® first brought to light in the fulness of. time, whereby certainly
nothing is denoted, which could have been reckoned upon reasonably in

3 Compare §§ lv., lvi. 5. 5 Rom. v. 12—2I.
4 1 Cor, il. 9. ' ¢ Eph. i. 9; Col. i. 19,
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any other way.—Hence it follows, that we must here dispute the right of
human wisdom to come to some conclusions & griorZ on its own authority,
nay, even that the rights of reason are even more limited in the domain of
Soteriology, than in that of Theology or Anthropology. To the questions,
What is God, and what is man? individual reflection, even without the
light of revelation, can get much nearer tv an answer, than if the question
be proposed, What has God done for the deliverance of a sinful world?
Here neither speculative thought nor empirical investigation can of itself
bring us much further, God alone can procure salvation, but He alone,
too, can make known to the sinner whether He gives it, and if so, how
He will do it. Thus we are here first of all referred to the narrative which
tells of the plan of salvation, and upon this all philosophic thought about
historic revelation must be founded. Placing ourselves at this stand-
point, we speak entirely in the spirit of the Lord, who, in distinction from
the work of regeneration upon earth, expressly announces the plan of
salvation of God as among the heavenly things.” But on this very account
we must not be surprised that, even & posteriori, the searching to its depth
of the revelation in Christ falls too short, even after constant reflec-
tion. If redemption is really a Divine work, it must, as such, have its
mystery ; if it is the greatest of all God’s works, we know that the highest
mountains cast the longest shadows. The Gospel itself prepares us for
this mysteriousness,® and its best professors have in all times found in this
a matter, not of complaint, but of sublime adoration.

6. The investigation into the doctrine of Redemption is of vital import-
ance for man, for the sinner, for the Christian, for the Theologian and the
preacher of the Gospel, especially at the present time. The great matter,
which here specially touches us, 1s not the religion of Jesus, but the salva-
tion in Christ. It is therefore of great importance, not merely to arrange and
direct its discussion in a suitable manner—as has already been pointed out
in this section—but to begin and continue it in that spirit of deep reverence
and faith, which longs for salvation, in which a Paul has preceded us.?

Comp. M. VAN STAVEREN, Diss. de Evang. naturd. (1839) ; L. SCHOEBERLEIN, Die
Grundlehren des Heils, entwickelt aus dem Princip der Liebe (1848), and the article
Erlisung, by the same writer, in Herzog, K. Z. iv.; C. ULLMANN, Das Wesen des,
Christenth. (4th ed., 1854); J. L. DOEDES, Wat sult gij prediken ? Acad. addr. (1506).

PoIiNTs FOR INQUIRY,

Connexion between this and the preceding chapter.—What do we understand by
Redemption ? and how has this idea been developed in the Christian Church in the course
of centuries>—Christianity the religion of Redemption, and as such the highest religion.—
What is the peculiar nature of the Gospel? and who therefore can be said, and who
cannot be said, to preach the Gospel P—Elucidation of Rom. i. 16 ; 1 Cor. ii. 9, and similar
passages.—Is it possible here to separate entirely from one.another the investigation into
the person and the work of the Redeemer ?—Why must.the doctrine of the decree of
Redemption be discussed just at this place?

? John iii. 12, 8 Rom, xi, 33; compare Isa. lv, §, 9. * Eph. iii. 14—21,
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FIRST DIVISION.
THE DECREE OF REDEMPTION.

SECTION LXXXII—THE PLAN OF SALVATION IN ITSELF.

THE redemption of the sinful world. is. the consequence of a
Divine plan of salvation (Decretum Salutis), which, planned be-
fore the foundation of the world, is accomplished in the course of
the ages, and has Christ as its centre. That plan ef salvation aims.
at nothing less than the eternal salvation of all who tread the
path of life ordained by God, but also- of these alone; and that,
not on account of their merits or worthiness, but only of God’s
free grace in Christ, upon which the sinner is absolutely dependent
in the work of his salvation. With perfect right, therefore, faith
confesses the consoling doctrine of a peérsonal choosing to life
(Pradestinatio ad Salutem), but at the same time the science of
faith confesses its inability thoroughly to fathom this depth, and
therefore seeks, above all, to comprehend the decree of salvation,
in the light shed upon this revealed mystery by history and ex-
perience.

1. Where we have, first of all, to seek an adequate apprehension of the Zdea
of the Divine plan of salvation, we must begin by looking back to see what
we have already learnt in general in § lv. as to the Divine plan of the world.
As this latter refers to the Creation as a whole, so does the former definitely
belong to the Redemption of the sinful world. The plan of salvation becomes
thus the means of accomplishing the plan of the world, which was disturbed
by sin, as again that plan of salvation is carried out by means of a free and
gracious election. Hence all Anthropomorphism must now be naturally
avoided as much as possible. Putting aside everything which would make
us think of human deliberation, or arbitrary decree, we speak here simply of
the design of God to redeem that which was lost through sin.

2. The éxisterce of such a plan is partly presupposed, partly emphatically ex-
pressed, in Holy Scripture. If there has been often spoken, without sufficient
exegetical reasons,! in a too sensuous manner, of a “counsel of peace”
between the Son of God and the Father, the idea, that God, even where

' Compare Zech, vi. 13.
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He redeems and restores, only accomplishes what He had Himself willed
and determined, is purely Evangelical, and so in the highest degree worthy
of God. Not only does the Apostle Paul point to this with emphasis and
with marked preference,? but even the Lord Jesus Himself speaks here in
the most distinct manner.3 From a belief in an all-embracing Providence
of God,* follows already, naturally and necessarily, the confessmn of this
truth.

3. As to the nature and confents of this plan of salvation, we receive suf-
ficient light from the Gospel.—It is oze and indivisible. 1f dogmatic Scholasti-
cism has not seldom spoken of different Divine decrees (decrefa), and divided
these in various ways,’ the Gospel everywhere speaks only of oze design,
one will, one merciful thought of God, of which everything which is done
for the salvatlon of a sinful world is the gradual realisation.—The centre of
this plan of salvation is Christ. In Him God has elected the believing, and
in Him the plan of the world must attain its completion.® He Himself is,
par excellence, the Elect and Beloved of the Father ;7 and in Hin redeemed
humanity is regarded, and, as it were, included, as under its spiritual head.
But yet not in this sense, that God has foreseen the perfect Son of man
in mankind, as its future natural product, and consequently was well
pleased with a race from which so much that was noble should proceed;
but so, that He Himself has given in His Son the new man, as the head to
the fallen race, and in Him has actually proved His grace to it.

4. The extent of this plan of salvation is- consequently wniversal; it
-reaches not merely to a few, but to the sinful world in its entirety, as is
constantly declared in the Gospel. It is impossible, without arbitrarily
distorting the sense, to understand such passages as John iii. 16; 2 Cor.
v. 19; 1 Tim. il. 4; 1 John ii. 2, and many similar statements, in a one-
sided particularistic sense. Even other statements of Scripture® would
be destitute of all meaning, if we might not understand that God seriously -
desired the salvation of all men. The Gospel indeed teaches, as we shall
see in a later part of our treatise, that the Elect are given by the Father
to the Son ; but nowhere does it declare that the Father has sent that Son
into the world solely for the Elect’s sake; and it is everywhere declared
to be the sinner’s own fault if the highest love does not gain dts end in
him.®—Certainly the execution of this plan is conditional. God has in no
way determined to give salvation to all, regardless of the position in which
they may place themselves to the Gospel of salvation, but to those only
who are obedient to the claims of faith and repentance ; not, indeed,
that they, on account of this obedience, could deserve salvation. The
word condition is incorrectly used here, whenever it suggests some meri-
torius deed. It denotes nothing but that the absolutely indispensable

2 Eph. i. 3—12; Col. i. 19, 20.

3 Matt. xi. 23, 26 John xvii, 2.

4 Section lix. :

% As, e, into general and special, antecedent and consequent, etc.
6 Eph i 4, 10.

7 Tsa. xlil. 1; Matt. iii. 17; John iii, 35.

8 FE.g., Bzek. xxxiil. 11; Mark xvi. 15, 16; 2 Pet, iii. 9.

9 Compare Matt. xxiii. 37 ;3 Luke vii. 30.
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requisite and ground of this salvation can never be anything else save
God’s gracious and unchangeable good-pleasure. God has, according to
St. Paul’s statement, chosen believers,!® not because they were, but in
order that they might become, holy and blameless. This good-pleasure of
His combines, from the nature of the case, all those attributes which must
be ascribed to His adorable nature. Like Hlmself it is eternal; free, wise,
holy, gracious, unchangeable, and therefore for a finite 1ntellect un-
searchable.® The ultimate aim is, and can be, nothing else than the exalt-
ation of His name, Z.e, not merely of one, but of all His virtues; not
merely of His sovereignty, and still less of His justice or grace, as opposed
one to the other, but of all the riches of His holy love.

5. The émportance of the doctrine of the Gospel concerning the Divine
plan of salvation is self-evident. Where it remains unknown, or is incor-
rectly viewed, Christian faith and Christian life both must necessarily suffer
“very severe injury. Specially is an accurate definition of this point of
incontestable importance for the cause of a free, sound, and kindly
preaching of the Gospel. One is not only free, but strongly obliged to
preach the Gospel to all without exception, without, on any pretext what-
ever, diminishing one letter of the command, “ Compel them to come in.”
He who forgets this, and, in an evil hour, chooses as the point of depar-
ture for his preaching, in place of the * decretum salutis,” the doctrine of
¢ preedestinatio ad salutem,” mistakes his calling, increases the most
dangerous malady, and even cherishes a miserable heresy under the lofty
banner of orthodoxy.’? The glad tidings must be brought to all, “as many
as are called by the Gospel, these are earnestly called.”

6. So far all is plain; but the subject becomes more difficult when we
-come to the question, Why has it pleased God to carry out this design of
His by means of a free and gracious eection (Predestinatio)? We cannot
be surprised that the dogma, which this word brings before us, has in one
place been contradicted, and in another been an apple of discord of the
worst kind. The strife sometimes became so violent, that, when it has paused
for a moment, the wish of Herder, “ Perish the hand which recalls the
struggle from the wide stream of forgetfulness!” seemed conceivable. Yet,
from thes standpaint of Christian Dogmatics, the question cannot possibly
be put aside, least of all where the doctrine of salvation is treated of from
the standpoint of the Reformation. The so-called ¢ cor ecclesize "’ needs,
and so deserves, an investigation, to which no better place can be devoted
than the present. Though the well-known “heus tu, caute de istis agas”
of Zwingle must be applied here even more than ever, yet does it not give
-us any right to sail silently by the rock, rendered notorious by its many
shipwrecks.

7. When we speak of Predestination, we express the confession that
every believer, who is saved, is saved in accordance with the will of God, who
has called and dlected him, as distinguished from the unbeliever, to eternal life.,
To the question, Does there exist any ground for speaking in such a sense

1 Eph, i 4.
1 Rom, xi. 33—36.
*2. Compare Deut., xxix. 29 ; Can. Dord. ii. 5, 6, iii, 8 ; see Calvin on St. John xil, 47,
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of a fore-ordaining to eternal life ? we cannot possibly, after a little reflec-
tion, give any answer but, Yes.—When we have once placed ourselves at
the Christian Theistic standpoint, the 7eason already will judge a proposition
acceptable, which is merely the natural consequence of a belief in a special
Providence. If this Providence has ordered and ordained everything
which relates to the temporal lot and life, it is absolutely inconceivable
that man’s eternal lot should be determined without God’s eternal counsel
being fulfilled therein. We can securely say, that he who believes in Pro-
vidence, but rejects every idea of predestination as folly, is not consistent
with himself—Holy Scripture, at any rate, speaks here in such a manner,
that all doubt becomes impossible to any one who attaches importance to
its utterances. If'we consult its letter, there is without doubt a mention
of an election even in a completely different sense from that which is here
intended,!® and passages have often been quoted as proofs of the doctrine of
predestination, which do not bear closer examination.’* But yet, even after
this sifting, there remain not a few utterances of our Lord and His Apostles,
which at any rate it is not possible for #s to understand in any other sense
than that which is attached to them by the supporters of the doctrine of a
fore-ordaining to eternal life.. Take, ¢g., and weigh such passages as Matt.
xi. 25, 26; xvi. 17; xx. 23; xxiv. 24; Luke x. 20; John vi. 37—40;
xvil. 2, 24. All the Apostles and their contemporary witnesses agree in
this with their Master.

Luke, Acts xiii. 48. Paul, 1 Thess. v. .

James, Ep. i. 18. } 2 Thess. ii. 13.
Jude, Ep. 1, compare ver. 4, Ephes. i. 4.
Peter, 1 Ep. 1. 2; ii. 7, 9. 2 Tim. 1. 9.

2 Ep. i. 1o. Rom, viii. 28—30.
John, Revelation iii. 5 ; xiii. 8. Rom, ix.—xi.

Specially do these two last passages merit here close observation ; the first,
because it offers to us a well-arranged “ catena salutis” in its inseparable
connexion ; the second, because it not only declares, but defends against
obstinate denial, God’s absolute sovereignty in granting and withholding
His highest benefits, It- matters little whether an escape is. contrived
by saying that here there is merely a statement of a general and natural
election to the blessings of the kingdom of God. The real participation in
the blessings of God’s kingdom “on earth at the same time includes that in
eternal bliss ; the whole mass consists of single individuals ; and from what
the Apostle testifies of Moses and Pharaoh,? it is sufficiently apparent why
he bhas not represented the matter with regard to individuals in a different
way than with regard to the many. That he considers the rejection of the
Jews a consequence of their own guilt,’® is as certain as that he opens a pro-
mising prospect as to the final solution of this mystery.l? But this does not
detract anything from what can be read as plainly in Rom. ix., and a tho-
roughly impartial judge was quite right in his statement, It is all singularly
clear, and certainly i§ will never be with exegetical arguments that one can

18 John vi. 70 xiii, 18, 16 Rom. %,
M See Tisch., Matt, xx. 16; xxil, 14; Acts xv. 18, ¥ Rom. xi,
15 Rom. ix. 14—18,

GG



450° CHRISTIAN DOGMATICS.

henceforth combat a system which men like Augustine, Calvin, and Gomar
have builtup on these premisses” (Reuss). We meet with something like that
we have already met with in the doctrine of the Father, Son, and Holy
Ghost.®® The dogma does not lie ready prepared in Holy Scripture, but all
the stones of the building are there, which only need to be put together, to
make the whole building rise in just proportion before our eyes. At
any rate, we would not willingly assume as our own the exegetical task’
of the opponents of this truth.

8. Indeed, the entire spirit, no less than the letter, of Holy Scripture
gives especially a clear testimony to the doctrine of an election by grace.
What else than the independent, and partly at least inscrutable, good-
pleasure of God is the cause that the seed of Abraham should be dis-
tinguished and highly favoured above all other nations, Jacob above
Esau, Judah above all the sons of Jacob, and by-and-by David above his
brothers? From the last-named, after a time, is the Elect and Holy One:
of God born as man among men; but even He chooses and calls again His
followers from the crowd, His Apostles from the wider circle, the three
confidants from the twelve, and from the three the one John to be His
favourite par excellence. Certainly, this did not happen without a con~
nexion with natural disposition, capacity, and the proper development of
those thus favoured; but, on the other hand, that which was inborn in them
would hardly have ripened without the privilege thus given to them.
In the co-operation thus  apparent between the human and the Divine
factor, it is the latter always which, so to speak, settles the point. Hence
it" comes that, according to Scripture, there lives in the Church the con-
sciousness of having become the heir by grace of the spiritual blessings of
Israel, the chosen people by way of pre-eminence. And so it is that still,
ever in agreement with reason and Scripture, #4e spiritual experience of
believers expresses itself indubitably in favour of this confession. No Chris~
tian, however far he looks back on the path of his inner life, will hesitate to
give to God all the honour of his admission into the church of the redeemed,
and as expressly as possible to reject all selfglorying. In this respect we:
may look at Rom. iii. 27, the praise of faith in Rom viii. 28—309, and
various sacted hymns, which may be called the spiritual expression of a
belief built upon the united testimony of the Gospel and Experience,

9. Every one, who really believes in Christ, and on this ground expects
salvation, may thus in this privilege acknowledge the fruit of a gracious'
design for his salvation, and thank God, who has chosen him in Christ’
from eternity, and in this life called him to a knowledge of the Gospel,
brought him to belief, justified him, and in principle, at least, already
glorified him. “The Divine plan of salvation cannot otherwise be con-
ceived of, than as it relates definitely to #ndsviduals, and to the mode and
manner in which salvation is realised in them” (Rothe).

Whoever, on the other hand, does not believe, and continites in sin, is
lost temporarily and eternally by his own fault, and iteis as reasonable as
Scriptural to see in this nought less than the fulfilment of God’s eternal plan.19
And yet not so, that we m