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PREFACE.

TO the Council of the Cunningham Lectureship I

owe an acknowledgment and an apology. I
desire to express my sense of their great kindness in
appointing the delivery of the Lectures for the spring
of 1878 when it was discovered that to require it at
the usual time in 1877 would have made the tenure of
the appointment in my case a few weeks less than the
minimum fixed by the deed. Further, I have to ex-
press my regret that the issue of the Lectures has
been delayed several months beyond the statutory time
for publication. I can only add by way of explanation,
that the extension of the Notes entailed more labour
than I had anticipated; and that for me all such work
proceeds very slowly, since the doing of it has to be
made compatible with the claims of the pulpit and of
a considerable pastoral charge.

The book should explain its own method. But I
may be allowed to indicate here in what way the
mode and the order of treatment have been affected
by the conception which I have been led to entertain
of my subject. The aim of the Lectures is to give
prominence to the psychological principles of Scripture,
to those views of man and his nature which pervade
the sacred writings. It does not, however, appear to
me that the psychology of the Bible, or what may be
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called its philosophy of man, can be successfully treated
as an abstract system. These natural views of man’s
constitution are given to us in the record of a special
revelation which declares the divine dealings with man
in order to his redemption. They should be treated,
therefore, in close connection with the history and
development of those dealings. Accordingly, after
stating the Bible account of man’s origin in Lecture
First, and some general principles of Bible psychology
in Lecture Second, I have devoted the remaining
Lectures to the exhibition of these psychological prin-
ciples in the order of the great theological topics
concerning man. In Lecture Third they are illustrated
by the Scripture statement regarding man’s original
image and primitive state; in Lecture Fourth by those
which describe his condition under sin; in Lecture
Fifth they are viewed in connection with regeneration ;
and in Lecture Sixth in their bearing upon the future
life and resurrection.

The convenience of the reader has been consulted in
placing at the foot of the page those briefer notes and
references which are apposite to the immediate context,
and in relegating to the Appendix more extended
digests and citations upon topics introduced in the
Lectures.

I desire to acknowledge my great obligations to my
friend Professor S. D. F. Salmond, of the Free Church
College here, for his valuable assistance in revising the
gheets, and to Mr. W. Cruickshank, M.A., student of
theology, for his care in the preparation of the Index.

ABERDEEN, 80th October 1879.
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LECTURE I

INTRODUCTORY—THE BIBLE ACCOUNT OF MAN’S ORIGIN.

* Quée vero hujus sunt generis, licet etiam in philosophia, et diligentiorem
et altiorem inquisitionem subire possint quam adhuc habetur, utcunque
tamen in fine religioni determinanda et diffinienda rectins transmitti
censemus. Aliter enim erroribus haud paucis et sensus illugionibus omnino
exponentur. Etenim cum Substantia Anime in creatione sua non fuerit
extracta aut deducta ex massi coeli et terrsm, sed immediate inspirata a
Deo ; cumque leges coeli et terrs sint propria subjecta philosophi; quo-
modo possit cognitio de Substantia Animee Rationalis ex philosophia peti et
haberi? Quinimo ab eadem inspiratione divina hauriatur, a qua Substantia
Anims primo emanavit."—BacoN, De Augmentis Scientiarum, lib. IV.
cap. iii. § 8.



Ps. viiL 4-9.—* What is man, that Thou art mindfal of him? and the
son of man, that Thou visitest him? For Thou hast made him a little
lower than the angels, and hast crowned him with glory and honour. Thou
madest him to have dominion over the works of Thy hands; Thou hast put
all things under his feet: all sheep and oxen, yea, and the beasts of the
field ; the fowl of the air, and the fish of the sea, and whatsoever passeth
through the paths of the seas, O LorD our Lord, how excellent is Thy name
in all the earth!”



LECTURE I

INTRODUCTORY—THE BIBLE ACCOUNT OF MAN'S ORIGIN.

THE scope of these lectures is to ascertain the

doctrine of Scripture as to the nature and con-
stitution of man. It will be at once understood that
our subject is not Anthropology in the sense in which
that forms a fopic in the theological systems, but the
Anthropology of the Bible in the stricter sense; that
is to say, we seek some answer to the question, What
views of man’s nature and constitution are taught in
Scripture, or are to be held as necessarily implied in
its teaching ?

Any study which may be classed under the head of
Biblical Psychology has in most minds initial pre-
judices to overcome. The chief of these arises out
of the extravagant claim which has sometimes been
made on its behalf. To frame a complete and inde-
pendent system or philosophy of man from the sacred
writings is an impossible task. The attempt cannot
commend itself to the judicious interpreter of Scrip-
ture. It is certain to foster one-sided views in theo-
logy, or to become a mere reflex of some prevailing
philosophical school. It is an opposite extreme to
say that Scripture affords us no knowledge of the

soul’s natural being,—that the texts on which a so-
B



18 THE BIBLE VIEW OF MAN, [LECT. I

called biblical psychology has been founded, do not
teach what the nature of man is, but only declare his
relation or bearing towards God.' No doubt the rela-
tion of man to God is that aspect in which the Bible
chiefly regards him. But for that reason its whole
structure rests on most important assumptions as to
what man was and is. Even should we adhere rigidly
to the view® that the Bible is to be construed as
giving us religious and spiritual, but no merely natural
knowledge, far less any scientific information, we
should still be compelled to admit that this religious
and spiritual teaching involves presuppositions regard-
ing man and his nature which are of immense interest
for anthropology and psychology. These presupposi-
tions cannot be separated from the substance of the
record. Let it be ever so strenuously maintained that
the religion of the Bible is the Bible, this religion
includes such relations of man to God, to the unseen,
to the everlasting, as manifestly to imply a very defi-
nite theory of his essential nature and constitution.
Let it be further remembered that the Bible is, upon its
own representation, the history of God’s dealings with
man in a special course of religious and spiritual
communication ; that therefore this record of revela-
tion contains an account of man’s origin, of his original
nature, of the changes which have befallen it, and of

! See v. Hofmann, Der Schriftbeweis, i. p. 284.

? Recently expressed thus: *‘ That inspiration was not a general but a
functional endowment, and consequently limited to subjects in which reli-
gion is directly involved ; and that in those which stand outside it, the
writers of the different books in the Bible were left to the free use of their
ordinary faculties,” ete.—Row's Bampton Lecture, 1877, p. 43. That a

writer should be more free to use his faculties when uninspired strikes us
as a very inadequate view of inspiration.
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the changes which by divine grace have been and are
still to be wrought upon it. Such an account is
surely a contribution to the knowledge of man, and
to the history of the race. Is there not reason to
expect that, in the progress of such a revelation,
light should be shed on man’s nature and constitution,
and that such information, apart from its saving and
spiritual purpose, should be of moment for the student
of psychology ?

Far more, however, than any other department of
nature touched upon in the Bible, the nature of man
falls within the field of theology. Hence it becomes
us to inquire, in the interest of Scripture doctrine, in
what sense the Bible notion of man is authoritative,
uniform, and available for such treatment as we
propose. '

How far Bible doctrine has in it a true knowledge
of man, formed for itself *“in its own light out of
the revelations of the Spirit,”' how far the view
of man’s constitution which pervades the Bible enters
into the subject-matter of the revelation, are questions
turning upon the relation between the natural and the
supernatural element in Scripture, or perhaps upon
the more general relation of natural to revealed truth.
It is quite what we should expect, that in a certain
school of theology the treatment of this biblical topic
appears as ‘“the psychology of the Hebrews,” and
that their science can have nothing to do with any
biblical psychology which professes to be more than
a view of the notions of the Hebrew people. - Such

14]Jn jhrem eigenen Licht aus den Aufschliissen dee Geistes.”—Beck,
Umriss der biblischen Seelenlehre, Vorwort, p. vi. 8te Aufl. 1871.
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questions, however, become most pregnant for those
who are interested in maintaining the really divine
character of the Bible revelation. For it is exactly
here that the authoritative character of the Bible
assumptions in regard to natural fact seems to form
an essential element in its claim to be from God. It
is in such regions as this that the maxim, ‘ The reli-
gion of the Bible is the Bible,” will not unlock all
difficulties. We cannot easily, or perhaps at all, draw
the line in what Scripture says of man between that
which is religious and that which is non-religious. If
we should say that the Bible notion of man as a
natural being must submit to the same criticism as
that which is contained in other ancient literature,
what are we to say of the information which the Bible
gives us about man's creation, the fall, the new birth,
the resurrection? Have these no bearing upon our
idea of man as a natural being? Have not these
entered into the very marrow of the philosophy of
man in all nations that know the Bible? That man
was made by God, and in His image ; that the present
anomalies in man's nature are explained by a great
moral catastrophe which has affected his will ; that
nevertheless his spirit stands in such relation to the
divine as to be capable of renovation and possession
by the Spirit of God; that soul and body alike are
essential to the totality of man, and are both brought
within the scope of redemption,—these are positions
which undoubtedly belong to the essence of the Bible
revelation, and which have also greatly influenced
the philosophical conception of human nature.

The view which would relegate all the elements of
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natural knowledge contained in Scripture to the region
of the merely popular notions prevalent in the age
and mind of the writers, no doubt makes short work
with biblical psychology. But such a view involves
the widest issues with regard to the word of God.
In the highest of all interests it has to be resisted at
every point, and met with another and more adequate
theory, namely, one which will neither on the one hand
give up the statements of the Bible regarding natural
facts as subject to all the errors of their age, nor claim
for them on the other the anomalous character of
supernatural science.

Let us, for the sake of analogy, glance at a kindred
topic, namely, the Secripture account of the origin of
the world. The position to be maintained here by the
believer in revelation is one which refuses the dilemma
that the representations contained in the first chapter
of Genesis must be either scientifically correct or
altogether worthless. Their supremely religious
character, fundamental as they are to the whole
revelation, in teaching the being, unity, spirituality of
God and His relation to the creatures, places them in
a totally different region from that of science. They
must soar above and stand apart from the special
discoveries and provisional statements of any stage of
scientific attainment. To forget this has been the
great mistake of those who have sought to harmonize
science and Scripture, though the blame of the mistake
has often been misplaced. The complaint of science
is that theology has resisted her progress.  Might not
the accusation be shifted, if not retorted? Is it not
theology that has been unfortunately encumbered with
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physical science, or with the philosophemes which
stood for science at some particular period? Inter-
preters of Scripture have allowed the prevailing
theories of the day so to colour their statements of the
Bible meaning, that natural discoverers of the next age
have raised the cry, “ The Bible with its theology stops
the way | "—the fact being that it was not the Bible
at all, nor even theology, which opposed itself to their
discoveries, but only the ghost of defunct philosophical
or scientific opinions, clothing themselves in the gar-
ments of religious thought.

The leading idea of the Bible cosmogony is not
scientific, it is religious; yet as a cosmogony it gives
principles of the becoming of things which, in their
superiority to the corresponding ethnic conceptions, in
their substantial agreement with science, contribute
important proof of the divine character of the book
in which they are found. Now, such a manner of
accounting for the origin of those laws and principles
which it is the province of human science to investi-
gate, is inspiration. Coincidence, in such an account,
with the findings of science in any one age, would
have been as useless as correspondence to the ever
varying results of it throughout the ages would have
been impossible. But such a view of the world’s
becoming as satisfies religion, while it consists with
the principles that science is discovering for itself, is
a true and proper revelation on the subject.!

On this analogy would we define the character to be
attached to the anthropology of the Bible. In answer
to the question whether the Scripture view of man as

1 Bee forther on this point, Appendix, Note B.
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a natural being is not the view of the times in which
the Scriptures were written, we reply that it is so, in
so far as man’s notions of himself can furnish adequate
and correct foundation for revealed doctrine. For
everywhere in Scripture we find evidence of this mar-
vellous quality, that its presuppositions on natural
subjects, and especially on the Origines of the world
and of man, though never given in the scientific form,
and not intended to teach science, justify themselves
in the face of scientific discoveries as these are suc-
cessively made. The writers of Holy Scripture, by
whatever method of poetic or prophetic elevation,
move in the domain of natural facts and principles
with a supernatural tact, which at once distinguishes
them from all other ancient writers on such subjects,
and places the Scriptures themselves above the reach
of scientific objections.

Some zealous upholders of biblical psychology seem
to assume that it was something directly descended
from heaven, bearing no relation to the natural
psychology of the times. But it is evident there must
have been such an adaptation, by the biblical writers,
of psychological terms in previous use as to be under-
stood by those to whom their words first came. We
cannot afford here, or anywhere else, to forget that in
the Scripture the Holy Ghost speaks with a human
tongue, and therefore, in speaking of man, must have
employed such ideas and expressions regarding his
nature and constitution as convey a true and intel-
ligible view of what these are. Such expressions and
ideas are undoubtedly those of the age in which the
writings arose, but they are at the same time so simple
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and universal as to find easy access to the mind of
mankind everywhere and at all times. And this sim-
plicity speaks to another trait, namely, their uniformity.
The tendency of much recent scholarship is to disin-
tegrate the Scriptures, and accordingly objections have
been taken to the reception of a biblical notion of man,
on the ground that on all topics of natural knowledge
the standpoint of each Scripture writer must be con-
sidered independent.! There is nothing more ground-
less. The unity of Scripture is precisely one of those
facts not explained by Rationalism, but clear in a
moment when we regard Scripture as the record of a
continuous and consistent historical revelation. And
the scope of that revelation being the redemption of
man, there is nothing which is more essentially bound
up with it, than that idea of man and his nature which
pervades the record. It would, indeed, be very diffi-
cult to deny the uniformity of psychological view in the
Old Testament, were it only on the ground that at
the early period to which these writings belong, the
refinements of school philosophy, which introduce
diversity even where they bring ripeness, had not
begun to operate. It cannot be denied that fresh
elements from without enter into the psychology of
the New Testament, and especially into that of St.
Paul ; yet little doubt can remain on the mind of any
unprejudiced reader of Scripture, that a notion of

1 e.g., by H. Schultz : ‘ Wenn man iiberhaupt von einer Lehre der Schrift
iiber solche dem Naturgebiete angehirige Sachen reden wollte, so wiirde
man bei jedem einzelnen biblischen Schriftsteller seine Ansicht iiber diese
Sachen, die nach der verschiedenen Bildung und Individualitit voraus-
sichtlich verschieden sein wiirde, zu entwickeln haben.”—Die Voraus-
setzungen dor christlichen Lehre von der Unsterblichkeit, Gottingen 1861,
p- 72.
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man pervades both the Old and the New Testament,
popularly expressed, indeed, but uniform and con-
sistent, though growing in its fulness with the growth
of the biblical revelation itself.

Let us understand, then, what we may expect to
attain in any study of biblical psychology. Dr. De-
litzsch defines the scope of such study very fairly and
modestly when he says its aim is ‘“to bring out the
views of Scripture regarding the nature, the life, and
the life destinies of the soul, as these are determined
in the history of its salvation.”! We cannot agree
with the same writer when he claims for it the
rank of “an independent science,” even within “the
organism of theology.”? It is really bound up with
the theology which we call biblical. Far less can
we allow that these Bible representations of man con-
stitute an independent philosophy of human nature.
To use them for such a purpose is to fall into an error
like that of reading the Bible account of creation as
a prophetic view of geological science. ~The friendly
discussion between Delitzsch and the late Dr. v. Hof-
mann of Erlangen, as to the possibility of a Bible
psychology, turns mainly on the form which such a
study must assume. Notwithstanding the extreme
position noticed above, Hofmann does not deny the
existence in Scripture of disclosures deliberately an-
thropologic and psychologic. In his masterly treatise
on The Scripture Proof of Christian Doctrine, he
does not shrink from the discussion of texts involving
the fundamental questions of our theme. He has no
doubt that the presuppositions of Scripture on the

1 Biblische Prychologie, p. 18. 3 Ibid. p. 16.
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subject can be grouped together, that is to say, that

they are consistent. He warns us only that we are
not to expect of them a scientific whole. Nor should
we forget that they come into view just as they are
used for the expression of facts which, though touch-
ing on the psychological region, do really belong to
another, namely, the theological. On the other hand,
Delitzsch, though premising that no system of psycho-
logy propounded in formal language is to be looked for
in the Bible, any more than of dogmatics or ethics,
zealously contends that a system can be found and
constructed. Under the name of Bible psychology he
understands a scientific representation of the doctrine
of Scripture on the psychical constitution of man as he
was created, and on the modes in which this constitu-
tion has been affected by sin and by redemption. It
seems as if Hofmann had overlooked the importance
and the purpose of that consistent idea of man’s
constitution which underlies the Scripture teaching ;
while Delitzsch mistakes its purpose rather than ex-
aggerates its importance.! That purpose is not to
teach the science of man, but it has a vital use in sub-
servience to theology, nevertheless. To trace that use,
in an induction of Scripture utterances, is the proper
scope and form of any study deserving the name of
biblical psychology.

A single word further of its necessity. The chief
argument for attempting a consistent and connected
view of man's nature, drawn from the Bible itself, is
easily stated. There never has been a theology which

1] subjoin the main paragraphs from each of these writers, that the
reader may judge for himself. See Appendix, Note A.
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did not imply and implicitly base itself upon some
philosophy of man. The influence of philosophy upon
theology is proverbial. It is notorious how soon Chris-
tian doctrine, as discussed in the early Church, be-
came coloured by Platonic speculations ; how long the
Aristotelic doctrine of the soul held sway in medieval
and even in Reformation theology; how Leibnitz and
Descartes became the lords of a system of Protestant
orthodoxy. “No philosophy,” says Dr. Charles Hodge,
‘“has the right to control or modify the exposition
of the doctrines of the Bible, except the philosophy
of the Bible itself, that is, the principles which are
therein asserted or assumed.”’ Yet with what naiveté
do most of our theologians, not excluding the author
now quoted, assume that the Bible stands exactly on
the Cartesian postulates as to man, the world, and the
soul! Beck very justly points out the vice of scientific
theology in deriving those most essential conceptions
of life, upon which Christianity has to build its unique
doctrines of sin and redemption, not from the circle of
thought which belongs to Christianity itself, but from
some one totally different,—a mode which logically
leads to results entirely opposed to Bible anthropology.’
We can only rid ourselves of this vice by carefully
observing those ideas of life and the soul which the
Scriptures themselves assume in all their theological
statements. To ascertain the “science of life,” if it
may be so called, which prevailed with the writers
of Scripture, to put together such simple psychology
as underlies their writings, cannot be an unnecessary
task. Theology is not truly biblical so long as it is
! Systematic Theology, iii. 661.  ? See Umriss der biblischen Seelenlehre, p. iv.
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controlled by non-biblical philosophy; and such control
is inexcusable when it is seen that a view of human
nature available for the purpose of the theologian is
native to the source from which theology itself is
drawn.

The Bible notion of man ought to repay our study.
On the lowest ground it is of interest as a contribution
to the history of opinion regarding man and the soul.
Further, it is indispensable as a key to the theology of
the Bible, for into all those large portions of its teach-
ing which concern man and his destiny, some natural
notion of man must enter. Finally, with believers in
revelation it is axiomatic, that revelation should throw
light on that nature which is the field of the divine
operations recorded in it. If Plato could sigh for
divine assistance as the only way by which the know-
ledge of the soul could be established, how carefully
should the Christian psychologist give heed to the
intimations of Scripture!*

The further preliminary topic which we must discuss
in the present lecture is that of the origin of man.
What does the Bible say of man's coming into existence
at the first? The bearing of this upon all that follows
is very plain, for the lines of origin, nature, and destiny
run very close together. What a being is, and what
it is fitted to become, depend on how and with what
powers it has come into existence.

In describing the double account of the origination

1 Ta piv ody wepl Jugiic . . . 78 piv danlis dg slpnras, oot Evp@ioarrog
Tér’ &y olire puives Suoxupiloipeda.—Timeus, 72 D,

“ Concerning the soul . . . the truth can only be established, as we
have acknowledged, by the word of God."—Jowett's Translation.
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of man given in the first and second chapters of
Genesis, we accept the fact that there are two distinct
creation-narratives or paragraphs contained in these
two chapters respectively.! We take nothing to do
with theories that posit an Elohist writer for the one
and a Jahvist for the other. Leaving the documentary
hypothesis to time and criticism, we begin with this
fairly accepted result, namely, that the human author of
Genesis found to his hand certain fragments of ancient
tradition, either recited from memory or preserved in
writing, which he embodied in this inspired book. A
very similar piecing of documents or narratives is
generally admitted in the New Testament at the begin-
ning of the third Gospel. But surely a history does not
cease to be the veritable product of its author because
it contains documentary or extracted material. Nor
does inspiration, as we understand it, refuse to con-
sist with the recital or insertion of older communica-
tions enshrined in the religious belief of those to
whom were committed the sacred oracles. Accepting,
then, the two sections at the opening of the book of
Genesis a8 at least two distinct compositions, in each
of which a special phraseology has been maintained,
and naming them, for convenience sake, the first and
second narratives, we nevertheless do not admit that
they contain different accounts of the creation. Such
an assumption is clearly beside the mark. In the first
narrative we have the succession in creation of the
various elements, and then of the several orders of
animated beings. In the second we have, not a dif-
ferent account of the creation, for the plain reason that
1 The first contained in i 1-ii. 8 ; the second in ii. 4-25.
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in it we have no account of the creation at large. It
makes no mention of the heavenly bodies, of land and
water, of reptiles and fishes, all these having been
described in the former narrative. Indeed, the intro-
ductory word of the second narrative, if we mark its
use all through the book of Genesis, tells the tale
quite distinctly, and should have prevented any mis-
conception, for it means invariably not the birth or
begetting of those named, but the history of their
family.! So here, “ the generations of the heavens and
of the earth ” means, not their creation at the first, but
an account of certain transactions within the heavens
and the earth; in short, the dealings of God with
mankind. For this second narrative is plainly, as
Ewald calls it, the history proper of the creation
of mankind.?

Both narratives speak of the origin of man, and
here, indeed, is their real point of unity and connec-
tion. We do not say that there are no difficulties in
harmonizing the two. It is not clear whether the

! Gen. ii. 4, nh';'m -:':m “ These are the generations,” i.e. what follows

is the genealogical hl.st.ory, a formula which marks off this and the other
nine sections which make up the rest of the book of Genesis—an orderly
division and succession, affording strong presumption of its unity of plan
and singleness of authorship. Hofmann lays great stress on the Sabbatic
pause at the close of the first narrative, as bringing out the principle of a
distinction between the act of creation and the history of that which is
created. And now what follows is the history of that which is transacted
between God and man. He says it is impoasible, upon a compan'non of all
the passages where the phrase is used (note especially Gen. xxxvii. 2), to
think that it can ever refer to what has preceded (Schriftbeweis, i. 206)
The passages are Gen. v. 1, vi. 9, x. 1, xi. 10, xxv. 12, 19, xxxvi. 1, xxxvii.

2; see also Num. iii. 1.

T Die eigentliche Menschen-schopfungs-geschichte.” In a series of
papers in his Jakrbiicher der biblischen Wissenschaft (1848, 1849), entitled,
* Erklirung der biblischen Urgeschichte.” In the first two papers of the
series he discusses the double creation narrative of Genesis.
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plants and animals, the formation of which is described
along with that of Adam in the second chapter, are the
same flora and fauna the rise of which is described as
successive creation-acts in the sublime language of the
first chapter.' But so far as man and his origin are
concerned, the coincidence of the two narratives is
plain. Lay them side by side at this point, and their
relation becomes clear. The first gives us man’s place
in the succession of being and life upon the globe. On
that grand opening page of the Bible stands a cosmo-
gony which fitly prepares for all that follows in the
book, and which shines with its steady light to-day in
presence of the torch of science, as it shone on the
Hebrew mind for centuries before Christianity came
into the world. After the march of the elements—
light and sky, and water and earth — after the pre-
paration of the great platform of life, comes life itself,
and that in the regular ascent which modern science
has taught us to look upon as a law of nature. First
vegetable life, then the creatures of the deep, then the
fowls of the air, and, last of all, the animals of the
land. At the summit man appears, the apex of the
pyramid of earthly being. Who can doubt for a
moment that we have in this arrangement a point in
which theology and science meet? It matters little
whether you read the arrangement as one of history or
one of classification. If the account of the creation in
that chapter be taken, in its more obvious sense, as
chronological, then you have the convergence of two
independent witnesses (science and Scripture) to the
fact that man comes last and crowns the series; his
! See Appendix, Note B.
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creation on the sixth day, at the close of the produc-
tion of the land animals generally, corresponding with
his place, as ascertained by observation, in the latest of
the geological epochs. On the other hand, were that
chapter taken merely as a pictorial classification, a
clothing of cosmic principles in dramatic garb, the
result would be still the same. Man crowns the
edifice of nature and life—a principle attested by the
researches of biology and comparative anatomy, as
much as by those of geology and pal@ontology, namely,
that man is a compendium of nature, and of kin to
every creature that lives,—that man, in the words of
Oken, is the sum total of all animals, the equivalent
to the whole animal kingdom.! In either case you
have a position as to which revelation and natural
knowledge are consciously at one—a fact at once of
religious and of scientific importance, for to give man
his true religious or theological place is to give him
also his true natural or scientific place. The obvious
supremacy of man in the natural orders of the animal
kingdom corresponds with the central and final place
assigned him in the revealed system of religion.

This representation of man as ‘“the paragon of
animals,” this account of him appearing in line with
the other living beings of God’s making,* though at

! Quoted by Hugh Miller, Footprints of the Creator, p. 279.

? The significance of this is brought out by Dawson, Origin of the World
according to Revelation and Science, Lond. 1877: “ A fictitious writer
would probably have exalted man by assigning to him a separate day, and
by placing the whole animal kingdom together in respect of time. . . -
Geology and revelation coincide in referring the creation of man to the
close of the period in which mammals were introduced and became pre-
dominant, and in establishing a marked separation between that period and
the preceding one, in which the lower animals held undisputed sway,”
p- 241.
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the summit of-the line, is further heightened by
a stroke of description which places man far above
the other creatures. In the march of animated being
previous to man there is a formula employed which
indicates both mediate creation and generic distinction :
“Let the waters bring forth the meving creatures . . .
every living creature after his kind;” ¢ Let the earth
bring forth the living creature after his kind.” But
when we come to man, the formula is suddenly and
brilliantly altered. Immediate rather than mediate
origination is suggested. It is not, ‘‘ Let the waters or
the earth bring forth,” but God said, *“Let us make
man.” It is no longer “after his kind,” on a typical
form of his own; far less is it after the type of an
inferior creature. God said, “Let us make man
in our image, after our likeness.” Reserving all
that has to be said about the divine image as descrip-
tive of man's nature and destiny, let us here note
simply how much distinction the narrative attributes
to his origination. For this distinction appears in the
very form of the announcement. As to all the other
products of creative power there is recorded in this
first narrative simply a fiat with its factum est—‘ Let
it be,” and “It was.” But in the case of man there
is a purpose with its fulfilment; and that fulfilment
is recorded with such majesty of language, with such
threefold repetition, ‘“a joyous tremor of representa-
tion,”! as to show how great stress the book laid upon
this fuct,—* So God created man in His own image,
in the image of God created He him, male and female
created He them.”

1 Ewald.
C
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When we pass to the second narrative the point of
view is changed—a fact noted long ago by Josephus,
when he bids us mark how, at Gen. ii. 4, Moses began
to “physiologize "—naturam interpretari, to explain
the nature of things.! The remark is specially applic-
able to the account which follows of the production
of man. For it is the formation of the individual first
man which this second narrative proceeds to describe.
Amid differences of detail, no doubt, the great features
of the origin of mankind remain the same as in the
former description. The close connection of man
with earth and the mundane system of life is ex-
pressed in his name, Adam, from the adamah, the
ground out of which he and the animals are alike
formed or kneaded, as the potter kneads his clay.?
His distinction above these, however, in his formation
is no less clearly expressed. He is formed from “dust”
of the ground, not from a clod of the earth; and into
the nostrils of this form—* this quintessence of dust”—
the Lord God Himself breathes the breath of lives, and
man becomes a living soul. Let us note how this dis-
tinction of man from the animals is here brought out.
It is neither in the principle of life, nor in its con-
stitution. According to Scripture, the breath of the
Almighty is the animating principle, not in man alone,
but in the whole animal creation. And the result of
that in-breathing, which was to constitute man “a
living soul,” is ascribed in the context to every creature
possessing life. The only special mark by which man is

1 Antigq. L i. 2: Kal 30 xal Quoionoysiv Maiosic perad Ty iB3cuny fparo,
wxipl Tiig Tov dyfpdrov xarasxiviig AMysr odTug XA
2 Bee further in Appendix, Note B.
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distinguished, in this account of his creation, from the
rest of the living creatures is the direct act of divine in-
breathing into his nostrils; that is to say, the communi-
cation of life in the case of man is described as a peculiar
and distinct act of God. That this point, however, was
deemed of the utmost moment is seen when we con-
sider how the later Scripture writers dwell upon the
immediate divine origination of man’s breath, spirit,
understanding, as constituting a peculiar connection be-
tween the Creator and this, the chiefest of His works.!

This second account of man’s formation, then, while
giving prominence to the details of his - structure,
while making still clearer than the first his affinity to
earth and the kinship of the animal world to him, is
as emphatic as the former in declaring his superior
nature and his lordly position. Indeed, if we mark
how it describes the preparation of the earth for man,
—how it assigns the garden, and the trees, and the
animals to his care and use; how it expresses not
merely, like the former, a commission of man to rule,
but an actual knowledge of and rule over the creatures
on the part of the first man,—we shall not wonder that
some consider it, with Ewald, as bringing out the pre-
eminence of man even more distinctly than the former.
At all events, the relation of the two accounts becomes
very clear when we place them side by side. The first
may be called cosmical, the second physiological. The
former is the generic account of man’s creation—of man
the race, the ideal ; the latter is the production of the
actual man, of the historic Adam. The former spoke
of the creative fiat which called man into existence;

2 Job xxvil. 8, xxxii. 8, xxxiil. 4; Isa. xlii. 5; Zech. xii. 1.



36 THE BIBLE ACCOUNT OF MAN'S ORIGIN. [LEcT. 1.

this speaks of the plastic process through which the
Creator formed both man and woman—him from the
dust of the ground, her from the bone and flesh of
man. The former spoke of them as to their type—in
the image of God; this, of the element in which
that type was realized—a material frame, informed by a
divinely-inbreathed spirit. The former spoke of man-
kind at the head of the creatures, ruling over the
earth and them; this speaks of the home provided
for him, the work committed to him, the relationships
formed for him, and, finally, of the moral law under
which he was placed in his relation to God. And no
unbiassed reader can see anything but unity in these
two accounts—a real and regsonable harmony, as dis-
tinguished from literal or verbal dovetailing; nor can
we doubt that the master hand which knit into that
marvellous whole—the book of Genesis—various para-
graphs of precious tradition, enshrining the highest
spiritual truth, has placed these two accounts of the
creation of man side by side for the mutual light
which they shed on each other without absolute con-
tact, and certainly without contradiction.'

The results of this twofold biblical account of man’s
becoming are clear, definite, and intelligible. His
origin is not emanation, but creation—formation out of
existing materials on the one side of his nature, out
of the blessed fulness of the divine life on the other.
His becoming is in the line of the natural order of
animated beings, but at its climax. His position among
them is central and supreme, but his nature stands
distinguished from them all in that it is formed after

1 On the whole subject of the two narratives see Appendix, Note B.
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the divine image. To examine the psychological value
of the words describing man’s formation in Gen. ii. 7,
will fall in with the topics appropriate to our next
Lecture. What elements in man’s nature are denoted
by his bearing the divine image will form the subject
of inquiry in Lecture Third. Meantime, we offer a
brief comparison of the Bible account of man’s origin
with that suggested by recent speculation.

It is not necessary to tell you that a prevailing
theory on this subject fills the literary and scientific
atmosphere of our time, and, indeed, so fills the air
which we must all breathe, that we find it everywhere,
even in the most popular literature. It is to the effect
that man derives his present civilisation by long and
slow progression from savage human ancestors; that
these, again, were developed during an indefinite series
of ages out of some form or family of the animal
tribes; and in most instances these two branches of
opinion as to man presuppose and naturally grow out
of a theory of evolution applicable to all animated
existence, namely, that in the course of ages too vast
to be conceived, all living things were produced out of
monads, or the simplest cellular forms of life. Such
is the favourite hypothesis of our day regarding the
origin of the animated world. Its reign in scientific
circles has been despotic, jealous of any rival, in-
tolerant of any dissent. We say “has been,” for it has
recently received severe checks, begins to show signs
of age and some need already of readjustment to the
advancing disclosures of fact.!

1 See Appendix, Note C.
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Upon the expounder of the biblical view of man's
origin and nature, contradictory demands are apt to be
made with regard to this theory. There is, on the one
part, an expectation that he should supply some modus
vivendi between the commonly received findings of
Scripture and the so-called views of science. On the
other part, it is rather desired that he should prove the
first chapters of Genesis to have excluded this theory
from any claim to be an admissible explanation of the
beginnings of the human race. The true hinge of all
such questions we have already postulated, namely, that
wherever the Bible touches the origin and nature of
things, its standpoint is primarily spiritual and religious.
Soit ishere. The main scope of the creation-history of
man is to teach his relation to the Creator, his place in
the providential order of the world. When we take up
this position, other questions will fall into their proper
place, and find in due course their appropriate solution.

The Scripture statement of a special divine act in
the origination of man cannot certainly be divested of
the appearance of opposition to the modern theory of
evolution, with all its various consequences. But if any
modus vivendi is to be devised, it must come in the
first place from the scientific side, for at every stage of
its application to nature and fact, this theory has to
satisfy a universal demand for proof. Evolution, taking
it in its highest and most abstract sense, may mean
two very different things. It may be offered as a solu-
tion of the entire complex of being. It may be affirmed
‘that on the hypothesis of “natural selection,” only
mechanical causes, working by the elimination of
unsuccessful combinations and the “survival of the
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fittest,” are needed to derive all the diverse ranks of
animated nature from one primitive form of life, to
develop mind and civilisation from animal and savage
conditions. But so long as it is impossible for men to
believe that an ordered world can be the result of
fortuitous arrangement ; so long as the human mind
" demands an adequate cause for the rise of life, for the
succession of species, for the entrance of an intelligent
being on the scene formerly occupied by the lower
animals only, so long will the theory in this form
be deemed incredible and almost unthinkable. It
is discredited when brought to the touchstone of
every hypothesis, competency to explain the facts.
If, on the other hand, evolution be propounded not
as a ‘“‘causal” but only as a ‘“modal” theory of
creation, its reception may be very different. If the
germ from which life, mind, spirit are all in succession
unfolded has really contained the *‘promise and
potency ” of these from the first, then the origination
of the germ, viewed as the act of a First Cause or Will,
involves the glory and purpose of an entire series of
creations. So far as the theory is conceivable, the
theistic view of creation has no quarrel with it. It
reflects no less glory on the Creator and His work. It
proposes no new cause of the origin of things, only a
fresh mode in the conception of their becoming. And
the question of fact is whether this has been the
method of the Divine Worker. The terms “ develop-
ment ” and “evolution” are used in 8o many varying
senses, that we require to distinguish with some care
their various applications. Sometimes they are loosely
employed to designate what has no necessary con-
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nection with either, namely, the successive appearance
in the kosmos of living forms in orderly ascent. This
is simply fact, not theory. Itisthe Bible programme of
creation. Itisattested bythe earth's own geologicrecord.
Like many interesting facts in the structure of animals,
and in their physiology, it suggests a marvellous unity
of plan in the creation ; it means at least an orderly
unfolding of that plan by the supreme mind. Whether
it is the key to the mode in which species originate is
thegreatscientificproblem of our day. There is certainly
a great preponderance of scientific opinion in favour of
the hypothesis that these successive forms of life were
derived each from each in ascending series. But even
this idea of development was known in philosophy
before it appeared in science ; since the time of Leibnitz
it has never been considered necessarily alien to the
theistic or even to the Christian position. The evolu-
tion hypothesis at present in vogue, namely, that of
derivation by natural selection, the actual rise of the
present animated world by slow emergence from lower
types of creation, plausible though it be in some of its
proofs, and undoubtedly grand in its conception, is
nevertheless surrounded with difficulties that can
hardly be exaggerated. The practically infinite demand
which it makes upon the past duration of the globe is
the ground of the serious attack now made upon it by
mathematical physics. Not less serious is the objection
taken a quarter of a century ago by Sedgwick, and now
renewed by Virchow, that however many analogies
may seem to favour it, not one direct and unmistake-
able instance of transmutation of species has been
established. The interval of time between these two

-
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names marks more forcibly the absence of proofin a
period specially devoted to this research. Then there
are the physiological and geological difficulties, and the
confessedly speculative elements in the theory itself.
Yet it would be quite rash to say that in the abstract
this theory of origins contradicts the Scriptures. The
Bible should not be committed to any-theory of the
origin of species. The record of Genesis does not
imply local, special, or successive creations for the
various orders of animated being. On the contrary,
a general sweep of creative process is suggested by it.
The principle of mediate production is clearly recog-
nised in it. The earth and the waters are called upon
to bring forth the living creatures appropriate to each.
The distinguishing feature of the biblical cosmogony
is that it recognises two factors, the creative fiat and
the creative process,—absolute divine origination on
the one hand, and on the other the dependence of link
upon link in the actual production of the world as
it now appears. Thus it secures a pre-established
harmony between faith and knowledge. Absolute
origin it is the part of the former to receive. ‘Through
faith we understand that the worlds were framed by
the word of God.” Mode and order in production,
the structure of that which is produced, it is the
province of science to investigate.

It cannot be concealed that the theory of evolution
tends to grasp at universal dominion, that it virtually
claims to be a theory of the universe. It is, as
Virchow says, a new religion.! Yet in its spring and

1 His words are: “ A dootrine of such moment . . . the direct result of
which is to form a sort of new religion.”"— Freedom of Science, p. 15.
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essence it was only a biological theory. Its ablest
defenders, at least in this country, are entitled to the
advantages, such as they are, of that position. They
do not apply it as if they assumed that life could have
been evolved out of non-living matter. Some of its
upholders—though these are not its consistent and
main adherents—still further restrict it to the lower
orders of life, believing it inapplicable to the genesis
of the human race. Still more illogically, some think
it might be used to account for man physical, though
not for man mental and moral. It is evident that if
it can account at all for the rise of man out of some
kindred form of the animal tribes, it must account for
him entirely. But it is when it enters the region of
man’s mental, moral, and religious history, that its want
of success becomes conspicuous. And no wonder.
It has, for example, to construct an entirely new
psychology, in which all the complex processes of mind
ghall be evolved from elementary nervous movement
in the animal frame. Its task in the domain of ethics
is if possible still heavier. The rude outline of moral
feeling in animals must be held to be the ‘ germinal
form” of all moral life. Out of struggle and self-
preservation, which is its own chosen expression for
the law of animal development, it must evolve the
exactly opposite law of self-denial, which is the basis
of human morality. It has to develop morality, that
is to say, in a primarily non-moral animal by the
gradual predominance of the social over the individual
affections. When we come to account for civilisation
and religion, its method is at least equally paradoxical.
! See Professor .Calderwood, in Contemporary Review, Dec. 1877.
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It gives its primary and chief attention to those
unfortunate branches of the human family which have
hitherto failed to become civilised. It endeavours to
fill out its conception of primitive man from observa-
tion of those presently existing races which are
exceptions to that course of development proved by
history to be normal to mankind.! Not to go farther
with this enumeration of difficulties, let us rest our
attention on what is most germane to"our subject, the
view which this theory gives of the starting-point of
the human family; and let this be contrasted with
the account we have already gathered from the sacred
records.

Place for a moment before you the two delineations
of primitive mankind presented to us by the Bible and
by this modern theory respectively. Look on this
picture and on that. The ideal man of the Scripture,
‘““made a little lower than the angels,” the typal man
of the first creation-narrative, is portrayed to us in
the second creation-narrative as the actual father of the
race. The scene is a garden, the time is the morning
of the world—that golden age upon which all poetry
draws as upon an unfailing deposit in every human
imagination. The figures are two, male and female,
the prototypes of their kind ; living a simple, primitive
life, almost impossible for us to conceive to whom all
comfort is an art and the product of civilisation ; living
in close fellowship with a pure and primitive nature in
the vegetable and the animal kingdoms, but standing
out above all other created beings in actual converse
with their Maker; placed upon the way of ascent to

! See Appendix, Note C.
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a still higher moral and spiritual position by a relation
to Him of law, of obedience, of love. The Bible takes
the bold and original course of starting mankind
neither with oivilisation on the one hand, nor with
barbarism on the other, but with an Eden of innocence
and simplicity far removed from either.

Take now that other delineation, the *joint product
of modern philosophy and of antiquarian research.”
Instead of a type higher than the animal, and only
lower than the angels, there is presented to us the
type of the anthropoid ape; which itself is but a
supposition, for this missing link between man and
the quadrumana has never been found. Instead of
regarding man as the goal of creation, and the earth
as prepared and provided for him, you have to regard
him as a variety in a certain animal family, coming
to the front by accidental superiority to his fellows—
the survivor of a struggle for existence. And instead
of that picture of primitive humanity which satisfies
reason, imagination, and faith, you have to accept as
the ancestral specimen of the race “a coarse and
filthy savage, repulsive in feature and gross in habits,
warring with his fellow-savages, and warring yet more
remorselessly with every living thing he could destroy,
tearing half-cooked flesh, and cracking marrow bones
with stone hammers, sheltering himself in damp and
smoky caves, with no eye heavenward, and with only
the first rude beginnings of the most important arts ot
life.”*

Now we do not adduce this contrast as an appeal
to feeling. Ask calmly which of the two beginnings

! Dawson, Story of the Earth and Man, p. 877.
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accounts for man as he is, and can there be any hesita-
tion? On the doctrine that he was made in the image
of God, we can understand all that is best in him,—
“how noble in reason! how infinite in faculty! in
form and moving how express and admirable! in
action how like an angel! in apprehension how like a
god!” On this doctrine, too, coupled with that other
Bible doctrine of a fall, we can explain his guilt, his
vileness, the degradation worse than animal to which
he can sink, on the familiar principle that the corrup-
tion of the best produces the worst. In short, the
Bible view of man’s beginning and early history ex-
plains at once his greatness and his misery. But
the so-called scientific view accounts neither for what
is best in him nor for what is worst; it is impotent
to explain the rise of man as he is, from that which
it supposes to have preceded him. It is clear enough
that believers in the Bible are not called upon to make
any adjustment of their faith to this theory of the
origin of man. On the other hand, all who desire to
understand the human soul, to read human history
aright, to hope and to labour for the future of the
race, find in the Bible account of man’s beginning an
intelligible position.

Let us never undervalue science, nor even scientific
hypothesis. The gold of fact will form at length the per-
fect ring of truth when the crust of suppositions which
have helped in its formation shall be dissipated into
dust and ashes. Whatever is true in the development
hypothesis will ultimately be seen to be in harmony
with all other ascertained truth. It has already led
scientific opinion to agree, with Theism and the Bible,
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that the world must have had a definite beginning and
an ordered process of becoming. It may yet win its
way to a more solid position among laws of nature, and
be proved to have had a place in the production and
nurture of the human race. But this would be far
from conflicting with the Bible. It would only more
fully illustrate the idea of mediate creation which is
so plainly indicated in the Bible cosmogony. It would
only enlarge and enhance our idea of creative power
that so much should be evolved out of so little, and
thus be another and grander way of telling the glory of
God. Meanwhile we have a revealed account of the
origin of the world and of man which coincides with
the instinctive beliefs of the human mind, with the
plan of human history, with the faith and hope that
are in God. With this account we can work and
worship, and for the rest afford to wait. Knowledge
and thought are advancing. ‘The world moves,” and
vainly do some seek with bars of iron or crooks of
steel to hold it ever the same. ‘‘The world moves,”
but “The Word of the Lord endureth for ever.”




LECTURE IL

MAN'S NATURE: THE BIBLE PSYCHOLOGY.

¢ Affections, Instincts, Principles and Powers,
Impulse and Reason, Freedom and Control—
So men, unravelling God’s harmonious whole,
Rend in a thousand shreds this life of ours.

Vain labour! Deep and broad, where none may see,
Spring the foundations of that shadowy throne,
Where man's one nature queen-like sits alone,
Centred in a majestic unity.”
M. ArxoLp.



GN. ii. 7.—** And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground,
and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became a living
soul.”

1 TrEss. v, 28.—** And the very God of peace sanctify you wholly ; and
I pray God your whole spirit and soul and body be preserved blameless
unto the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.”

HEs. iv. 12.—** For the word of God is quick, and powerful, and sharper
than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the dividing asunder of soul

. and epirit, and of the joints and marrow, and iz a discerner of the thoughts
and intenta of the heart.”

1 Cor. ii. 14.—* But the natural (lit. soulish) man receiveth not the
things of the Spirit of God : for they are foolishness unto him: neither can
he know them, because they are spiritually discerned.”

1 Cor. xv. 44.—* It is sown a natural (lit. soulish) body ; it is raised a
spiritual body. There is a natural body, and there is a spiritual body."”




LECTURE II.
MAN'S NATURE : THE BIBLE PSYCHOLOGY.

LET us begin here with a summary of the principles

on which all the psychological terms of Scripture
are to be construed. “Tn this work,” says the pioneer
of modern biblical psychology,! “ I take it for my
guiding rule that everywhere in Scripture there reigns
an accuracy and validity'worthy of God.” We are
willing to accept this as our primary position. Hold-
ing the Bible to be substantially identical with that
word of God which “pierces even to the dividing
asunder” of the constituents of man’s nature (Heb. iv.
12), we are prepared to give the utmost heed to its
minutest shades of expression. Yet this we do in
accordance with the views of inspiration already ex-
plained. As the chosen vehicle of the Divine speaker
to men, the accuracy of Scripture language appears in
spiritual sharpness and moral power. Itis plain that in
regard to psychology, for example, the Bible is marked
by quite another kind of exactitude than that of the

1 Magnus Friederich Roos, in his Fundamenta Psychologiz ex Sacrd
Seripturd Collecta, 1769. In the German version by Cremer, p. 4 (Stuttgart,
1857), the sentence runs: *‘ Bei dieser Arbeit nahm ich mir zur Richtsnur:
Kein Wortlein sei von dem durch Gottes Geist getriebenen (@ozmierey)
Verfasser auf's Gerathewohl hingesetzt, und es herrsche durchweg in der
heiligen Schrift eine Gottes wiirdige Genauigkeit und Bindigkeit.” The
whole passage has been freely adapted by Beck in the prefaoe to his own
Umriss der biblischen Seelenlehre,

D



50 THE BIBLE PSYCHOLOGY : [LECT. 1L

schools. Indeed, its purpose requires that its teachings
be not cast in the scientific form. According to the Tal-
mudic maxim, “ The expressions used in the law are like
the ordinary language of mankind,”! it may be said of
the whole Bible that on all subjects it uses the language
of common life, a speech which men in all lands and
times can understand. It is one of its divine charac-
teristics that by means of such expressions it conveys
discoveries of human nature which commend them-
selves to every man's conscience in the sight of God.
Yet on these very grounds the exact meaning and
consistent use of these expressions demand our closest
attention.

Again, the psychological ideas of Scripture must be
construed by us according to the manner of thought,
so far as we can apprehend it, of the writers themselves.
Now the writers of the Old Testament, from whom
those of the New derive in large part their phraseology,
are like the tongue in which they write, not philoso-
phical. Their psychology is not analytic. The whole
character of their thinking should warn us against
expecting distinctions and divisions of human nature
in an abstract form. Their tendency is to the concrete.
Their expressions, sensuous and symbolic, are “ thrown
out” at mental and spiritual ideas. They use a large
variety of terms for the same thing, according as it
is viewed from different points or conceived under
different emotional impressions. Considering our
mental habits of analysis and abstraction, care must
be exercised in rendering their terms into modern
equivalents which are to have for us any intellectual

1 De Sola’s New Translation of the Sacred Scrip. i. 19. 1844.
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validity. But to conclude on that account that the
expressions do neither justify nor repay accurate study,
is to fall into onme of the’ shallowest blunders of the
Rationalistic school. Once more, we shall certainly be
wrong if we persist in the old method of taking all
parts of Scripture as equally valid for our purpose,
and furnishing terms equally pliable and useful. We
should thus repeat the old error of the proof-text
system in theology, namely, that of finding all the
doctrines in every part of Scripture alike.! We must
be prepared to find growth in the use of psychological
terms in Scripture, and that from two several causes.
Acquaintance with culture outside of the Hebrew
nation has left its evident impress on the New Testa-
ment writers, and even on the later Old Testament
writers ag compared with the earlier. There is growth
from a more simple and popular to a more complex
and philosophical view of man’s nature. But the
other source of growth is more important. There is a
progress in the revelation of which Scripture is the
record. The proper influence of this fact upon theo-
logy has become an axiom of all enlightened study of
that science. The fruits of that influence are already
seen in our rapidly multiplying essays in Old and New
Testament theology. Its bearing on the study of the
sacred languages is also obvious. Rothe has said that
‘“we may appropriately speak of a ‘language of the

1 H. Schultz complaine of several otherwise meritorious works on
Biblical Psychology that they commit the error of regarding the enmtire
biblical writings, without more ado, as material of equal relevancy for the
study of man.—Alt. T. Theologie, i. 348. See also Bottcher's remark on
Beck : *‘ Nuperrime, subtilius csteris, nullo tamen statis discrimine facto.”
—F. Béttcher, De Inferis, p. 14, Dresd. 1845. \
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Holy Ghost’ For in the Bible it is evident that the
Divine Spirit at work in revelation has always fashioned
for Himself, out of the language of those nationalities in
which the revelation bad its chosen sphere, an entirely
peculiar religious dialect, moulding the linguistic ele-
ments which He found to hand, as well as the already
existing conceptions, into a form specially suited to His
purpose. Most clearly does the Greek of the New Testa-
ment exhibit this process.”* Cremer, who cites this pas-
sage, adds: “The spirit of the language assumes a form
adequate to the new views which the Spirit of Christ
creates and works.”* Without attention to this element
of progress, it is impossible to construct any adequate
biblical psychology. This alone explains the transition
from terms in the earlier Scriptures that are rather
physical than psychical, to those in the later Scriptures
that are more deeply charged with spiritual meaning. A
progressive religious revelation is intimately connected
with the growth of humanity, casts growing light upon
the nature and prospects of man, will therefore be in-
creasingly rich in statements and expressions bearing
upon the knowledge of man himself, and especially of
his inner being. It is in the latest records of such a
revelation that the terms expressive of the facts and
phenomena of man’s nature should be correspond-

1 ¢Man kann in der That mit gutem Fug von einer ‘Sprache des heiligen
Geistes’ reden. Denn es liegt in der Bibel offen vor unseren Augen, wie der
in der Offenbarung wirksame gittliche Geist jedesmal aus der Sprache des-
jenigen Volkekreises welcher den Schauplatz jener ausmachte, sich eine ganz
eigenthiimliche religivee Mundart gebildet hat, indem er die sprachlichen
Elemente die er vorfand, ebenso wie die schon vorhandenen Begriffe, zu
einer ihm eigenthiimlich angemessenen Gestalt umformte. Am evidentesten
veranschaulicht das Griechische des Neuen Testamentes diesen Hergang.”—
Zur Dogmatik, pp. 283, 284, 2te Aufl., Gotha 1869,

? Cremer's Lezicon, Vorrede.
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ingly enriched, diversified, and distinguishable in their
meaning.

Bearing in mind these simple maxims, we proceed
to ask, What is the Bible view of man’s constitution ?
It is only in the way of cursory discussion that it is
possible here to indicate what we take to be the lead-
ing psychological ideas of the Scriptures. The an-
nouncement in Gen, ii. 7 is that which first claims
our attention. Into this ground-text of biblical
psychology the meaning of the various theories has
been read, and round it numberless controversies have
raged. The chief of these has been whether the
passage, taken along with the allied expressions,
entitles us to say that the Bible views man’s nature
a8 dual or tripartite in its constituents. But before
discussing the “sufficiently famous”! trichotomy, as it
is called, we must meet a question which recent specu-
lation has brought up. Most advocates of a tricho-
tomy of man allow it to be based upon a more radical
dichotomy. But the newest question is, whether the
Bible necessitates even this—whether, in short, we may
not interpret its accounts of man’s nature on the ome
substance hypothesis of modern positivism. If any
part of Seripture seems injaccord with this view, it is
the earlier passages of thé Old Testament, and pro-
minently the one which stands at their head. The
meaning, to a mind unprepossessed with theories, is
sublimely simple. It declares that the Lord God
formed the man, dust from the ground, and breathed
into his nostrils the breath of life (or lives), and man
became a living soul. Here are plainly two constitu-

1 Olshausen, Opusc. Theolog. p. 145.
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ents in the creation: the one from below, dust from
the ground ; the other from above, the breath of life at.
the inspiration of the Almighty. Yet from these two
facts results a unit. Man became an animated being.
Nothing can be more misleading than to identify ‘“‘soul”
here with what it means in modern speech, or even
in later biblical language. “A living soul” is here
exactly equivalent to “a creature endowed with life,”
for the expression in these creation-narratives is used
of man and the lower animals in common. “Soul” in
the primitive Scripture usage means, not the “imma-
terial rational principle” of the philosophers, but
simply life embodied. So that in Gen. ii. 7 the unity
of the created product is emphatically expressed, and
the sufficient interpretation of the passage is, that the
divine inspiration awakes the already kneaded clay
into a living human being. Here is an account of
man’s origin fitted to exclude certain dualistic views
of his nature with which the religion of revelation had
to contend. Whether the formation of his frame and
the in-breathing of his life be taken as successive or as
simultaneous moments in the process of his creation,
the description is exactly fitted to exclude that priority
of the soul which was necessary to the transmigration
taught by Oriental religions, and to the pre-existence
theory of the Greek schools. There is here no postpone-
ment or degradation of the earthly frame in favour of
the soul, as if the latter were the man, and the former
were only the prison-house into which he was sent,
or the husk in which he was for a time concealed.
According to the account in this text, the synthesis of
‘two factors, alike honourable, constitutes the man.
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That neither the familiar antithesis, soul and body,
nor any other pair of expressions by which we com-
monly render the dual elements in human nature,
should expressly occur in this locus classicus, is a fact
which may help to fix attention on the real character
of the earlier Old Testament descriptions of man. The
fact is not explained merely by the absence of analysis.
Rather is it characteristic of these Scriptures to assert
the solidarité of man’s constitution, — that human
individuality is of one piece, and is not composed of
separate independent parts. This assertion is essential
to the theology of the whole Bible—to its discovery
of human sin and of a divine salvation. In a way quite
unperceived by many believers in the doctrines, this
idea of the unity of man binds into strictest consist-
ency the Scripture account of his creation, the story
of his fall, the character of his redemption, and all
the leading features in the working out of his actual
recovery from his regeneration to his resurrection.

All this, however, will not avail those who wish us
to understand the Bible anthropology as giving a
monistic view of man's nature, for an evident duality
runs through the whole of its representations. But let
us inquire how these dual elements are expressed in
the Bible. The anthropology of the Greek and of some
other ethnic schools rested on a dualistic scheme of the
universe. Soul and body, mind and matter, were the
representatives in man of contrary opposites in the
constitution of things. So that for them, man, so far
from being a unity, was a paradox, a mirror in little
of that universe at large in which God and the world,
the real and the phenomenal, were eternal opposites.
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But the Bible philosophy of God, of the world, and of
man, rests on its grand and simple idea of creation
proper—an idea so familiar to us that we forget how
originally and essentially biblical it is. Its simplicity
must by no means lead us to confound it with the pan-
theistic doctrine of emanation ; for not out of God’s own
essence or nature, but as the creation of His expressed
free will, do all things arise. As little is its duality to
be confounded with the dualism of the ethnic systems,
according to which the world is not created, but only
framed or fashioned, and exists therefore eternally in
contradistinction and counterpoise to the framer of it.
A duality, however, in the Bible philosophy there is. In
that sublime revelation of all things as the result of free
will and word in God,—* He spake, and it was done,"—
it is plain that the things made, good and perfect though
they are, stand in a line apart from and beneath their
Maker. This primal and fundamental antithesis runs
through all Bible thought,—antithesis of the Creator
and the creature, the infinite and the finite, the invisible
and the visible. This prepares us for the duality of terms
in which our passage describes the origination of man’s
nature. It pointedly presents two aspects of it, the
earthly and the super-earthly,—that on the one side
which allies man to the animal creation, namely, that like
the lower animals he is formed from the ground; that
on the other which represents man alone as receiving
his life by the immediate in-breathing of the Lord God.

. We shall import into the passage a later meaning if
we insist on these contrasted aspects as a material and
an immaterial element in the modern sense of the terms,
if we identify the duality off-hand with that of body and
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soul, much more if, led away by mere verbal parallelism
(aphar, nephesh, neshamakh), we read into Gen. ii. 7
the later trichotomy of body, soul, and spirit. The
antithesis is clearly that of lower and higher, earthly
and heavenly, animal and divine. It is not so much
two elements, as two factors uniting in a single and
harmonious result,—man became a living soul. Here,
then, we have a duality or dichotomy no doubt sub-
stantially agreeing with that which has been current
wherever man analyzes his own nature, but depending
upon an antithesis native to the Scriptures. If we
neglect this antithesis, if we identify it at once with
the later philosophical contrast between body and soul,
we shall miss the special light which it is fitted to
throw upon the Scripture doctrine of man. We are told
that the antithesis of material and immaterial was not
developed till late in the progress of thought ; that the
ancients, and even the fathers of the Christian Church,
had no notion of an immaterial essence; that the soul
to them was a gas, a finer kind of matter than that of
the body, but matter still; “that the sole theory of
mind and body existing in the lower stages of culture
is a double materialism,"* and that, therefore, no
antithesis of material and spiritual in the modern
sense can be expected in the Bible definition of man.
So far as these early passages are concerned, we agree.
But the statement is much less important than it
would seem ; for if we grasp this primal Bible antithesis
of the earthly and super-earthly in man, if we note

! Bain, Mind and Body, p. 143 ; compare the hardy assertion, p. 158,
that the conception of a proper immaterial or spiritual substance received
no aid either from Judaism or Christianity.
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how it rests on the unique account given by Revelation
of his origin, we shall be able at once to account for
the absence from the earlier Scriptures of our familiar
duality, matter and mind, and to see how for all religious
purposes this other supplied its place. We shall be able
to esteem it as a richer and fuller duality than the
mind and matter of the Greeks;—as, indeed, the only
conception which enables us to deal justly with our
subject.!

The pervading dual conception of man in the Old
Testament is that he is alternately viewed as fading
flesh on his earthly side, and on the other as upheld
by the Spirit of the Almighty; but this contrast of
flesh and spirit is primarily that of the animal and the
divine in man’s first constitution. It is not to be
identified with the analysis of man’s nature into a
material and an immaterial element. The antithesis
soul and body, in its modern or even its New Testament
sense, is absent from the Old Testament. It contains
no distinctive word for the human body as an organism,
but only an assemblage of terms, such as trunk, bones,
belly, flesh. The word for soul means radically life,
and metonymically the living person. But when used
for an element of human nature, it serves, with the help
of such terms as “heart,” “spirit,” ‘“reins,” to denote the
inner man. Only once, and that in a late writing,’ is
there an expression used which favours the Greek idea
of body as the husk or clothing of the indwelling soul.

! See Appendix, Note E. ’

% Dan. vii. 15, * I Daniel was grieved in my spirit (w1) in the midst
of my body.” But for ‘*body” stands the Chaldee word mm which
meauns literally the sheath of a sword. See Gesenius, in voc.
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Indeed, we may say that neither together as making up
human nature, nor in antithesis as contrasted con-
stituents, are animal and spiritual in man even once
expressed in the Old Testament as we should express
them, by matter and mind, or by body and soul.

Instead of these terms we have a variety of dual
expressions, such as “ flesh and heart,” ‘“flesh and soul,”
and even of trinal terms, such as “flesh, heart, and
soul,” “ heart, glory, and flesh,” *“eye, belly, and soul,”
to express in man the inner and the outer, the higher
and the lower, the animating and the animated,—all
resting upon the primal contrast of what is earth-
derived and what is God-inbreathed.

So soon as we pass to the New Testament, we come
upon those antithetic expressions which we ourselves
familiarly use, soul and body, flesh and spirit,—Greek
words moulded by Greek thought, but still derived in
their use from the Septuagint, and therefore carrying
with them their Old Testament force rather than the
philosophical analysis of the Greek schools.

But we proceed now to consider whether this dual
aspect of man, this biblical dickotomy (as we must call
it for want of a better term), though vindicated against
the false unity of monism, requires to be further
modified in favour of a threefold division of man’s
nature. Here, as before, everything turns on the inter-
pretation of terms. There is a pair of expressions
which some find already in Gen. ii. 7, which certainly
occur plentifully in the Old Testament as nephesh and
ruach, in the Greek Scriptures as psyche and pneuma,
in the modern languages as Seele and Geist, Sour and
Seirrr. The distinction implied in this antithesis may
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be said to be the cruz of biblical psychology, and the
controversy concerning it has been very naturally,
though rather unfairly, identified with that concerning
the possibility of a Bible psychology at all. TIs there
a real distinction between these two terms in Scripture ?
Ifso,does the distinction indicate two separable natures,
so that, with the corporeal presupposed, man maybe said
to be of tripartite nature? Or is it rather such a view
of the immaterial nature of man as sunders that nature
into two functions or faculties? Or, finally, is it a
nomenclature to be explained and accounted for on
principles entirely peculiar to the biblical writings ?
The Trichotomy of body, soul, and spirit held an
important place in the theology of some of the Greek
Christian fathers; but in consequence of its seeming
bias towards a Platonic doctrine of the soul and of evil,
still more because of its use by Apollinaris to under-
prop grave heresy as to the person of Christ, it fell
into disfavour, and may be said to have been discarded
from the time of Augustine till its revival within a
quite modern period. It has recently received the
support, or at least the favourable consideration, of
a respectable school of evangelical thinkers on the
Continent, represented by such names as those of
Beck, Delitzsch, Goschel, Auberlen, and Oehler. That
it has furnished a favourite scheme of thought for
mystics and sectaries has not helped its fair investi-
gation in our theological schools; and the pretension
put forth for it by some of its votaries, that as a theo-
logical panacea it would heal the strife of centuries,
has had the effect on the professional mind which
is always produced by the advertisement of a quack
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remedy, not without that other effect on the common
apprehension that after all there is probably something
in it.!

Its crudest and most popularly known form is
that which, taking body for the material part of our
constitution, makes sow/ stand for the principle of
animal life, and spirit for the rational and immortal
nature. This is so plainly not the construction
which any tolerable interpretation can put upon the
Scripture passages, that such a tripartition could not
be attributed to any theologian of repute. The views
of Beck and Delitzsch are greatly more creditable
attempts to frame a theory which will cover the Bible
use of the terms. Let us briefly examine them.

Delitzsch holds both a dual and a tripartite division
of human nature to be scriptural. He contends for
three distinct or essential elements in man ;* soul and
spirit, though not distinct natures,’ being nevertheless
separable elements of the inner man,* and these such
as to be substantially distinguished.® This position
Delitzsch thinks of such cardinal importance to his
system that he signalizes it thus: *“ The key of biblical
psychology lies in the solution of the enigma, how
is it to be conceived that spirit and soul can be of one
nature and yet of distinct substance? When once
I was enlightened upon this enigma, my confused
materials for a biblical psychology formed themselves,

1 Bee Appendix, Note F.

8 “Drei verschiedene Bestandtheile,” or *‘drei Wesensbestandtheile,”
Biblische Psychologie, pp. 90, 91. . .

3 “ Nicht verschiedene Wesen,” p. 92,

¢ “ Sondernde Bestandtheile der menschlichen Innerlichkeit,” p. 92.

& ¢ Substanziell zu unterscheiden,” p. 95, where he explains that he does
pot take substantia to be the same as essentia.
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as if spontaneously, into a systematic whole.”* This
light he endeavours to convey to his readers. * Soul
and spirit are of one nature but of distinct substance,”?
“as the Son and the Spirit in the blessed Trinity are of
one nature with the Father, but still not the same
hypostases.” The soul is related to the spirit, as the
life to the principle of life, and as the effect to that
which produces it; as the brute soul is related to the
absolute spirit which brooded over the waters of chaos.
He quotes from Justin that as the body is the house of
the soul, so the soul is the house of the spirit; from
Irensus, that the soul is the tabernacle of the spirit ;
but his main and favourite analogy is that the human
soul is related to the human spirit, as the divine Doza
is related to the triune divine nature. The spirit is
the in-breathing of the Godhead, the soul is the out-
breathing of the spirit. The spirit is spiritus spiratus,
and, as spiritus spirans, endows the body with soul.
The spirit is the internal of the soul, the soul is the
external of the spirit. In the Old Testament the soul
is also called simply “the glory” (732),* for the spirit
is the image of the triune Godhead, but the soul is
the copy of this image, and relates itself to the spirit
as the ‘“seven spirits” (Rev. iv. 5) are related to the
Spirit of God.*

So much for his explanations and analogies. The
main proofs he adduces for a scriptural trichotomy in
the sense now explained are the two well - known

1 Biblische Psychologie, Vorrede, p. v.

3 ¢“Geist und Seele sind eines Wesens aber verschiedene Substanzen,”

p. 96.
8 Gen. xlix. 6; Pa. vil. 6, xvi. 9, xxx. 18, Ivii. 9, cviii. 2 (orig.).
4+ Pp. 97, 98 of Bibl. Psych., or pp. 117, 119 of Clark’s Transl.
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passages, 1 Thess. v. 28 and Heb. iv. 12. On the first
of these he, in point of fact, yields the question by say-
ing that “if any one prefers to say that by pneuma
and psyche the apostle is distinguishing the internal
condition of man’s life, and especially of the Christian’s
life, in respect of two several relations, this would not
be false, for the three constituents which he distin-
guishes are in no wise three essentially distinct
elements ;' either spirit and soul, or soul and
body, belong to one another as of like nature, and
the apostle’s view is in the last result certainly
dichotomic.”

On Heb. iv. 12 he makes the exegetically happy
suggestion that there is a parallel in the passage
between the sensuous and the supersensuous in man,
and that both are here represented as bipartite, ‘“soul
and spirit” in the one standing over against “joints
and marrow ” in the other.? But clearly this exegesis
favours the conclusion that soul and spirit are two

1 ¢ Die drei Wesensbestandtheile, die er unterscheidet, gind keinesfalls
drei wesenaverschiedene,” p. 91; Clark's Tranal. p, 110.

2 “] maintain that the writer ascribes to the Word of God a dividing
activity of an ethical sort which extends to the whole spiritual-paychical
and corporeal nature of man ; and that he regards as bipartite the unseen
supersengible element, as well as that which i8 sensuous and apparent to
the senses, inasmuch as he distinguishes Jvyy and z»iue in the former,
in the latter the dpuol which minister to the life of motion, and the gvenel
which minister to that of sensation.” — P. 92; comp. Clark’s Transl.
p- 111

In his Commentary, in loc., he says: *The four terms (soul, spirit,
joints, marrow) appear to correspond to each other chiastically, i.e. Juxy
answering to dpuol, xvibua 10 pvinol, and the four together designating
man in his compound nature. The Divine Word is said to lay bare the
whole man thus described, before the eyes of God and before his own,
discovering by means of a strict analysis both his peychico-spiritual and his
inward corporeal condition."—Delitzach On the Epistle to the Hebrews, vol. i.
p- 214 ; Clark’s Transl.
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several functions, relations, or aspects of the inner life
of man; as joints and marrow, the organs of motion
and sensation, are separable parts of his corporeal being,
but not distinct natures, The view of Delitzsch is, on
the whole, at least a strong and clear recognition that
Scripture maintains the duality of man. And for the
rest, it covers the fact that Scripture at times speaks
in tripartite language of that which is essentially only
twofold.

Beck’s view is, that body and spirit are the two
radically distinct elements or principles. Soul is that
which unifies them; derived from the in-breathing of
the spirit, formed by the union of the breath of God’s
Spirit with the body, it yet constitutes or is identical
with the human ¢go. Man is soul; he possesses body
and spirit; spirit is the principle and the power by
which life persists; soul is the seat, guide, and holder
of it, while body is its vessel and organ. The three
are specifically different, but they exist only in con-
nection with one another. The proper foundation of
human nature, formed as it is out of spirit and earth,
is the Subject or Ego in the strict sense of the word,
that is the Soul, which connects the inward vital power
of the spirit with the outward vital organ of the body,
forming the two into one living individuality. So far
Beck. His treatise, Umsiss der biblischen Seelenlehre,!
- is extremely subtle, not always intelligible, and much
vitiated by entire disregard of the historical method;
Scripture being quoted as if the whole had been

! Quilines of Biblical Psychology, recently translated, Edinburgh, T. &
T. Clark, 1877. See especially p. 88 (or p. 85 of the original) for a
summary of his views.
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written contemporaneously, and as if every text bore
with equal directness on the nature of the soul.

It is plain that even these most strenuous defenders
of a biblical trichotomy make no approach to the
theory of a tripartite nature in man. They repudiate
the attempt to revive the essential distinction of
Occam, which represents man as possessed of two
souls, one the seat of reason, the other of sensation
and growth. In short, they are after all true Aris-
totelians as to the doctrine of the inner life, not
Platonists. It is not two separate souls they find in
the Scripture trichotomy.! And their position does
not radically differ from that of the large number of
writers, both in this country and on the Continent, who
now willingly adopt the distinction between soul and
spirit, as expressing two faculties or functions of the
inner man. When, however, we examine the views of
those who maintain that the distinction, though some-
thing less than that of two separate natures, is yet
something more than merely of two relations, is really
that of two departments in man’s inward nature, we
find much diversity in the mode of construing the
distinction. Some tell us that preuma represents the
higher region of self-conscious spirit and self-deter-
mining will, psyche the lower region of appetite, per-
ception, imagination, memory ; the former that which
belongs to man as man, the latter that which in the
main is common to him with the brute." Bishop

! Delitzach says: “ We thoroughly agree in this respect with Thomas
Aquinas : ‘ Impossibile est, in uno homine esse plures animas per essentiam
differentes, sed una tantum est anima intellectiva quse vegetative et sensi-

tivee et intellectivee officiis fungitur.’ "—Bibl. Psych. p. 94 ; Clark, p. 114,
* Liddon, Some Elements of Religion, p. 92, Lond. 1878.
E
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Ellicott puts it thus: “The spirit may be regarded
more a8 the realm of the intellectual forces, and the
shrine of the Holy Ghost; the soul may be regarded
more a8 the region of the feelings, affections, and im-
pulses, of all that peculiarly individualizes and per-
sonifies.”' Others, again, reserving the term * body”
for those appetites which we have in common with
the brutes, take ‘“soul” as denoting our moral and
intellectual faculties directed only towards objects of
the world, and “spirit” for the same faculties when
directed towards God and heavenly things.? Not
greatly different from this last, but more succinctly
expressed, is the view of Auberlen: ‘“ Body, soul, and
spirit are nothing else than the real basis of the three
ideal elements of man’s being, world-consciousness,
self-consciousness, and God-consciousness.”®

It would be easy enough to refute each of these pro-
posed divisions by confronting it with one or more texts
which it will not cover. It is better to accept them
all as evidence that a trichotomic usage in Secripture
plainly there is, and that it requires recognition and
explanation. Only a patient investigation of its rise
will enable us to apprehend its force. That soul and
spirit denote distinct natures in man, or, as Delitzsch
has it, separable elements of one nature, or even, as
others, distinct faculties of the inner man, implies a
kind of analysis which is out of harmony with biblical
thought, and will not stand upon an impartial ex-

L Destiny of the Creature, and other Sermons, p. 123, Lond. 1863 ; also
in his Commentary on 1 Thess. v. 23.

% Dr. T. Arnold as quoted by Heard, Tripartite Nature, p. 161, note.

® Article ** Geist,” Herzog’s Real-Encyklop. iv. 729. For an account of
gome other forms of the Tripartition theory, see Appendix, Note F.
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amination of the biblical phraseology. On the other
hand, that in the passages to be explained we have
nothing more than rhetorical accumulation of terms,
will not satisfy the facts. We must be guided by a
principle already suggested. The later inspired writers
adapted the growingly philosophical language of their
times to the enlarged ideas with which the spirit of
Revelation furnished them. Let us briefly trace that
growth in the case of the two terms in hand. Preuma
and psyche, like ruach and nephesh, of which they are
the Greek equivalents, both originally refer to physical
life. Ruach and mephesh are easily distinguished, how-
ever, in this primal sense. Nephesh is the subject or
bearer of life, ruach is the principle of life; so that
in all the Old Testament references to the origin of
living beings, we find it possible to distinguish nephesh,
as life constituted in the creature, from ruack, as life
bestowed by the Creator. In most places the two
terms are used of man and animals alike. Nephesh
hayyah is a living creature in general; while both
ruach and the kindred term neshamah are used of the
principle as well of brute as of human life.'! This
primary use of the two terms for physical life has
passed over from the Hebrew of the Old Testament to
the Greek equivalents in the New, and the primal dis-
tinction of the two terms inter se will suggest a reason
for their respective employment, even where the sense

' Compare mn m, Gen. i. 80, ii. 7, with p»n nnp‘:,Gen.u.? o m,
vi. 17, vii. 15, mdnwn m-nw:,m 22. Compare mo-mn eim, Lev.
xvii. 11, with -m-&:'p R, Numb. xvi. 22, xxvil. 16, for the distinetive

force of ntpkexk a.nd ruach respectively, The application of ruach to the
divinely-given life-principle in general is not affected by such a passage as
Job xii, 10, ** The soul of every living thing and the spirit of all mankind.”
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almost transcends the merely physical. Psyche will
be the entire being as a constituted life: “He giveth
His soul” ( psyche, not zoé) “ for the sheep.”! Pneuma
will be the life-principle as bestowed by and belonging
to God: “He gave up the ghost.”*

When, however, we pass from this primary to the
secondary sense, in which both ruack (pneuma, spirit)
on the one hand, and nephesh ( psycke, soul) on the other,
denote the whole inner life or hyperphysical nature in
man, we find that they are freely interchanged and
combined throughout the Old Testament and the first
part of the New. This appears upon examination of
three classes of passages. First, those where each
term is used alone, as, “ Why is thy spirit (ruach)
so sad?”® “Why art thou cast down, my soul
(nephesh)?”* “Jesus was troubled in spirit (pneuma);”*
“My soul (psyche) is exceeding sorrowful.”® Then, in
those where either term is joined with body, as, “To
destroy both soul and body;” " “The body without the
spirit is dead.”® Again, in those where the two terms
occur together in the manmner of other parallel terms
of Hebrew poetry: “ With my soul have I desired
Thee in the night ; yea, with my spirit within me will
I seek Theeearly; " “ My soul doth magnify the Lord,
and my spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour;”*
“Stand fast in one spirit, with ome soul striving
together for the faith of the gospel.”™ These last
passages render it quite impossible to hold, for example,
that spirit can mean exclusively the Godward side of

! Jobn x. 11. 2 John xix. 30. 2 1 Kings xxi. b. 4 Pe, xlii. 11.
& John xiii. 21. ¢ Matt. xxvi. 88. 7 Matt. x. 28, 8 Jas. ii. 26.
? Isa. xxvi. 9. 1 Lukei 46, 47. 1 Philip. i. 27.
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man’s nature, and soul the rational or sensible. The
terms are parallel, though not equivalent. For the
‘underlying distinction found in their primary or
physical reference gives colour and propriety to their
usage all along; and firmly grasped, it will prepare
us to understand the expanded meaning which they
receive in the later New Testament thought. Spirit
is life as coming from God. Soul is life as constituted
in the man. Consequently, when the individual life
is to be made emphatic, “soul” is used. “ Souls” in
Scripture freely denotes persons; *“ my soul ” is the Ego,
the self, and when used like “heart” for the inner
man, and even for the feelings, has reference always to
the special individuality. ¢ Spirit,” on the other hand,
seldom or never used to denote the individual human
being, is primarily that imparted power by which the
individual lives. It fitly denotes, therefore, the inner-
most of the inner life, the higher aspect of the self or
personality.! Thus far, however, there is no apparent

1 For confirmation of the correctness of this view, see Weiss, Biblische
Theologie des N. Test. 2te Aufl. p. 88 ; Oehler, Theology of the Old Testa-
ment (Edin., Clark, 1874), vol. i. pp. 216-220 ; Hofmann, Schriftheweis,
i. 296, who, however, is careful to observe that we muat not deny to
pnreuma the force of personality on its higher side. That soul is oftener
used for person is to be explained, he thinks, thus: ** Weil es niiher liegt,
die Person nach ihremn so and so bedingten Einzelleben, als sie nach der
dasselbe so and so bedingenden Lebensmacht zu benennen.” He is clear
that they can be distinguished as two sides of man's inner and moral life,
without making them two several constituents of human nature.

The distinction we are illustrating is well put by Ebrard in his Comment.
iL den Hebrder-Brief, on the passage ch. iv.12 ; and in Herzog, art. ** Adam
u. seine Sohne.” Olshausen in his well-known tract on the Trichotomy -
has a glimpee of it, but really belongs to the older and leas correct current
of interpreters. He says: * Ilmiua significat vim superiorem, agentem,
imperantem in homine, ita ut simul origo ejus ceelestis indicetur ; Yuxy
autem significat vim inferiorem, qus agitur, movetur, in imperio tenetur,
nam medis inter vim terrestrem et coslestem collocata cogitatur § Juyxs."'—
Opuscula Theologica, p. 154.
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design in the use of the terms to analyze the con-
stituent parts of man’s inner being. The purpose is
only to present the one indivisible thinking and feel-
ing man in diverse aspects, as these terms originally
expressed man’s life viewed from two different points.
Their use, therefore, up to this point cannot be held as
giving us a philosophical analysis of human nature
within the biblical writings. It is quite certain, how-
ever, that in the period between the production of the
Old Testament writings and those of the New, a use of
psyche and pneuma sprang up under the Alexandrian
influence, which led some of the apocryphal writers
and the Seventy to suggest for their national writings
a philosophical analysis of man’s nature —a tricho-
tomy, in short, corresponding to that of Plato, though
not identical with it. It is as undoubted that these
combined influences—the Greek philosophy and the
later Jewish schools—led the Christian writers of the
early centuries to adopt the analysis as a scriptural one;
hence 2also its revival in recent biblical psychology.
When we pass from the natural to the theological
use of these two terms in the New Testament, the
important question arises, whether the distinction to
be found between pneuma with its adjective on the
one hand, and psycke with its adjective on the other,
in the well-known group of texts, mainly Pauline, 1
Thess. v. 23, 1 Cor. ii. 14, xv. 44, Heb. iv. 12, Jude 19,
is identical with that of the Jewish schools, or owes
its force to another and higher influence. If the Old
Testament use of them, followed, as we learn from
" the Gospels, by our Lord and the elder apostles, was
not analytic, was natural and real as opposed to
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philosophical, then though Paul may be said to have
adopted the philosophical language of the Jewish
schools, he was rather redeeming the Old Testa-
ment terms out of their hands for a new purpose.
The parallel between his tripartite language and that
of the Platonists and Stoics is obvious enough. But
the difference is no less distinct. What he took from
them was sanctioned by the usage of the Septuagint;
what he added was an application of Old Testament
language to express the New Testament revelation of
grace.! The tripartition of Plato and the Platonizing
schools was part of a method for solving the problem
of evil. It was intended to account for divergent
moral forces in man, for the subjugation in him of
what is best by what is worst; and it did so by
assuming that there was in his formation a physical
element eternally opposed to the divine. In the
terms of the trichotomy, as derived from the Old
Testament, there was no such taint. They were fitted
to do a better thing than to account for man's evil—
namely, to express under the power of a new revelation
the way of his recovery. They were exactly suited to
express the new idea. One of them especially, “spirit”
(mvedua), had never been debased by ethnic or erroneous
thought. It was never used in the Greek psychology.
Even Plato’s highest principle is ‘not wveiua, but vods
and its derivatives. While, therefore, the idea of the
New Testament trichotomy was suggested by the usage
of the Greek and Grmco-Jewish schools, the terms

1 See Appendix, Note G. For some remarks on the apostle's relation to
the Stoics, see Lightfoot’s dissertation on ** St. Paul and Seneca,” appended
to his Commentary on Philippians; also Sir Alex. Grant's Ethics of
Aristotle, vol. i., the preliminary essay on *‘ The Ancient Stoics.”
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themselves were biblical. The meaning was at once
true to the simple psychology of the Old Testament, and
enlarged with fulness of New Testament revelation.
It is clear that the distinction between the psychical
man and the spiritual man, the psychical body and the
spiritual body, is one radical to the theology of Paul’s
Epistles. But instead of being rooted in a philo-
sophical analysis of the constituents of human nature,
it is mainly born of two disclosures of advancing
revealed thought. The one is the clear revelation of
the personality of a third hypostasis in the Godhead,
definitely and fully indicated in the New Testament
by the term Spirit, Holy Spirit of God, Spirit of Christ.
The other is the spiritual union of redeemed humanity
with God through Christ Jesus. The new life or
nature thus originated is variously called *the new
man,” “a new creature,” ‘‘the inner man,” and
especially * the spirit” as contrasted with ¢ the flesh.”
Why this word pneuma should be adopted to express
the new nature in believers, or the indwelling of God
with man, is plain. The Third Person in the Trinity
is the agent in originating and maintaining this new
life, and with a rare felicity the same word (ruach of
the Old Testament, and pneuma of the New) denotes
the Holy Spirit of God and the heaven-derived life
in renewed man. It is an instance at once of the
elevating influence of revelation upon language, and
of that insight into the capacity and destinies of
human nature which the progress of revelation brings
with it. Pneuma and psyche, with their derivatives, thus
assume under the influence of New Testament theology
& new and enlarged significance. Besides denoting
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physical life in common, yet with difference of aspect;
besides denoting the inner life in general with corre-
sponding difference of emphasis, they denote a moral
and spiritual distinction. The psychical man is man
as nature now constitutes him, and as sin has infected
him. The spiritual man is man as grace has recon-
stituted him, and as God’s Spirit dwells in him. The
unrenewed man is “ psychical not having the spirit.”*
The word of God divides and discriminates between
that which is psychical and that which is spiritual.’
The Christian is to be sanctified wholly in his three-
fold life,—the physical life of the body, the individual
life of the soul, the inner life of the spirit; which
latter two become again the basis of the natural and
of the regenerate life respectively.® In the progress of
redemption he shall exchange a body psychical or
natural, which he has in common with all men as
derived from Adam, for a body spiritual or glorified,
adapted to his new nature and fashioned like unto the
glorious body of his Lord; for the first head of the
race was made a living psyche, but the second Adam
is a life-giving Pneuma.*

According to this explanation, we do not base the
Pauline psychology upon any school distinctions,

Y Jugxol wrebpa pn Sxgorrs, Jude 19.

* Heb.iv. 12. See Delitzsch in loc.; also Ebrard, who says: * Von einer
Trennung der Seele vom Geiste kann keine Rede sein. . . . Dagegen ergiebt
sich ein treflicher Sinn, wenn wir die Seele als ein tief innerlich im
Menschen Liegendes, den Geist als ein noch tiefer Liegendes, und das Wort
Gottes als ein in die Seele und von da noch tiefer, selbst in den Geist
Eindringendes fassen.” There is much to be said in favour of the pene-
trating rather than dissecting power as the thing attributed to the Word
here. But that which penetrates, discriminates. See Hofmann's peculiarly

ingenious remarks, Schriftbeweis, i. 296.
3 1 Thess. v. 23. ¢ 1 Cor. xv. 44, 45.
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Platonist, Philonian, or Stoic.! We recognise it as
an essential part of St. Paul’s inspired insight into
the relations of man’s nature under the dispensation
of grace. Nevertheless we see how the simple and
natural use of the terms Soul and Spirit in the Old
Testament, and in the early usage of New Testament
times, prepared the way for this new meaning which
the spiritual system of the Pauline Epistles has poured
into them. The natural life as organically constituted,
the personal living being, was soul—nephesh or psyche ;
whereas life as emanating from the fountain, the
informing energy of the creature as derived from the
Creator, was spirit—ruack or pneuma; and thus, when
a higher distinction became necessary, the man as he
was produced in nature was psychical or soulish, the
man as renewed from heaven was pneumatical or
spiritual. That is to say, the same word which
expressed the God-derived natural life came to express
the essence of the new life, the identity of the words
indicating an underlying biblical thought—namely,
that the immediate divine origination of man’s being
in creation lays a ground for the immediate divine
renewal of his nature in redemption.

Not less important, for biblical psychology and theo-
logy, than the two terms already discussed, is the term
Fresm (W3, odpf).” It will be necessary to note its use
in two broadly distinct regions. There is (A) a natural

! In this opinion we are confirmed by such recent and keen inquirers
as Liidemann, Die Anthropologie des Apostels Paulus, Kiel 1872, and

Pfleiderer, Paulinismus, Leipzig 1873. See more on this point in Lect. V.,
* ) is sometimes used as equivalent to 93 even in its psychological

sense ; see Ps, Ixxiii. 26. More usually the relation of '115?5 to 23 is
like that of xpias to eapf ; see, e.g., Ps. lxxviii. 20, 27, comp. with ver. 89.
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meaning, admitting of various shades of application,
which runs through the whole Scripture. It bears
also (B) a very definite ethical significance in certain
well-known doctrinal passages of the New Testament,
especially of the Pauline Epistles.

Under the first head (A), there are four shades
of meaning which we may conveniently distinguish.
There is (1) its literal meaning, substance of a
living body, whether of men or beasts. From this
radical meaning it comes to be a designation of the
creature on one side, as ‘““living soul” is on the other.
If “soul” (nephesk) be an embodied life, *“flesh”
(basar) is ensouled matter; though we must never
construe it as mere materiality, for in the life-principle
which makes it flesh a higher element is presupposed.
Under this use it denotes all terrestrial beings that
possess sensational life.' From this there arises (2) its
application to hAuman nature generally, and the personal
life attached to it. Man as clothed in corporeity is
contrasted under the name ‘“flesh” with purely
spiritual being, and especially with God. Hence with
reference to the weak, the finite, the perishable being
which man is, does this expression pervade both the
Old and the New Testament as a phrase for human
kind.? ‘The New Testament has the additional ex-
pression “flesh and blood” (capE kal alua) to de-
signate human nature on its earthly side, in contrast
with the supersensible. and the divine. The phrase,
though without an exact equivalent in the Hebrew of

1 e.g., Gen. vii. 21.
? e.g., Gen. vi. 8; Job xxxiv. 15; Pa, lvi. 5, Ixxviii. 89; Isa xl. 6-8;
Jer. xvii. 5; 1 Cor. i. 29; 1 Pet. i. 24.



76 THE BIBLE PSYCHOLOGY. [LECT. I

the Old Testament, is doubtless expressive of the
Old Testament idea, ‘‘The life of the flesh is in the
blood.” Its special force, however, lies in contrasting
human nature with something greater than itself:!
When we come (3) to use “flesh” as a term of
contrast within the human being, it naturally stands
for the corporeal or lower element in man’s constitution.
In the Old Testament it is used along with “heart”
or “soul” to express the entire constituents of man’s
nature. So far, however, is it from being despised in
contrast with these higher elements, that it is joined
with them in the relation of the whole man to God and
to his future hopes? In the New Testament its use
in this psychological sense for the lower element in
man without any ethical attribution, though not very
frequent, is quite clear. In a sufficient number of
passages it occurs coupled with spirit (wvefua), to show
that flesh and spirit are used for the whole of man, the
simple natural elements of which he is made up, exactly
as “flesh and soul,” *flesh and heart,” are in the Old
Testament.® It is of considerable importance to point
out that even within the Pauline writings, where we
are afterwards to find the specifically ethical meaning
of flesh so current, a quite unethical use of *flesh”
(sdpk) for the outward sensational part of human
existence, in contrast with the inner and spiritual, is
undeniable ;* and even when the sinful state of man is

! e.g., Matt, xvi. 17; 1 Cor. xv, 50; Gal i. 16; Eph. vi. 12; Heb. ii.
14, to which may be added John i. 18.

¢ Ps, Lxiii. 1, Ixxxiv. 2, xvi. 9; Job xix. 26. A good example of the two,
basar and nephesh, used as the sole and even meparable constituents of
human nature, like goul and body, is Job xiv. 22.

3 Matt. xxvi. 41; Mark xiv. 38; comp. Luke xxiv. 39.

¢ Rom. ii. 28; 1 Cor. v. b, vii. 28 ; 2 Cor. iv. 11, vii. §, xii. 7; oep£ is also
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the subject under consideration, the whole of man is
designated by “flesh and mind ” in one Pauline passage,
and by “flesh and spirit” in another.! The New
Testament has other pairs of expressions for the same
thing. It uses freely the Greek duality which has
become the modern one, “soul and body.” And
though the Old Testament “soul and flesh” does not
recur, “body and spirit” can take its place’ These
phrases afford sufficient proof that the biblical view of
man's constitution is truly dichotomic. It may also
be observed that the use of “flesh and spirit ” as really
equivalent to “soul and body” is an incidental con-
firmation of the view already advanced, that there is
no distinction of natures between soul and spirit,
though there is an obvious propriety in the ordinary
form of these dual combinations, where the inner and
the outer nature of man are respectively designated
according to fixed aspects of each. “Soul and body”
links the individuality with the organism; ‘flesh
and spirit” links the earthly substance in which life
inheres with the divine spark or principle of life.
The last use (4) of the term “flesh” in its merely
natural significance needs no more than to be named.
It is that so common in both Old and New Testament
for relationship or connection, by marriage, more usually
by birth; kinship—tribal, national, or universal.?
used by Paul of corporeal presence cognisable by the senses, as contrasted
with spiritual fellowship, év xvedpunrs, 2 Cor. v. 16, Col. ii. 1, 5, and, indeed,
of the earthly life of man without any moral qualification ; e.g., Gal. ii. 20,
* The life which I now live in the flesh ; " 80 also Phil. i. 22,

! Eph. ii. 8; 2 Cor. vii. 1.

% 1 Cor. vi. 16, 17, vii. 84; 1 Cor. v. 8, like “flesh” and **spirit" in Col. ii. 5.

2 ¢.9., Gen. ii. 28, xxix, 14, xxxvii. 27; Judg. ix. 2; Rom. ix. 6, 8; 1 Cor.
x. 18; Eph. v. 29.
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It is clear that in the four uses nmow considered
there is nothing directly ethical, at least nothing which
identifies the flesh with the principle of evil. ‘Not
a single passage in the Old Testament can be adduced
wherein "3 is used to denote man’s sensuous nature as
the seat of an opposition against his spirit, and of a
bias toward sin.”! It is true that “flesh,” used for
human kind in contrast to higher beings and to God,
brings out the frailty and finitude of man. It is
also true that “flesh” as a constituent of human
nature means the perishable, animal, sensuous, and
even sensual element of it; but which of these ideas
is prominent in any passage must be learned from its
connection and context. It is further true that in its
meaning of “natural kinship ” there is often an implied
Rontrast with something better, as, e.g., “Israel after
the flesh.” But the conclusive proof that nothing of
moral depreciation is necessarily implied in this use of
it, is its application to our Lord as designating His
human in contrast to His divine nature: “Who
was manifest in the flesh, justified in the spirit,”
“made of the seed of David according to the flesh.”*

(B) It is evident, however, that throughout the
Pauline Epistles, and especially in certain well-known
passages, ‘“ flesh” is used for the principle, or for the
seat of the principle, which in fallen human nature resists
the divine law, which is contrasted with something (vois)
in man’s own nature consenting unto the law, and
which even in the regenerate makes war against the

1 Miiller, The Christian Doctrine of Sin, i p. 828 (Clark’s Translation,
24 edit.).
* 1 Tim. iii. 16; Rom. i 8.




LECT. II.] ETHICAL FORCE OF “FLESH,” WHENCE DERIVED ? 79

spirit. Here we have a very marked ethical signifi-
cance given to the word. Nor is it the only term of
its kind used to denominate the evil principle in man’s
nature as now under sin. “The old man,” “ the body
of sin,” ““the body of the flesh,” *“the law in the mem-
bers,” “our members which are upon earth,” are
kindred expressions more or less closely denoting the
same thing, although “flesh” in its counterpoise to
‘““the mind” (vods) in Rom. vii.,, and to *the spirit”
(wveipa) in Rom. viii. and Gal. v., is the leading ex-
pression. Now, although it is not usual to construe
these phrases as asserting that the literal flesh or the
bodily organism is the seat or principle of sin,
although a metaphorical turn is generally given to
them, yet it must be admitted that it is exactly the
current and allowable character of the metaphor
which needs explanation.! How is it that the terms
properly denoting the lower or corporeal element
in man’s nature should come to denote the being
of sin in that nature? The answer that it is
because the sensuous is either (a) the main seat
or (b) the original source of sin in man, although
it long contented negative divines, has become too
obviously shallow and incorrect even for some of them.
As to the elements in man’s nature where sin has
(@) s seat, these are plainly not the sensuous or

It to me that Hofmann, while strongly defending the thesis that
it is not from the body sin has its source, betrays his position to some ex-
tent by refusing to see that the Pauline phrases above quoted are meta-
phorical (see Schriftbeweis, i. p. 561, 2te Aufl.). Miiller, on the other hand,
consistently maintains it,—Christian Doctrine of Sin, i. 330-382. How
‘ members which are upon earth,” Col. iii. 5, followed by such an enumera-
tion of gins, can be anything else than a metaphorical representation, it is
impossible to understand.
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sensational alone. There are sinful desires of the
“mind” (8avardv). There is filthiness of the *spirit”
(mvedparos).! There are works called ““of the flesh”
which have nothing to do with sensuality; eg,
“hatreds, variance, emulation, heresies.”®  The
apostle calls by the name of “fleshly wisdom” what
wag evidently speculative tendency derived from the
Greek schools® And there were heretics at Colossa
whose ruling impulse he calls their ‘fleshly mind,”
though they were evidently extreme ascetics attached
to some form of Gnosticism.*

It might, indeed, be maintained that if we assume
the sensuous nature in man to be (b) the principle or
source of evil in him, it is easy to understand how the
whole man under its influence should receive the
denomination of ‘the flesh,” or the “body of sin.”
But this is an assumption which will not tally with
the treatment of man’s corporeal nature in the sacred
writings. Any view implying the inherent evil of
matter is radically opposed to the whole biblical
philosophy. To derive moral evil in man from the
bodily side of his nature is as opposed to the Scripture
account of its beginning in the race as it is to our
experience of its first manifestations in the individual.
In Genesis the first sin is represented as the con-

1 Eph. ii. 8; 2 Cor. vii. 1.

? Gal. v. 20; comp. also 1 Cor. iii. 1, 3, where the charge i **strife,
division,” ete., not sensuality ; yet it is said, *‘ Are ye not carnal ?”

8 Comp. 1 Cor. i 21, 22, "Earnreg coQimy Lyrobesy, with ver. 26, cofol
xurd oapxa. The phrase eoPim sapxixy ocours in another connection, 2 Cor.
i 12.

¢ Col. ii. 18; comp. vers. 21, 22, 28. See Lightfoot's dissertation on
* The Colossian Heresy,” prefixed to his Commentary on that epistle, 2d edit.
1876.
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sequence of a primary rebellion against God.! The
first outbreaks of moral evil in children are selfishness,
anger, and self-will. Again, that the corporeal nature
is necessarily at strife with the spiritual is a view
which cannot be reconciled with the claims made upon
the body in the Christian system—with such precepts
as that believers are to “yield their members instru-
ments of righteousness unto God,”? to present their
bodies a living sacrifice,’ to regard their bodies as
the members of Christ and as the temple of the Holy
Ghost,* that the body is for the Lord and the Lord for
the body.® Still more impossible is it to reconcile with
such a view the Christian revelation concerning the
future of the redeemed, and the consummation of
redemption. If sin were the inevitable outcome of
man’s possession of a body, redemption ought to cul-
minate in his deliverance from it, instead of in its change
and restoration to a higher form.* To say that the
matter of the body is or contains the principle of sin,
and then to say, as Paul does,” that the last result of
the Redeemer’s Spirit indwelling in us shall be to
quicken these mortal bodies, would be flat self-contra-
dictior. But the truth is, the view which connects sin
with the material body is neither Hebrew nor Christian.
It is essentially alien to the whole spirit of revelation.
Nevertheless, at a very early period in Christian history,
chiefly through the influence of the Greek and some of
the Latin fathers, it obtained such hold of Christian
thought that it continues to colour popular modes of
conception and speech to the present day. One of its

! See Lect. IV. ? Rom. vi. 18. *Rom. xii. 1. 1 Cor. vi. 15, 19,
&1 Cor. vi. 13. 6 Phil. iii. 21. T Rom. viii. 11.
F
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most obvious examples is that men imagine they are
uttering a scriptural sentiment when they speak of
welcoming death as the liberation of the soul from the
body, the sentiment of Paul being exactly the reverse,
when he declares that even the redeemed who have
the first-fruits of the Spirit groan within themselves,
waiting for the adoption, i.e. for the redemption of
their body.! Two additional reasons why Paul cannot
be held as tracing man’s evil to the corporeal element
may be summed up in the words of Julius Miiller: “ He
denies the presence of evil in Christ, who was partaker
of our fleshly nature,® and he recognises it in spirits
who are not partakers thereof.® Is it not, therefore, in
the highest degree probable that according to him evil
does not necessarily pertain to man’s sensuous nature,
and that odp§ denotes something different from this? "+

When, however, those who successfully refute this
mistaken derivation of the ethical force of adpf come to
give their own explanation of it, they fall for the most
part into mere tautology. If we say with Neander
that it represents ‘“ human nature in its estrangement
from the divine life,”* or with Miiller that it is the
“tendency which turns towards the things of the
world and is thereby turned away from God,” ® or with
Principal Tulloch that it means “all the evil activity
of human nature,”” we attain the profound conclusion
that the flesh is sinful human nature! If “flesh” be

1 Rom. viii 28. ? Gal. iv. 4; Heb. ii. 14.

3 rad wvsvparia tig xormping, Eph. vi. 12,

¢ The Christian Doctrine of Sin, i. p. 821.

5 Planting of Christianity, i. p. 422 (Bohn's edit.).

8 [t supra, i. p. 326.

7 Croall Lecture, 1876, p. 164. Dr. Tulloch also employs Neander's phrase.
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a designation for sinfully-conditioned human nature,
whence comes it that the term is appropriate? When
odpf is defined as “the sinful propensity generally,” or
as “love of the world,” it is quite fair to ask, as
Pfleiderer does,’ “how it would sound to say, ‘In me,
that is, in my tendency to sin in general, or in my love
of the world, dwelleth no good thing.’” “If the
‘flesh’ be nothing else than just this condition of
man’s nature as we find it, this condition which is to
be explained, then the whole of Paul's subtle and
acute deduction would be nothing but the moat
wretched argument in a circle. People would give
anything to explain away the idea of an impersonal
principle of sin contained in the nature of man that
precedes every sinful manifestation, and is the ultimate
cause which infallibly produces it; and yet this is just
the pith of the whole passage.”? It is quite certain
that Paul means to posit a principle of sin in man,—
“the sin that dwelleth in me, the law in my members.”
It is further clear (notwithstanding the occasional
use of the one for the other, e¢g. ‘“the flesh lusteth
against the spirit”), that the law or principle of sin
is one thing, and the flesh or native constitution
of man in which it inheres is another. And it is
certain that he as little develops the principle of sin
out of the mere physical flesh as he identifies the one
with the other. It is impossible to deny a very pointed
reference to the lower element of human nature in

1 Der Paulinismus. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der urchristlichen
Theologie, p. 54, note.

* Jbid. p. 58. This book occupies vols. xiii. and xv. of the Theological

Translation Fund Library. See Lecture V. for further reference to
Pfleiderer’s own position. .
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this important key-word of the Pauline theology; but
the misleading idea in the minds of contending
exegetes is, that the lower and higher elements were
conceived of by Paul as by the Greeks or by ourselves,
—that the antithesis, material and immaterial, is at the
basis of the distinction. So long as this idea prevails,
it will be impossible to get rid of the suspicion that in
the “flesh” of the Pauline Epistles we have some-
thing which connects sin essentially with the material
element in man’s constitution. Dismiss that antithesis,
substitute for it the proper Old Testament antithesis,
—earthly and heavenly, natural and supernatural,
that “flesh” is what nature evolves, ‘“spirit” what
God bestows,—then we can see how the idea of * flesh,”
even when ethically intensified to the utmost, is ap-
preciably distinct from the Oriental or Greek idea of
evil as necessarily residing in matter. The great word
of John iii. 6 is the source of the apostolic doctrine on
this subject: “ That which is born of the flesh is flesh.”
“Flesh ” has become the proper designation of the race,
as self-evolved and self-continued. Human nature as
now constituted can produce nothing but its like, and
that like is now sinful. * Flesh,” therefore, may be
appropriately used for the principle of corrupt nature
in the individual man, for the obvious reason that it
is in the course of the flesh, or of the ordinary produc-
tion of human nature, that the evil principle invariably
originates and comes to light. Thus the phrase is
gsome explanation of the condition of man’s nature,
which it describes. It is no objection to this view,
but rather a confirmation of its correctness, that it
grounds the Pauline use of odpé for sinful human
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nature on the underlying doctrine of hereditary cor-
ruption,—the primary assumptions of apostolic doctrine
regarding man being always that “ God made man
upright,” and that by one man sin entered into the
world.”*

We thus see how the secondary, 7.e. the ethical or

" 1 Hofmann, whose whole discussion of Rom. vii. 14 et seqq. (Schriftbeweis,
i. 48, etc.) is most interesting, has clearly perceived how this question
about the ethical force of ¢étp in Paul runs back into that still subtler one
of the appropriation by each responsible human being of the sinful tendency
which he inherits. See this touched upon infra, Lect. IV. *Let us
abide by this,” says Hofmann, ‘‘ that ‘flesh’ signifies human nature in
that condition in which it is now found in consequence of the sin of the
first man. Let us duly emphasize it, that the nature of man is that of a
corporeal being, but of a corporeal being intended to be personal, so that
the ungodly impulse of the inborn nature converts itself into an ungodly
relation of the Ego (or person) poesessing that nature ; then we shall have
no difficulty with passages, such as Gal. v. 19, etc., where gins not of the
sensual order are called ¢ works of the flesh,’” p. 5569 ; and similarly at
p- 561, in a paragraph beginning, * Allerdings ist die Quelle der Siinde
nicht, wie man mich hat lehren lassen, im Leibe, sondern im Willen.” All
this may look like leaving *‘ flesh™ to the old tautological interpretation,
* ginfully-conditioned human nature,” were it not for the suggestion, ** con-
ditioned by inheritance ; " and as birth-condition is, as we have seen at p.

77, a proper meaning of the biblical term ¢ flesh,” no unnatural force is
" put upon the term in this its spiritual or ethical significance.

I find this view well supported in a brief article on Zap in the Biblio-
theca Sacra, Jan. 1875, by E. P. Gould :

“ What, then, is the reason of this use of ¢#pf to denote man’s sinful
nature? . . . Humanity, which on the natural side owes its continuance
to the cap, is itself called ceépf. Natural and sarkikal are therefore con-
vertible terms in reference to man. On the other side, the Spirit, xniua,
is that through which man is connected with the divine and supernatural,
and specially in the new birth. It is there that the Divine Spirit works,
implanting the germs of a new life; and so spiritual and divine or super-
natural are also convertible terms in regard to man. To this let it be
added that the natural man, connected with the race through the odp£, is
ginful, while the new man, connected with God through the wrsiua, is
holy; and does it seem strange that setp€ should itself be used to denote the
sinful natural man, and #»sUpx the holy renewed man? Itissimply resolved
into this: the former is that through which man, in his natural state, is
deacended from a sinful race, and inherits a sinful nature, and it is used to
denote that nature ; while the latter is that through which and in which God
implants a new divine life of holiness, and it is used to denote that life.”
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theological meaning of odpf has a certain reasoned
connection with its primary or natural meaning. But
we make no apology for any want of complete con-
tinuity in the transition. It is not our view of the
thoughts and language of the Bible that the reli-
gious or spiritual is developed by the human writers
of it out of the natural or philosophical language of
their time, and that critics can trace the development.
We hold it a worthier view that the Spirit of revela-
tion poured new and intenser meanings, as revelation
advanced, into the earlier and simpler language. The
rise of the Pauline phrase, “the flesh,” for human
nature under sin, is in our view another striking in-
stance of this method of the inspired writers, or rather
of the Spirit of inspiration in them.

The last of the leading terms in biblical psychology
which I shall notice here is HEART (2%, xapsla). This
term is the one least disputed in its meaning, and
which undergoes the least amount of change within
the cycle of its use in Scripture. Indeed, it may be
held .to be common to all parts of the Bible in the
same sense. It only concerns the modern reader to
note what that sense is, and to distinguish it, in one
or two particulars, from the modern use of the word.
Its prominence as a psychological term in the Bible
and in other ancient books is due, doubtless, to the
centrality of the physical organ which it primarily
denotes, and which, to the mind of antiquity, bulked
so much more in the human frame than the brain.
Since, in Bible phrase, *“the life is in the blood,” that
organ which formed the centre of the distribution of
the blood must have the most important place in the
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whole system. By a very easy transition, therefore,
“heart” came to signify the seat of man's collective
energies, the focus of the personal life. As from the
fleshly heart goes forth the blood in which is the
animal life, so from the heart of the human soul goes
forth the entire mental and moral activity. By a sort
of metaphorical anticipation of Harvey’s famous dis-
covery, the heart is also that to which all the actions
of the human soul return (in the condensed language
of Roos, “In corde actiones anime humance ad ipsam
redeunt”). In the heart the soul is at home with itself]
becomes conscious of its doing and suffering as its own.
“ The heart knoweth the bitterness of its soul,” or, *“of
its self.”? It is therefore the organ of conscience, of
self-knowledge, and indeed of all knowledge. For we
must note well that, in contradistinction to modern
usage, heart includes the rational and intellectual as
well as all other movements of the soul. It is only in
the later scriptures that the Greek habit of distinguish-
ing the rational from the emotional finds a place in the
sacred language. Now, because it is the focus of the
personal life, the work-place for the personal appropria-
tion and assimilation of every influence, in the heart
lies the moral and religious condition of the man. Only
what enters the heart forms a possession of moral
worth, and only what comes from the heart is a moral
production. On the one hand, therefore, the Bible
places human depravity in the heart, because sin is a
principle which has penetrated to the centre, and
thence corrupts the whole circuit of life. On the other
hand, it regards the heart as the sphere of divine

! Prov. xiv. 10.
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mfluences, the starting-point of all moral renovation :
“The work of the law written in their hearts;”* “ A
new heart will I give you;”* “ Purifying their hearts
by faith.”? Once more, the heart, as lying deep
within, contains “the hidden man,”* the real man. It
represents the proper character of the personality, but
conceals it; hence it is contrasted with the outward
appearance, and is declared to be the index of cha-
" racter only to Him who ‘searches the heart and tries
the reins of the children of men.”*

It is impossible, in so rapid a sketch as this,
to trace the introduction and history of such addi-
tional terms as Mind, Understanding, Conscience
(vols, Sidvoia, oiveais, ouveldnais), which the greater
analytic perfection of Greek thought, with its atten-
tion to the intellective element in man, has brought
into the language of the New Testament through
the medium of the Septuagint. The Old Testa-
ment did not distinguish that element by a radical
term, as it did Spirit, Soul, Heart, but only by deri-
vatives, such as (binah, m'2) Understanding; and even
this with the effect of giving to “knowledge” the
turn “prudence” or * good sense.” Such, moreover,
was the influence of the Old Testament spirit on the
Seventy, and much more on the writers of the New
Testament, that although the above-named words of
greater precision are introduced, yet heart (xapdia)

1 Rom. ii. 15.  ? Ezek. xxxvi. 26. % Actexv. 9.  *1 Pet. iii 4.

51 Bam. xvi. 7; Jer. xvii. 10, xx. 12, On * the heart " as the seat of sin,
see infra, Lect. IV. The whole subject is well discussed by Oehler in
Herzog, art. * Herz ;" also in his O. T. Theology, i. pp. 221-227 ; by Roos,
Grundzilge der Seelenlehre, pp. 89-175 ; and by Beck, Biblische Seelenlehre,
pp- 70-126.
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retains in the Greek of both Testaments the old
Homeric breadth of meaning, and largely represents
the corresponding term (leb, 3?) of the older scriptures.!

Mind, Reason, Understanding (vois with its congeners,
Sudvowa, &woia, vénua ;- also ailvesis, Suakoyiouds, ete.), are
not used with any psychological refinement in the sacred
writings. It is quite impossible, for example, to follow
Olshausen ® when he attempts to show that wois and
ovveais, with their corresponding verbs, as used in the
New Testament, represent the Kantian distinction
between Vernunft and Verstand, familiarized to us in
English by Coleridge as that between Reason and Un-
derstanding,—the former being the higher intuitive or
spiritual perception, the latter the lower, or dialectic
judgment. It is quite plain, from a glance at the pas-
sages, that the terms are really interchangeable.® Some

1 One of the most obvious examples of both these facts, viz. that xapdia
i8 retained in the New Testament with much of its archaic force, and yet
that need was felt of terms more distinctly marking out the rational in
man, i8 to be seen in the various renderings of the great commandment,
‘* Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy
soul, and with all thy might.” In the original of Deut. vi. 5 the three

terms are :
b, vm,

»
In the Septuagint they run thus: Busmu, meq, Svvetpass.
In Matt. xxii. 37, with noticeable

change, o owe i g napdle, Yuxn, Jidroses

f xii. 80, xapdies, Yuxn, Uidvorm, loxvs.

Mark has two renderings, . xii. 33, xmpdle, i'mh Jecs tode
Luke x. 27, . . xapbiay, Yuxn, loxls, Sidroia.
Godet (Gomm in loc.) ea.]]s attention to the Alexandrine variation in Luke,
which, retaining iéx before xapdis, inserta i» before the other three terms.
This he thinks emphasizes xspdis a8 the focus of the moral life, and indi-
cates the other three as its principal directions.

* Opuscula Theologica, p. 156.

8 Mark viii. 17 ; Matt. xiii. 14, 15. That edrseis cannot be confined to
the things earthly is plain from Col. i, 9; Eph. iii, 8, 4; 2 Tim.ii. 7. In
this last passage, voie and eustos; take almost the reverse force from that
suggested by Olshausen.
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of the other terms, as vonpa, ¢povnua, Saloyiouds,
‘“ thoughts,” * thinkings,” are used very much at con-
venience to represent the contents or products of the
inner life, what the Old Testament calls the imaginations
of the thoughts of the heart (3> 7¥). But there is one
special use of mind (vois) in the Pauline writings which
deserves notice. Paul’s highest element in the tricho-
tomic expression of man’s nature is undoubtedly
“sgpirit” (mvebua). But this entirely original biblical
phrase for the highest aspects of man's life is almost
inseparable from the idea of man’s relation to God,
whether in creation or in redemption. Accordingly,
when he wishes to contrast man’s own highest sense
of right or faculty of knowledge with other powers,
sinful or spiritual, he adopts the word (ves) which re-
presents the highest element in man according to the
philosophers. This is brought out in two leading
passages, in the one of which vofs, the “mind,” is
contrasted with the *flesh "in the struggle against
sin (Rom. vii. 23, 25); in the other it is contrasted
with the spirit, when pneuma represents the inner
man under control of a spiritual or prophetic afflatus
(1 Cor. xiv. 14, 15, 19). Thus, mind (nous) becomes
a convenient and appropriate term for highest natural
faculty in man, moral and intellectual, but so purely
natural that it can be either “mind of the flesh”
(Col. ii. 18), or awakened by the law, which will then
be the “law of the mind” (Rom. vii. 23), or renewed
in the spirit (Rom. xii. 2; Eph. iv. 23).

Through a somewhat similar current of influences,
which may be expressed generally as the necessity for
greater analytic precision, what was in the Old Tes-
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tament denoted by “heart” (leb), and by the several
verbs for the active side of man’s inner life, has to
appear in the Greek of the New Testament as will
(é0érew, 0éanua) and conscience (ovvelnois). The word
conscience takes its place in the New Testament beside
heart (kapdla) as the critical or self-judging function of
‘the inner man (“hearts sprinkled from an evil con-
science "?). Therefore, as mind (vois) is the highest
faculty of the soul, and conscience (cvvelinais) of the
heart, the intensest corruption of the whole nature
can be described as the defilement even of the mind
and of the conscience.?

To sum up : no one need be at any loss to grasp the
simple psychology of the Bible who keeps well in view
the original signification and subsequent growth of the
four leading terms SPIRIT (M, mvedpa), SOUL (¢8I, Yvxr),
FLEsu (%3, odpf), HEART (2%, kapdla). These are the
voces signate of the entire Scripture view of man’s
nature and constitution. They are all grouped round
the idea of life or of a living being. The first two,
soul and spirit, represent in different ways the life
itself of a living being (not life in the abstract). The
last two, flesh and heart, denote respectively the life-
environment and the life-organ; the former that in
which life inheres, the latter that through which it
acts. So much for their simple and primitive meaning.
In their secondary meaning (which again in the case
of the first three—spirit, soul, flesh—becomes the basis
of a tertiary, viz. an ethical or theological meaning in

1 Heb. x. 22.
* Tit. i. 16, For further notes on some of these peychological terms of
Scripture, see Appendix, Note H.
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the latest development of inspired thought) they are
to be grouped as follows. Spirit, soul, and flesh are
expressions for man’s nature viewed from different
points. They are not three natures. Man's one nature
is really expressed by each of them, so that each alone
may designate the human being. Thus man is flesh,
as an embodied perishable creature: ‘“All flesh is
grass.” He is soul, as a living being, an individual re-
sponsible creature: ¢ All souls are mine;"* ‘ There
were added about three thousand souls.”* Once more,
he is spirit. More commonly, however, he is said to
have it, as his life-principle derived from God. He is
of the spiritual order—that, namely, of God and
angels. But “spirits” designates men only as dis-
embodied : “ The spirits of just men made perfect,”’
“gpirits in prison,™ exactly as we read “souls under
the altar.”® Heart stands outside of this triad, because
man is never called “a heart,” nor men spoken of as
‘““hearts.” Heart never denotes the personal subject,
but always the personal organ.

Again, they may be grouped thus: Spirit, soul, heart,
may be used each of them to indicate one side of man’s
double-sided nature, viz. his higher or inner life. Over
against them stands flesh, as representing that nature
on the lower or outer side, so that any one of the first
three combined with flesh will express, dichotomically,
the whole of man—flesh and spirit, flesh and soul, or
flesh and heart.

Then, looking at the first three once more, not in
relation to flesh but in their mutual relations to “life,”

! Ezek. xviii. 4. * Acts ii. 41. 8 Heb. xii. 28.
41 Pet. iii. 19. 5 Rev. vi. 9. .
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we get that correct and convenient division suggested by
Beck and followed by most competent inquirers since,
—a clear and intelligible result, which justifies itself
throughout the whole Scripture, viz. that spirit repre-
sents the principle of life, soul the subject of life, and
heart the organ of life ; definitions which will be found
to apply accurately to all the three constituent lives
which the human being can lead—(a) the physical, (b)
the mental and moral, (c) the spiritual and religious.
The general result is a view of man essentially
bipartite, corresponding to the generally accepted
position, which is native and almost instinctive to the
human mind, that man consists of flesh and spirit, or
of body and soul; although the Scripture lays stress
upon the oneness of man’s constitution, a fact obscured
and sometimes betrayed by the kind of dualism which
has prevailed even in Christian theology. Besides this,
however, it is undoubted, as we have shown, that a
trichotomic usage arose, which prevails in the Pauline
Epistles, where soul and spirit are represented as diverse
aspects of man’s inner being—a division brought to
light mainly in consequence of the spiritual distinction
which is based upon it. The trichotomy of the sacred
writings, spiri, soul, and body, is to be distinguished
from that of Plato, from which it differs entirely both
as to content and form, Plato’s being the ascription to
man of three souls, the rational, the irascible, and the
appetitive ; also from that of the Stoics, which in its
ripest form associated with the fleshly a psychic or
pneumatic, and a noetic or governing principle, and
which in its simplest terms was a tripartition into mind,
soul, and body. Finally, it differs from the famous
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Plotinian triad, the neo-Platonic offset to the Christian
Trinity, which consisted of the One or absolute principle,
the mind and the soul, “ body " being the product of the
last.! Hence the important distinction in form as well
as in content which belongs to the Pauline or scriptural
trichotomy. That distinction lies in the use of spirit
for the highest element or aspect of man’s nature. In
this the biblical psychology stands entirely alone, and
is thoroughly consistent with itself from first to last.
Pneuma is not so used by Plato, by Philo, by the earlier
Stoics, by Plotinus and the neo-Platonists, nor indeed
anywhere out of the circle of Bible thought. The
great and peculiar affirmation of Scripture in regard to
man’s nature is this attribution to him, as the highest
in him, of that which is common to man with God.
What this spirit (pneuma) of the biblical psychology is,
however, we must be careful properly to state. Regard
to accurate Scripture interpretation forbids us to dis-
tinguish pneuma otherwise than as the God-given
principle of man’s life, physical, mental, and spiritual.
To make pneuma a nature or life-element,—the spiritual,
for instance, in contrast to the other two, the physical
and the rational,—is to fall at once into a false and un-
biblical analysis. The theory that pneuma is a separable
constituent of man’s being, which can be wanting, dead,
or dormant on the one hand, restored or confirmed on
the other, so as to explain the fallen, regenerate, and
immortal states of man respectively, is temptingly
simple, as such arbitrary suppositions often are, but it
wants the foundation of fact, and leads to grossly
unscriptural conclusions.” It is also a mistake, though

1 See Appendix, Note G. 3 See Appendix, Note F.
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one by no means so serious, to make pneuma the faculty
of God-consciousness or the organ of religion in man,
deadened by the fall, awakened in regeneration, and
perfected in the life to come. It is evident, on a general
view of the facts, that we cannot assign religion to any
single faculty or power in man as its exclusive function.
The intellect, the affections, and the will are seen to
be all concerned in it.' It is equally evident that no
such use or application of pneuma marks the language
of Scripture. It is not the pnewma only which in the
words of the Psalms and Prophets is the organ of the
spiritual or religious mind; heart, soul, and even flesh
cry out for the living God. On the other hand,
the functions of the pneuma are not confined to the
religious consciousness or conscience toward God; it
has the faculty of self-cognisance as well. Indeed, the
whole character of the Bible psychology is mistaken
in such attempts to distinguish spirit, soul, heart as
separate faculties. They are diverse aspects of one
indivisible inner life.

In spite of these errors and exaggerations, it is im-
portant that we recognise what some of those who have
fallen into them do with truth maintain, namely, that
the distinctive feature of the biblical psychology lies
in its doctrine of the pneuma in man. By this term the
Bible designates, as we have shown, (a) from the first,
the divine origination even of his physical life ; then (b),
the innermost aspect of his inward natural life ; finally,
in the latest system of Secripture thought, (¢) the
regenerate or spiritual life in which man is linked anew

1 For some good remarks on this subject, see pp. 54-59 of Dr. Alliott’s
Psychology and Theology, the Congregational Lecture for 1864
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to God through Christ Jesus. Parallel to this doctrine
of the pneuma in man runs a higher line of Bible
teaching concerning God. He is the God of the spirits
of all flesh, the Father of spirits. God is Pneuma.
Preuma, with appropriate epithets, becomes the designa-
tion of the Third Person of the Trinity. And it is one
of the central doctrines of Christianity concerning the
theanthropic person of the Son, that He becomes, as
head of the new humanity, a life-giving Preuma, “a
quickening Spirit.” At every point in the unfolding
of the Bible anthropology, this doctrine of the pneuma
in man will be seen to be peculiar to and distinctive
of the whole revelation. It forms a central element
of the Divine Image. It explains the nature of that
moral movement which we designate the Fall. It
enters into the psychology of Regeneration, and into
the Scripture doctrine of man’s future Life. It is
with these topics that our four remaining lectures
must be occupied.




LECTURE IIL

THE DIVINE IMAGE, AND MAN'S PRIMITIVE STATE.

"Anra xel fdv Chig, Afifoy pos Toy Osdy vov' xdyd oo elwoes &y Ariiy
o1 Tov dvfpaniy oo, xdyd cos S1{fa Tov Osor pov.—THEOPHILUS OF ANTIOCH,
Ad Autolye. Iib. i. c. 2.

* In solA creaturd rationali invenitur similitudo Dei per modum Imaginis
. . . . in aliis autem creaturis per modum Vestigii."—AQUmNAS, Summa I,
q. 93, ar. 6.

¢t Whereas in other creatures we have but the trace of His footsteps, in
man we have the draught of His hand.”—Bp. SouTs.



GeN. i. 26.—' And God gaid, Let us make man in our image, after
our likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over
the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over
every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth.”

GxN. i. 27.—* So God created man in His own image, in the image of God
created He him ; male and female created He them.”

GEN. v. 1.—** Thia iz the book of the generations of Adam. In the day
that God created man, in the likeness of God made He him.”

GEN. v. 3.—* And Adam lived an hundred and thirty years, and begat
a son in his own likeness, after his image ; and called his name Seth.”

GEN. ix. 6.—* Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be
shed : for in the image of God made He man.”

Jaues jii. 9.—** Therewith bless we God, even the Father ; and therewith
curse we men, which are made after the similitude of God.”

Epg. iv. 24.—* And that ye put on the new man, which after God is
created in righteousness and true holiness.”

CoL. iii. 10.—** And have put on the new man, which is renewed in
knowledge after the image of Him that created him.”




LECTURE III
THE DIVINE IMAGE, AND MAN'S PRIMITIVE STATE.

THE doctrine of the divine image connects itself

most intimately with the two questions already
discussed—namely, with the Bible account of man’s
origin, and with the scriptural idea of man's constitu-
tion. In itself, indeed, it is the foundation of our
entire theology and of revealed religion. For a reli-
gion in which God reveals Himself to man in order to
reconcile and restore man to Himself, proceeds upon
the fact that man was so constituted originally as to
be capable of becoming the subject of such revelation
and redemption.

The doctrine is found exactly where we should
expect to find it,—on the forefront of the sacred
records; and in its simplicity and grandeur it is
worthy of the place which it occupies. We have to
look at it, first, as a biblical definition of human
nature, as expressing the type or ideal after which
man was formed. Then we have to consider the Bible
record of man’s primitive state, that we may learn in
what sense and to what extent the divine image was
actually manifest in man unfallen.

- Let us glance briefly at the leading Scripture
passages in which the doctrine is expressed, before
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detailing in historical order the doctrinal views which
have been drawn from these.

L

The prime text, Gen. i. 26, 27, we have already
discussed as an account of man’s origin. Looking at
it now as a description of his ideal, we note especially
two things brought out by its textual connection.
Instead of the expression, * after his kind,” used of all
the other creatures, it substitutes, as the archetype of
man’s formation, the image and similitude of God.
Again, instead of the origination of an order of beings,
each of which is a nameless specimen or example of
its kind, what we find here is the origination of a person
who holds & momentous place in the history of the
world. As to the two terms, “image ” and “likeness,”
it has only to be remarked that while both occur in
ver. 26, “image” (Tselem) alone is thrice repeated in
ver. 27, and “likeness” (Demuth) alone is found in
Gen. v. 1. This discourages the attempt of some
ancient and modern writers to base important theo-
retical distinctions on the use of these words here.
Especially futile is it to identify Tselem with the per-
manent, and Demuth with the perishable element in
the divine image. The double expression belongs to
the strength and emphasis with which the fact of
man’s creation in Godlikeness is set forth in this re-
markable text. Likeness added to image tells that
the divine image which man bears is one correspond-
ing to the original pattern.' For the rest, the light
which the passage in its connection throws on the

1 Qehler's Theology of the Old Testament, i. 211 (Clark, Edin. 1874).
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contents of the divine image is chiefly relational.
The central and supreme place assigned to man among
the other creatures is explanatory of his image on the
one side, as the solemn and majestic record of his crea-
tion is on the other. By the latter is suggested man’s
nearness and kinship to his Maker; by the former,
his superiority and supremacy over the things made.

The divine image, so far from being peculiar to the
first man, or wholly lost to the race by his sin, is
spoken of in Gen. v. 1-3 as natural and capable of
transmission. The statement of this passage is, that
Adam, whom God had created in His likeness (Demuth),
begat progeny in his own likeness and image. The
significance of the connection appears when we observe
the method of the narrative. It is done with the
generation of Cain. That race is ruled out, and ap-
pears no more in the history. This chapter begins with
a fresh “Book of Generations” (Sepher Toledoth) to
carry on the account of Adam’s family by Seth—the
genealogy of the pious, of those who ‘ began to call
" upon the name of the Lord.” Accordingly, it here
recalls Adam’s own creation in the likeness of God;
exactly as Luke traces up our Lord’s genealogy to Adam
through Seth: “Which was of Adam, which was of
God.” The subject, then, as Hofmann says, is not the
moral similarity of Adam’s son to his father, but the
homogeneity of father and son, by virtue of which the
race, 80 long as it propagated itself naturally, and not
in the manner recorded in Gen. vi. 1, remains like
itself, and as it was created by God at the first.!

From passages such as Gen. ix. 6 and James iii. 9,

! Schriftbeweis, i. 287, 288.



102 THE DIVINE IMAGE. [LECT. 1L

which unmistakeably speak of man as he now is, it is
clear that the Image is the inalienable property of the
race. To all generations is it asserted in these two
texts that offence against our fellow-man, either by
the murderous hand or by the slandering tongue, is an
offence against the Divine Majesty; for man is made
in the image, after the similitude of God. Gen. ix. 6
is valuable for its assertion that this image confers a
sacredness on human life ; that for this reason man is
to protect and avenge the life of his fellow-man, and
strive to secure the supremacy of his race over the
earth. Thus it lays a foundation for those principles
of jurisprudence on this subject which now rule the
civilised world. It is not simply that human life is
more precious than that of animals. It is not merely
that man- is brother to man. The principle here
asserted rises far above that:of blood-revenge in its
most refined form. It asserts that man’s life belongs
to God: “ At the hand of every man’s brother will I
require the life of man.” It confers upon the execu-
tion of human justice, in the case of murder, the
sacredness of a divine judgment. This very practical
result from the idea of the divine image in man
helps us to understand the idea itself; for murder
assails man’s personality, his sovereignty, and this
the text declares to be that divinity which ought to
hedge him about from the hand of his fellow. James
iii. 9 bears a close resemblance in its effect to Gen.
ix. 6. It refers to men as they are,—our brother-men,
the children of the Lord and Father. It declares that
the cursing tongue sins against that similitude of God
which is inherent in mankind by creation.
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In Ps. viii. the point of view is neither distinctively
before sin nor after sin. It is one abstracted from
moral history. This psalm, in praising the excellence of
the divine name on earth, occupies itself chiefly with
man. It boldly grapples with that censtant problem
of human thought, the apparent insignificance and the
real centrality of man. It reconciles the two by throw-
ing us back on his original constitution. First, his
near approach to a divine standing. This mortal man
has been constituted a little less than divine : *“Thou
hast made him (or, set him) a little lower than Elohim.”
If we take “Elohim ” here as abstract, equivalent to
“divinity " (numen, gotiliches Wesen), we can see how
the translation of the LXX. finds a legitimate founda-
tion. If the meaning be that man, as spiritual, is of
the same kind or order of being as God and angels,
though subordinated to other members of that order in
his degree, then it is conceivable how the expression
could be rendered, “ Thou hast made him a little lower
than the angels,” and also how the writer to the
Hebrews found this expression exactly suited to his
argument when he desired to set forth the dispensa-
tional subordination of man to angels at a certain
point in his religious development; which point was
occupied by Jesus when, as man'’s representative, He was
under the law.! The second assertion of man’s original
dignity in the psalm is that he is the representative
of divine rule here below. Man is crowned a king,
and the earth, with the works of divine wisdom which

1 T have been favoured with the sight of an unpublished lecture by Prof.
W. Robertson Smith on Ps. viii, in which this view of the reference to
angels is maintained in a way which seems to me original.
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fill it, is his kingdom. Man’s rule in it is described
with much concentrated poetry—a rule extending from
the domestic animals immediately around him to the
remotest bounds of animate and inanimate creation.
The Godlike in man, then, is his constitution “a little
lower than divine,” on the one hand, and his rule over
the divine works on the other. The glory of God in
man is brought out by man’s greatness in littleness.
The excellence which the psalm ascribes to Jehovah's
name in all the earth, is that He should mirror Him-
self in such a one as man, and bring praises even out
of the mouths of babes and sucklings. Now, though
in all this there is no express mention of the image,
yet these two things so exactly correspond to the like-
ness and the dominion in Gen. i. 27, 28, that we may
well call the psalm, with Delitzsch, “ a lyric echo of
that account of man’s creation.”

A single expression of St. Paul condenses this in-
terpretation, and illustrates the connection of Ps. viii.
with Gen. i. 27. He speaks of man as ‘“the image
and glory of God.”* True, it is dwjp, not dvfpwmos, of
whom this is affirmed; but the writer plainly has his
eye also upon that second record* where the man is
created first and directly, the woman through the man,
so that whatever he is, she is more refinedly, for she is
“the glory of the man.” The combined expression,
“image and glory,” amounts then to this: the divine like-
ness is man’s title to royalty on earth.? The dominion
is that which manifests or reveals the fact that man
bears the image of his Maker,—he is the glory of God.

11 Cor. xi. 7. 3 Gen. ii. 7-25.
3 ¢ Des Menschenkinigs diploma,” quoted by Oosterzee.
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Of the passages already considered, Gen. i. 26, 27
alone belongs to the section of Scripture history before
the fall. Ps. viii. is ideal, not historical. The other
passages cited (Gen. v. 3, ix. 6; Jas. iii-9) speak of
man as he now is, and clearly warrant the inference
that there is a sense in which the divine image is
inalienable from man. It is further worthy of notice,
that of the many Scripture expressions denoting the
depth of man’s fall, there is no one which describes
the effect of sin upon God’s image in man. St. Paul’s
axiom, that * all have sinned and come short (orepoiv-
ra) of the glory of God,” is the nearest allusion to it.
Indeed, the formula never occurs in any description of
man’s now depraved nature and fallen state. It is
when redemption is the theme that Scripture resumes
the language which implies a correspondence and con-
formity between the human and the divine.

Thus we come to the two classical texts on the
renewal of the image in man through Christ—namely,
Eph. iv. 24, Col. iii. 10. These have the closest
bearing on the ethical contents of the image. We
must, however, repel the assumption that they were
meant to define primarily what the divine image was
in Adam. They treat expressly of the new man. The
distinct and intended parallelism between the old man
and the new in both passages leaves us no room to
doubt that the creation signified is not the formation
of man at the beginming, but the new creation in
Christ Jesus, and that the result described is the
“new creature”? of 2 Cor. v. 17. That result consists
in “righteousness,” e such rectitude as justice

1 xaovi xrio.
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demands, and ‘“holiness,” z.e. purity, the fulness of
God in the soul; and both these are “true” or “of
the truth,” as contrasted with the *lusts of deceitful-
ness” in the old man, and are effects of * the truth in
Jesus” and of renewal in the ‘“spirit of the mind.”
The expression, “ after God,” in Eph. iv. 24,' denotes
the divine ideal of the new creation, its formation
in righteousness and holiness as contrasted with
the character of ordinary nature.? The Author or
Creator referred to in Col. iii. 10® can be no other
than the God of grace, for the result is that new
creation where Christ is all in all. The image accord-
ing to which is formed this new creation, where “all
things are of God in Christ Jesus,”* can be no other
than that “image of His Son,”*® who, again, is the
‘“image of the invisible God.”® But while the creation
of grace is thus the only direct subject of affirmation
in both these passages, the language fairly implies that
man was originally constituted in a divine image, of
which righteousness and holiness in truth or know-
ledge were essential features. We are to guard against
the extreme view, which takes these texts as definitions
of the divine image in Adam, as implying that all the
features of the image borne by the new creature were
already in our first parents so as to be lost by them.
When we content ourselves with the assertion that
this description of the “new man” presupposes corre-
sponding outlines in the first man which were broken
off and blurred by sin, and which are now for the first

! xara Oudy. % xard iy wporipay dvasrpo@yy, ver. 22.
3 rob xrivarroc. 4 Conf. 2 Cor. v. 17, 18 ; Col. iii. 10, 11.
5 Rom. viii. 29. 8 Col. i. 15.
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time fully realized in man redeemed and renewed, a
sound exegesis will bear us out. )

There are other passages referring to man’s regene-
rated nature, where, though the image is not expressly
mentioned, the doctrine of it is assumed. The expres-
sions in Matt. v. 48, Luke vi. 36, and 1 Pet. i. 15, 16,
in which believers are exhorted to be “perfect,” “merci-
ful,” “holy,” as their Father in heaven, point to a
similarity or congruity between the natures that are
compared ; though interpreters, almost without excep-
tion, remark that ds, xafds kT denote not equality
but similitude, likeness not in degree but in kind. In
2 Pet. i. 4 it is said to be the aim of the supernatural

" arrangement of grace that we might become “partakers
of the divine nature.”! But this appears from the con-
text to refer not so much to the presence of a divine
element in the new creature, or to the indwelling of the
Divine Spirit in a regenerate heart, as to the moral
conformity which that ‘divine power” produces. The
expression, however, is valuable as showing that man’s
participation in the divine nature is implied in his
original constitution, and promoted by all restoration
and development of that constitution.?

What light these texts cast on the thing meant by
this grand formula of the divine image is the main
question—one of * preponderating import not merely
for Anthropology, but also for Christology and Soteri-
ology, and one which in the course of centuries has
been answered in the most diverse ways.”*> We attempt

1 deimg xoivavol Qiosag.

% For further remarks on some of the passages cited in this section, see
Appendix, Note I.

% Van Oosterzee, Christian Dogmatics, p. 374. Hodder & Stoughton, 1874.

*
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an answer, therefore, in connection with a rapid his-
torical sketch of those views.

IL.

Recalling our exact aim, which is to ascertain what
ideas of man and his nature are involved in the biblical
theology concerning his creation, fall, and redemption,
we find that this first topic of his original image and
primitive state has become much involved with dog-
matic presuppositions. Partly has this arisen from the
brevity of the Scripture statements. The primitive
state of man became a favourite battle-ground of
theologians, because it was like unexplored territory,
which in maps the geographer can fill up at his pleasure.
Theologians in their systems could draw up and deploy,
in this comparatively empty space, the principles which
they were afterwards to bring into action in more
crowded departments. The doctrine of the image
became a great topic, so soon as sin and grace were
the key-positions in theological controversy, because
the idea formed of man’s original nature and endow-
ments had a direct bearing on the measure of the loss
caused by the fall, and upon the consequent necessity
and nature of redemption.

From the earliest to the latest times, need has been
felt of attaching a twofold meaning to the image; and
the double terms of the great proto-text seemed to
give it express Scripture authority. Justin Martyr
and Irenzus refer image (7'selem) to the bodily form,
likeness (Demuth) to the spirit. The Alexandrian
fathers prefer to understand xar’ elcéva of the rational
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basis of man’s nature, xaf’ Spolwow of its free develop-
ment. Augustine distinguished them as cognitio veritatis
and amor wirtutis; the Schoolmen, as “natural attri-
butes” and ‘“moral conformity.” We have already
said that the exegesis is incompetent.! It is only
another instance of the habit of interpreters to import
dogmatic results into the simple and uncritical language
of the earlier scriptures.

The distinction itself, however, between a natural
and a moral element in the image, between a consti-
tutional potentiality and an ethical realization, has
proved itself valid at every stage of thought on the
subject, though the form of the distinction has varied
with the movements of theology. The great controversy
concerning sin and grace, which, as we have said, first
brought the doctrine of the image into prominence, for
long determined that the distinction should turn on
what remained after the fall and what was lost by the
fall. The Greek fathers had emphasized that which
is permanent, and are accordingly said to place the
image in the free-will and immaterial nature of man.
The Latin fathers emphasize that in the image which
perished by sin. When necessity arose of formulating
into a dogma the relation between the two, that which
the Schoolmen evolved for the Latin Church took the
shape that man was created in puris naturalibus with
a bent to religion; upon which was added, as a super-
natural gift, original righteousness, to keep the lower
nature in check, and to effect the production of actual
holiness. The effect of the fall upon each of these
respectively was thus defined. Through sin the natural

1 See p. 100 supra.
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Godward bent was only weakened, the supernatural
gift was quite lost.

When the strife concerning the doctrines of grace
took a new departure at the Reformation, the Evan-
gelical Church had to replace the medieval view by
a fresh assertion that the image of God was wholly
created and natural; yet that a quite lost condition of
innocence and holiness, the very power to recover
which has departed from fallen man, formed an original
element in it. This position Protestants had to main-
tain against Romish controversialists on the one hand,
and Socinians on the other. These were not so much
two extremes, as two diverse modes of Pelagianizing.
The more subtle is that of the Romanists, who seem
to exalt the divine image in man by adding to it that
peculiar feature which they call supernatural. But
an endowment not essentially belonging to human
nature, magically given and taken, passing soon away,
could not be thought of as proper to the divine image.
Hence Bellarmin, availing himself of the old verbal dis-
tinction, framed the well-known formula, “ Adamum pec-
cando non imaginem Dei sed similitudinem perdidisse.”
On this theory man is left by the fall much as he was
upon his natural creation, and before the bestowal of
the donum superadditum,—that is, with a certain ability,
though now damaged, to love and serve God. The
other Pelagian tendency which the Reformers had to
oppose was that which explained away the image into
an expression of man’s original or general superiority,
together with his moral innocence. The Socinians,
who, according to Principal Cunningham, “usually
contrive to find in the lowest deep a lower deep,”
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viewed it as consisting only in dominion over the
other creatures. In contrast with this, it was neces-
sary for evangelical divines to bring out the Scripture
doctrine of the image, as embracing those features of
perfect conformity to the divine character and law
which were lost by sin, and which it is the object of
redemption to restore. It concerned them to show
that not merely a certain attained state of holiness,
now lost, belonged to primitive man, but that an
“ original righteousness,” which is now wanting, must
have entered into his constitution as created.

With all this, Protestant theologians of both the
great sections were careful to maintain both the wider
and the stricter sense of the image. In the former
sense, it stands for the essence of the soul endowed
with the faculty of knowing and willing, the general
congruity and analogy between the nature of God and
of man, and man’s dominion over the creatures. In
the latter sense, it stands for that moral conformity
to God which man lost by the fall. The Reformed
divines are somewhat more distinct than the Lutherans
in maintaining that the image embraced those natural
and indestructible features of likeness to God which
survive the fall. Calvin is clear that it includes all
that excellence by which man surpasses all other
species of living beings; though he argues that what
holds the principal place in the renovation of the
divine image must have held the like place in the
formation of it at the first. Turretin also is very

1 ¢ Principium quod nuper posui retineo, patere Dei effigiem ad totam
preestantiam, qui eminet hominis natura inter omnes animantium species,”
Again, * Dei imago est integra naturss humansg prestantia, qus refulsit in
Adam ante defectionem.”—Instit. L. xv. 3, 4.
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clear that a certain part of the divine image must be
held to belong to the substance of the soul, and hence
is not lost by the fall.' Divines of the evangelical
school in the centuries following the Reformation con-
tinued to uphold this distinction between what was
loseable in the divine image and what was not.
When the great Puritan, John Howe, describes it in
The Living Temple as now defaced and torn down, he
says: ‘“ We speak not now of the natural image of God
in man, or the representation the soul hath of its
Maker in the spiritual, intelligent, vital, and immortal
nature thereof, which image, we know, cannot be lost,
but its resemblance of Him in the excellencies which
appear to be lost, and which were his duty,—a debitum
inesse,—and could not be lost but by his own great
default.”? More accurately and philosophically it is
expressed by Jonathan Edwards thus: The natural
image of God consists very much in that by which
God in His creation distinguished man from the beasts,
viz. in those faculties and principles of nature whereby
he is capable of moral agency; whereas the spiritual
and moral tmage, wherein man was made at the first,
consisted in that moral excellency with which he was
endowed.’

The elements now commonly recognised by evan-
gelical divines as forming the divine image, when they
speak with special regard to the ethical content of the
expression, are ‘moral capacity and actual conformity

1 F. Turret. Instit. Theologie Elencticee, Loc. V. Q. x. § 7.

2 Living Temple, pt. II. c. iv. sec. 2, Debitum inesse was a technical
phrase for what was inherent quality of man’s proper nature, due to it,
because necessary to its completeness or perfection.

3 On the Freedom of the Will, pt. i. sec. 5.
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or man’s intellectual and moral nature on the one
hand, and his original moral perfection on the other.
It would, no doubt, have been very convenient and
clear if Protestant divines could have agreed to say
that the inalienable divine features in man constituted
the image, and those actually lost by sin the similitude ;
but it was no mere superstitious dread of seeming to
agree in phraseology with Romanists which prevented
them. The fallacy of the Scholastic distinction between
the umage, as consisting in the natural attributes of the
soul, which are retained, and the similitude, in the moral
conformity, which was lost, had emerged in the course
of discussion. For if we understand man's moral
capacity as ‘‘ perfect adaptation to the end for which
he was made, and to the sphere in which he was
designed to move,” the fall cannot be said to have
left that moral capacity unimpaired, nor to have de-
stroyed only the actual conformity. Neither will Pro-
testant divines allow that the actual moral likeness
was other than an essential part of the divine image
in man. They will neither sublimate it with the
Romanists to a supernatural and additional endow-
ment, nor precipitate it with the Socinians to a mere
natural innocency. They maintain that there was,
from the first, an “ uprightness” in man, a positive
spiritual goodness, constituting the most important
part of the divine image in which he was made. In
this they are most true to the Scripture ideal of the
dignity of man’s nature, and, quite contrary to what
is often supposed of them, are most interested in
bringing out clearly the surviving vestiges of the

divine image in man as now fallen. In other words,
H
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it appears that, however convenient the distinction in
thought between the natural and the moral aspect of
the image, it does not coincide with the actual divi-
sion between that in the image which is permanent
and that which has been lost by sin. For it is evident
that man’s entire moral and intellectual endowments,
together with his place in creation, which constitute
the divine image in the wider sense, are not unaffected
by the fall; while, on the other hand, his original
possession of the divine similitude in righteousness
and true holiness, or, the image in its stricter sense, is
not so lost by sin but that man is capable of renewal
in it through grace.

It would be easy enough to pass from all this with
the remark that these are idle and obsolete battles
about words. But it is not so. These controversies
turn on deep and essential differences in the concep-
tion of man and creation. Hence their importance to
our theme. The controversy between Romanists and
Protestants, though seeming to hinge upon such ques-
tions as, whether man’s original righteousness was
concreated or subsequently bestowed, whether it was,
in the strict sense, a natural endowment or a super-
natural gift, is really a controversy between the
Augustinian and the Pelagian view of human nature
in its ruin and redemption. This controversy is oft
misunderstood in its bearing upon the idea of man.
Augustinians, whether Lutheran or Calvinistic, take
the high view of man’s original, and, in consequence,
the dark view of man’s fallen state. Pelagians of all
shades — Romanist, Socinian, or Remonstrant—take
the more liberal or flattering view of man’s fallen state,
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but the low view of man’s original nature. It is
common, however, to represent the evangelical school
of theology as that which vilifies human nature, the
liberal as that which exalts it, whereas precisely the
reverse of this is the fact.

The Pelagian theory, as represented, for example,
by Romish divines, is that the elements of human
nature, lower and higher, flesh and spirit, were from the
first so balanced against each other that an abnormal
restraint, in the form of a supernatural gift of original
righteousness, was added in our first parents to keep
the lower in check. This once set aside by the fall,
the constitution of man fallen does not differ very
greatly from that in which he was created. In other
words, the nature of man has not fallen far, because
it had not far to fall. The Augustinian maintains
that man’s original state is one not of supernatural
rectitude, but of uprightness by nature; and, con-
sequently, that when man in the exercise of his free
will departed from God, a great shock was given to
the moral universe, a very great ruin befel man’s own
moral constitution. That is to say, the underlying
hypothesis of these two radically diverse lines in
theology is a low view of man’s original nature in the
one case, a high view of it in the other; and the low
view belongs to those who make it their boast to take
a more favourable estimate of human nature than their
opponents. But this is not all. The origin of these
tendencies lies farther back. They depend upon views
of the universe that are respectively dualistic and
ethnic on the one hand, monotheistic and scriptural
on the other. To the Pelagian, evil seems as natural
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as good. His scheme of thought involves him in the
Manich®ism from which Augustine had escaped, and
which he hated, or at least in the Neo - Platonism,
which sees in the universe a cosmos or order, evolved
out of primary ataxia or disorder, and finds evil some-
thing inherent and inexpugnable.! The Augustinian
view of the world is that which coincides with Scrip-
ture; namely, that a Being entirely good is the sole
author of nature and the immediate originator of man.
The Bible view of man's constitution fits into its
exquisite pictu