Chapter 111

THE NATURE OF MAN
Article IX
OF ORIGINAL OR BIRTH-SIN?

Original Sin standeth not in the following of Adam? (as the
Pelagians do vainly talk), but it is the fault and corruption of
the nature of every man, that naturally is engendered of the
offspring of Adam; whereby man is very far gone from original
righteousness, and is of his own nature inclined to evil, so that the
flesh lusteth always contrary to the spirit; and therefore in every
person born into this world, it deserveth God’s wrath and
damnation. And this infection of nature doth remain, yea, in them
that are regenerated; whereby the lust of the flesh, called in the
Greek phronema sarkos, which some do expound the wisdom, some
sensuality, some the affection, some the desire, of the flesh, is not
subject to the Law of God. And although there is no condemnation
for them that believe and are baptized, yet the Apostle doth
confess that concupiscence and lust hath of itself the nature of sin.

Tais Article relates to another old error which was revived by
the Anabaptists of Reformation times, that of Pelagius (a monk
of British origin, A.p. 360-420), who denied any distinction
between original or birth sin and actual sin, and taught that
we begin life with the nature which Adam had when he was
created, that is, a nature without a tendency to do what was
contrary to God’s commands. The followers of Pelagius,
emphasizing the importance of free-will, believed that men
are capable by their own efforts of being perfectly righteous;

10ne of the Forty-two Articles of 1553. Some think it is based on the Second
Article of the Augsburg Confession (1530) and came through the Thirteen
Articles; others, however, consider the resemblance is too slight, and merely
indicates the general consensus of Reformed opinion (Gibson, The Thirty-nine
Articles, p. 358).

*The Article assumes a literal interpretation of Genesis i-iii. Many scholars
prefer to regard these chapters as an allegory, but whichever view is taken, the
spiritual truth suggested is that no man in known to have lived (save Jesus) who
cﬁd not manifest a tendency towards sin. The doctrine of Original Sin is an
attempt to explain the fact of the universal sinfulness of human nature.
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there is nothing in us to prevent natural, spontaneous obed-
ience, but in fact we simply choose to disobey. This view
springs from a totally inadequate conception of the nature of
sin. To Pelagius, ‘sin’ was only a name for an act which, once
committed, is over and done with and does not affect man’s
nature. Consequently, he did not believe that men could
inherit any inborn tendency to sin. Against this view, the
Article asserts that every person ‘naturally engendered’® possesses
a corrupt nature ‘very far gone’ from righteousness and ‘inclined
to evil’. This estimate of human nature is fully endorsed by
Scripture? and by experience. Our Lord did not explicitly
state any doctrine of Original Sin, but He recognized the facts
that the doctrine was formulated to express. He always
assumed that men are in a state of ‘fallennéss’; that they are
sick and need a physician® that evil is present in human
hearts;* and that men nced redemption?®,

Pagan moralist and Christian Apostle alike testify to the
frustrating contradiction which lies at the centre of our person-
alities. ‘I see the better things, and approve them; I follow
the worse’, says Ovid: ‘the good which I would I do not; but
the evil which I would not, that I practice’, says St. Paul.¢
What is the cause of this weakness? How is it that if man was
made for fellowship with God, and the divine will is the law
of his being, obedience is so hard, and the besetting sin so easy?
The Article declares that it is the consequence of Original
Sin, Instead of being employed in following the course the
Creator intended for him, which is the only full and satisfying
life possible, man used his capacities for self-centred ends, and
they acquired an aberrant rebellious bent, which became
hereditary. Our careers do not start on an even keel; urges of
self-interest, clamant for expression, have got a start, and

'Excludes our Lord, whose birth was supernatural (Luke i.34().

Gen. vi.12; Joh xiv.4; xv.14; xxv.4; Ps.xiv.1; 1i.5; Isa. liii.6; Jer. xvii.9 (RV);
Mk. vii.2lf; x.18 (RV); I Jn. i.8, ctc.

$Mtt. ix.12; Mk. ii.7; Lk v.31.

#If ye then, being evil . . .> Mtt. vii.ll; Lk. xi.1l.

sMit. xviii.1l; Lk. xix.10.

¢Rom. vii.l19.
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consciences and wills, dulled and vitiated by yielding to
temptation, are incapable of checking them.

This “fallen’ state is the main practical fact about him in the
biblical view of man, and although it is never connected in
the Old Testament with Adam’s lapse, as it is by St. Paul,
much that he says about man’s sinful condition has a parallel
there. The human heart is ‘desperately wicked’?, and from
youth its thoughts are continually evil2. ‘For from within,
out of the heart of man’, says our Lord, ‘evil thoughts proceed,
fornications, thefts, murders, adulteries, covetings, wickedness,
deceit, lasciviousness, an evil eye, railing, pride, foolishness:
all these evil things proceed from within, and defile the man®.’
Indeed, our nature is infected with evil from the very begin-
ning’. In Romans vii. 7-25 St. Paul gives his classical
description of the inner conflict between the impulsion of the
flesh (‘the law of sin which is in my members’) and his moral
judgement, which is also the law of God and approves the
Commandments. So far as our psychological make-up is
concerned, the evil principle dominates. And if a knowledge
of the good is not accompanied by the will-power to implement
it, the case is rendered worse; for what was formerly innocent
becomes sinful®. The cry of man in his actual condition is:
‘O wretched man that I am! who shall deliver me out of this
body of death?®. Something must reach us from outside if
the deepest human need is to be met. The efficient counter-
action to the law of the members is not the law of the mind,
but the law of the Spirit of Life in Christ Jesus’.

Science has another way of accounting for this fact of the
divided self. It would explain the clash of the body’s appetites
and instincts with the moral sense as due to the difference
between life at the animal and human levels. The supreme
aim of every animate creature is to survive; all its activity and

Her. xvii.9.

tGen. vil5: viii.2l,

Mk, vii.21-23.

Ps. 1viii.3; 1i.5.

Rom. vii.7.

*Rom. vii.24 (R.V.)

YRom. viii.12; cf. Phil. iv.13; II Cor. iii.5.
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habits are directed to that end, and it develops a structure and
economy of organism best suited for success: it lives in the
service of its own interest. This is the nature, shaped in the
struggle for existence, that man has inherited from his animal
ancestry. But a nature determined by the unrestricted pursuit
of individual ends was not adapted to life in a community, for
which man has a strong tendency. A code of conduct was
necessary to protect personal rights against the self-seeking of
others, and to maintain a stable order of society. It is obvious
that covetousness and stealing, hatred and killing, suspicion,
deceit and lying do not favour desirable human relations, and
must be denounced and prohibited, while their opposites,
justice, truth and kindliness are to be inculcated and enjoined.
On this theory original sin is not due to the infection of an
innocent nature by sin, but to the continuance in us of the law
of the jungle; and morality is a rule of behaviour for community
life with social requirement for its sanction.

Two comments on this scientific view of man may be made.
First, science does not, and properly cannot, say whethef
pre-human conditions might have been different; but the
Bible is also aware of the internecine strife in the animal
worldl, and says that it is not a natural state of affairs. A
‘Nature red in tooth and claw’ is a Nature in ‘the bondage of
corruption’, to which it was reduced to bring it into conformity
with fallen humanity; deliverance from it and entrance into
ideal conditions will be one result of redemption.? Secondly,
while science may offer a plausible description of what has
actually happened, the reason lies with Christianity why man,
after so long a time in barbarism, should at last reach a
communal way of life. A creature formed in the image of
the God of love was made for life in a social order; the ultimate
foundation of morality is the divine intention for man, and
not the rule of convenience. This is evident from the complete
failure of the evolutionary theory to explain conscience.
Conscience demands a loyalty to what is held to be true and
right, which is nothing less than the absolute claim of God

sa. xi.6-9; Ps. civ.21.
Maa. xi.9; Rom. viii.21; II Pet. iii.13.
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upon our allegiance. Only the Pauline doctrine that the moral
sense is also the divine law for us! provides an adequate reason
why a man will give his life for conscience’ sake, and thus
surrender the very thing the entire struggle for existence was
concentrated on preserving.

Experience confirms the biblical estimate of man’s fallen
condition. “When we look into ourselves we discover the fact,
so mysterious to all who believe in a good God, that we find
there evil tendencies and desires, similar to those which result
in indulgence in actual sin, but which are prior in time to,
and independent of, any such actual sin. ... They are not
simply imperfections; they are positively evil. They are
loyalties that conflict with and weaken our loyalty to God.
Nor do we show any signs of outgrowing them. They do not
disappear when we get older. In other words, our nature, as
we receive it, appears to be not merely undeveloped but to
possess a bias towards evil, a disunion within itself, an inability

“to rise to higher levels.” - Nor is this estimate of human nature

confined to theologians. A Nobel Prize winner who has
made a scientific study of man and his life, declares “The
number of people who are interested in science, letters, and art
has grown. But mest of them are chiefly attracted by the
lowest forms of literature and by the imitations of science and
of art. It seems that the excellent hygienic conditions in which
children are reared, and the care lavished upon them in schools,
have not raised their intellectual or moral standards . . . The
environment born of our intelligence and our inventions is
adjusted neither to our stature nor to our shape. We are un-
happy. We degenerate morally and mentally. The groups and the
nations in which industrial civilization has attained its highest
development are precisely those which are becoming weaker
and whose return to barbarism is the most rapid. But they do
not realize it.’3. The need for policemen, gaols, and reformator-
ies, and the existence of slave labour camps and ‘brainwashing’

'Rom. vii.24.
*E. J. Bicknell, Essays Catholic and Critical, 1926, p. 206.

3Alexis Carrel, Man the Unknoun 31948 Pelican Edn.), pp. 32, 38. Dr. Carrel,
a_French research scientist, worked in the Rockefeller Institute.
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processes in highly civilized nations; the need for societies for the
prevention of cruelty to children, and the abundant evidence of
tension and friction between individuals and groups—all
testify abundantly that man ‘is of his own nature inclined to evil.’

Whereas the corruption of nature was ‘not of its own will™,
but was imposed upon it, man’s culpable failure diminished
the natural disposition to obedience of a being made in the
divine image (‘original righteousness’), and the resulting inclina-
tion to evil ‘deserveth God’s wrath and damnation’®. How could it
be otherwise? ‘How can we suppose that such a nature looks
in the eyes of God according to the standard of perfect right-
eousness which we also suppose to be God’s standard and law?
Does it satisfy that standard? Can He look with neutrality on
its divergence from His perfect standard? What He may do
to cure it, to pardon it, to make allowances for it in known or
unknown ways, is another matter about which His known
attributes of mercy alone may reassure us; but the question is,
How does He look upon the fact of our nature in itself, that
without exceptions it has this strong efficacious germ of evil
within it, of which He sees all the possibilities and all the
consequences? Can He look on it, even in germ, with com-
placency or indifference? Must He not judge it and condemn
it in itself, because evil, deserving condemnation?’?

Common experience, as well as Scripture, teaches that
“this infection of nature doth remain, yea, in them that are regenerated’®.
In Baptism the benefits of Christ'’s atonement begin to be
applied to us, and no account is taken by God of this thing in us
which is at enmity with God; so ‘there is no condemnation to
them that are in Christ Jesus’>. Baptismal regeneration does
not involve a break with the innate proneness to evil; but it
does mean our introduction to a new life in the Spirit in which
we are equipped with power to strengthen us in the struggle
which still goes on.®

1Rom. viii.20.

3Cf. Rom. i.8; Eph. v.6; Col. iii.6.

3Dean Church, Life and Letters, p. 295. If this scems a harsh doctrine, it is
balanced by God's readiness to justify the sinner (Article XI).

‘Rom. xiii.14; Gal. v.16, 17; I Pet. ii.ll.

sRom. viii.l.

$Rom. viii.9, 11, 14; Gal. v.16, 25.
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Article X

OF FREE-WILL?

The condition of man after the fall of Adam is such that he
cannot turn and prepare himself, by his own natural strength and
good works, to faith, and calling upon God: Wherefore we have
no power to do good works, pleasant and acceptable to God,
without the grace of God by Christ preventing us, that we may
have a good will, and working with us when we have that good
will.

It would take a substantial volume to give an account of the
opinion and arguments which have appeared on the question
raised in this Article. What happens when a man passes from
his ‘fallen’ state into that of salvation? Is the change due
entirely to the operation of divine grace or can man find his
way to salvation by himself? Or again, is it brought about by
God and man working together? The position adopted in
our Article is, as usual, a moderate one, and is in line with the
great theological tradition which begins with St. Paul. It
asserts that in his lapsed condition man is unable to ‘turn and
prepare himself, by his own natural strength and good works, to Sfaith
and calling upon God.” The good will essential for performing
‘works pleasant and acceptable to God’ comes by His prevenient
grace, and this aid must remain with us as co-operative or
concurrent grace for the continued exercise of the good will.
Grace may be defined briefly as ‘the power of God that
worketh in us’2, or the ‘unearned favour’ of God. The Article,
in common with the Prayer Book, acknowledges that we need
God’s help and power to enable us to do His will: ‘we have no
power of ourselves to help ourselves’®; ‘because through the
weakness of our mortal nature we can do no good thing without

1The first part of this article was added from the Wiirtemberg Confession
in 1563. The second part is taken almost verbatim from Augustine’s treatise
De Gratia et Libero Arbilrio, chap. xvii.

*Eph. iii.7, 20. Oscar Hardman defines grace as God’s “radiant adequacy”
The Christian Doctrine of Grace, p. 30.

3Collect, Lent 11; Rom. viii.8.
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Thee?”. God is the source of all goodness, ‘from Whom all
holy desires, all good counsels, and all just works do proceed’®.
Man needs God’s grace, not merely because of ‘the fall of Adam’,
but because his whole life—moral and spiritual as well as
physical—is entirely sustained by God, ‘in Whom we live and
move and have our being’.?

The Article mentions two ways in which God’s grace acts:

(1) By ‘preventing us that we may have a good will’—usually
called ‘prevenient grace’, which goes before (Latin, preavenire)
or ‘prevents’ us!, to give us a good will. The term ‘prevenient’
was probably suggested by the Latin of Psalm lix.10, “The God
of my mercy will prevent me’. We need the prompting of God
even to desire to do what is right, and this truth is emphasized
often in the Bible® and in the Prayer Book®.

(2) By ‘working with us when we have that good will’—usually
called ‘co-operating grace’. Our Lord” and the Apostles®
frequently emphasized our need of such grace, and the Prayer
Book has many references to our need of ‘continual’ help®.
Several Collects mention both ‘prevenient’ and ‘co-operating’
grace, such as the Post Communion Collect: ‘Prevent us, O
Lord, in all our doings with Thy most gracious favour, and
further us with Thy continual help . . .’%°.

We shall never reach a conclusion on a subject like this,
which will at least leave us easy minds before the mystery of
the divine counsels until we stop thinking of God’s grace versus
human frecdon, and try to understand them both in relation to
God’s purpose of love in creation. God is love', and love
seeks to impart itself, to share its blessedness and evoke an
answering love in its object. The divine love is the reason
and cause of our existence. But it is the nature of love that

YTrinity 1.

$Evg. Prayer, Coll. II., Jas.i.

$Prayer for Recollection of God’s Presence.
tHence it does not mean ‘hinder’.

& Jn. vi.44; xv.5 (RV); Acts xvi.14; Eph. 4.8; Phil. ii.13( RV).
sEpiphany I, Easter Day, Trinity IX, XVIL
“Jn. xv.4l, cf. Mk. xvi.20.

8] Cor. xv.10; II Cor. iii.5.; Gal. ii.20.
*Collects, Trinity IX, X1V, XV.

10Cf. Trinity XVII, and Easter Day Collect 1.
uf Jn. iv.8, 16.
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it cannot be forced. God wants our responsive love to the love
wherein He has created and redeemed us, but it must be
freely offered. No matter how deeply we may love our friends,
and show it, and desire their affection in return, we cannot
compel them to love us. For some selfish end they may
pretend to respond; but whether they do so from the heart is
their own secret. ‘

The highest form of God’s almightiness is the constraining
tenderness of His love!; this is the ultimate power in a moral
order. Should the love of God in Christ fail to draw all men
unto Him?, there is no other way. If love is the nature of the
relationship between God and us, then it requires on our part
the free and glad dedication of ourselves and our lives to His
service in responsive love. We are made for freedom; our wills
are the great thing about us that God longs to have: He will
ever work to win them, but He will never nullify or destroy
them, for that would amount to the defeat of His own purpose.
Any interpretation of God’s dealings with man which allows

.no place for a real exercise of moral choice is wrong somewhere.

Man’s unregenerate state is nowhere treated in Scripture as
one of total depravity; the divine image in him is not utterly
obliterated by his ‘fall’. Even in heathendom he still has the
light of the moral sense and the witness of Nature to its Creator,
and therefore is ‘without excuse’®. But can the common
intellect and moral judgement of the ‘natural’ man afford
fully convincing grounds for believing the Gospel, so that his
conduct may be inspired by the Christian motive and ‘pleasant
and acceptable to God’ in the highest sense? It does not appear
that this is possible, and for this reason. Christianity illustrates
the principle of the paradox: that is to say, ‘things are not
what they seem’, we see them ‘in a riddle’, as St. Paul says4,
and the truth about them is not evident. The world’s standards
and those of the Christian are poles apart. Christ’s idea of great-
ness is entirely different from the general one®; ‘the wisdom of

"1 Cor. v.19, 14.

*Ja. xii.32.

YAmos. i.3-ii.3; Rom. i.20; ii.11-16.
1 Cor. xiii. 12,

SMk. x.42-45.
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the world is foolishness with God’t; the meaning of the Cross is
so contrary to men’s way of thinking that it cannot be preached
in terms of what they call wisdom, and keep its saving power?.
St. Paul is not exaggerating in the sharp contrast he draws
between the divine and worldly wisdoms. The reaction of the
‘natural’ man to the Gospel is vividly expressed in an early
pagan representation of the central theme of Christian preach-
ing as a human figure with an ass’s head stretched on a gibbet.
To the philosopher and those who prided themselves as being
versed in the world’s wisdom, Christian preaching sounded
like fanatical drivel?, :

How can one come to accept the contradiction of the Gospel
which sees greatness in service, self-fulfilment. and abundant
life through self-effacement and death, glory through humilia-
tion and shame, God’s triumph over the world’s evil in spite
of His apparent decisive defeat by it? The intellect asks: ‘How
can these things be ?* and has no answer. But Pascal was right;
sometimes ‘the heart has its reasons which the reason does not
understand’. In spite of the vast amount of fear that the
history of religion shows, there is a deep-seated feeling in the
human breast that the power manifested in the universe is
beneficent: there is ‘a Friend behind phenomena’. But can
the heart’s desire be trusted? The intellect suspects and doubts,
as well indeed it might; but where the head says of the Gospel,
‘it is too good to be true’; grace whispers to the heart: ‘nothing
is too good to be true; the better it is the truer it is.” At this
point faith comes in. Faith is the resolve not only to believe
the Christian message as true, but to commit ourselves to it
without reserve, to live by it here and now, and to rest our
destiny upon it. The teaching of the New Testament is that
we are led to belief and trust in the Gospel by the grace of God*.
At the same time we must make the prompting and encourage-
ment of the Spirit of Grace® our very own; we must will to

1T Cor. ii1.19; cf. i.27.

2] Cor. i.17.

SActs xvii.32.

*In. vi.44; Eph. ii.8; Phil. i.9.
iHeb. x.29.
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believe: ‘I believe; help thou mine unbelief’* is the proper
approach to the challenge of the Gospel. Preventing grace
is like the helping hand extended to one trying to surmount
an obstacle, like getting over a stile; but the point is that he
wants, and is attempting to do it himself. Embracing the way
of salvation (by preventing grace), and walking worthily
therein (by co-operating grace), is a joint achievement in
which God and man act together?, and since God is no
respecter of persons?, it is open to all.

The relationship between God’s grace and man’s free-will
has been the subject of much controversy, and is still widely
debated. Some, like the Pelagians, believe that the human
will can do what is right without prevenient grace; others, like
John Calvin, believe that God’s grace cannot be resisted
by man’s will. The Article takes an intermediate position
between these two extremes. A little consideration will show
that man’s will cannot be completely free without grace!,
but neither does grace take such control of man’s will as
to deprive him of free choice. The true relationship has been
summed up in the saying, ‘Man without God cannot; God
without man will no’. Man cannot save himself without God’s
grace, but neither does God save any man against his own
will. Our salvation depends on our voluntary co-operation
with the grace of God.

Article XV
OF CHRIST ALONE WITHOUT SINs

Christ in the truth of our nature was made like unto us in all
things, sin only except, from which He was clearly void, both in
His flesh and in His spirit. He came to be the Lamb without spot, Who

*Mk. ix.28.

2phil. ii.12,13.

3Acts x.34; I Pet. i.17.

'St. Paul had the will to do good, but was unable to do so (Rom. vii.15).

sComposed by the English Reformers in 1552 and, except for minor verbal
changes, still in its original form. The original title was ‘No onc is without
sin but Christ alone’.






