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PREIANCE TO FPHE FIRST EDITTTON

IFvery hook has a two-fold history @ a history before, and a
history after vs publication. The first can he desertbed only
by the author hiuseli o and respecting this, the public im-
poses on him the duty to make no mystery. and. accordingly.
to relate to it partly the ontward oceasions that indnced him
to undertake the composition of his work @ and partly to assign
the more intrinsic reasons. by which he was determined to the
undertaking. Hercupon I have now to communicate to the
mduleent reader the following remarks.

The present work has arisen out of a course of lectures, that
for several vears 1 have delivered on the doctrinal differences
between Catholics and Protestants,  On this subject 1t has been
the custom for vears. in all the  Lutheran and  Calvinistic
universitics of Germany, to deliver lectures to the students of
theology o and highly approving of this custom, I resolved to
transplant it to the Catholic soil. for the following reasons.
Cortainly those. who are called to take the lead in theological
lcarng. mav be justly expected to acquire a solid and com-
prehensive knowledee of the tenets of the religious communities,
that tor =o long a time have stood opposed to cach other in
mutual vivadry, and st endeavour to maintain this their posi-
tion.  Justlvare they required not to rest satistied by any means
with mere cencral. uncertain, obscure. vague. and unconneeted
notions upon the great vital question. which has not only. for
three hundred vearse continually agitated the religions life of
Frrope. bt has o part so deeply and mightily convulsed it

It the very notion of scientific cultire makes it the duty ot
the theologian to enter with the utmost possible precision andd
depth o the native of the difterences that divide religions
parties oottt impertously requires him to set himselt m a con-
ditton to render aceount of and assign the gronnds for. the
doctrmal peculiarities of the different communions ¢ so regard
for Tis own personal dignity and satistaction of mind. presses
the matter on hime, nay. on every well-instrueted Christian, with
a stll more imperious clanm. Forowhat s less consistent with
o own sell-respect than to neglect instituting the most careful

X1
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and accurate inquiry into the grounds and foundation of our
own religious belief ; and convincing ourselves whether. and
how far, we stand on a firm footing, or whether we have not
placed oursclves on some treacherous covering, that conceals
beneath it an enormous abyss ?  How is it possible to enjoy a
true and solid peace of the soul, when in the midst of great
ecclesiastical communities, that all pretend alike to the possession
of the pure and unmutilated truth, we stand almost without
reflection, and without possessing any adequate instruction ?
There is, indeed, in this respect, a quiet, such as they possess,
in relation to a future life, who are utterly heedless whether
there be such a state.  This is a quiet that casts deep, indelible
disgrace on any being endowed with reason. Every man ac-
cordingly owes it to himself to acquire the clearest conception
of the doctrinal peculiarities, the inward power and strength, or
the inward weakness and untenableness of the religious com-
munity, whercot he acknowledges himself a member; a
conception which entirely depends on a very accurate and
precise knowledge of the opposite system of belief. There can
even be no solid acquisition nor confident use of the arguments
for any communion, unless they be conceived in relation to the
antagonist system. Nay, solid acquaintance with any Confession
must necessarily include its apology, if at least that confession
make any pretensions to truth. For every educated Christian
possesses such general notions of religion and Christianity—
he possesses such general acquaintance with Holy Writ—that
$0 s00n as any proposition be presented to him in its true light,
and in its general bearings, he can form a judgment as to its
truth, and immediately discern its conformity or its repugnance
to the fundamental doctrines of Christianity.

We are also at a loss to discover how a practical theologian,
especially in countries where conflicting communions prevail,
can adequately discharge his functions, when he is unable to
characterise the distinctive doctrines of those communions.
For public homilies, indeed, on matters of religious controversy,
the cycle of Catholie festivals, conformably to the origin and the
nature of our Church, happily gives no occasion. Al the
festivals established by her have reference only to facts in the
life of Jesus Christ. and to those truths whereon all our faith
and all our hopes depend ; as well as to the commemoration of
those highly meritorions servants of God who hold a distingunished
place in the history of the Church, such, in particular, as were
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instrumental m the general propagation and consolidation of
Chnstianitye and o ats special mtroduction mito - certam
countries.  For the office of preachimg. accordingly. the Catholie
pastor, with the exception of some very rare and peculiar cases,
can make no immediate use of his knowledge of other ereeds.
On the other hand, we may hope that his discourses on the
doctrines of the Catholie faith. will be rendered more solid,
more comprehensive, more animated, and more mmpressive,
when those doctrines have been stidied by himone their op-
posttion to the antagonist confessions i the strict sense of that
word.  That the highest elass of catechmmens should receive
solid mmstruction. nay. a far more solid one than has hitherto
been given. on the dogmas controverted hetween Christians :
nav. that in this mstruction the docteinal ditferences should be
explicitlve and as fully as possible attended to, is @ matter on
which b entertain not the shehtest doubt. Whence proceeds
the deplorable helplessness of many Catholies, when in their
mterconrse with - Protestants, the conecerns of religious faith
come under discussion 2 Whenee the mdifference of so many
among them towards their own religion 2 From what other
canse. but from their almost total ignorance of the doctrinal
pecnhiaritics of their Church in respect to other religions com-
munities 2 Whenee comes it. that whole Catholie parishes are
<0 vasthy o seduced by the false mysticism of - their curates,
when these happen to be seeretly averse to the doctrines of the
Church 2 Whenee even the fact that many curates are so open
to the Pictistic errors. but beecuse hoth, priest and congregation,
have never received the adequate, nay. any instruction at all,
respecting the doctrinal differences between the Churches ?
How much are Catholies put to shame by the very great activity
which Protestants displayv in this matter! It s of course to
be understood, that instruction on these points of contfroversy
must be imparted with the utmost charity. conciliation. and
mikdnessowith a simeere love of truth, and without any ex-
aveeration. and with constantly impressing on the minds ot
men. that however we be bound to reject errors (for the pure
doctrine of Jesus Christ and the Gospel trath is the most sacred
property of man). vet are we required by onr Chureh to embrace
al men with Tove tor Christ’s sake. and to evinee in their
recard oll the abundance of Christian virtues,  Lastlv. it is elear
that onportune and inopportune questions. consultations. and
conterences on the doctrines controverted hetween the Churches
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will never fail to occur; but most assuredly the appropriate
reply, the wished-for counsel, and the instructive refutation
will be wanting, in casc the pastor be not solidly grounded in a
knowledge of the respective formularies of the Christian com-
munitics.

But if what T have said justifies the delivery of academic
courses on the doctrinal peculiarities of the different com-
munions, yet it proves not the necessity of their publieation,
at least as regards their essential substance. On this subject
T will take the liberty of making the following remarks. In
the Protestant Church, for many years, a series of manuals on
Symbolism have been published.  The elder Plank, Marheineke
(in two works, a larger and a smaller), Winer, Clausen, and others,
have tried their efforts in this department. The Catholics,
indeed, on their part, have put forth a great multitude of
apologetic and such like works, having for their object to
correct the misrepresentation of our doctrines as set forth by
non-Catholics.  But any book containing a scientific discussion
of all the doctrinal peculiarities of the Protestant Churches, has
not fallen within my knowledge.  Accordingly, in communicat-
ing to the public the substance of my lectures, 1 conceived I
should ill up a very perceptible void in Catholic literature.

During my rescarches into the authorities required by the
subject of my lectures, [ thought I had further occasion to
observe, that the territory I had begun to explore, had not by
any means received a suthciently careful cultivation, and that
it was yet capable of otfering much useful and desirable produce.
This holds good even when we regard the matter from the mere
historical point of view. DBut it canmot fail to occur, that by
bringing to light data not sufficiently used, because they were
not thoroughly understood, or had heen consigned again to
oblivion; the higher scientific judgment, on the mutual relations
of the Christian communities, will be rendered more mature
and circamspect,  Whether my inquiries, in either respact,
have been attended with any suceess, it is for competent judges
to decide.  Thus much, at least, | believe 1 may assert, that my
labours will offer to Catholic theologians especially, many a hint,
that their industry would not be unrepaid, it in this department
they were to devote themselves to solid researches.  For several
decades, the most splendid talents spend their leisure, nay, give
up their lives, to inquiries into the primitive religions and
mythologies. so remote from us both as to space and time : but
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RO Bl U8 100 0P Ui Dwttc acquamted o with onrsely ess have
evidentiy been more tare and less perseverant. i pnoportion o
s problem 1s o matter of nearer concern than the torier.
There are not, indeed. wantimg a countless mubtitade of wiiting-.
that dilate in profix dissertations on the relations hetween the
ditterent Churchies. But alas! thetr aunthors too often possess
~carcelhyv the most superneral knowledge of the real state of facts
and hereby e not unlrequently comes to pass. that treatises.
which would even perhaps merit the epithet ot mgentous, tend
onlyv to render the age more siuperticiat, and to cause the maost
ipor tant questions that can engage the nnan md aned heart,
to be most irivolously overlooked.  Such sort of writings are
entitled * Constderations "3 whileo in truth, nothing (objective)
was at all considered ; but mere phantoms ol the bran that
passed betore the writer,

Pacitic objeets, also, mduced e to commit this work to the
press 1 oand these objects T eoncerved 1 should be able to attaim,
by giving the most precise and the most unreserved deseription
ot the doctrimal difterences. I did not, indeed. dream of any
peace between the Churchies, deserving the name ot a true reunion,
as being about to be established in the present time. For such
A peace caunot be looked for inan age, which is so deeply de-
craded. that even the guides of the people have oftentimes so
utterlyv lost sight o the very essence of faith. that they define
it as the adoption ol what appears to them probable. or most
probable s whereas its nature consists in embracing, with un-
doubting certainty. the revealed truth, which can be only one,
As many men now believe, the heathens also beheved s for
they were by no means devoid of opintons respecting divine
things. \When m so many quarters there 1s 1o farth. a rennion
m-farth s inconceivable,  Henceo only an unton in unhbelief
could he attained ;o that s to sayve sieh a one wheremn the nght
omtually conceded to thimk what one willo and wheeem there
1= therelore o mutual tacrt understandmg. that the question
recards mere hunen opimtons, and  that it 1s o matter left
undectded. whether e Chiistianny God - have reallyv revealed
Hunselt or note For with the belied i Christy as a true envoy
ob the Father of ighto 1t s by no neans consistent. that those
who have been taught by hine should be unable to detine m
what his revelations on divine things consist. and what, on the
other hand, 1= contradiction to s word and his ordinances,
A thimgs, not this or that m particutar. appear, accordingly,

O
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opposed to a religious union. A real removal, theretore, of the
differences existing between the Christian communities, appears
to me to be still remote.  But in the age in which we live, 1
fattered mysell that T might do something towards bringing
about a religious peace, by revealing a true knowledge of the
preat dispute ; inso far as by this knowledge men must come
to perceive that that contest sprang out of the most earnest
endeavours ol both parties to uphold the truth—the pure and
genuine Christianity in all its integrity. I have made it there-
fore my duty to define, with the utmost possible precision, the
points of religious «difference, and nowhere, and at no time, to
cloak and disguise them,  The opinion sometimes entertained,
that the differences are not of importance, and affect not the
vitals of Christianity, can conduce only to mutual contempt ;
for opponents, who are conscious ol not having adequate grounds
for opposing cach other and yet do so, must despise one another.
And, certainly, 1t is this vague feeling of being an adversary of
this stamp that has in modern times given rise to violent sallies
on the part of many Protestants against Catholics, and vice
versa ;. for many, by a sort of self-deception, think by these
sallics to stifle the inward reproaches of their conscience, and
mistake the forced irritation against an opposite communion,
for a true pain on account of the rejection of truth on the part
ol its adherents.  Even the circumstance is not rare that an
ignorance of the true points of difference leads to the invention
of false ones.  And this certainly keeps up a hostile, uncharitable
spirit of opposition between parties, far more than a just and
accurate knowledge ot the distinctive doctrines could do ; for
nothing wounds and embitters more than unfounded charges.
From the same cause it so {requently happens, that men on both
sides charge cach other with obduracy of will, and with a seltish
regard to mere personal and transitory interests, and ascribe to
these alone the divisions in religious life.  Protestants are
uncommonly apt. without hesitation, to ascribe to what they
denominate hierarchical arrogance and the plan of obscuration,
any resistance in the Catholic Church to the full influx of Pro-
testant light.  Many Catholics, on the other hand, are of opinion
that, in the same way as at the commencement of the Reforma-
tion, political interests, and the desire to exercise over the Church
an absolute domination, were the sole inducements that engaged
princes to embrace and encourage the Protestant doctrines ;
and domestic ease, sensual gratifications, hollow arrogance, and
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a frivolous Jove ol H;A]t']vl‘lll]vln‘& wedes the only otives that
brought over Churchimen to the new opimions : <o this is tor the
most part the cases even at the present diy, These charees
indeed of pride. arrogance. and the rest. which parties brine
acainst each others connot alas ! be entively dispated, W
Know. norcover, from expericnee. that overvwhere  there ape
very zealows men whoo i their conduct towards opposite
commnions. arc not actuated by quite base motives, vet have
immediately moview onby the interests of a party. o taction. or
acsvstem. and not the cause of Divine trmth, especially i s
living manifestation i Christ Jesus. who should alone he the
object of o Tove, and all else shonld be so, only i so far as it
15 nearlv or remotely connected with that Tove, Al this, indecd,
s ounquestionably traes Yot it wonld betoken a very great
narrowness of mind if the duration of the mighty religions con-
test were not sought for in deeper causes than in those assiencd,
Under these circiumstances T eonceived it were no small gain if
Uoshould sieceed e drawing back attention entirely to the
matter itselt. and moestablishing the convietion, that in the
conflict between Catholictsm and Protestantism. moral interests
are defended s o conviction which, as it implies in the ad-
versaries carnestness and sineeritv. must lead to more coneiliatory
resultsand s alone calenlated to advance the plan. which, in
the permission of <o fearful a strite, Divine Providence had in
View,

Lastlv. T must mention also a phenomenon of the age. which,
i L remember vight first mspived me with the thought of com-
nmittine to the pressomy treatises on the distinetive doctrines of
the Chirstinn communions. For a long time Lutheranism scemed
to have entively disappeared from Germany—at Jeast 1o possess
no voice inopublic oprion s fact it was scarcely represented
inditerature by a sigle theologian of any name. Tnour thonght-
ful Germany. ihe gloomier Catvinism never found itsell really
at home o and when it penctrated into some ol s provinees,
itwas almost alwavs with considerable moditications,  ts real
Lome Tias alwavs heen a part of Switzerland and of France
et Holland, England., and Scotland.

Through the creat revolution i public affairs during our times.
the old orthodox Protestantism has again assuned new Lite, and
not only tinds many adherents wmong the elergy and laity. but
m-the number ot its partisans can reckon very able theologians,
s was natnradlv to he expected T immediotely marked out s
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position relatively to the Catholic Church. and assailed the
latter with all the resources it could command.  The more this
party visibly increases, and, partly by its junction with the
Pictistic movement that had previously existed, partly Dby the
encouragement of oneof themost influential cabinets in Germany,!
begins again to constitute a power : the more must Catholics
feel the necessity of taking up their right position in respect to
it. and of clearly discerning the true nature ol the relation where-
in they stand towards it.  This. however, is not so casy, as we
might at the first view imagine. For when from Rationalism
and Naturalism we must turn our thoughts to the old Pro-
testantism as represented in the symbolical books, we are re-
quired to transport oursclves into a totally different religious
world.  Tor while for the last filty yvears Catholics have been
called npon to defend only the Divine elements in Christianity.
the point of combat is now changed. and they are required to
aphold the hnman element in the Christian religion. We must
now march precisely from one extreme to the other. Yet the
Catholic has this advantaee. that his religions system embraces
as well what constitutes an object of one-sided or exclusive
reverence with the Rationalist, as what the orthodox Protestant,
with an equally one-sided or exclusive veneration, adheres to in
Christianity.  In fact, these two contraricties are in the Catholic
system adjusted, and perfectly reconciled.  The Catholic faith
is as much akin to one principle, as to the other ; and the Catholic
can comprehend the two. because his religions system constitutes
the unity of both.

The Protestant rationalists are indebted to Luther. only in
so far as he acquired for them the vight to profess completely
the reverse of what he himself, and the religions community he
founded. maintained.  And the orthodox Protestants have with
the rationalists no tie of connection, save the saddening con-
viction, that Luther established a Church, the very nature
whercof must compel it to bear such adversaries with patience
in its hosom. and not even to possess the power of * turning
them awav.” The Catholic, on the other hand, has with cither
party a moral affinity. inherent in his very doctrines @ he stands
higher than either. and therefore overlooks them both.  He has
alike what distingnishes the two, and is therefore free from their
one-sided failings.  His religious system is no loose, mechanical,
patchwork combination of the two others, {for it was anterior to

U Prussia is here allnded to.— Traws.
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cither s and when it was first revenled to the Clinrel organeally
united the truth, whiche in the other two is separated. The
adverse parties seecded from the Catholie (‘lnml] breaking up
and dividing s doctrine  the one appropriating the human.
the other the divine principle in Christianity, just as it the
imdivisible conld be at pleasure divided !

i have turther to observe. that German solidity. or German
pedanitry. or German distrnstinlness call it by what name we
will. appeared to me to requive that T should give the passages
[ quoted at i Tengthe The veader is thus enabled to form his
ovwn jndement by the materials bronght hefore him. or at lr-ast
i< nemished with the means for testine the judgment of the
anthor. T was beund to suppose that to by [ the greater
mmber of my readers the symbolical Tooks of the Protestants,
the writines of Luther. Zuinelius, and Calvin were inaccessible ;
and it T were unable to preserve the true medium between an
excess and adefich ey in guotations. Topreferred to oftend by
the tormer. He who s unable to read the quotations, which
are for the most part thrown into the notes. can easily pass them
over. On the other Tand. it cannot be said that he who would
fecl desirons to make himself acquainted with the passages cited.,
conld have casily colleeted these Tnmsell.

ForiNGEN, 1832,

REFACE TO THIEL SECOND EDI'TION

From the attention with which the theological pnblic have
Peen pleased o favour this work T lave conceived 1t my duty
to cndeavens as mnch as the smal space of tme that intervened
Betweon the st and the second edition atlowed. to improve and
even tooenlarec it In the fst pacts there are few sections
which. whether e thie Tineuace. or whether by additions or
omi=~ion= 11 the text. orin the notes: have not undergone chiamges
avintaceous. s 1otrast. to the work, Under the article ot
it the seventeenth section has been newlyv anserted s and
the twenty ~eventh section. which contains @ more precise
detinition of the real distinetive points in the theolocieal svstems
of Tather and o Zuinehius wos not tonnd e the st edition.
The article on the Chnrel has undergone constderable changes
the addition ot the thirtveseventh <ection ;|[)l>«u1u'(| to he
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peculiarty caleulated to render more clear the theory of the
Catholic Church.

In the second part, the article on the Methodists has been
entirely recast, as I have now been able to procure Dr Southey’s
“Life of Wesley.” Clarkson’s ' Portraiture  of Quakerism.’
which, in despite of many endeavours. T had heen unable to
obtain in time for the first edition, but which has since come to
hand, has been less useful for my purpose than T had expected.

In the Introduction, it has appeared to me expedient to enter
into more particulars as to the use which, in a work like the
Svinbolisim, is to be made of the private writings of the Reformers.
I have deemed it useful also to point out there the important
distinction, which, in all Symbolical rescarches, should he ob-
served between the use of the private writings of the Reformers,
and that of the works of Catholic theologians.

PREFACE TO THIE THIRD EDITION

The information of my publisher, that the second edition is
out ol print, was too sudden to allow me to bestow on this third
edition those improvements which T would fain have made, and
wherceof it stood in so much need.  There is but one article T
can name, which has undergone an important amelioration ;
it is the eighth scction, on original sin ; for in the former cditions,
there were some historical notices, touching the Catholic views
of that doctrine, that much needed correction,

The very ponderous criticism on my Svmbolisim which in the
meanwhile Professor Baur has put forth, T will leave unnoticed
in the present work ; for the necessary discussions would occupy
proportionally too great a space, to find insertion cither in the
notes or in the text. T have therelore prepared to write a
separate reply, which, please God, will soon be sent to press.

PREFACE TO THE FOURTH LDITION

After the publication of the third edition, which appeared at
the beginning of the year 1834, I saw mysclf compelled to compose
a defence of the Svmbolisim. 1t has already appeared under
the title New Tnvestivations, ete. (Newe Unlersuchungen). In
this work many subjects. having reference to the controversy
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o w bncle v the Syvagbodesin Tiad beas ondy beindy or noe at ali
touchied upon, were more fully teatod ©owhile ot o low articles
lrave been investicated under a new point of view. others moce
precisely detimed . and several more tully establishod. From
this ook nothing hias been transterred to the towrth edition ot
the Sviddolisme. T held it to be my daty to make no essential
alteration i the forme under which the present work wa
ortgtnally presented to the publics and under which it has been
favonred with thenr midulgent attention. To notice e the bady
ol the work the virtons writings. treatises, and reviews, that
have heen diected against i, T ooncerved (o he i every way
wnsurtable o independent even of the tact that T owas uanwillin
to sce the pacttic tone ot the Svmholism converted mnto an angiv
and warlike tone, Yet some things have heen amcended in this
fonrth editton 3 others have been added. These are changes
which could be made without any external provocation. and
without any alteration of my original plan, and as have formerly
been made e every new edition.

By God's providence the Svimbolism has hitherto produced
much cood ity as fvom many quarters has bheen related to
me, parthy by word of mouth, and partly by writing,  Lven
Protestont periodicads, as, tor example, the Feangelical Charch
Gazetle (Lvangclische Kirchen Zeilung) of October, 1834, do not
e thetr peenhiae wov eadl this tact In question. May 1t be still
turther attended with the blessing ot the Saviour, who trom the
becinning hath ever chosen weak and mperfect things for the
mstruments of his ¢lorttication !

PREFACE OF THE GERMAN EDITOR TO TIIE
IEEIINELS SR QN

While the bith cdition ot tlns work was m the press. the
Catholic Churelrof Germany had the afthiction to see itsillusterous
anthor snatehed away frone her by an untimely death. 11 his
loss for Catholic Jiterature he an event so deeply to be deplored,
it 15 ~o especiadly inoreterence to the Sviebolisin. The Tanented
author had mtended to mtroduce many amendments mnto this
new cditton. and so - to reuder 1t more completes = partly by
transterring mto it several things from his work, entitled. New
Ineestizations of Doctrinal Differences—partly by incorporating
with 1t the results of new researches. As regards a very con-
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siderable part of the work, his mtention he has happily been
able to carry into effect. Many articles and sections—as, for
example, that on original sin—have received from him extension
or greater precision, or hiave been entirely recast. The hke he
had designed in respect to the articles on the doctrine of the
sacraments, and the following scctions.  Down to the close of
his tife, this concern of his heart ever occupied him ; but the
final exccution of his design was not  permitted by Divine
Providence.

May this new edition produce those Dlessed effeets, which
had ever been intended by the author, and that have doubtless
gained @ rich recompense for him before the throne ot God !

Mu~icH, 215t June, 1838.



INTRODUCTION

PART ]
NATURED ENTENT AND SOURCES OF SYMBOLISM

By svimbolism we under-iond ithe scientiie exposition aof th
doctrinal differences among the varions religions partios apposcdd
to cach others i consequienee ol the ceclesiastical revolution ol
the sixteenth centinry. as these doctrmal difterences are evidenced
by the public contessions or symbolical hooks ol those parties.
From this definition st follows :

First that Svmbolism has divectly and imediately neithe:
a poletieal novan apologetic ann. 1C has only to give astate-
ment. to tarnish a sold and impartial aceount. of the differenees
whicl divide the above-mentioned Christiaon communitios, This
exposition, doubtlessowill indirectly assume. partly a defensive.
parthvan offensive. character o for the personal conviction o
the writer will involintarily appear. and he heard, sometinmes
- the tone of adhesion and commendation. ~omcetinmes i the
tone of veproot and contradiction. Sullc the mere explanatory
and narrative character ol Symbolism is thereby as hittle imn-
paired.as that of the historical relation, in which the historian
conceals not Ins own personal opinton respecting the personages
broueht torward and the facts recounted.  The claims of a
decper seience. especiallyve cannot be satishied nnless the ex-
posttion oceasionally assume. o part o polanieal. i part an
apologetical. characters A Dare narrative ol facts, even when
accompanied with the most impartial and most <olid historical
rescarcho will not suthice o nav, the individual proportions of
aovstem of doctrine must be sct forth. e their mutual con-
catenation and  their organie connection. Hereo it will be
tecessary to decompose o dogma mto the eloments out of which
it has been ormed. and (o rednee it to the ultimate principles
whereby its author had been determined @ theres it will he
expedient to trace the manilold changes which have occurred
m the dogma = bt at all times must the parts of the system
be viewed i their relation to the whole, and be referred to the

A I
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fundamental and all-pervading idea.  Durmg this analvtic
process,-without which a true, profound, and vivid apprehension
of the essential nature of the different confessions is absolutely
impossible, - the relation of these to the gospel, and to Christian
reason, must necessarily be broughit out, and the conformity ot
the one, and the opposition of the other, to universally acknow-
ledged truths, must follow as a matter of course. Iu this way,
indecd, Symbolism becomes the most cogent apology, or allusive
refutation, without designing to be, in itself, either the one or
the other.

Sccondly, in the definition we have given, the limits and
extent of our course of Symbolism have been expressed.  For,
as they are only those ceclesiastical differences that sprang out
of the convulsions of the sixteenth century, that form the subject
of our investigations ; so all those religious communitics that
have arisen out of carlier exclusion or voluntary sccession from
the Church, even though they may have protracted their exist-
ence down to our times, will necessarily be excluded from the
range of our inquiries.  Hence, the course of doctrinal disputes
in the Oriental Church will not engage our attention. The
religious ferment of the sixteenth century, and the ecclesiastical
controversies which it produced. are of a totally different nature
from the contest which divides the Western and Fastern
Churches. The controversy, agitated in the West, regards
exclusively Christian anthropology : for it will be shown, that,
whatever other things may he connected with this, they are
all mere necessary deductions from the answer given to the
anthropological question mooted by the  Reformers,  The
controversy, on the other hand, agitated in the East, has
reference to Christology ; for it would be strange indeed. il the
orthodox Greek Church, whose dispute with the Catholic regards
no doctrine of faith. were alone to claim attention ; while the
Nestorians  and the Monophysites, who are separated [rom
Catholics, orthodox Greeks. and Protestants, by real doctrinal
differences, were to be excluded from the inquiry. But the
special objects of our undertaking neither occasion nor justify
so extended a discussion.  An account of these doctrinal
differences has, morcover, appeared to us uncalled for: since
even the most abridged ecclesiastical history furnishes, respect-
ing all these phenomena, more information than is requisite
for practical purposes. In fact, no present interest conducts
us to the Oriental Church and its various subdivisions; for,
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althovuzh the ancrent disagrecnient o these communitios with
the Catholic and Protestant Churches stll continues. 1t i~ at
present without real and vital inthience,

On the other land. the doctrina peculiaritios of the Lutheran
and Retormed Chirelies: i opposition to the Catholie Clinndy,
as owell as to cach other, must he set forth with the utniost
precision. and inoevery possible hearing, as niust atso be the
posttions ol the Catholic Chureh, against the negations ot the
two former. B might mdeed. appear proper 1o pPresuppose
ceneral acquanntance with the Catholic dogimas, as asserted
and mamtamed against the Retormers, o the saime Wiy as
Plank. iz = Comparative View of the Churches.” has pre-
supposed the knowledge ot the Lutheran svstem of doctrine.
But. as the tenets of Protestants have sprung only out of op-
position to Cathohe doctrine, they can be understood only
thi= oppositton : and. theretore, the Cathiolie thesis must he
paridleled with the Protestant anti-thesis. and compared with
ioin all s bearings, 1f the Jatter would be duby appreciated.
On the other hand. the Catholie doctrine will then onlv appear
moits true lightc when confronted with the Protestant. The
present  comparative view  of  the  differences between the
Christian contessions. is hesides. as indicated o the Prolace,
destined for Protestant readers also ; but that these on an
average  possess more than o superficial acquaimtance  with
Cathohe doctrine. we cannot here reasonably suppose,

The vartons scets which have grown out of the Protestant
Chureli hike the Anabaptists or Mennonites, the Quakers.
Methodistsc and Swedenborgians, could the less pass unnoticed
by ussas thev only further developed the original Protestantisni,
and live i part alone consistently carvied out its principles,
and pushed them to the trthest Tength, Heneeo although all
these sects did not spring up in the sixteenth century, we still
regard them. as o thenr inward purport. belongimg to that
TGS
The Soctmans and Armimians. also. will claim our attention,
These appears indeed. as the opposite extreme to primitive
Protestuntism. Fors while the Latter sprang out ol a <trong hut
onc-stded exeitement of feelings, the tormer. as in the case of
the Socinans. cither originated ina one-sided direetion ol the
understanding o or as i the case of the Arminians, termin: cd
in such o conrseo completely rejecting the tundamental doctrines
of the Reformation @ <o that in them one extrenme was replaced
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by the other, while Catholicism holds the just medium between
the two.  Whether, morcover, the Socintans are to be numbered
among Protestant sects, is @ matter of dispute amoug the
Protestants themselves. 1t is, however, really unquestionable,
that Socinianism ought not to be looked upon as an appendage
(o orthodox Protestantism, s was strongly pointed out by us,
when we just now called the Socinian conception of Christianity,
the precise opposite to the old Protestant view. But, as the
Protestants have not yet succeeded in dismissing the Rationalists
from their community (to use the language of Mr Hahn), we do
not sce why they shoutd now, at least, refuse admittance to the
Socinians.  Nay, everyone who abandons the Catholic Chuareh,
who only ceases to be a Catholic, whatever in other respeets
may be the doctrines which he believes, or refuses to believe,
though his erced may stand ever so low beneath that of the
Socinians, is sure to find the portals of the Protestant Church
thrown open to him with joy. It would, therelore, not be
praiseworthy on our parts. if in the name of Protestants we were
{o oxercise an act of intolerance, and deny to the Socinians
the gratification of sceing. in one writing, at least, the object of
their ancient desire attained.  On the other hand, the doctrines
of the Rationalists cannot be matter of investigation here,
hecause they form no separate ccclesiastical community ; and
we should have 1o set forth only the views of a thousand different
individuals, not the tenets of a church or sect. They have no
symbol. and therefore can claim no place in our Symbolism.
Réhr has, indeed, put forth such a one, and Bretschneider has
passed on it no unfavourable judgment : but that it has been
in any place adopted by any one community, we have not
fearned.

Stilt less could anv notice be taken of the Saint-Simonians,
for they are not even to be numbered among Christian seets, In
order that a religions party may be deemed worthy of that
place of honour, it is at Jeast requisite that it should revere
Clhrist, as Him through whom mankind have attained to their
highest degree of religious culture 3 so thiat all which, from Him
downwards, has been thought or felt in a religious spirit, should
be regarded only as the further expansion of what, in germ at
least, He had imparted to His followers.  Hence, the Carpo-
cratians are by no means to be included in the class of Christian
sects, because they placed Christ merely on aJevel with Orpheus,

w,

Pythagoras, Socrates. and Plato.  The same honour must be
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refuscd to the Molmmmedans  also. becanse they exalt the
Arabian prophet above Christe Although the Jatter they <tll

revers as o Divine envov. The same now holds good of the
Saint - Simonians. According  to them. Chrstionity, Irke
heathenism., comprises onlyv @ onessided concepticn of the re-
ligious 1dea It is. indeed. aecording to their principles o

necessary point of transition. but still ondy a point of transition,
to attain to what they please to term absolute religion @ in which
every preceding fornt as amere transitory phase. is abolished.
As they have thus exalted themselves above Christianity. they
have thereby absolutely exeluded themsclves from her pale.

Thivdly. the definition we have given establishes the Timits,
within which the chavacterisation of the ditferent ececlesiasticul
communitics. that tall within the compass of the present work,
must he confined. Treating only of doctrinal differences. it s
the object of the present work solely to unfold the distinetive
articles of belief, and to exclude all Titurgieal and diseiplimary
matters. and. in general, oll the non-essential ceclesiastical and
political points of difference : although, even thus, the peeulian-
tics of the communities to he deseritbed st find a general
explanation in our Symbolism. D this respects Symbolism is
distinguished from the seience of comparative liturgy., ccclesias-
tical statistics. eteo Ttis only in a few cases that an exception
from this principle has appeared admissible.

Fourthtv and lastlv, the sources are here pointed out from
which Symbolism must draw, It is evident that the public
confessions, or svimbols, of the ceclestastical communities i
question. must, above alll be attended too and henee hath the
science atselt derived its names Other sources. meanwhile,
which offer any desirable explanations. or more acenrate decisions,
in reference to the matters in hand. must not be neglected. To
liturgies. pravers. and hymns. also. which are publicly used,
and are recognised by authority. Symbolism may accordingly
appeal o tor i these the public taith s expressed. Inappealing
to hyvmns. however, great prudence is necessary, as in these the
feeling and the mmagmation exert a too exclusive sway, and
speak o peculio language. which has nothing i common with
dogmatic preciston. Heneeo even from the Lutheran chareh-
songs. although they comprise mueh very serviccable to our
purposce. aid some  peculiar - Protestant - doctrines are very
accuratelyv expressed i them. as also from Catholie Tays: hvmns,
aned the Tikeowe have retramed from adducing any proots.
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That even those writings of the Reformers, which have not
obtained the character of public confessions, are of great import-
ance to our inquiries into Symbolism, must be perfectly clear.
Reference must especially be made to these, when the internal
signification and the worth of Protestant dogmas is to he appre-
hended.  In the same way. Catholic theologians of acknow-
ledged orthodoxy, and, above all, the history of the Council of
Trent. offer many satisfactory and fuller clucidations of parti-
cular decisions in the Catholic formularies.  Yet the individual
opinion of one or more teachers belonging to any confession
must not be confounded with the doctrine of the confession
itself ; a principle which must be extended even to the Reformers,
so that opinions which mav be found in their writings, but have
not received any express public sanction, must not be noted
down as general Protestant tenets.  Between the use, however,
of Catholic writers and of the Reformers, for the purposc of
proof and illustration in this Symbolism, a very observable
difference exists. The importance of the matter will render
deeper insight into this difference necessary.  The relation.
namely. wherein the Reformers stand to the religious belief of
their lollowers, is of a very peculiar nature, and totally different
from that of Catholic teachers to Catholic doctrine. Luther,
Zwingle. and Calvin, are the creators of those religious opinions
prevalent among their disciples ; while no Catholic dogma can
he referred to any theologian as its author.  As in Luther the
circle of doctrines, which constitute the peculiar moral life of
the Protestant communities, was produced with the most inde-
pendent originality :  as all who stand to him in a spiritual
relation, like children to their parents. and on that account
bear his name, draw {rom him their moral nurture. and live on
his fulness ; so it is from him we must derive the most vivid,
profound, and certain knowledge of his doctrines.  The peculiar
emotions of his spirit, out of which his system gradually arose.
or which accompanied its rise ; the higher views, wherein often,
though only in passing. he embraced all its details. as well as
traced the living germ out of which the whole had by degrees
grown up; the rational coustruction of his doctrine by the
exhibition of his feclings ; all this is of high significancy to one.
who will obtain a genuine scientific apprehension of Protestant-
ism, as a doctrinal system, and who will master its leading,
fundamental principle.  The Protestant articles of faith are so
livingly interwoven with the nature of their original production
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in the mind of Luther, and with the whole snecesston ot views
which filled his soul, that it is ntterly impossible to sever them,
The dogma is cqually subjective with the causess which co-
operated i its production. and has no other stay vor value than
what they afford. Doubtlessas we have betore saidwe ~hadl
never aseribe 1o the Protestant party. as sueh what hes not
heen received into thenr symbolical writings. But althongh we
must never abandon this principle, vet we cannot confine our-
selves to i, For this religious party was generallv satistied
with the resnlts of that process of intellectual generation whereby
its doctrines had been produced 5 and. separating by degrees
thosc results from their living and deepest root. it rendered
them thereby tor the most part unintelligible to science @as the
bulk of mankind are almost alwavs contented with broken.
unsubstantial and airy theories. But it s for science to restore
the connection between canse and  effect. hetween the basis
and the superstructure of the editice :and. to- discharge this
task. the writings of Luther, and in a relative degree. of the
other Retormers. are to he sedulonsty consulted.

1t 1= otherwise with individual Catholic theologians.  As they
found the dogmas. on which theyv enlarge. which thev explam,
or illustrate. alveady pre-existing. we must an their Tabours
accurately diseriminate hetween their special and peculiar
opimons, and the common doctrines declared by the Chureh.
and reccived trom Christ and the apostles. As these doctrines
existed prior to those opintons. <o they can exist after them, and
can therctore be scientitically treated withou! them, and quite
independentlv o them. This distinetion hetween  individual
opinion and common  doctrine presupposes a very strongly
constitnted community, based at once on history, on life, on
araditton. and 1s only possible in the Catholic Church, But, as
1is possibles so alko 1t s necessary s for unity in s essence 1s
not wdentity, Inseience asin lifes sueh seope s to he aftorded
to the tree expansion ol individual exertton, as 15 compatible
with the existence ot the common weal @ that s to sav. so far
as 1t 1< not i opposition to it nor threatens it with danger and
destrnction. According to these principles the Catholic Church
ever acted ooand by thet stondard we may estimate not only
the oft-repeated charge. that amid alb their vannts of unity,
Catholies ever had divisions and varous disputes among them-
<clves it also the Protestant habit of aseribine to the swhole
Churech the opimions o one o more andhviduals, Thos o
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instance, it would argue a very defective insight into the nature
of Catholicism, if any one were to give out, as the doctrine of
the Church, Augustine’s and Anselm’s exposition of original
sin, or the theory of the latter respecting the vicarious atonement
ol Christ, or Anthony Giinther’s speculative inquiries on those
dogmas.  These are all very laudable and acute endeavours to
apprehend, as a conception of reason, the revealed doctrine,
which alone 1s binding upon all 1 but it is clear that it would
be gross ignorance to confound them with the teaching of the
Church 1tsel. Tor a time, even a conception of dogma, or an
opinion, may be tolerably general, without, however, becoming
an integral portion of a dogma, or a dogma itsell. There are
here eternally changing individual forms of an universal principle,
which may serve this or that person, or a particular period for
mastering that universal principle by way of reflection and
speculation --forms which may poss more or less of truth,
but whercon the Church pronounces no judgment ; for the data
for such a decision are wanting in tradition. and she abandons
them entirely to the award of theological eriticism.

From what has been said, 1t follows that such a distinetion
as we speak of between dogma and opinion must be extremely
difficult for Protestants.  As their whole original system is only
an individuality exalted into a generality ; as the way in which
the Reformers conceived certain dogmas, and personally thought
and lived in them. perfectly coincided, in their opinion, with
those dogmas themselves o so their followers have inherited of
them an wresistible propensity everywhere to identify the two
things. In Luther. 1t was the inovdinate pretension of an
individuality which wished to constitute itself the arbitrary
centre, round which &l should gather-—an individuality which
exhibited itsetf as the universal man. in whom everyone was to
be reflected ——in short, 1t was the formal usurpation of the
place of Chirist, who undoubtedly, as individual represents also
redeemed humanity —a prerogative which is absolutely proper
to Him and. after Hin, to the Universal Church, as supported
by Him. In modern times, when the other opposite extreme
to the original Reformation has in many tendencies found
favour with the Protestants, not only are all the conceivable
individualities and pecnliarities, which can attach themselves
to dogma. willingly tolerated. but even all the peculiar Christian

dogmas are considered only as doctrines, which we mnst tolerate,
and leave to individuals who may nced them for their own
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personal wants = so thato it Father vaised his own mdividnshiy
to the dignity o w generalitv, the generality s now debascd o
a miere individuality and thus the true relation of the one to
the other can never be established. o the consistent progress
ol thing-. cvervone considered himselt, e o wider cireles the
representative of humanity, redecmed drom error at least s
a sort ol microcosmic Christ Bot i order that this pheno-
mcenot might not appear too strange. for it 1s no casy matter to
reconcile one Christ with the others an expdient of compromise
was discovered, by Teaving to cach one Tis own - that S to say.
by pormitting hine to be his onn Redeemer. and to veprescin
himscl. as also to consider the extreme points. wherein all m-
dividuals concure as representing vedeemed  hmmanity., The
common property of Protestants conld only now consist of some
abstrast formulas, which mnst be aceeptable to very many noin-
Christians.  As evervone wished to pass tor a Christ. the troe
Chirstian, the read scandal to the world, necessarily vanished
for ax cach one redecmed Tnmselt, there was no longer a common
Redeenmier.,

To this we may add the following circumstances. whereby
was lormed that peculiar kind of individuality. which the Pro-
testants would Lo confound with the universal principles of
the Cathohe Churchy Protestantism arose partly out ol the
opposition to much that was undentably bad and defective i
the Chureh s and therem consists the good 1t has achieved.
although this was by no means peculiar to 1te since hostility
to ovil upon Church primeiples existed before it and has never
ceased tooexist beside ito 0 Protestantism, too. sprang partly
ont ol the struggle agamst peculiar scientific expositions of
doctrine and agamst certain mnstitutions i ecclesiastical hife,
which we may comprehend under the expression of a medieval
individnality o but a change o this respect was the obiect of
neiny zealons churelmen sinee the latter halt of the fonrteenth
centnrye - As the contest grew m vehemence, it came to pass,
as passtont views evervthing inoa perverse hehto that matters
took ~such a shape i the eves of the Retormers, as il the whole
pre-existing Churele consisted ot those clements ol evil. and ol
those mdividnal peculinvities  as 11 both constitated the essenee
of the Church. This opimon having now heen tormed. the two
things were turther set dtorth i the strongest colours ot ex-
aggeration @ for m this conrse of procecding there was amanitest
advantage, siee with <ol weapons the Catholic Chimeh was
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most casily combated. Accordingly, among the Reformers, we
very frequently find (if we except some rare but gratifying
avowals in Luther’s writings), not only the nccessary distinction
between the dogmas of the Church, and the individual views
or conceptions of particular writers and periods of time. entirely
overlooked, but the latter so pointedly brought forward. that
the former not scldom sink totally into the background. The
nature of the origin of any institution determines in general its
duration. If, accordingly. Protestants would enter into the
distinction in question : if, in their estimate of Catholicism,
they would look only to what was universally received, what
was laid down in her public formularies. and leave all the rest
to history : then as their first rise would have been impossible.
their separate existence even now would be essentially en-
dangered.  The complaint here adverted to. a complaint which
has so often been made by Catholies, appears, therefore, to be
so intimately interwoven with their whole opposition against
Protestantism, that it is only by the cessation of that opposition
the complaint will ever be set aside.

Though from this it will be evident, that, in the course of our
symbolical inguiries, an use is to be made of the works of the
Reformers, which cannot be made of those of any Catholic
writer, we must nevertheless now draw attention to some
peculiar difficulties attending the use of Luther’s and Mel-
ancthon’s writings.  Lutheris very variable in his assertions.  He
too often brings forward the very reverse of his own declarations,
and is, in a surprising degree, the sport of momentary impressions
and transient moods of mind.  He delights in exaggerations
also, willingly runs into extremes, and lhkes what are called
encrgetic expressions, in which oftentimes, when taken by them-
selves, his true meaning is certainly not easy to be discovered.
The most advisable course. under these circumstances. is, by a
careful study of his writings. to learn the keyv-note which pervades
the whole @ individual passages can in no case be considered as
decisive n themselves : and a sort of average estimate. there-
fore, naturally commends itselt to our adoption. With
Melanethon we have fewer difficulties to encounter. e, indeed,
is involved in contradictions of greater moment than Luther,
hut. for that very reason. he lightens for ns the task of separating
in his works the genuine Protestant elements from their opposites.
In this respect. his reforming career mav be accurately divided
into two distinet parts. In the first. being vet a voung man.
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Little familiar with theotogical studhes. and versed onbyv m classical
lterature, he was by degrees so subjugated o religious matters
by the personal mtluence ot Luther, as to cimbrace without any
cuialitication his way ot thinkimg o and 1t was i this pertod that
the first cditton of his most celebrated  work. the Loci
Theologred. appeared. When hns vipening talents. Tis move
extended theological Tearnimg, and o more enlarged experience
of lites T pomted out to hime the abyss betore which he hiad
been conducted, he receded ])_\' (l(':l‘('(‘.\'. but yvet was never able
to attain to o decided independence ot mind @ fors i the flower
of hix vearse he had given himselt np to forcign influences that
confined and deadencd his spirit. He now. on one sides vacillated
without a compass between Catholictsim and Lutheranism ¢ on
another side, hetween Lutheran and Calvimistic opimions. Henee.
we have felt no ditheulty in making use only of his above-
mentioned work m the edition desertbed @ and i opposition to
those. who mayv be ot another opinion. we appeal to the con-
troversies that have been agitated among the Lutherans respect-
g the Corpus Phlippicum. and to the final scttlement ot the
question. Inorespeet to Zwingle and Calving there are no such
dittienlties o as the former tor the most part has only an historical
importance. and the Tatter is ever uniform with himselt.

PART 11
SYMBOLICAL WRITINGS OF CATHOLICS AND PROTESTANTS
I THE CATHOLIC FORMULARIES

Brrorr we procecd to the treatment of owr subject. we must
mquire mto the public contessions ot Catholies as well as o
Protestants<. Tt 12 a matter of conrse that those formularies
only are here nnderstood. wherem the peculian and U])lm\'ilr
doctrines ot the two contessions are set forthe and not by any
means those wheremn the elder class ot Protestants, in aceord-
ance with Cathohes. have expressed o common behet, The
Apostohies Nieenes and Athanasian Creeds: and o general all
the doctrmal decerees, which the fivst four general conneils have
Jatcdhdown i respect to the Frimty. and 1o the Person ot Chinst,
those Protestants. whao are tathiul to their Charch, recocnise
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in common with Catholics ; and on this point the Lutherans,
at the commencement of the Augsburg Confession, as well as in
the Smalecald Articles, solemnly declared their helief. Not less
explicit and public were the declarations of the Reformed.
These formularies constitute the common property of the
separate Churches—the precious dowry which the overwise
daughters carried away with them from the maternal house to
their new settlements @ they cannot accordingly be matter of
discussion here, where we have only to speak of the disputes
which occasioned the separation. but not of those remaining
bonds of union, to which the severed vet cling. We shall first
speak of those writings, wherein, at the springing up of dis-
sensions, the Catholic Church declared her primitive domestic
faws.,

1. The Council of Trent. Soon after the commencement of
the controversies, of which Luther was the author, but whercof
the cause lay hidden in the whole spirit of that age. the desire
from many quarters was expressed and by the Emperor
Charles V warmly represented to the Papal court. that a general
conncil should undertake the settlement of these disputes. But
the very complicated nature of the matters themselves, as well as
numerous obstactes of a peculiar kind. which have seldom been
impartially appreciated. did not permit the opening of the
council carlier than the year 1545, under Pope Paul I After
several long interruptions, one of which lasted ten years, the
council, in the year 1503, under the pontificate of Pius IV, was,
on the close of the twentyv-fifth sesston. happily concluded.  The
decrees regard dogma and  discipline.  Those regarding  the
tormer are set forth. partly in the form of treatises, separately
entitled decretiom or doctrina. partly in the form of short pro-
positions. called canones.  The tormer describe. sometimes very
circimstantially, the Catholic doctrine ; the latter declare in
terse and pithy terms against the prevailing errors in doctrine.
The disciplinary ordinances, with the title Decrefum de Reforma-
tione. will but rarely engage our attention.

2. The sccond writing, which we must here name, 1s the
Tridentine or Roman catechism. with the title Catechismus
Romanus ex Decreto Coneilit Tridentini.  The fathers of the
Church, assembled at Trent. felt, themselves, the want of a good
catechism for general use, although very serviceable works of
that kind were then not altogether wanting.  These. even
during the celebration ol the council, increased to a great
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quantity. None, howevers gave petfect satishactied el ot
wis tesolved. that one should he composed and pubhi-hed iy
the counctl ttselt. In tacts the counal examined the onthine ot
one prepared by wcommittee o but thiso tor want ol practical
utility and cencral mtelheiblenes< 1t was compelled to reqect.
At lencthe when the aneost assembly was on the pemt of beimne
dissolved. 1t ~aw the necessity of renouncine: the publication ol
a catechism. and ol concurrime i the proposal ot the Papal
legates. to leave to the Holy See the preparation of such awork,
The Holyv Father selected tor this mmportant task three distin-
cutshed theologians, namelyv. Leonardo Marnmo. archbishiop of
Lanciano o Feicho Foseararn, bishop of Modena o and Trancisco
Fureno, a Portucuese Domnmcan. They were assisted by three
cardinals. and the celebrated plnfologist. Panus Momrties. who
wis to eive the last timsh to the Latin diction and stvle of the
work,

It appeared e the vear 150600 under Pope Poas TV and o a
Proot of its excellence. the various |>I'n\'il](‘|‘\ of the Chiareh
some even by numerous svonodal decrecs Tastened pabhicly 1o
mtroduce it This tavourable reception, i fact, it fully deserved,
from the pure evangelical spirtt which was found to pervade 1t
from the uncuon and clearmess with which it waswritten, and trom
that happy exclusion ol scholastic opimtons. and avoidaace of
~cholastie forms, which was generatly desireds Tt was, nevertlie-
less. designed merely as amanual for pastors i the nimistey. and
not to be a substitute for children’s catechisms, although the
originally continnous form of 1ts exposition was atterwatds
broken up into questions and answers,

But now 1t may be asked. whether 1t possess really a syvi-
holical authority and symbolical  character 20 This question
cannot be answered preaiselyoine the affitmative @ fors e the
frst place, 1t was neither published nor sanctioned. Tat only
occasioncd, by the Council of Trent. Secondlve aceording to
the destination preseribed by the Counctl of Trento e was not,
like recular formularies. to be made to oppose any theolocical
crror. but only to apply to practical nse the symbol ot tatth
alteady put tovthe Henceo 1t answers other wants. and s
accordingly constructed oo manner tar different trom publie
contessions of farth,  This work. also. does not contine itselt 1o
those points ot bhehet merely which i opposttion to the Pro-
testant communities the Cathobe Chareh holds o but icembraces
all the doctriies of the Gospel s and henee 1t night be nauned
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(1! the usage of speech and the peculiar objects of all formularies
were compatible with such a denommation), a confession of
the Christian Church in opposition to all non-Christian creeds.
I, for the reason first stated, the Roman catechism be devoid
of a formal wuversal sanction of the Church, so it wants, for
the second reason assigned, all the internal qualities and the
special aiin which formularies are wont to have.  In the third
place. it 1s worthy of notice, that on one occasion, in a contro-
versy touching the relation of grace to freedom, the Jesuits
asserted before the supreme anthorities ot the Church, that the
catechism possessed not a Symbolical character; and no de-
claration in contradiction to their opinion was pronounced.

But, 1f we retuse to the Roman catechism the character of
a public confession, we by no means deny it a great authority,
which, even from the verv circumstance that it was composed
by order of the Council of Trent, undoubtedly belongs to it.
In the next place, as we have said, it enjoys a very general
approbation {rom the teaching Church, and can especially
exhibit the many recommendations, which on various occa-
sions the sovercign pontiffs have bestowed on it. We shall
accordingly often refer to it, and use 1t as a very important
voucher for Catholic doctrine ; particularly where the declara-
tions of the Council of Trent are not sufficiently ample and
detailed.

3. The Professio Ifder Tridenting stands in a similar relation.

4 Shortly after the times of the Council of Trent, and in
part during its celebration, there arose within the Catholic
Church doctrinal controversies, referring mostly to the relation
between grace and {reedom, and to <ubjects of a kindred nature ;
and hence, even for our purposes. they are not withoutimport-
ance.  For the settlement of the dispute, the Apostolic Sce saw
itself forced to issue several constitutions. wherein 1t was obliged
to enter into the examination of the matter in debate. To these
constitutions belong especially the bulls, published by Inno-
cent X, against the five propositions of Jansenius, and the bull
Unigenttus, by Clement NI We may undoubtedly say of these
constitutions, that they possess no symbolical character, for they
only note certain propositions as crrencous, and do not set forth
the doctrine opposed to the error. but suppose it to be already
knowi. But a formulary of faith must not merely reject error ;
it miust state doctrine.  As the aforesaid bulls, however, rigidly
adhere to the decisions of Trent, and are composed quite in their



INTRODUCTTON 15

st s lll\'\ ercover . bave relereiec to i o Tt
questions. and sctiles thoneh only m a0 necative wayv these
questions in the sense of the abiove-named decrees o we shall
occastonal v recur to thene and allustrate by thew ad nany a
Catholic docn.

e ois evident from what has been saad. that the Catholic
Clhinrche e bt Taaso e the matters i guestion. hut one writing
ol a svinbolical authority. A thats inany respect may bean
stch actides s only o deduction trom this tormutary. or o neaver
detinrtion. Hustration. or appheation of 1ts contents. or s i
part onlv reenlated Dy it or inany case obtains a value onlyv by
avtecment with it and hience cannot. i point of diziity . bear
& compartson with the original itself.

I THE 1TUTHERAN  FORMULARIES

1he tirst svinbolieal book ot the Lutherans s the Nuesbhurg
Confesston © 1t owes its 1ise to the following cireunstances.,
The schism e the Churche which had proceeded from Witten-
bergs had alrcady engaged the attention of several diets: hut
the decres<s framed agamst it at Wornus an the vear 15210 ap-
peared mipracticable at Spires e the vear 152600 and three vears
lter Jed toa very erttical dissension. m the assembly of princes
whicho e Mareh 15200 was agaimn convoked at the Tast-mentioned
place. Those states of the empire. which had protested against
the demand to give no further extension to Eutlier's Reforniation.
and had expressed o decided repungnance to tolerate, as the
Cathohe party proposcd. those Catholic peculiarities of doctiine
and practce vet subsistine i their domimions. now formed close
leagnes with cach other o and nineteen articles. framed at
Schwabach. composed the doctrinal basis of the assoctation,
without the recognttion whereot no one conld hecome a membies .
At Forgau, the above-mentioned articles were contirmed. Ot
of these clements was formed the Augsburg Confession,

Chanles Vo summoned a diet to bhe held at Anesbure. i the
vear 13300 which atter an impartial and carnest examination
ot the doctres of cithe pPartyv. was to scceure peace too the
Church and the emprres This Tandable objeet was in no other
wiy to be attamed, than by letting the Protestant states set
forthe thens dectrmal views: and allege what they found ottensive
i the vites and disciphine of the Chareh. as hitherto practised.
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Melapcthon recerved a commisston to state in a briet essay,
alterwards called the lugshure Confession, the opinions of his
party : for Luther was generally deemed unfit for the otfice of
pactfication.

Although the author of this confession had altered, m many
respects, the articles of Schwabach and Torgau, and on the
whotle had very much softened down, and really mmproved, the
assertions of Luther, vet much was still wanting to make it
acceptable to Catholics. Henee, a refutation of the Protestant
confession, that had been read out. was composed, and in Iike
manner delivered before the assembly of the princes. But this
also failing to carry conviction o the minds of the Lutheran
states. Melanethon wrote an apology for his confession, which,
although no public use could he made of 1t at the diet, was
yet subsequently honoured as the second symbolical writing of
the Lutherans.

The object of the cperor to restore peace and concord in
Germany was not attained, although special conterences between
the most pacific and moderate theologions of the two parties
were st instituted at Augsburg.  On several articles, indeed,
they came to an understanding : but. as the conciliation had
been forced by circumstances, it remained merely outward and
apparent. Al hope. meanwhile, had loog been fixed on a general
council, and such a one was now convoked for Mantua. by Pope
Paul 11, Even the Protestant states received an invitation {o
attend it and in the year 1537. Smalcald was selected by them,
in order, among other things, to confer with cach other, and with
the imperial and Papal deputies. Held and Vorstins.  Luther
had previously been charged with drawing up the propositions,
which were to express the Protestant sentiments, form the
basis of some subsequent reunion, and note down the points,
which might perhaps be conceded to the Catholics. At Smal-
cald, these propositions received the sanction of the Protestant
princes, as well as of several theologians, summoned for advice,
These propositions were, indeed, never employed for the purpose
designed ; for, from a concurrence of obstacles, occasioned by the
circwmstances of the time, the council was not assembled.  The
Lutherans, however, had thus another opportunity of expressing
their opinions in regard to the Catholic Churcl; and, under
the name of the Smalcald articles, a place among the Protestant
symbolical books was conceded to this essay of Euther’s.

‘ Alrcady, during these manifestoes against the Catholics, the
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secds ot wereat wward contlict were Lid amons those to whom
Euather had given his name and his doctrine : Vel it was only
abter his death that these sceds were really hrought to miatiity,
The subject ot the dispute, and the persons encaged it will
be noticed in the conrse ot the present worl: o hut we cannt
here retrain from observing, that. after long and stormy dia-
senstonsc it was Andrew. chaneellor of Tubineen. to whom the
honour cmimently belones of discovermg o formulary., whicli,
i opposition to the attempted inmovations, <o expressed itself
1 favour of the genuine orthodoxy. as to be evervwhere received
lor the onlv correet exposition ot the Lutheran fth—which
consohdated concord for ever, and sccured the orthodox doctrine
against futwre falsifications. After long and very  doubtiul
cfforts. which taxed his patience to the severest lTengths, this
person at last suceceded, with the aid of Chemnitz (a hiehly
respectable theologion of Brunswick). in establishing. in the vear
1577. the intended formulary. 1t iz commonly called  the
Lormulary of Concord. or sometimes the Bergen Book. trom the
monastery ol Bergens o the vicmity of Magdehurg, where the
above-mentioned theologians aided by Sclinecker, put the finish-
g hand to the work.  This confession consists of two picees

-a short outline of the orthodox doctrine, catled the £ pitome,
and s yery ditfuse exposition of the same, which i conmonly
citedd nnder the name of the Solida Declaratio. Moreover. this
writing. however much conccived in the spitit of Luther's
oricinal doctrines, and singularly enough, even becanse it was
so concenvedowas by no means universally aceepted.

Pastlve to the atoresaid svimbolical wiitings must be added
the Eonger and the smaller catechism of Luther - called. by the
lepttome e Bible of the Laidv. These two catechisms i them-
selves, ﬂlmlgll, asWe may CONCCTV . 1]l(*_\' ('():])]rlist‘ the contents
ot the Eatheran tormularies, were not intended to be svinbolical
Books o vet it has pleased the Lutheran Chuich <o to revere
tham.

11 THE CATNVINISTIC AND ZWINGEILAN FORMUL ARILS

I the svimbolical books of the Lutheran conte=<ion were
adopted by all the particular eliirches that embraced the views
ol the Wittenberg Reformers o fact which only in regard to
the Tormulary of Concord admits ol an exception - the Re-
tormed communities. on the other hand possess e confos3tons

I
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received with the like general vespect. The reason is to be
sought, partly in Zwingle's conception of the doctrine of the
holy Eucharist, which too deeply wounded the profounder
religions feelings of the sixteenth century, to gain a permanent,
or even a very extensive, reception, and partly in Calvin’s
doctrine of predestination, which, revolting as it was to the
sense of Christians, could not in like manner penetrate into all
the Reformed Churches.  Hence, as no general harmony existed
among the Retormed communities, no such gencral harmony
could possibly be expressed in a common formulary.  Add to
this the peculiar cirenmstances of the Anglican Chureh, wherein
the divine institution of episcopacy was asserted against the
Presbyterian system of the other partisans of Zwingle and
Calvin, and wherein consequently, in accordance with this view,
a liturgy more approximating to that of the Catholic Church
was introduced.

Thus it happened that nearly every Reformed national chinreh
had its own formulary. or even scveral formularies differing
from cach other.  The more remarkable are the following :

1. The Confessio Telrapolitana, whicli was presented by the
tour cities— Strasburg, Constance, Memmingen. and Lindau—
to the diet of Augsburg, in the year 1530, but was not attended
to by that assembly. becanse the Protestant states refused these
citics, on account of their leaning to the Zwinglian view ol
the Lord’s supper, admission into their league.  The above-
mentioned cities having, some years later, out of pure political
motives, subscribed  the Augsburg Conlession, the Confessio
Tetrapolitana was, in a short time. abandoned by evervone.

2. The Three Helvetic Confessions.  The Helvetic Confession,
that stands at the head of the collection of the Reformed sym-
bolic writings (accordingly the fost). was, i the vear 1536,
composed by Henry Bullinger and Leo Judas. Myconius and
Simon Gryneus ; but, in the vear 1500, was revised and published
in the name of all the Helvetic Churches, those of Basle and
Neulchatel excepted.  The second confession is the first we have
named, but in its original form.  The third is the Confession of
MiihlThausen, published by Oswald Myconius, in the year 15325
it 1s also denominated the Confession of Basle.

3. The Thirtv-nine Articles —the formulary of the Anglican
Church. In the vear 1553, under king Edward VI, forty-two
articles had been composed. probably by Cranmer. archbishop
of Canterbury, and Ridley, bishop of London, as the Confession
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ot the Fnehi-h Chureh, But under Fhizabeth they weres e the
vear 153020 redueed to thirtv-nine articles, and were conlinmed
by a London synod.

4. The Freneh Calvimists franed their contession ot fath
a svnod at Pariso which Antome de Chanticn, a0 Calvinistic
preacher at Paris, had. on o hidding to that eftect, convoked.

5. The diseiples of Calvin i the Netherlands recerved, i the
vear 15020 a contession of faith. composed i the French tongue
by Guy de Bres and Fladran Saravia, with the aid of several
co-operators. and which was soon atter transtated into Flennsh,
But these men not having been publicly charged with this
undertakimg. this formulary obtaimed only by degrees sy
bolical authority : which (espectallv after the syonod held at
Dort.in the vear 1574, had, with the exception of a few un-
mmportant particulars, given 1t thenr sanction), could not fail
to ocenr.

O, Far more celebrated and more notorious, however. were
the decrees of another Calvimstic synod, held Tikewise at Dort,
m the vears 1618 and 161g. Calvin's nigid theory of pre-
destination could not long be maintained. without encountering
opposttion even in the bosom of the Reformed. This Tayv i
the very nature of things. But the majority of Calvinists
showed themselves as little mchned to suffer one of the tunda-
mental dogmas ot therr Church to be called in question. as did
the Eutherans in Germany. Henceo when Arminius, a preacher
- Amsterdam. and atter the vear 1003, a professor i Leyden,
tocether with other men of @ simular wayv of thinking, called in
doubr Calvin's opintons (and  these again were  vehemently
detended Dy his colleague Gomar), a very eventiul contest arosc

the settiement whereot the above-mentioned synod attempted.
white e realitv it onty contirmed the dissension. The Arminians,
or Remonstrants. though very much persecuted. maintained
themschves as o distinet sect. Meanwhile, the deerees of Dort
met with a very tavourable reception out of Holland, even i
Switzerland. among the Calvinists - France, and in other parts :
while i Encland they were formally rejected. and i other
countries were not approved of,

7. Frederick THL Count Palatine ou the Rhine, who renounced
the Lutheran tor the Calvimstie creed. and dorced upon Tis
subjects Tus own cherished opmions, caused, - the year 1562,
a catechism to he composced. which has also been inchuded in
the number of Calvinistic svibolical hooks. Tt ois commonly
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called the Heidelbery ov Palatine Catechism, and has met with
so much approval, that many Reformed communities have
adopted it as a school-hook.

8. The Protestant princes mostly entertained the same view
of their prerogative as the Count  Palatine Trederick, and
thought they were bound to decide for their subjects all religious
controversies, and to make their own individual opinions the
property of all. On his death this prince was succeeded, in the
year 1570, by his son Lewis, who in his turn expelled the Cal-
vinistic preachers, and, together with the Lutheran ereed, re-estab-
lished the Luthieran service : until his successor, Frederick TV,
in the year 1582, a second time restored the peculiar doctrines
and practices of Calvinism, and inflicted en the ministers and
professors of the again outlawed confession the same fate, which,
under his predecessor, those of Calvinisin had sustained.  Lven
the deerees of Dort were obliged to be helieved in the Palatinate.
The like occurred in the principality of Anhalt.  John George,
from the year 1580, Prince of Anhalt-Dessau, believed it his
duty to purge his land from Luther's opinions and institutions,
and to enforee the introduction of Calvinism. In the year
1597, appeared a formulary, comprised in twenty-cight articles ;
and no other alternative was left to the preachers, but sub-
scription, or banishment from the country.  When, however,
prince John. in the year 16044, assumed the reins of government,
he re-established by as violent means the Lutheran confession.
In Hesse-Cassel, after the Landgrave Maurice had changed his
creed, the Calvinistic confession, indeed, was enforeed, and the
preachers of Lutheran orthodoxy were deposed : yet (a cir-
cunmstance which must excite great astonishment) no special
symbolical book was proposed to the acceptance of believers.
Perhaps such a formulary would not have failed to appear,
had not beliel in the doctrinal decisions of Dort been, shortly
afterwards, ordained.

0. On the other hand, the Margrave of Brandenburg, John
Sigismund, on abandoning the Lutheran for the Calvinistic
Church, was unable to refrain from the pleasure of publish-
ing a special formulary. It is known under the name of the
Confession of the Marches.

1o. Lastly, we must observe, that the altered confession of
Augsburg not only possesses a symbolical authority in German
Calvinistic Churches. but it is in general highly esteemed by all
Calvinists. Melancthon, in fact, approximated in his Tatter
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years to the Calvinistic view of the Lord's supper s and. jor
that reason, mtroduced mmto the editions of this confession.
revised by him trom the vear 15400 certain alterations, which
must  the more recommend it to Calvinists. as uninstrocted
persons, at least. might be ded to suppose. that Calvin’s opinion
was favoured by the primitive orthodoxy of the Tutheran Churel,
More details on this subject hercatter. On the confessions of
Polind. Thingary. Thorn, and other places. as we learn nothing
of a peculiar nature from them. it is unnecessary here to dwell
at any length,

The symbolical writings of the smaller Protestant sects, or
those other hooks whenee their system of belief can he derived,
itwill he more proper to notice i the r]m]lh‘]\‘ devoted to the
consideration of those sects.
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THE DOCTRINAL DIFFERENCES AMONG CANTHOLICS,
L UTHERANS, AND THE REFORMED

CHAPTER 1

DIFFERENCES IN DOCTRINE RESPECTING THE PRIMEPFIVE
STATE OF MAN AND THE ORIGIN OFF VI

§ 1 PRIMITIVE STATE OF MAN ACCORDING TO TIE
CATIHOLIC DOCTRINE

IN proportion as we consider the history of mankind. o even
ot individual man. from the Catholic or the Protestant point of
view. very ditferent conclusions will in part Te formed respecting
o contmon progenitor  conclnsions which will aftect the
de<tinies of his whole race. even to their passage mnto the next
life - and even the first deerecs of that life take o very different
fornt, according as we regard them in the light cither of Catholie
or of Protestant doctrine,

The parties, indeed, originally were not conscious of the tull
extent of their divisions @ for ecclestastical. like political. ye-
volutions. are not conducted according to a preconcerted, lly
completed system s bute on the contrary. their fundamental
principles are wont to be consistently unfolded only in and by
practical lite. and their heterogeneous parts to be therehy only
cradually tanstormed. Henee, ot the comniencement of the
coclesiastical revolition ot e sixteenth century. reflection was
not immediely divected towards the origin of our kind. no
even 1o its passage into cternity 3 for a more minnte explanation
of tese articles ot doctrine appeared in part (o possess but
very sithorlinate intere-t. and many points scemed only hroueht
torward 1o il up the breaches o the general system of belwet,
The orcat contest. which now engages our attention. had
Pather s rise i the inmost and decpest centre of human Listory,
as it tened npon the mode whereby tallen man can e
tellow=Lip with Christe and become a partaker of the fruits ol
redemption. Bat from this contre the oppesition spread back-
ward and toneards and reached the Two terms o himman history

3
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which where necessarily viewed in accordance with the changes
introduced in the central point. The more consistently a
system 1s carried out and the more harmoniously it is framed,
the more will any modification in 1ts fundamental principle
shake all its parts.  Whoever, therefore, in its centre assailed
Catholicism, whose doctrines are all most intimately intertwined,
was forced by degrees to attack many other points, also, whose
connection with those first combated. was in the beginning
scarcely imagined.

We could now have started from the real centre of all these
disputes, and have shown how all doctrines have been seized
and drawn into its circle ; and undoubtedly the commencement
of our work would have much more exeited the interest of the
reader. had we immediately placed him in the midst of the
contest. and enabled him to survey the entire ficld, which the
battle commands.,  But we conceive that the controverted
doctrines may be stated inasimpler and more intelligible manner,
whenwe pursue the contrary conrse, and, by following the clue
presented by the natural progress of human lastory, bring under
notice these doctrinal differences. Hence, we begin with the

original state of man, speak next of his fall, and the consequences
thereot, and then enter on the very central ground of the con-
troversy, as we proceed to consider the doctrine of the restoration
of man from his tall through Christ Jesus.  We shall afterwards
point out the influence of the conflicting doctrines. respecting
the origin and nature of the internal life of those united with
Christ, on their external union and communion with cach other,
and thus be led to enlarge on the theory and essence of this
outward communion, according to the views of the different
confessions 1 and we shall conclude with the passage of in-
dividuals from this communion, existing on earth, to that of the
next world, as well as with the lasting mutual intercourse
between the twe.

The first point. accordingly, which will engage our attention
is the primitive state ol man.

Fallen man, as such, is able. in no otherwise, save by the
teaching of divine revelation, to attain to the true and pure
knowledge of his original condition @ for it was a portion of the
destiny of man. when alienated from his God. to be likewise
alicnated from himself, and to know with certainty, neither
what he originally was, nor what he became.  In (l(ztcrmining
his original state. we must especially direct our view to the
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renewal of the tallen creature o Chst Jesus o Decanse, as
regencration consists o the re-estabhishment of o privneval
condition, and this transtormation and  renewal 0= onby the
primitive creation restored  the msieht mto what Chrst hath
given us back attords us the destred knowledee of what i the
origin, was mparted to s,

This course has been at all times and by all parties pursuced.
when the onginal condition of man was to be traced.

As recards the Catholic dogma. this embraces the whaole
spiritual as well s corporeal existence of the Pavadisaie man.
extending not ondyv to his pre-cminent endowments ol =onl and
Bodv. but to those gitts which he possessed in common with atl
men. so o taroat least oas o the doctringl controversies ot the
sixteenth century required s special explanation, on this latter
point.  Accordinglve in the higher portion of his nature, he s
described as the image of Godothat is to <ay. as a spiritual heing
endowed with freedom. capabile o knowing and lovine God.
and o viewime evervihine in hin' As Adam had this divine
similitnde o common with the whole human race. the dis-
timetion. whieh he enjoved herein, consisted in his beine whot
the stmple expression ot the Council of Frent denominates. jist
and liolyv o e other words, completety aceeptable to Gaad.” Or
as the school <avssin Limeuage. however, not gquite expressive
enough - Ths inferior faeultics of soul. and bodily impulses,
acted unresistingly under the cuidanee of his reason, and there-
fore evervilnne m him was in obedience ta reason. as his reason
wits i obedicnce to God o and accordingly he Tived in Dlessed
harmony with himselt and with his Maker. The action of the
faculties and mmpulses ot the body was in perfect accord with
a reason devoted to Gaodo and shanned all conthet with 0
wits, morcovers conpled with the creat eitt of immortality, even
i man’s carthly parts as well as with an exemption from all the
evils and all the makadiesswhich are now the ordinary preludes
to death,

PCatechism, exo deeret, Condil Trident, e, ol 1305, po 330 Owad il
anmn pertinet, cam ad aginem et stmbitadimen sion formn i (Dens),
liberungne er tribnit arbitvinn & omnes procterea motus animi atgne app

LHIONEsS LT ca temperavit, it rationis mperio NUIANE non parerent,
Tum oricialis justitne adomrabile donam addidit,” ete,

Conal, Trident. Sess. v decret, de peceat, oricin. The connedl savs
only, © Justitinm ¢t sanctitaten, in qua constitutns tucerat)’
Catechism, ex decret. Conals Triddent, o 330 * S carpore ellectim et

constitietum cthmsal, ut non guideni natnee psins v osed divimo beneficio
mortabs esset et mpasslalin Vers o well obaerves ST Ausis e (e
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The ideal moral state, in which Adam existed in paradise,
the theologians of antiquity knew by the name of ‘original
justice *; on the notion and nature whereof 1t will be proper to
make some other remarks, partly ot an historical kind, in order
to explain the opposition, which, in this article of doctrine, the
Catholic Church has had to encounter from the Protestants.

The essential and universal interest of the Christian religion,
in determining the original condition of our common progenitor,
is by the above-stated brief doctrine of the Church amply satisfied.
Herein consists the interest—on one hand to guard against evil
in the world being attributed to a Divine cause, and the dogma
of the supreme holiness of God, the creator of the world, being
disfigured ;—and on the other hand, to establish on a solid basis
the principle of a totally unmerited redemption from the fall—
that practical fundamental doctrine of Christianitv —by most
carnestly inculeating, that God had endowed the first man with
the noblest gifts, and that thus it was only through his own deep
self-guiltiness he fell. Upon both points, however, there exist
more stringent. and by no means supertiuous, definitions of the
Church.  Theologians, likewise, taking as  theic standard the
ccclesiastical doctrine, clearly based as it 18 on Seripture and
Tradition. and following certain hints which particular passages
of Holy Writ, and some dogmas appear to furnish, having
endeavoured to fathom more deeply the nature of original
justice ; and the Chureh has viewed with pleasure the attention
and love bestowed on the consideration of the holy work, and
permitted. within the defermined hmits which revelation itsel{
has marked out. the freest scope to speculation.

When the Church attributes to Adam, in his original state,
holiness and justice, she by no means merely means, that he was
unpolluted with any alloy adverse to God or contrary to his
natural impulse and bearing to God. but. what is far more, that
he stood in the most interior and the closest communion with
his Maker.  Now. it 1s an universal truth. holding good of all,
even the highest orders and circles of intellectual creatures, that
such a relation to God. as that of the paradisaic man. is no wise
to be attained and upheld by natural powers ; that consequently
a special condescension of the Almighty is required thereto ; in
short, that no finite being is holy. save by the holy and sanetify-
ing spirit :© that no finite being can exist in a living moral com-
Genes, ad it vi, e 25), C Alnd est, non posse mori, alind posse non mori,’
GtC
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munton with the Dertve save by the communon of the selt-same
holy spirit. - This relation of Adam to God. as 1t exalted him
above lmman nature. and made Tnm participate in that of Gaod,
15 hence termed (as indeed such o denomimation 1s involved in
the very idea of such an exattation) a supernatural gift of divine
vrace, superadded to the endowments ol nature. Morcover,
thi= more minute explanation of the dogma. concernmg the
orivinal holmess and justice of Adam, is not merely a private
opinion of theologians: but an integral part of that dogma,
and hence, atselt a dogma !

The following  observation will not. perhaps. appear un
miportant.  Sooften as from a mere philosophical point of view

We nean to sav. so often as without regard to. or knowledgae
ot. revealed truthe the relation of the human spirit to God hath
been morve deeplyinvestigated, men have scen themselves foreed
to the adoption of a homousia, or equadity of essenee between
the divine and the human nature ;. in other words, to embrace
pantheism. and. with it, the most arrogant deification of man.
How. on the other hand. the doctrinal system of the Catholie
Churcli obviates the objections of pantheism, and. while filled
with the spirit of humility, satisfies those cravings after a more
profound science. whicl a profane pantheistic philosophy vainly
cndeavours to supplyv. s apparent from what has been abosve
stated. What man. as o creature. by the energy ol his own
nature abandoned to itsel. was unable to attain. is conferred
on him az o grace from lis Creator. So exceedingly great s
the goodness and love of God?

The blessing above deseribed. which knit the bonds of an
exalted. holve and happy communion between God and the
paradisaie man . is founded on the supposition that a struggle
would Dy degrees Tave naturallv arisen between the sensual
and the spiritual natwre of man. characterised by many theo-
lograns o= that power:. wherchy the sensual and super-sensual
parts ot Adam were maintamed inundisturbed harmony. The

"Popes s Voand Gregory XHIT bave condemned the Tollowing pro-
positions @ ATt xxis Homanae naturae sublimatio et exaltatio in consor-
tim divine nature debita furt imtegritatt prince conditionts, ac pronde
naturalis dicendiacest, non supernaturabis. Art. xxvic Integritas conditionis
non furt mdebita nature hnmanee exaltatio, sed naturalis cjus conditio)”

The opmion put torth in the carlier cditions of this work, that the
doctrine ot the dosaone supericatioale priog fondne, thongle generally re-
cerved amone theologians, and erounded m the whole Catholic systent,

Lhad not, however received a tormal sonction trotn the Church, st now
be corrected
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same divines necessarily suppose. that on Adam the super-
natural gifts were bestowed simultancously with his natural
(ndowments ; that is to say, that both were conferred at the
moment of his creation. !

Other theologians, on the other hand, distinguishing un-
doubtedly hetween justice and holiness, prefer the opinion that
Adam was created as a sound, pure, unpolluted nature (with
the harmonious relation of all his parts) ; and that he was
favoured with the supernatural gift of a holy and blessed
communion with God at a later period only : to wit, when he
had prepared for its reception, and by his own efforts ad rendered
himsell worthy of its participation.  This latter opimion possesses
the advantage of more acenrately distinguishing between  the
two orders of nature and grace, and is moreover recommended
by the fact. that what nature is in itself, and what it is enabled
to accomplish of itself, is pointed out with great clearness.  That
the spiritual nature of man, as being in its essence the image of
Grod, hath the faculty and the aptitude to know and to love Him :
nav thal, to a certain extent, it is of itscll really capable of
loving Him, and that the desive alter the full union with the
Deity is a want inherent in his very nature, are truths very well
pointed out m this theory.  Thus the natural and necessary
points of contact for the higher communications of grace are
here very finely brought out.  The same opinion also distin-
guishies Adam’s oviginal justice {from his dnlernal sanctity and
acceptance hefore God. considering the former to be the attribute
of pure nature, as it came from the hand of the Creator; the
Tatter to be only the gift of supernatural grace.  The advocates
of this opinion are thus in a condition successfully to prove, that
it was not the creation as such, which gave occasion to any
mcongruity in the relation of man to God-—any interruption of
the former’s freedom : but that every such incongruity, every

I'Thom. Summa, P. 1, q. 95, art. 1. ‘ Manifestum est, quod illa sub-
jectio corporis ad animam, et inferiorum virium ad rationem, non erat
naturalis ; alioquin post peccatum mansisset, cum ctiam in demonibus
data naturalia post peceatum manserint. Ix quo datur intelligi, si
deserente gratia soluta est obedientia carnis ad animam, quod per gratiam
inoanima existenteminferiora ei subdebantur.”  Bellarmine (de grat.
primi hom. ¢, v) adds © “ Ex hoc loco aperte discimus, hominem in puris
naturalibus conditm habiturwm fuisse rebellionen illam carnis ad spiritum,
quanm nune post amissuwin justitioe originalis donum ommnes experimar.
Ouwandoguiden obedientia carnis ad spiritum non fuit in primo homine
naturalis ot gratuita. Promde justitin originalis divinitus homini collata
non conservavit solun, sed attulit et fecit rectitudinemn partis inferioris.”
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such dhsturbancee, had its rise onby i the abuse o frocdon
(Compare sect. vy Farthers this theory stenificanthy ol
that without anyv antagonism ot evilo num conld vet have attained
to the consciousness of s own nature and the want= extendime
bevond 1t as well as of the manitestations of Divine favon and
grace o doctrine whicli 1< ot the highest mimportancee.  Tastly,
the possitble condition of man atter his tall and the comse of hi-
converston and regencration are here prefigured,

Moreover: both these opintons regard the justice and sanctity
of Mdam as acadental gqualities. The Councail of Trent hias not
prononnced 1tselt cither for or acamst cither of them. but has
ciiploved such expressions. that both niay co-exist withim the
pale of the Church, The first declaration of the couneil. regard-
g our ereat progenitor. was couched i the tollowing teris :
Cthe qustice and sanctity, wherein he (Adam) was oreald’
(condidnesy., This form was atterwards mnoso Lo moditied. that
mstead of the word ercated " that of *established " (constitudus)
was selected,!

§ I THE LUTHERAN DOCIRINE ON MAN'S ORIGINAL STATE

Futher by no means called i question the tact that Adam
was posttively holy and just. On the contrary. he was totally
wincguamted with the Tater negative conceptions of a state of
mere mnoceneyan inditference betswween good and evil. wherein
the paradisate man is represented o have existed ;. and was
accordingly tar vemoved frome those opinions, which make the
doctrme of the talb a foolishnessoand make the nnnan race adopi
com e which 13 the necessary entrance into evil, m order to
2OTVe as g transttion tooa seli-conscious retin to o good.t Une-

PPaavie hist, Conatl, Trdent. Tth, v, o, o, poo2yss edl Antw, o
Ile savs this chonee was made at the suzeestion ol Pacecus, “Paceco

monente. non esse citra controverstam, an Adbimus mteriorent sanctitaton
obtmuern ]llinm qUO Credtas turt momento; unde Prtet, quanm ambrne g
quibuscane dedncatur probatto ad ol adhrmandnm ex verbis concilin, guae
nune extant. Sess, v, decrets de peceat, orgin,

I feal of Ndam was donbtdess necessary, that man shounld niakee hos
own deciston, and thereby wttam to a complete selt-consciousness ot 1
goad which e already possessed, ancd espectally ot his freedone; b the
tall was Dy no means necessary, Undoubtediv the Tall brought about the
sell-consciousitess and lree possesston ol truth and coodness, bhecause, by
God's crace. even evil muost conduce towards the promaotion ot cood, Bt
the hare assertron that the bl was necessarys exalts evil itselt mto caod-
Ness.
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happily he fell mto other crrors, which, constdered in their
conscquences, outweigh at least those we have mentioned.
Respecting  original justice, Luther brought no new and
peculiar views into vogue. He only selected, out of the rich
store ol theories which the fruitfulness of scholasticism had
produced, the one which scemed most favourable to his own
opintons, handled it with no great dexterity, and, in the form
which it assumed under his hands. interwove it m such a way
mto his whole system of doctrine, that the latter without i,
cannot be at all understood.  Henee, it 1s only later that its full
importance in the whole Lutheran system will become perceptible.
Against those theologians, who called Adam’s acceptableness
betore God, supernatural, Luther asserted it to be natural
and in opposition to the schoolmen. who regarded it as accidental,
he concerved 1t to be essential to human nature—an integral
and constitutive part of the same; esse de natura de essenlia
hemanis.!  He meant to say the pure nature of man, as it sprang
forth at the omnipotent word of the Creator, comprised ab-
solutely in itselt all the conditions to render it pleasing unto
God : that the various parts of Adam’s nature, by the peculiar
energy mherent in them, were maintained in the most beautiful
Lharmony, and the whole man preserved in his due relation to
God. The religious faculty, especially of the first man, in
virtue of an inborn fulness ef energy, expanded itsell in a way
acceptable to the Deity, so that, without any supernatural
aid, he truly knew God, believed in Him, toved Him perfectly,
and was hoty. The religious and moral disposition of Adam,
together with 1ts practical development, the Reformers called
the mmage of God, without drawing any distinction between
the bare faculty itselt, and the exereise ol that faculty in corres-
poudency to the divine will.  From the very fact that Adam
possessed this faculty. he was. according to them. truly religious.
truly pious, devoted in all things to God and His Holy will, and
perfectly united with Him.?  Catholic theologians, on  the

'Luth. in Genes. ¢, iii, Op. ed. Jen. tonn i, p. 83, ¢ Quare statuamus,
justitiim non esse quoddam donum, quod ab extra accederet, separatumque
a natura hominis [so the schoolmen never expressed themselves], sed fuisse
vere naturalem, ut natura Ada esset diligere Deum, credere Deo, COgNnos-
cere Deun, ete.

2 Apol. de peccat. origin. § 7, p. 56.  ‘ Itaque justitia originalis habitura
crat wquale temperamentum qualitatum corporis, sed etiam hae dona :
notitiam Dei certiorent, tintorem Dei, fiduciam Dei, aut certe rectitudinem -
et vim ista efticiendt.  Idque testatur seriptura, cum inquit, hominem ad
imaginem ct similitudinem Dei conditum esse. Quod quid est alind, nisi
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other hand, bstmguished very exacthy hetween the one andd
the other o so that, to deternime ghthy the distinetion. they
commonty termed the religions facultye © the mmage f Gl
but the prons exertion ot that faculty. * the likeness unto God,
We shall Tater see what mighty consequences were mvolved in
thescoat the est view, trithing doctrinal difterences, that scemed
merely to concern the schools = and we musto i the meanwlhile,
prepare ourselves tooexpect. on the part of Luther, @ most
singular doctime respecting original sine Morcovers the non-
distinction wdverted to o had patly s toundation in the
endeavour of the Retormers to be e then teaching very practical
and generally ntelligible, Heneeo they avorded. with as muach
care as possibles all distinetions and abstract expressions. as a
schobistic abuses but thereby trequentdy fell into a strange and
Host perntcions contusion of ideas.

The second main point ot difference bhetween the two con-
fesstons. 1 the matter under discussion, is the doctrine ol frec-
will,  Futher asserted (and  he would have this assertion
nutntained as an article of fath), that manas devoid of freedon -
that every (pretended) free action s only apparent @ that an
irresistible divine necessity rules all things. and  that every

 homie hane sapientiam et justtiam cihgiainn esse. gue Demu appre-
henderet et qua reluceret Deus, hoe est, homind dona esse data notitiam
Dei tunorem Deis tiduciam erga Deans ot simili” - They thus understand
Dy what God gave to Adam, as well real acts of the sparit (Himorenn Dei,
Hdbuciam ) as the faculty for these (vimeista ettciendi). Very remarkable
Is Gorbhard s assertion, that according to the Loatheran doctrine the divine
nnage m man s not anything substantial, but merely o condition ot hunan
substance. a quahity ol ate (Joann. Gerhard, loci theolog. ed. Cotla, 17073,
tont. v, o 2 seqs Compare ejiusdem Contess, Cathol, b, i art, sax, oL 2,
.3 Teis observables Tie retutes himselt by saving, that conscience i
nean s stk o venmant of the divine image,  As he adds, conscienoe s not
to bhe explomed rom any supernatural action ot God on nan, so 1t follows
1 must be o substantial taculty ot the Tatter and consequenthy such the
tmace itsell. Buat he savs the Tatter s, conercata humane substintia
mtearitas, perfectio ac rectitudo, ef pronde in categoria quabitatis collo
canda” Lo theol hiboo, po 2o Compe Chemnit, loce. theol, ptoi, po2iy

7.
cenlls o S

PBeliore, de geats prine hone e Tibe oo pe s Bimasos quue est s
natura nmentis cf voluntatis, o solo Deo hert potut o o smnhitwdo aaten, g

ovittute el probitate consistit,a nobis quoque, Deoadjuvante, periicitur,
God can 2ive us no actions. Further on Bellarmine sayvs o * Ex s dvitur
ol patrum testamoniis covnnar adnittere, non esse onimino idem Mausttent
et stnhntadmen, sed tmagmenm ad naturam, sihitudimem ad o virtutes
pertinere.” Fhe well known pissage i Genesis may. or mav not, hear such
armterpretation ; but the distoction has o vadue moatsel, tdependently
ol al sceplurat interpretation.
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human act 1s at bottom only the act of God.'  Melancthon
taught the same. He also comprised all things in the cirele of an
unavoidable necessity and predestination, declared the doctrine,
that God is the sole agent. to be a necessary part of all Christian
scienee, for thereby the wisdom and cunning of human reason
were duly repressed and condemmned, and he repeatedly insisted,
that the word * freedom of clection” was unknown to Seripture,
and that its meaning must be rejected by the judgment of the
spiritual man.  He added. that this expression, like the very
pernicions word, ' reason.” to which he declared equal hostility,
had been introduced  through philosophy into the Christian
Church.  From no other cause did he deem himself so well
justified in daring to apply to the professors of the theological
faculties in the muddle age-—the so-called sclioolmen- - the terms
sophists, theologues, and the like. as on account of their crime
in having established among Chiristians the doctrine of human
frec-will so tirmly. that. as he complained. it was scarcely any
fonger possible to root it out.”  Pereciving, alter more diversified
experience and maturer veflection, especially after the con-
troversy with the Catholies, the prodigious abyvss into which
such a doctrine must precipitate the Church, he subsequently

' Luther. de servo arbitrio adv. Erasm. Roterod. Opp. ed. Lat. Jei. to,
ui, f.or7o. * Ist itaque ot oe imprimis necessariam et salutare Christiano
nosse, quod Deus nihil Praescit contingenter, sed quod omnia incommuta-
bili et wterna infallibilique voluntate et providet, ot preponit, ot facit.
Hoc fulmine sternitur et conteritur penitus liberum arbitrrum.  Ideo qui
liberum arbitrium, volunt assertum, debent hoe fulmen vel negare vel dis-
simulare, ant alia ratione a se abigere” (fol. 171).  * IEx quo scquitur
trrefragabiliter, omnia quee facimus, etsi nobis videntur mutabiliter ¢t con-
tingenter fiert ot fiant, et ita ctiam contingenter nobis fiant, revera famen
fiunt necessario et immutabiliter, si voluntatem Dei spectes ” (fol. 177).
“Alterum paradoxon : quidquid fit & nobis, non libero arbitrio, sed mera
necessitate tieri.” The book closes with these words (fol. 238), ¢ Ego vero
Loc dibro non contuli, sed asserni et asscero, ac penes nudlum volo esse
judicium, sed ommnibus sua deo, ut priestent obscquinnt,”  The Solida
Declavatio (i1, de libero arbitrio, p. 039) sanctions this book, and especially
approves what it says * de absoluta necessitate contra omnes sinistras sus-
piciones et corruptelas,” and thus concludes ;¢ Ea hic repetita esse volunius,
¢t ut diigentur legantur, ¢t expetantur omnes hortamur.’

* Melanctl doc. Theol. ed. August, 1321, *Sensim irrepsit philosophia
i Christianismum, et veceptum est impium e libero arbitrio dogma.
Usurpata est vox liberi arbitrii, a divinis literis, a sensu et judicio spiritus
alienissima . .. additum est ¢ Platonis philosophia vocabulim yationis
wqne  perniciosissinuan (p. 10).  In quiestionem vocatur, sitne libera
voluntas et quatenus libera sit 2 Respons.  Quandoquidem omuia, quie
eveniunt zecessario juxta divinam praecdestinationem eveniunt, nulla est
voluntatis nostree hibertas’ (p. 12).
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abandoncd, and even combated it O the other Tuod we are
unacquainted with any such recantation on the part of Lathe
and the formulary ol concord gives anexpress sanction to the
writing ol the Laotter agaimst Frasmuos. This doctiime of the
servitude ol the hnman will has had the greatest weight @ and
its influence. accordine o Melancethon's assuranece. peryades
cven the whole tehigions system ot the Loatherans.

In vecard to the oricinal constitution o the human hody
both contessions are avrced @ and it the Lutheran totmulanes
speak not expressly of that property of Adanm’s bhodyo whereby
il he hadd never stnned. he would Tave remained excmpt brom
death, this stlenie s to be aseribed to the total absenee of alt
controversy on the matter,”

i' 111 LI CALVINISEIC DOCTIRINE ON THE PREMPLIVE
STATL OF MAN

L enborging on the spivitual condition of the paradisaie mwman,
Calvin, by reprosenting ito with Luther: as one devord of super-
natural craces. set himsell np o in opposition to the Catholic
Chureh s Tats by expressly asaibing to the first man the gilt
of free-wills he equadly opposed the Lutherans.”  Inother

U his hee did i the editions of the Locd Theologicd, dating trom the vear
1335, Ttis o renokable fact that he now reproaches the schoolmen with
Laving taueht the doctrme ot an absolute necessity, bt observes a total
stlence respec ting imseld aned uther, while o the carlier editions ot the
santie work e oed charaed these sery schoolmen with an arrogant asscrtion
ot the tenet of freewidls B quod asperior panlo sententin de proedestina-
tione video videtur, debemus il fnple sophistarum theologue, ginee in
culcavit nobis contingentiam of hbertatem voluntatis nostroe, ut o veritate
seripture mollicule ires abhorreant.” This is the languaae of the firs
clition = bat on the other hand in the eshitions trom the vear 1335 down 1o
tapawe read as tollows o Valdla et plerigue alit non recte detrahmnt voluo
tati homoos lbertrem,” Who are thea these ploguc = N vast mnndber
ob ~tuchmdecencres do o we meet wath i the wreitings of the Relorinerse In
the cditions davng from the vear 1343, this doctrine s relerro b oo te
Stot s, Lhec nnasinatio orta ex Stoicis disputationibus.” cte.

NMelancth, Loos e rss o omnes disputationis nostre partes mondet,”

COL Gevhaedi, loc, theotos, tom, v, po 208 (locs i, coiv §oo)

Pealvi, Institation. i, o0 15, § 2 ol 35, edl Gene 13300 Andmam

homuns Deus mente instrusat, qua bonunt a nialo, jostune ab injusto dis

cerneret 5 oae el sequendome vel fugiendum st proccunte rationis liroo
viderct ; unde partem hane directvicenc o begonrontkon diserunt Plhaloscplo.
Hute adjpmsit voluntatem, penes quain est electio, Ths proeclons dotibus
excelhat priva iontns conditio, ut ratio, intelligentio, prwdentia, judiciumn

non mode ol terrenwe vite puberinationem suppeteient, sed cpbus traps

«
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O

respects ,we fmd in this article no difference of doctrine 5 and
tie same remark will hold good of the confessions of the re-
formed. Churches.,! I respect Lo the Injurious consequences
produced by the sin of our first parent on his corporeal existence,
and that of his posterity, most of the formularies of the reformed
expressty teach, with Calvin, that death is the fruit of Adam’s
transgression.”

But the question here occurs, how Calvin could feel himself
justified in attributing tree-will to Adam, when, in common
with Zwingle, he completely shared Luther's doctrine touching
adivine necessity of all occurrences, and even pushed this opinion
to the extremest verge.  Conscious of this  discrepancy, he
observes undoubtedly, that the question as to the mysterious
predestination of God is here unscasonably mooted ;5 for the
matter at issuc is not what could have happened, but how man
was originally constituted.®  In despite of this express demand,
10 hold the two doctrines distinet,-—that of a divine necessity,
of an absolute cternal destiny, which enchains and bolds all
things together, and that of the freedom of man, prior to his fall,
we are at a loss to discover how this claim can be satisfied 5 for
{hese two doctrines are in fact incompatible ; and with the
adoption of the one, the other must be abandoned ; unless to the
word “ freedom’ a notion be attached, which in reality destroys
its very existence. And such is really the case ; for, as we shall
Lave occasion to show, Calvin evidently after Luther’s example,
makes, not inward mnecessity, but outward constraint. the
opposite to freedom.t  On the other hand, Melancthon has
cenderent usque ad Deum ad awternam felicitatem. fn hac integritate
libero arbitrio pollebat homo, quo si vellet adipisci posset wternam vitani,

I lelvet. i, ¢. vii (Corpus libr, symbol. eceles. reform. ad August. 1817),
P. 16 11, p. 935 L, p. 103 Yet without any minuter definition they
werely say, man was created after God’s image, and except in the first
Helvetic Confession, they make no mention of free-will. The Scottish
Confession (art. ii, 1. ¢, p. 143) accords to Adam freedom : the Gallic and
the Anglican are silent on the subject ; and the 3elgic again concedes this
gift 1o the first man (¢, xiv, p. 128). These are difterences which may be
casily accounted for.

2 flelvet. 1, c. viii, 1. ¢, p. 17; Belg, c. xiv, 178, “Quo (peccato) se
morti corporali et spirituali olmoxium reddidit.’

ACalvin, Lo, § 8. Hic enim intempestive guastio ingeritur de occulta
privdestinatione Dei s quin non agitur, quid accider potuerit, necne, sed
qualis fuerit Liominis natura.’

i Luther. de servo arbitrio ad Erasm. Roterod. L i, fol. 171, Optarim
sane aliud melius vocabulum dari in hac disputatione, quam hoc, Neces-

sitas, quod non recte dicitur, neque de divina, neque de humana voluntate :
est cnim nimis ingrate et incongruwe significationis pro hoc loco, quandam
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exprosscd lselt openty and hoiestiyvon the nrtnal coppelative-
ness o these two articles ot doctime, and declred thar nom
that verveonclativenes<, they should be stthrancon-Tv treated.

We shall find moreover that Calvin evens teaches an cternal.
i table predestimation ot the fall ot the et man o an opinion
whiel i~ cortamly quite imcompattble with the proposition. thit
Adam was trees that s to save could have avorded st
Henee it has happened thate though some svimbolical wiitinge-
ol the Retormed  communtios have with Calvin expressly
asciibed trec-will to Adhns others hove judged st more expedient,
in what they teach respectimg the paradisiie man, to pass tas
natter over i ostlence s and tos was evidently the niost con-
SIstent cotrse,

We think 1o st proper to direct attention to the mtermal
reasons. which Calvin alleged o behalt of the doctime ot an
absolite necessity destruetve o all human treedom partly
becanse it will then tollow. that 1t onght not at least absolutely
and inmmediatelv o be contonnded with the Pacan jatiwn.,
and pardy because a knowledge ot this reasoning will he ol
Importance i later investicattons. It Melanethon, after mdule-
e harsh assertions. could assign no other practical ground
for this doctrine, than that the rddation of man towards God
adverted 1o was very usctul towards subdume ® o Tman

velut coanctionem. et ommnino id quad contrarnnn est voluntati, inzerens
intellectut o cum tamen non hoc velit cansa asta quee acitur, Voluntas
ciine, stve Jivina sive hamana nulla coactione, sed mera Tubeatin vel
cuprlitate quast vere Ttheras faort quod Bt sive: bonum sive madun,
Sed tanten tamutabiths ctmtadhibnhis est voluntas Der quae nostram volun
tatem mptalalem cubernat, ot canit Boctius o stabihisque manens das
cuncla movery This 15 a0 very mappropiie ctation, for Manlis
Torquatus Bocthins was no believer in Luther's doctrme of necessity,

Melanath Toc theolows poorss " Sed meptus videar, g statin nntio
operts de asperrimo loco, depracdestimatione disserane Quannguaai opied
attimel o compendios printo an postremao loco vl agam. g nrt
dispuctal b et parliact It

Calvin (Instn. rels Chimst Bibo s e too e &) takes notice of this parallel,
and observes s tollows 0 Non enhin ¢nin stolcrs necessitateln Commini-e |
MUr e perpetino causaruns nexi ol nnplicita guadan sertes e monatura

contineatny o scd Dewm constitunnns arbitrane e maderatorent oninn
qni o proo prentne abo ultm wctertate decrenit o e tonn caet
e st ottt b guaent decrevits e seouttur,” N spee ald GRS TR
the dhgoees ot tavabisnn, o 1o Calvin's docienee, was i voibes
Alstersio caluninierusy, quibns aspersus est foaan, Calvinus a0 Dilbatiynn,
Leshnsio, o Latiieran professor e flewdelbers proo2os seq.

Melanct, Bbeo oo Moltum enime omnino vetert gl premendan: o

e unane rationss tanil saplentian, Gnin pradentmm, contanter
credere, quaend o Deo nant vinnga’
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arrogance. Calvin. on the other hand. observed, that the know-
ledge not merely that God guided  the aftairs of the world m
small, as in great things, but that nothing whatever could occur
without the express ordinance of God (destinaile Deo), comprised
a very abundant source of consolation : {or it is only in this way
man feels himsell secure in the hands of an all-wise, all-ruling,
powerful. and indulgent Father.!  Henee, the idea of a divine
pertnission. and such a conduct of things, that ultimately every-
thing. cven evilo in the world, conduces to the benefit of those
whio serve God, did not satisfy him.  He Believed the clect
inscceure, and the notion of a divine providence not sufficiently
detined, unless, for example, the assaults of the enemy on an
clect were absolutely willed and ordained by God.  Morcover,
even the public confessions of the Reformed occasionally adopt
this view, which Calvin here enforees, of the providential guidance
of all things, mitigating considerably, however, this opinion,
and evincing a very landable dread of stamping on their articles
the harsh spirit of Calvin® By the latter, however, as well as
by his disciple. Theodore Beza' the opinions adverted  to,
respecting divine providence., were held with sueh tenacity,
and carvied out with such consisteney. that they found it a
matter of extreme dithiculty to convinee the world, nay,
despite of all theiv cloquence and dialectic art, they utterly
failed to convince very many, that they did not 1 fact refer

U Calv, Tustit, rel, Christ, Lib, 1, ¢ 17, § 3. Yet Luther, in this matter,
had prepared the way for him with some hints.  Luther. de servo arbitrio.
Qpp. tom. i, fol. 171, ho* Ultrac dico, non mwodo quam ista sint vera, de
quo infra latius ex seripturis, dicetur, verum ctiam, quani religiosnm,
plum, et necessariuin sit, ca nosse ; his enim ignoratis, neque fides, neque
ullus Dei cultus consistere potest. Nam hoc esset vere Deum ignorare,
cum qua ignorantia salus stare nequit, ut notum est. Si enim dubitas,
aut contemuis nosse, quod Deus omnia, non contingenter, sed necessario
ct mmutabiliter praesciat et velit, quomodo poteris ejus promissionibus
credere, certo fidere, ac niti 2 Cum caim promittit, certum oportet te
esse, quod sciat, possit et velit prestare, quod promittit ; aliogui cum
non veracem, nec fidelem wstimabis, quie est incredulitas et summa im-
pietas ef negatio Del altissimi.

Z Confess. Belgie, oo xin, in Augusti. Corp. libror. svmbol. eccles. reform.
p. 177 seq.

“Theod. Bezie quicstionun et respons. christian, lib. ed. 4to, 1573, p.
105.  (N.B. Place where printed is not nanied.) ¢ Quacso, expone, quid
providentiant appellas 2 Resp. Sic appello non dlam modo vim ineuarri-
bilem, qua, fit, ut Deus omnia ab cterno prospexerit omnibusque futuris
sapicntissimi providerit, sed imprimis decretum illud wternum Del sapien-
stmi simul et potentissimi, ex (uo quicquid fuit, fuit; quicquid est,
est; et quicquid tuturum est, crit, prout (psi ab wterno decernere hibuit.
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all evil to God, We are bonnd to enter more fallv o th
investigation of this sabject,

§ IV ON THIE CAUSE OF MORADL FVIEL

tn all the more nnportant doctrinal mannals and polemeal
writines of the sivteenth and seventeenth centuries e the
works ot Bellarmine, Becanus, Chemnitz, Gerhard and others.
nay even in several pubhc contessions, the reader meets with o
special and copious chapters hearing the title of the present
section. A= in the seeond and third centuries of the Church
no writer conld enlarge on the relicious concerns of his times
without entering upon the question. S whenee s eval " ooso the
Sne question wis now acain most ansiouslyoinvestigated
and 1t soon became apparent that the opposition between
Catholicism and Protestantizm could not be duly apprectated,
and that the inmost essence of the Tatter wonld remain cternally
misconceived i1 the different veplies which had been made o
that guestion were not well considered,

No sthjeet i the frst iimes of the Reformation so embittered
the Catholics acainst the authors of that revolution, as their
doctrine respecting the relation wherein the Deity stands to
moral evil. Tt was precisely on this account  the Catholic
Chureh Taid down again, with <o much carnestness and emphatic
encrev, the proposition. that man was ereated with the endow-
ment ot freedom. i order thats withont any restriction and
withont subteringe. the guilt of evil in the world mieht fall on
the head ot man. For the deniad of freeswill on the part ot
Futher Mebimethon, Zwinele, and Calvin was caleulated  to
excite an apprehension.” that in consequence  thercot. the
Catholic doctrine of God's pevfeet sancntyv, to whom < 1s an
abomination, would he thrown into the shade, and. on the othe
hand. that even the most vicious man would be thus sheltered
from all responsibility. Nudo i fact. Melanethon, in s come-
mentary on the epistie to the Romans i the edition of the ven
1525. had the hardihood to assert that God wroneht all thines,
evil as well as cood oo that He was the anthor of David's adultery,
and the treason ot Juda<as well as of Panl’s conversion. Now,
howsocver stranee and prejudiced o notion an mcividinad may
Love formed o the crrors of the Catholic Chnreho we ask i
wonldl he dbre to asscrts that all these crrors ]t tocether can
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outweigh the single cnormity here uttered by Melancthon ?
And vet Chemnitz, to whom we are indebted for the original
passages in question (for in the later editions of Melancthon’s
aforesaid work they have disappeared) —Chemnitz, we say,
excuses his teacher, Melancthon.  And how does he excuse
him 2 In so complicated a matter. he says among other things.
all in the beginning could not be systematically and properly
treated. more especially as. on the part of Catholies, the doctrine
of free-will had been exageerated.!  Just as il the question
“whenee is evil,” had only in the sixteenth century first excited
attention =—just as if Holv Writ left us at all in doubt how that
question was to be answered :——inst as if in the second and third
centuries the question had not been really settled by the Chuareli !
However,in this matter. Melanethon merety spoke after Luther,
as the writing of the latter against Erasmus will show.  But
it was Melancthon’s assertion the Council of Trent had in view.
when it anathematized the proposition. that God works evil as
well as good, and that it s not in the power of man to abstain
from wickedness.”

In proportion. however. as the notions, which the Saxon
Reformers, especiadly Melanethon, had entertained respecting
{free-will. became purer. they abandoned the opinion that God
was the author of evil: and the last-named writer had even
the courage to revoke in the Augshurg Contession his former
doctrine”  The tatter formularies of the Lutherans are in
perfeet accordance with this amelioration in opinion.*  But it

Martin. Chemnit. Joe. theol. ed. Teyser. 1615, Po, poa73s The words
of Melancthon are @ © Thee sit certa sententia a Deo fiert omnia, tam bona
quanmt mala.  Nos dicimms, non solum permittere Denm creatuvis, ut
operentur, sed ipsum omnia propric agere, ut sicut fatentur, proprinm
Dei opus fuisse Pauli vocationen, ita fateantur, opera Dei propria esse,
sive quie media vocantur, ut comedere, sive quae mala suut, ut Davidis
adulteriim 3 constat  entin Demm omnia facere, non permissive, sed
potenter, .e. ut sit ¢jus proprinm opus Judiae proditio, sicnt Pauli vocatio.”

#Sess. vic Cane vico C St quis dixerit, non esse in potestate hominds, vias
snas malas facere, sed mala opera ita nt bona Deunv operari, non permissive
solum, sed etiam proprie et per se, adeo ut sit proprium cjus opus non
minus proditio Judi, quanm vocatio Pauli anathema sit)’

SArt. xix, p. 8100 ¢ De causa peceati docent, quod tametsi Deus ereat et
conservat naturam, tamen causa peccati est voluntas malornim, videlicet
diaboli et impriorum, quiv, non adjnvante Deo, avertit se a Deo, sicut
Christns ait (Joan viii. 44) @ cum loquitur mendacium, ex ipso loquitur.’

FSold, declar. 1, § 5, p. 6130 Hoe extra controversiaan est positum,
quod Deus non sit causa, creator, vel auctor peceati, sed gnod opera et
machinationibus satanae per unmn hominem (quod est diaboli) m mmndnm
sit introductum.’
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was quite otherwise with the Swiss Reformers: who renained
obstinately addicted to then cervors. The mmportance of the
subject calls upon us to describe at greater Tength the nature
ol themr opinions. In his writing on Providence, addressed 1o
the Landgrave Philip ot Hesse (mmo 1330)0 Zwingle asseris,
that God os e author, mocer: and tmpeller Lo sin : that alzo He
makes the sitoner; that by the imstrumentality of the ereature
He produces mjustice. and the kel Ino nimberless places
Calvin uses the expression. man, at the istigation of Gad. doeth
what 1C s unlawtul to do Dy a mysterions divine inspiration,
the heart of man twneth to evil s man falleth, becanse the
providence ol God so ordaimeth.s 1 these principles fill us with
just detestation, they were pushed still further by Theodore
Beza o although what he hrought forward was only dednetion.
and indeed o necessary deduction. from the doctrines  jnst
adduceed. This leader of the Reformed, after Calvin's death,
is not satisfied with repeating that God ineites, mmpels, and
urges to evil o but he even adds that the Anighty ereates a
portion ol men as s mstruments, wilh the inlenl ol working
evil through them?

' Zwingh de providentio e vi, Opp. tom. 1 (without date or place), fol-
305, be C Unum igitur atque idem facinus, pota adulterinm aut homi-
cidium, quantum Det auctorts, motoris, nnpulsoris, opus est, crimen non
est, quantum autem hominis est, crimen ac scelus est.” Folo 300, ac:
CCuam movet (Deus) ad opus aliquod, gquod perficienti instrumento fraudi
est, stht tamen non est, 1pse enint libere movet, neque instrnmento facit
IMJUriant, cun omnia sint magis sua, (uam cujusgue artificls sua instro-
nicntd, quibus non tacit mjuriam, si nunc lhmam in malleam, ¢t contra
malleam in himam convertat. Movet crgo fatronem ad occidendum
mnocentem, etinmsi mparatum ad mortem.’

Calvin mstitut. hb, v, co 18, § 20 Homo justo Del impulsu agit quod
sibt non leet,”  Lib. i, e 23, § 80 0 Cadit igitar howo, Dei providentia
sic ordinante.”  With this proposition Calvin found himsclt in a singular
situation.  On one hand, he held the maintenance ot it as theoretically
necessary, and practically usctul; and, on the other, he was extremely
incensced 1t anvone attempted to deduce frome it the consequences which
itmvolved.  Lhavescarcely ever read any work clothed in coarser languaee,
than the reply which Calvin made to an anonvmous, It very learned,
theolovtion, who in fourteen theses had condensed all contauned in the
doctrine of Calvin respecting the orgin of evil, and then firnished copious
Hlustrations on cach articles We find the writing and the veplyan * Calom-
nie nebulonis cujusdan, ete. foannis Calvint ad casdem responsio)”
Geneve 13380 Calvin concludes his reply with these words @ " Compesant
te Deus, satan, Amenl”

Dezao Aphorism. xxii. " Site autem agit (Deus) per illic instrumenti
ut non tantum sinat il acere, nee tantum moderctur eventunm, sed etiam
mcitet impellat, moveat, s

'

cat, atque adeo quod ompum estomas i,
cioads el o ol copal e cotstetindd
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The reasoning attempted in support of these notions is quite
of a character with them. In order to show that God. although
he urged to wicked actions, doth nevertheless not sin, but only
man, Zwingle observes @ God, as the just one, is subject to no
law : for it is written. the law is not given for the just ! Thus,
should God sake an angel or a man transgress the law (cum
transgressorem facit). He himsell doth not transgress it ; but the
creatures, whom the Taw oppresses and accuses. A more pitiable
train of reasoning it would he impossible to invent, whether we
consider the notion which Zwingle here gives of the just man
(for. according to the meaning of the passage in St Paul adverted
to, the just man is in himself the living moral law, and therefore
doces not stand in a mere extrancous relation to its precepts. but
bears them in himself and constantly fulfils them). or whether
we look to the essence of the Deity, from whose wisdom and
holiness the moral law is only an emanation, and which in pure
and cternal glory he realises 5 or whether, Tastlyv, we contemplate
the moral Taw in itself alone, which Zwingle. however mueh he
may incidentally exalt it treats as an arbitrary, and mercly
positive code?

The Reformer of Zurich completely destroys the objectiveness
ol evil, amd has not a perception of a holy moral government of
the world, even in those passages where he seems to speak in
such a sense. For these reasons he did not perceive, that, if

' Zwingl. de providentia, o, v. CCum igitur Angelum {ransgressorem
facit et honumum,” ete. Covi, ol 365, b “Quantim enim Deus facit, non
estpeccatnm, quia non est contra legems illi entin non est lex posita, utpote
justo, nam justis non ponitur lex, juxta Pauli sententram. Unum igitur
atque idem Aacinus, puta adulterimm ant homicidium, quantum  De
auctoris, motoris, ac impulsoris, opns ¢st, erimen non est, quantunt autem
hominis est, crimen est ac scelus est. Hle enim lege non tenetur, hic
autem lege etinm damnatar,’

“Zwinglic de provid. ¢ v, libo i, po 3604, o Duobus exemplis 1d fiet
loculentius,  Tlabet pater familice leges quasdam  domesticas, quibns
liberos a deliciis ac desidia avocet. Leevihum mellis gui tetigerit, vapn-
lato : calcenm gqui non recte induxerit, aut inductum passim exuerit ac
dimiserit, discaleeatus incedito—ct similes.  Jam si mater familie, aut
adulti Jiberi miel non tantum attre taverient, sed etian insumpserint, non
continuo vapulant, non cnim tenentur lege.  Sed puerd vapulant,  si
tetigerint, illis coim data est lex. Tanrus si totum armentiom inecat et
impleat, laudi est. Tlerns tauri, si unam modo privter nxorem agnoscat,
reus it adulterii. Causa est, quia huic Tex est posita, ne adulterium
admittat ; illum nulla lex cocrcet. Ut breviter, verissime, sicut omnia,
Paulns summam hujos fundamenti pronuntiaverit, ubi non est lex, ibi
non est pravaricatio. Deoovelut patri familize, non est lex posita, idcireo
nec peeeat, dum hoc ipaaon acit fu homine, quod homini peceatwmn est, sibi
vero non est.’
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God were to impel to the transgeesston ot o morad biw wiven by
Flimself. He would then be m o contradiction with Huonsclt. snd
would violate 1< own nature. and not merelyv an owtward rule
that is to sav. the Reformer did not sce that his theory destroyed
the very notion o the Doty The iqurious mtlnence of this
doctrine on public morality 15 evident of atselt. and was trongly
represented to Calvin,!

Zwingle sull endenvours to qustify s unhappy doctrine by
the pretence, that God s ever guided Dy pore tentions: that
conscauenthy the end sanctities the means. and. 1 a somewhat
Strii connection with this matter. he addss that Davad’s
adultery whereo! God was the author. conld as hittle conviet
God ot a bad action. as when o bull impregnates o whole herd
ot cows. Here he onty overlooks the circumstance, that man
is o more o cow, than God s o bull s that accordingly. i man
hadd been insticated by God to adultery. this conld not oceur
without o violation of man’s moral natare and consequently
the cuilt would vevert to God, Zwincle's conception more
neatly o examined. consi-ts herem. that God wronghit on the

sernsuality of Davido whicl by its power overmastered his will
that. i conscquence. God pertormed only the outward work
imditferent inoatsells and not the evil i it the work. which. i
the nptinl unton as well as in adulterye is wdentical. But how
could he distingiish between the temptations of Satan. and
such an ageney as here desertbed,

Reverting to the observation which Zwingle deemed calentated
to qustity the Deitve thato i alluring to bad actions. God had
coud obiects moview. it must be satd that this notion was shared
by Calvin and Deza: thongh. by the Tatters ot was put forth
with more aeuteness. Henee 1t will e onr daty to state the
opinions of these two Reformers, Calvin admits. that the

Peahuminie nebull Calve resp. poorg. S Ehee sant, Calvine, quae adver
sarie tw de doctrina tun perhibent, admonentogue homines, ut de doctrina
st ex brue to judicent, Doount autem te ot fuos discipules ferre multo
frocctus Dt o esse eni plerasauee litieatores, vindicte cnpidos, imjoriae
tenaces et menmores, Coterisgue Vitis, quae Dens suceerit proacditos, L oo
vero doctrntn Christo g oredebant reddebantur inehores, sed tiua dactrma
atunt. honmmes mantfeste et doteriores, Procterean quum diciti=, vos
baliere sananm doctrinan, respondent, non esse volis credendum,  Sienim
Deus vester seepissine alind cozttat ot volt, netuendum esse, e v
Denm vestrum mnntantes ddem faciatis, atqne homimes decipiatis,”

“leoes t Ouad Dens tacit, Bibere taat, abienus ol onnn allectu nosio
icitor of whsgue peccato, ut adulterium David, quod ad auctorom Denm
}\w:(ilhl no ners eo sit Peceatinn, e cumm tanrs todut v e

mscendtt ctampdet, W o camparson
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opinion, according to which God determines man to moral
corruption and impels him to sin, is not compatible with the
known will of the Deity.  Henee, like Luther, in his book against
Erasmus. he has recourse to a hidden will of God, whereby his
mode of proceeding is indeed very just, though its equity be not
obvious to our perception.!  If this be the ordinary way wherein
Calvin in his Institutions secks to defend himself, in his instrue-
tion against the so-called libertines, who, evidently induced by
his own and Zwingle's writings, had denied the distinction
between good and evil, and placed redemption in the knowledge.
obtaied through Christ, that no distinction exists between the
two ; he still Tabours to show the great ditference existing hetween
the act of God, and the act of the impious, in one and the same
deed. So he says, God works to exercise justice while the
wicked man is actuated by avarice, covetousness, cte.?  God.
for instance, instigates a man to murder, but from no other
motive than to punish a crime committed.  We leave it to the
judgment of everyone, whether the employment of such means
be compatible with the very notion of the Deity, and how
extremely pernicious it would be. and subversive of all human
morality, were men herein to imitate the Deity so represented ?
But it is evident that the inquiry must here be carried back as
far as the fall of man. and the question arises, what share is to
be altotted to God in that event. Calvin never thinks of deducing

' Calvin. institut. lib. iii, ¢. 23, § 9. * Nos vero inde negamus, rite ex-
cusari (homines), quandoquident Dei ordinationi, qua se exitio destinatos
quernntur, sua constet equitas, nobis quidem incognita, sed illi certissima.’

“ Calvin instructio advers. libertinos, ¢. 14 (in Joan. Calvini opuscula
omuia in unum vol. collecta. Genev. 1552, po 528).  C Altera exceptio,
cujus infelices isti nullam habent rationem, hiwee est, —magnam esse dif-
ferentiam inter opus Dei, et opus impii cnm co Deus vice instrumenti
utitur,  Tmpios enim sua avaritia aut ambitione, aut invidia, aut crude-
hitate incitatur ad facinus snum, nec alium finem spectat.  Ideo ex radice
illa, id est, ex animi aflectione, ¢t fine, quem spectat, opus qualitatem
sumit, et merito malum judicatur.  Sed Dens respectum omnino con-
trarinm habet @ nempe ut justitiam exerceat ad conservandos bonos,”
ete.

Code wterna pracdest (Opuse. 1ib. 1 p.gg6).  Turpi quidem et illiberali
calumnia nos gravant, qui Deum peccati auctorem fieri obtendunt, si
ommniunt, (ua aguntur, causa est ejus voluntas.  Nam quod homo injuste
perpetrat, vel ambitione,” ¢tle.

Beza (in his Quast. et Respons. libo i, po 113) distinguishes between 7n
aliquo agere, and per aliquem agere, and accordingly adds * adjiciendunm
est, Deumagere quidem in bonis et per bonos @ per malos vero agere, ¢t
non in malis.”  Zwingle makes use of the expression in aliqito agere, when
speaking of that act of God. wherehy He produces evil. De Provid, ¢, v,
D 304
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the (all of Adam trom the abuse of lman frecdom o bt on
the contrary. i perteet accordance with his own fundamental
principles. e admits that God Had ordained the falls and by
an cternal decree Trought 1t abont,

In Beza,we tind these monstrous crrors pushed to stll tarther
length, The principal points of his reasoning are as follows
God wished on one hand to show mereyv. and on the other to
reveal His nstice. Adam was ereated moradly just and holy
for trom Gaod's hand nothing unclean can come forth. Bt
how conld God untold His mercies, since the sinner only can be
the <ubicet of these 2 How conld He manitest His il]\lil‘l‘. 1
no one committed wrong, and thereby incurred punishment 2
Henee, tor the unfolding of these attributes, the Deity mnst
prepare o channel which was fonnd in ordaining the fallb of the
fr=t mian. These divine objects being perfectly just and holy.
their quality is transmitted to the means also sclected for theiy
exeention.” Here Beza does not speak of o mere co-operation

Pealvin, Institut, bho i e 2308 1 Nonne ad eam, e proodanma-
tionts causi obtenditur, corruptionem, Dei ordinatione pricdestinati ante
tucrant 2 Cune ergo in o sua cortuptione pereant, nilil ald quam panas
hnnt cjus calamitatis, i quam jees precdostinadiope Tapsus est Ndan, ac
posteros prascipites scommn traxit, § 70 Disertis verbis hoe exstare negant
{sophiste sco papistion), decretum Tuisse Deo, ut sua defectione periret
Nl quast vero, ctes § 20 Cadit sgitnr homo, Der providentia sic ordi
nante

Beza (Ouast. et Respons, poovr7) deduces the sin of Adam Irom a spon-
tanco ot voluntatis, that s to sayv, trom a natural impuolse, the meaning
whereol i, that God so formed Tmman nature, that evil could not fait to
avise, which He then makes use of for Ths own ends.

Bezao Absters, calum Heshus, adv, Cadvin. (with the Arcophagia sive
Cuctops s mone volume, Genev, 1261, pe231). C Superest, ut ostendamus,
1o decretum esse s Deo Ndami Tapsum, ut tamen tota culpa penes Satanam
et Ndanum resideats Hoe antem liquido apparebit, st gnemadmodum
pivito ante Calvinns nos monwit, diversic ataque adeo penitus contraria Der,
Sotaeae, ot homnis consilin, ae demnde etinm diversos acendt modos con-
steleramus. Ouid cnone Deo propositunt futt, quuue Tapsum honnnis
ordiiaret 2 Nempe patefaciendie s misericordie in electis gratuito
servandie tenique justo suo jpadicio o reprobornm dammanda mahtia viaon
bt cperires Nanr nisi st ot posteris suis lapsns esset Adam, nee alla
extaret ta bovimibus niseria, cujus misereretur Deus in lilio suo, nee uila
maliti quam condemuaret @ oac promde negue appareret cjus misericordin
e et pieboram, oo agitar quum mohtur et exequitur Domnmnes,
s e ndlies s mpustitie coarguent 2 Quid autem wobiehatur Satan,
sy npedeins Der consilio subservivet 2 Nempe quia Denne odit, et
LoDy bl exaestgat, innmicitias severe voluit inter Denm et honunem,
Oned e cocitant Adamus ot Heva sl atque se dociles satanae
discrpudos prechbiuerunt 2 Nempe Deawme ot anvidunt ot mendacent coar-
cucres et convito sese o athos soho coltocare”

Fhe onthie s of Beza’s reasomme mav he seen in Zwanele (e Provit,
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of the Deity in the performance of the mere outward part in an
evil action © for God, whether to punish or to exercise mercy,
has regard to the inward evil sentiment, since, without this. sin
1s not possible. Tt was thus the part of the Deity to call forth
somchow an evil sentiment. in order to attain His ends ; that
1s to say. he must annihilate His sanctity, in order on its ruins
to attain to compassion and justice. Hence, Beza does not
deny. that the first man. when he sinned, succumbed under an
invincible destiny @ that 1t was thus not left to his freedom to
abstain from sin. But, like Luther and Calvin, distinguishing
between necessity and compulsion. he says the latter does not
oceur in sin ;- that on the contrary, Adam sinned willingly; with
an inward pleasure (spontanco molie. in opposition to libero and
voluntario molir), and although he was not able to avoid sinning,
he did not wish to avoid it and it was this very thing which
constituted his criminality.!

Tt is by these principles, that passages in the Reformed con-
fessions are to be estimated. They all assert, that God s not
the author of sin, that is to sav. in the sense wherein Zwingle,
Calvin, and Beza. attempt to exculpate the Deity, after having
denicd man’s frece-will.”
cap. vi, p. 36G4).  Tow little, moreover, the sound common-sense of the
Christian, who, on one hand, upholds the idea of God’s holiness and
justice, and, on the other hand, clings to the doctrine of rewards and
punishments according to man’s works, could be led astray hy such dia-
lectic arts, the anonyvmous writer already ecited very well points out,
when e sayvs @ Equidem davi cgo aliquando doctrinie tow, Calvine,
camque, quamvis non satis ikt perspienam, defendi; guod  tantum
tribuchaum anctoritati twe, ut vel contra cogitare putarem nefas; sed
nune auditis adversariormm argumentis, non habio quod respondeam. . .
Nan tuce rationes sunt obscuree, et feve ejusmodi, ut statim, deposito de manit
libro, cxcidant cx memoria, neque adversavios convincant, At adversariorim
argunicuta sunt apevta, acria, et que facile mcmnovie mandentur, ot ab il-
litevatis, quales feve erant qui Chrvistum sectabantur, percipiantur.  1line
it ut tui discipuli fere magis anthoritate tua nitantur, quam ratione.
It quuom adveeysarios vincere won possunt, habent cos pro heveticis et per-
tnacibis, ot ab corwm consortio abstinent, et omnes ubique monent, ut ab-

stincant.”  And such doctrines were to bhe held as formal articles of faith!
PBeza Absters b i Ouerenda est vitit ortgo in instrumentornm
spontanco motu, quo it ut Deus juste decreverit, guod illi injuste fecerant,”

cte. A distinetion very fannhar to Beza!  Compare lus @ Quiest, et Res-
pons.” lib. i, p. o120,

“Confess. Helv, cap. ix. (ed. August. p. 19).  “ Ergo quoad malum sive
peccatum, homo non coactus vel a Deo, vel a diabolo, sed st spoite malum
tecit, et hac parte liberrimi est arbitrii,”  Cap. v, p. 130 Damnamus
pricteria Florinum et Blastum, contra quos et Irenceus scripsit, ut omnes,
qui Denm facinnt anctorem peceati,”  Confess. Gallic. cap. viii, lib. ¢, p.
113, Negamus tamen ilhan (Deum) esse antorem mali, aut corum, quie



CHAPTER 1
ON ORTGINAL SENCAND PSS CONSEOE ENCT

§ \Y I CATHOLIC DOCTPRINTE O ORIGINAT ST

[ 1+ ane ot the mo-t remarkable phenomena i the sty of
the religious controversies of the fast three centurtes. that the
Retormers, according to whose principles Ml in s fall only
stccumbed under acsentence of irresistible necessity pronounced
upon hine shonld have represented the Deity as Kindling into
<o teartul aowrath, and inthoting <o frightful @ chastisciient for
thi~ vl of the st man. which, according to their own views.
should e called rather his pure misfortune. Tt is no casy task
to explain how ideas so unconnected should have been assoctated
i one and the siune heads When we just now used the com-
prehensive word © Reformers.” we did <o advisedlv o for even
Luther and Mchnethon had hoth completely framed their theory
of orgina!l ~in. when they were entangled e those opimions
described in the preceding seetion opintons which Zwingle and
Calvin only ook up and further developed. How could Adam
he the subject of sueh fearful wratho it he diddonly what he was
oblized to do: i hie perpetrated only what he could not avord 2

Henee arsesaconception of original stnon the part of Protestants,
which is i almost every respect (we trust we may e pardoned
the expression) devord of sense and reason. By the most ex-
avvcrated deseription o the eifects ol Adam’s fall. thev seem
aintons to resuscitate the teeling ol sing and the conscronsness
perperant tant allion culpam o apsimn transierrn posses qinrne apsii

volunmtas il summa et certissina omnis nstitie nornt, Foibet aatem
e admarabtles poties quam explicabifes rationes, exoquibis sic utitur
diaholis ommilbus et peccamibus hommibus, tanguam nstrientis, ut
aquicpid e male aeant, b apse steut quste ordimavat, seee o g Do

convertar, The Deluie Conlession (cap. xot, Iihoel p.
SO Wy

177) speaks e

PCalvin glnst b, i e 1osecs 4 Tol 7)) very well cndarges gn 1l
ntazniticde of Adams s but his whole description ntekes no tipresston
S0 cooi s we rercernher Ve author's sssertios, that Ve st needs sim
e <hows aomely enoneh vhe unbeliets merattade, and poede o Nl
Dovt o s ondy o paty that one st pavent was ofdisod to lose tanth cratitude,
and Tannhy,
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of guilt. which. by then view ol God's relation to evil. they were
on the point of utterly destroying.  And vet they only aggravate
the matter, as will appear in the course of the present chapter,
which must, however, m the first instance, be devoted to an
examination of the primciples laid down by the Council of Trent.

The doctrine of the Catholic Church on original sin 1s cx-
tremely simple. and may be reduced to the following propositions.
Adam, by sin, lost his original justice and hohness, drew down
on himsell by his disobedience the displeasure and the judgments
of the Almighty. imcurred the penalty of death, and thus, in all
s parts. in his body as well as soul, became strangely de-
teriorated.! This his sinful condition is transmitted to all his
posterity as descending from him, entailing the consequence
that man 1s of himself mcapable, even with the aid of the most
perfect ethical Taw offered to him from without (not excepting
ceven the one revealed in the old Covenant), to act in a manner
agrecable to God, or in any other way to be justitied before Him,
save only by the merits of Jesus Christ, the sole mediator betwixt
God and man.® It to this we add, that the fathers of Trent
attribute to fallen man free-will, representing it, however, as
very much weakened® and in consequence teach, that not every
religious and moral action of man is necessarily sinful, although
it be never, inatself and by itsclf. acceptable to God. nor anywise

Concil. Trid. sess. v. deeret. de peccat. orig. € Si quis non confitetur
primum hominem Adam, cum mandatum Dei in paradiso fuisset trans-
gressus, statim sanctitatem et justitiam, in qua constitutus fuerat, annsisse,
incurrissedque peroftensam prievaricationis hujusmodiirametindignationem
Dei, atque ideo mortem .. . totumque Adam . . . seenndum corpus et
aninmam in deterius commutatum fuisse, anathema sit.’

“Loc. cit. “Sioquis hoe Adie peccatum, guod origine unum est, ot
propagatione, non imitatione, transtusum omnibus, inest unicuique pro-
prium, vel per humane naturae vires, vel per aliud remedinn asserit tolli,
quam per meritum unins mediatoris Domini nostri Jesu Christi, qui nos
Deo reconciliavit sanguine suo, factus nobis justitia, sanctificatio, ct
redemptio, anathema sit.’

FConcil. Trid. sess. viocap. v.* Siquis liberum hominis arbitriunt post
Adwe peccatum amissum et extinetum esse dixerit, aut rem esse de solo
titulo, imo titulum sine re, figmentum denique a Saiana inveetum in
ceclesiam, anathema sit.”  Cap. i Primum declarat sancta syvunodus,
ad justificationis doctrinam probe et sincere intelligendam, oportere, nt
unusquisque agnoscat, ot fateatur, quod cun omnes homines in prie-
varicatione Ada innocentiam perdidissent, facti immundi, et. ut Apostolus
mquit, natura filitirae . . . usque adeo servi erant peccati, et sub potestate
diaboliac mortis, ut non modo gentes per vim natura, sed ne Judad guidem
per ipsam etiam literam legis Movsis, inde liberari, aut surgere possent,
tametsi in eis libernm arbitrium minime extinctum esset, viribus scilicet
attenuatum et nclmatum.’
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portes thwe then have stated abic whieh s to be Liebdl ae <ty
the doctrine of the Churche A hat, mmorcover, tallen man <ol
bears the nnage of God (section 1) necessarilyv follows frong what
has Been advaneed,

o ccading these decrecs of the Counctl of Tront, we call
to mind ol those questions, whneh. <inee the rise o1 the Pelacian
heresve and even muceh carlicr. were, on the matter it =i,
proposed to scientific mvestication. we shall not fail to observe,
that the assembled fathers found 1t expedient e their decision
not to tonch uron a considerable rmber of these question-. e
to express themselves movezard to then with o certain e ERl RN
We save i reeard to these questions s for. on the matter itclf.
constdered aecording o Seripture and  ceclesiastical tradition.
the counatl has pronounced very detiniee and tull declarations,
But., as e thes doctrine the Lutherans were driven (o the most
pernictons  exageerations o oand asoin the first vears of  the
Retormation. some Catholic theologians -~ for example, Albertis
Richins {as 15 olten the case in the refutation of  extreme
apinions) approximated to the opposite extrenme ;5 the decrees
of Trent were received with feelings of very great prejudice by
the Protestants. whoo in their rash vehemence, charged them
with Pelacianisn.

A vegards the deliberations of Frente Pavva ab Andrada.
Portucuesc theologian who assisted at them. informs us in the
third book of his deience of the council. that it purposcly
abstained trom any minnter definitions. And Pallavicing RHAR
that the council has expressed itsel more negatively vet with
such distmetness, that the crrors on this matter then current
weres as suche clearly and distinetly rejected. 1 the Churels,
Ie contimues. he unable to give anyv accurate definition of oreinal
sinc it s sulfierent for her to denote what original <in is not © and
this she can do with as much propricty as one who. having no
clear notion of heaven. could <till assert with contidence. that
1owas not compozed of Jinen adorned with gold paper © Tl

PCancil Tridd, sess. vicap, viie 0 Si e dINerit, opera oninia e ant
Justhicalionent bivnt cacngue ratione factio st vere esse RO Rl
odin Dy mereris anathema sit

Betlarnnn de cratio primi homims cap o lmaco o ad natnram,
stnlitudo ad virtutes pertinet o prosnde Adam peconndo non imaoinen

Prer, sed simnhitachimen perdidi .’

Lo this Chemmitius (Mxam. Conctl, Trids o Franeol, 1300 17, 1,
Peo1o) reters, when he exclanms: 0 A perpetiam 1eitur ret memoriam
notuts st totr orln Chnstiano,” cte. See also his * Loci, Theol,” IRl s

22y Gerhard loci theolog, tom, v, po 303 (loc, 18, ~ee, 25,
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samie celebrated histortan also relates, that the papal legates
reminded the assembled fathers not to decide on the nature of
original sin itscelf. Decause Seripture and tradition are silent
upon this matter ; and he adds, the holy synod was not convoked
to pronounce upon opinions, but to condemn errors.  We shall
soon be enabled to sce the great propriety of this judgment of
Pallavicint’s.!

In order to point out more nearly the pomnts whercon the
various schools were united, and the points about which they
were at variance, we shall lay before our readers a summary
statement of the scholastic views respecting original sin, in so
far at least as their relation to the Protestant crrors niay require.
By showing their agreement. it will appear, that it was only the
most envenomed prejudice which could venture to charge the
schoolmen with a superficial Pelagianism; that 1s to say. with
the denial of original sin, or at least, with the misapprehension
ol its magnitude.  But while we mark the pomt at which the
schoolmen diverge in opposite directions, we encounter the Himit
which a higher hand hath set to the investigations of human
science. I their efforts to extend this houndary have been
somewhat unsuccessful - if they explain nothing, or much less
than they onght-—it would still be unjust to regard what has
been explained as the sole erterion of that which it was their
task to have explained.

AN who deseend from the seed of Adw,” says St Bona-
ventura, *have a nature marred not only by punishment, but
by guilt.” This is manifest in the want of God's intuition, in
the ignominy which weighs upon reason, and in the pre-
ponderance of evil desire (concupiscentia).  The want of the
divine intuition evidently presupposes guilt 5 because no one
can be deprived of eternal good, for the enjoyment whercof he
has been created, unless there he in him something which renders
him unworthy of standing in the presence of his God.  In respect
to the second, no one need be ashamed of anything which 1s the
property of bis nature; but is not reason ashamed of certain

Ploc, cite poo248, Gib vii, cap. x, peo247 0 C e vero admonuerunt
(Legati) ne quid certi statuerent de natura ipsa originalis culpae, de qua
scholastici discordant = nee enim synodus collecta fuerat ad decidendas
opiniones, sced ad errores recidendos.”  Further ou, 1t is said: “ Quoties
damnantur hewritici, optimum counsilinm est, magis generalia, quippe magis
indubitata complecti, quod a synodo peractum est.  Quoties in cosdem
seriptis agitur, prudentis est, nullam ipsis ansam praeferre transferenda
disputationis a re 1psa, que certa est, ad modum, qui est incertus.’
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motions ol the tlesh 20 This, too. bhetokens on incnited clr,
The preponderance of evil Tust s a0 matter of ceitamty also
Because then only is the coul of an well ordered. whien thie <pini
1= 1 subjection to God, and the lesh andd animal Leculties o
i subjection to the spiot! But ill-ordered and therelon

perverted, s the sond of mans when 16 telation to God and the
senses T beenmverted, This is now the ca<e ooand not cnly
doth tarth teach soc bhut philosopliy icven coneurs. The violenee
of wicked Tusteand the Taw ot the membersowhich cach one
from his buth, Lolds the spintt captive: and overnmasters 1t.
FCas thus undemable that the soul ot cach one s trom his birth
perverted (perversa) o bt il the rvight state of the soul he justice,
s perverted state s gt o and as we are perverted trom o
birth, we bear about with us trom our hivth the stain ot cuilt.
Of this no one doubts except he who s gnorant ot the power
ob evib desitesand doth not know m what way the vational spiiit
should e obedient unto God. For it s acknowledecd, that.
unless our spirit love God above all things, and tor Tlis own
sikes 1t s not perfecty obedient unto Hime o Teis also acknow-
ledged. that without the gift of grace o one in the state of corrnpt
nature loveth God above all things, and for His own sake s nay,
he s necessartly overcome by the foree of wicked Tust. <o as to
be more cnamoured ot himiselt coid of sone apparent good. This
15 every soul from its birth a sinner, hecause perverted amd dis-
atdered. And henee the apostle, speaking o the person of
fallens Tty sarth 1 see another law in my members,
which striveth against the Taw of the spirit, and holdeth me
captive wider the Taw ot s Then he exclaims 0 Unlappy
man that I am. who shall deliver me trom the body of this
deathe 27 And he veplies : 0 The grace of God through Jesus
Chiist.” Wheever pavs attention to this Liw i the members,
and to our talse relation to Godo will certaimly not deny that
man from his birth s sintal 0 nav, he will elearty see that ic1s

UFrone this 16 clear, in what eatintation we shonld hold the objection
made Tothe divines hefore the Reformation, that they mevely adontted

the soul to have fallen into desorder, mcconsequence of oviginal =i, Sach
was the reply made 4o the following passage cited by me trom Duns

Scotns,  Deordinnt autem peccatant originale totam antmam ; cizo si
est abiqua una culpa, moilla potentia est, ad cujus deordinationem tota
aniia deordinatur. Hla solic est voluntas @ quia psa ordinata ordinat
abias, o deordinata deordut ™ (Mo i, Sent. Dist. xxx, . 2). Lo

tornt o rieht judement on this nadtter, men must anvderstand  the usns
locquendr ol the schoolmen ; bhut tor this knowledge astindy of their writings
Is reduisite.

D



50 ENPOSITION O DOCTRINAL DIFFERENCIES

impossible to doubt the existence of original, any more than of
actual, sin. I philosophers and some heretics have not acknow-
ledged this, it 1s because they had no notion of the rectitude of
the soul, of justice, nor how much the soul should turn to God.
Thus all human nature is given up to corruption ; and not only
because it has incurred a penalty. but hecanse it is in fact siuful.”!
“Original sin,” adds this great teacher of the Church, * may be
deseribed as the want of original justice, whereby the perversity
of nature and evil concupiscence hath arisen.’

Let us hear now St Thomas Aquinas, the head ol another
great school in the middle age.  He thus enlarges on the subject
of original sin : * As between things opposite, there is an opposite
relation, so from original justice its opposite. original sin. may be
explained.  But the whole order of original justice consisted
therein. that the will of man was obedient to God - an obedience
which in an eminent degree was practised by the will ; for it 1s
the provinee of the will to dircet all other parts of the soul,
m conformity to this its highest destination.  Hence, when the
will fell away from God, disorder in all other facultics of the
soul ensued.  Thus, in original sin the deprivation ol original
justice is the formal part, that is to say. the causal. determining,
and essential part ;3 but every other disorder in the faculties of
the soul 15 the malerial part of original sin, that is to say, the
thing determined-- the consequence—-the manifestation of the
essence. The disorder of the other powers of the soul shows
itscll i the perverted affection to transitory good,—a disorder
which may be denoted by the well-known expression, wicked
desire, concupiscentia. Thus in its essence (forma). original sin
is the want ol original justice; in its manifestation (maferia) it
15 evil desire,” #

In another place he says @ All the faculties of the soul have
been, to a certain degree. displaced from their proper dircetion
and destination—a displacement whicl is called the wound ol
nature.  But there are four powers of the soul, which can become
the conduits of virtue— namely, reason, wherein is vecognition ;
the will, wherein is justice ;5 the faculty of exertion, wherein is
courage 3 the faculty of desire, wherein is temperance.  In so
tar as reason has been diverted f{rom its bearing towards the

' J. Bonavent. ad 1ib. i1, Sent. Dist. xxx, . 11, art. 1, Op. Lugd. 1668, t
vi, P xi, p. 373.

= Thom. Aqui L Poin, o 82, artove The words * forma " and
cannot always be rendered into our Janguage in the same way.

‘

materia’
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tuth has ari=en the wonnd of woorane e o iasmue b as the widl
has been diverted from its bearing towards cood. has aisen the
woutd of wickedness ¢ inasmuel as the facnlty of excertron hies
heen diverted from its bearing towards the ardions: hasanisen
the wound of trailty s Tastve tnasomuch as the taculty of desi
has Deer diverted from its conrse, as divected by teason. towands
the term o pleasire. has arisen coneupiseenice.” !

A= ovigina sin was represented by Bonaventura i the mone
practical tone of cloquent complaint, and by Thomas with more
seientine wecuracy and subtlety of distinetion o so we ned the
same gencially expounded in the coclestastical seliools prior to
the period of the apostacy from the Church o so that anvone
who Judges the matter with sobrictyv. and with competent
knowledee, will he utterlv unable to discover i them any, even
the shightest, traces of Pelagranism.

I we turn now to the difterences ot opinton which divide
the schioolmen. the most important will e found to consist in
the representation of the mode wheremn the sin ot Adam was
transmitted to his descendants. Tt must be espectally observed,
that. tor very weighty reasons. the schoolmen rejected as
erroncots  the opinton, that souls were transmitted  through
gencration by the parents to their childven (fraducianisins)
and on the other hand, held as alone true and orthodox. the
doctrine that souls are ever created by God (creatianisinus).
It according to the first view. the transmission ot original s
(from the principle. that like comes of its likes and so that a
stiner will heget astimer) s apparently casy to explain @ so. on
the other hand. the doctrine of the successive creation ot souls
ofters ot the first view ereat ditfienlties, in the scientifie treat-
ment of the article of hebeto which now engages our attention,
For what happens to the soul created by God o and created
all sonnduess. puritye and tegrity, thats at the moment of
1t unton with the bodvoit should bhe deprived not only ot all
supernatural cittss but so o deeply wounded i all ats natural
tacultios. and placed inoso feartoly ncongruons o relation to
thie 1 1y ?

The teachers of science have at all tmes found 1t a matter of
(]ilﬁrll]l»\' to acknowledee ther i}\'llul;\ll\‘t', The \‘_\pm'l;l?iull ot
scholars. to be able to comprehend evervthing. s met by the
presumptuons confidence of teachers to make all things com-
prehensibles The proposition is indeed detended. that m the

Dl hom Nquin, Iibe g S50 art, nn
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Ut

true religion there must be mysteries—there must be things
incomprehensible, But instead  thereof, it should be hroadly
maintained, that for us, in our present condition, the true
religion s itself a mystery—that it is ¢re mystery, and that, in
consequence, all its particular parts must offer mysteries.  Here
15 the whole mysterious—thercfore its parts @ not this or that
only is mysterious. but all is so.

Yet there 1s within us an irvepressible longing after coni-
prehension @it is the same which inits excess leads to the denial
of cverything above comprehension. This very longing to
comprehend, Jike the fact, that we are swrrounded by incom-
prehensible mysteries, points  to the  distraction which  has
convulsed our natwre, to the wound inflicted on our reason—
to a lost intuition, and in so far, to an unhappy past.  Yet it
betokens, too, a happy futurity-—amn intuition for which we are
destined, which beams upon us from afar, and for whicl, even
i this life, we seek some sort of compensation. This desire to
comprehend, s a meagre vital sign of a yet extant, but deeply
concealed germ of future intuition, and a warranty, that that
intuition will be one day imparted o us.  So a well-regulated
development ought not to be refused to this inborn desire.
But full satisfaction here below, we may rest assured, it neither
finds nor communicates. Shall then this very effort after
comprehension, which is so closely connected with the original
convulsion of our nature —with the night that has since spread
over our spirit, be crowned with success in the attempt to dispel
this darkness 2 We may be permitted to entertain a doubt.
Who comprehiends evil in itself 2 Whose eye has ever penctrated
into the deep connection between moral and physical evil 2
Who has ever explored the mysterious ties which unite the soul
and the body 2 Who kunows the sexual relations, and com-
prebends what is life, and the generation of life 2

Some schoolmen  taught, that, by the fall ol Adam, a
destructive and infectious quality was introduced into the
human body ; and that this quality. propagated by generation,
contaminated the soul at the moment of its union with the body,
debased it. and communicated to it the disorder of the body.
But even overlooking the fact, that the rise of a positive bad
quality is itself an enigma, nay, is utterly inconceivable @ still
this theory takes a very material view of evil.  And although it
may appear to otfer some satisfactory explanations as to bodily
discases, and as to death ; yet in the spiritual regions it is utterly

3
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unavailine.  How could the intusion of such a corporeal por-on
convey to the soul the cerms of all whicho i the most compre-
hensive sense. constitites ~clf-<cekine 1o wits revolt soamst
God orocance and envy toward our fellow men vanity and
complacency in regard to onrselves 2 1 so disordered o spiritial
condition i1 s distempered o moral state could be encendered
by the connection of the soul with the bodyve it would e then
certainly very ditienlt to uphold the notion of moral evil,

Thi= theory was o consequence rejected by most of the
schoobmen = and. instead of thisc another was adopted. namely,
that. with the exeeption of s heritage of aailts fatlen man s
born exactly like Adam. when considered without Tns super-
patural eraces  that 15 to sav, with all the natural faenlties
powers and properties ot the poradisiaic man. as well as without
any quality. evib i atselfs The centhict between reason and
sensuality s cannsed by the two very heterogencous essences,
whercof man s composed o and therefore without the diving
principle imparted to lime which held the mferior e subjection
to the superior parte Adam would have eradually felt this combuat
within him (e0de section 1), and indeed without mcurring thereby
the cutlt of <sinz Jor 1t is the nature of sensaality to be irrational.
The contlict we speak ofc would have been o natural event,
The eval of that corrupt condition. wherein man 15 now born.
consistz in the fact thats m Adam he has deserved 1o bhe deprived
of the justice conterred by supernatural grace o that s to say,
to feel the rebellion of the tlesh against the spivit.. What natuare,
withont supernatural grace. wonld have heen. s now, in con-
sequence of the seli-maurred Toss of that divine gift. the penalty
ot all born ot Adam.!

But as this theory doth not explan. and 15 unable to explain
the perversity of the willo wherewith we are horn. 1t also s

PBellarnin de o primi hom, capove S Nos vero cvisdOnanis rectitudi
e i cticn partis inferioris fimsse donnm supernaturale, et quidem
Prer oo non por ace klens o ut neque i natare principiis haxerit, neque
potinerit thueres B quia donm lad sapernaturale erat, ut statim
probaturs sunies, co remoto naturs mmana, sibt relicta, puznam illam
experrt capit partis interiorts i superiort, e naturalis futora erat,
1 estex o conditione matert e osecatura mist Dens justitie donmm liomim
adhishinset, Onare nons magis dirtert statns hominmis post Lipsim Ve a
stavtu cpusdemm puris naturalibos, gquam ditterat spolintus a nado, negue
deterior est lnnnana nature, st culpam originalen detrabias Hneque nages
Tunorantne et ittt te laborat, quant esset et ihoraret in purs naturali-
Dus condita, Promde commaptio noatara non exo alicujus dond noaturalis

carentne ne e es alicngns ale gqualitaie accessn, sed cx o sale donid

et s obe Nebe pece st atansone prottusat,”
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insufficient. Tt speaks only of a conflict between the sensual
and the rational principle, which without the divine aid would
have arisen as a natural occurrence.  But the question before
every othier is. to account for the wounds of the spirit. especially
for the perversity of the will.  Would the spirit of man, because
it is an essence distinet {rom God. when considered in itself —
that is to say, as void of the gift of supernatural grace, and as a
bare finite being, be found in that attitude of opposition to God,
and all things holy, wherein man is now born 2 Then man, as
a finite heing, would be of himself disposed to sin. and would
not be so merely through abuse of his freedom.  The super-
natural, divine principle, can certainly not he destined merely
to remove that inclination to opposition against his Creator
existing in man as a creature. or rather only to prevent its
outhreakings. It is not by the absence of this supernatural
grace, without which all are now born, that man 15 perverted in
his will : he may become so. and doubtless casily, but he is not
vet so at the moment of his creation.

The inadequacy of this theory, to an explanation of the
subject, has given rise {o many objections against the Catholic
doctrine of original sin. Men went on the supposition snggested
by excited passions. that Catholic theologians would admit as
notions of original sin, only what was really explained by the
above-stated theory.  Instead of accusing  the weakness  of
speculation. they impeached the principle itself.!

§ VI-—-DOCTRINE OF THE LUTHERANS RESPECTING
ORIGINAL SIN

The Augsburg Confession expresses itself in the following
manner respecting orviginal sin @ They (the Protestants) teach,
that, after Adam’s fall, all men. who are engendered according

1

“ven Bellarmine, who defends, with great acuteness and subtlety, the
last-stated opinion, says of original sin :

“Omnibus imputatur (peccatum Adwe) qui ex Adamo nascuntur, qnia
omnes in lumbis Adami existentes, in co, ¢t per cum peccavimus, cnm
ipse pececavit, . .. Prcterea dicimus, quemadmodim in Adamo, prcter
actum illins peccati, fait etion perversio voluntatis et obliquitas ex
actione relicta, per quam peccator proprie et formaliter dicebatur ot
crat ... ita quogue in nobis omnibus, cum primum homines esse incipi-
mus,  pricter impntationem inobedientine Adani, esse eticm similem
perversionem et obliquitatem unicuiqiie inharentem, per quan peceatorse
propric ¢t formaliter dicimnr.”
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to nature, are born in sin that s to save without tear of God.
without contidence i Fone and with concupiscence.” B This
article deseribes orteinal sin as something at oncee privative and
positive +as the deprivation of cood. and the establishment ol
evil, 1 s o dutye o the =t nstance. to determine more
acerrately the natre ol the cood withdrawn,  The Catholwe
theologians ot the Dict of Augsbures Foke Winpima, and
Cochlaens. who Diad prepared o retatation of the Loatheran con-
fession there read. remarked i then essave that the deseription
ol original <in. - men were borwithout fear of Godoand withont
conficdence m Him was verv unlitting and imadmissible o becanse
the fenr ot God and contidence in Hhim consisted i i siuceession
ob mntetlectal actss which not anvone would think of demanding
of the unconscions child, Henceo they <aid the absence ot such
acts i< by noomeans to be considered as constituting a sin- i the
mew-born s the non-existence of those virtnes wonld establish
cuilt perpetiated with seli-conscionsness and with freedom. and
world not. in consequence. denote the essence o original <in.
Decase man s born therewithe and this st exists an hime prioy
to all self-conscionsness.”

The anthor of the apology saw himsell hereby foreed to express
Bimsclt on this subject with the sclentitic accuracy to be desived,
The ob=cire meanmg of the passage he elucidated with the
remark. that, by it nothing more was sienihed. than that man,
cngendered in the conrse of nature. wanted the capacity or the
cifts Tor producing the fear of God. and confidence in Him.”
Herebyvoin fact, the tenet of the Protestants was stated with the
utmost precizion - vet ina manner to be intelligible only to one,
who knew its connection with other doctrines. The reader will
remember that. accordine to theviews of Luther and his followers,
man was originally endowed with only natural powers—an
opinion which in the present matter exerts a very mportant
intlnence, For as fallen man. as such, s evidently unable to
exercize thos s virtues which were possible to him in Tos state of

FContess, Nugnst, art. it p.o120 C Docent, quod post Tapsum Adee
onies llomines, secindmn natiuram propagath, nascantur cunt peceato,
hoe st sine wetu Del, sine tiducia erga Dennt et cum concupiscentin’

S Resp. theoloo, Cath, ad arte i ¢ Declaratio articnli est ommino repi-
ciendi, o s ocnilibet Christiano manitestum, esse sine metu Bet, sioe
fihue i cree Denm, potins esse culpam actualem, gaam noxam intantis
recens natt, qut usi rationis wedhue non pollet.”

I

\polo dl, o sect 20 pos g lic locus testatur, nos non solmm o tus,
et potention sen dona ciiciendi timorems et o i erea Deamn

vdiiere propanatis seconndune carnalens natm 1
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original purity ; andas he is unable to do so, because the powers
fail him: the Reformers saw themselves in a situation to put
iorth the doctrine. that certain natural powers man no longer
possessed.!

But most insight into these lost natural powers is afforded us
by the Formulary of Concord. In the synergistic controversies
which agitated the Lutheran Church., Victorinus Strigel 2 (a
leader of the heterodox party, an acute, well-informed thinker,
who was very familiar with the Catholic points of delence,? and
convineed of the incontrovertible character of the dogma of
free-will). asserted, that even fallen man possesses at least the
faculty, the capacity. the aptitude, to know God, and to will
what is holy; although this faculty is completely paralysed,
and, as it were, benumbed, and is not susceptible of any
spontancous cxertion.  The formulas, which he made use ol.
are these: fallen man possesses still the modum  agendi,
capactlalem, aplitudinem ;’ that is to say, he still at least enjoys,
i reference to spiritual things. the empty form of knowledge
and of will, void, though that form be, of all real and essential
purport.’ Although Victorinus considered the consequences of
the sin of Adam, i respect to his whole posterity as of a far more
destructive character, than Catholics, by the decisions of Trent

"Luther (in c. 1, Genes.) says, after the above-cited passage, wherein
hie rejects the doctrine of Catholic theologians respecting the supernatural
powers of Adam: “1we probant, justitiam esse de natura hominis, ca
autermn per peccatum amissa, non mausisse integra naturalia ut delivant
scholasticd.

? See Plank’s “ Tistory of the Rise, Changes, and Formation of our
Protestant System of Doctrine” (in German), vol. iv, P 584

“He was a scholar versed in the old Christian Greek literature, and we
are, as is well-known, indebted to him for some translations from that
literature into the Latin language.  Bnt the Greek Church shows only
advocates of the doctrine of frec-will.

PCalvin (Instit. lib. i1, sect. 14, fol. 87) gives us the wished for explana-
tion of the notion, which, in the sixteenth century, was attached to the
word “aptitudo.”  We may compare with great utility this passage with
one in St Thomas Aquinas.  (See Summa tot. theolog. p. i, . xciii, art.
iv, ed. Cass. Lugd. 1320, vol i, P- 417.) St Thomas here ingnires, where-
fore the spirituality of man constitntes his similitnde to God ; and he then
says, the divine image within us may be considered in a threefold pomt of
view. “Uno quidem modo sccundnm quod Liomo habet aptitudinem
naturalem ad intelligendum et amandum Deum. 15t hee aptitudo con-
sistit In ipsa natnra mentis, qua est communis omnibus hominibus.  Alio
modo secundmmn guod homo actu vel habitu Deum cognoscit ¢t amat,’
ete.  Aplitudo accordingly signifies, in opposition to actus, the natural
disposition —the faculty—and here, the moral and religious facnlty.,  Sce
uore copious proofs of this in my work, * New Ingniry,” ete. in reply to
Dr Banr, p. 35, second edition.
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at leasts are immediately bound to regard them @ =0l s view
didd not satisiv the orthodox partyoin his own Chureh, They
called him a0 Pelagian, and asserted that even that bare faculty
of knowledee and will that mere empty form o the soul ot
man - had been utterly destroved o and here they donbtless
spoke quite o the sense of Lathere The Formulars of Coneord
likewise rejected the view of the svoereists and declared that
fallen man no Jonger possessed even the mere nataral faculty
to understand God and His holv willo and i contormity to that
knowledge to divect his own willl! Inone word. the taculty
of knowledge and willl inasmuch as it has reference to divine
things. or (it we prefer the expression) the rational aptitnde.
15 demed to the mere natural man the man as born of Adim,
The truth of this mode of concerving the Lutheran doctrine. on
ortginal s s not done awav o with, nayve is confirmed by the
declaration of the Formulary of Coneord. that it was not therehy
intended to hold fallen man for an rrational ereature For (o
that faculty of the hbuman mind. which i/ terms reason, it assions
merelyv the fite world as the sphere of activity : % and therehy

Psohd. declars e de Tibe arbe seets g, pe g Fam ob causiun etinm
non recte dicitur, hominent i rebus spiritualibus habere modum aeendi
aliquid, quod 1t honuny et salutare, Cum enim homo ante conversionem
I peceilis portaons sit, non potest moipso aliqua vis ad bene aeendum i
rebus spivitualibos tnesse s itacue non habet modum agendi seu operiodi
in rebus divinis” L Sects 20 pp. 016, 6170 Repudiantur, qui docent,
honmiem exo prima sua origine adhuc abiquid  boni, quantulume nngue
etinm et quinm exignum atgue tenne id sit, reliquum habere ;s capacitatem
videlicet ot aptitudinem et vires aliquas m rebus spiritualibus,” cte,

“Solid. dech i, de b arbitr, sect. xvi, po 6330 Non tamen in cant
sententizm sic loguuntur, gquast homo post lapsum non amplins sit creatura
rationalis,’

Solid declar i de peceat. orig. sect. x, p. O Inaliis enin externis
et hujus sandi vebas, g vale o sudigoctie sunt, relictum est homini adhoe
aliguid antellectns, virinm, et dacnltatuin, ctsi hae ctiom miserie reliquiae
detnles v gquidem e ipsaqutulacunague permorbung illom hoereditarium
mtecta sunt atque contiuninata, vt Deus abominelnr ca.’ Sectoxl pooy g
SR verum quidem est, quod homo ctiam ante conversionenn sit ereatur
rationalis, quee intellectum et voluntatem, habweat o efe e ctam antone o (e
pebage diiibes Dot eoliunlatom, wese ut aligiefd bond o sand ocdil Victorinus

Stricel am his comentary on the Psadms, which appeared in the vear 136,
haed adduced the following passaee trom St Anvustine © * Non Omno
deletum estan corde hominis per peceatanm, quod thi per inaginen 1,

/

U Crenretur, anrpressim fuerat, gegne ailos imiases D0E dot ita et i dad

1l viidla cnwninna oo Lt Lovo o iihe cxbromia ko imianscrint, voinen i e
gitnd feonee oS ratsonades Jossdd These words the theolosan s ot
Wurtcinhery note as reprehensable. See Plank’s © Thistory of the Rise anad

Clianwes ol the Protestant Svetem of Doctrme (o Grertaan ), sol v, o,
oNes We see thiat Nictormus Stroveel aftaclhed oo daterent meanime to (e
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clearly shows, that. in its opinion, Adam, rejected of God. and
all his descendants. considered merely as such, have no longer
preserved any spiritual aptitude for God and His kingdom.

We arrive at the same result by various ways.  The first,
presenting itself to our view, is the following,  The Lutheran
confessions, as was proved above (sce section 11).  describe
the image of God, as the natwal capacity in man to
know God. to fear Him, and to confide in Him. DBut it is
precisely this capacity which we especially revere as rationality
—the rational disposition in man.  Yet of this very divine
image the Lutherans repeatedly assert. that it has been utterly
ctfaced by original sin. and thereby plucked from the posterity
of Adam."  The second course which leads to the ahove-
mentioned result, consists in the views entertained by the
Lutherans vespecting man’s free-will subsequently to his fall.
They hold that he possesses only a certain external {recdom,
but none at all in spiritual things: and that, in respect to the
latter. heis no more than a stone or a stock (these are comparisons
they frequently use).”  Inlike manner. the Formulary of Concord
observes, that fallen man can neither think. belicve. nor will,
any thing having reference to divine and spirttual concerns ;
that he is utterly dead to all good. and no longer possesses any.
even the least spark of spiritual powers.*  The expression

word yeason, from that which was attached to it by the Formulary of
Concord. e considered it as the faculty for the apprehension of the
super-sensual, as the principle of the Divine similitude in man ; for as
man appeared to him a being necessarily rational, hie asserted, that re-
mains of that faculty had survived his fall.  This view, now, lis adver-
saries rejected, and consequently regarded fallen man as really irrational,
that s to say, as devoid of every faculty for the apprehension of the
supermundane.

" Solid. declar. i, de pece. or. sect. 9, p. 614, “ Docetur, quod peccatum
originis sit horribilis defectus concreatae in paradiso justitice originalis, et
amissio seu privalio imaginis Dei.’

“Confess. Aug. art. xviil. “De libero arbitrio docent, quod humana
voluntas habeat aliguam libertatem ad etliciendam eivilem justitiam, et
diligendas res rationt subjectas.”  Here is reason, the highest faculty in
man, that has survived his fall, confined purely to the finite.  Let the
reader compare the Solida Declaratio, ii, de 1ib. arb. sect. 21, p- 635, ibident:
“Antequam hiomo per Spiritum Sanctum illuminatur . . . ex sese et propriis
naturalibus suis viribus, in rebus spiritualibus nihil inchoare, operari, aut
cooperari potest © non plus, quam lapis, truncus aut limus.’

FSolid. declar. i, de lib. arbh. sect. 7, p- 629, * Credimus igitur, gquod
houtinis non renati intellectus, cor, ¢t voluntas in rebus spiritualibus et
divinis prorsis nihil telligere, eredere, amplecti, cogitare, velle, inchoare,
perficere, ete., possint. 12t aftirmamus, hominem ad bonnm {vel cogi-
tandume vel facienduni prorsis corruptim et mortinnn eswe: ifa quidem,
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Cspiritaal pow s s here constanty cmploved as synonvinons
with “the powers ot frec-will” Yot we need nofarther in-
vestization ftoreven Plank admits. Luther gave to the assertion.
that man no longer possesses any will for good. 5o extensive o
<on=c. that iowould thenee tollow. that man. corrupted by
original st no Jonger possesses e power of willo that s the
faculty of will! Had Plank only addeds “and no longer
possesses fhe facaltv of knowledge Tor the supermudane ™ (for
both e included o Lbevim arbityium). he would then have
stated with perfect acomraey the Tatheran doctrine.” Thus,
accordine 1o Latheran orthodoxy, didd man Toses throneh Adam's
all (to express ourselves onec more with comprehensive hreviey).
the most exalted and mostsubtle portion of this spiritial essence

the part of his snbstance kindred to divinity the implanied
orean tor God. and for divine things mherent i his nature : so
that. atter its loss. he sank down into a mere carthly power,
Baving henccetorth organs only for the fmite world. its Taws, its
ordimances. and 1= relations 2

It mdecd absolutely inconceivable. how out of the organism
of e human mind a link could he plucked ont and destroyed
low any faculty ol o simple essences uncompounded of parts,
whose faenltics science only separvates and distingiishes (for
they in themsclhves are one inoalls and all in one). should be
foosed trom the others. and be annihilated 0 but we have not
ver done with the impenctrable obsenity ol the Tutheran
theory of orteinal sing O the posttive part which supplicd
ut o hominis natara, post lapsum et ante regenerationem, e sointillula
Jocdidor speratual i corcune rligua sl

We st remember that here the guestion is only respecting the vatiural
powers ot tan, since, according to the Pootestant theory, he had no
sufrvnidtiral powers to lose,

Plank s Thistory of Protestantism (in German), volovic po 7rse o But
whien the revered anthor adds, that every genuine follower of the theology
ol St Nucustine is ool this opmion, he certaindy adviances an assertion

withont proot. nav, very casy ol refutation.
soitd decbor, oy de by arl, sect 20 poo2S0  THe est verns et nnicus
controverane statis, quid homints nondwn venatt Gifcllecties et ccheda
N propits suis et poat Tapsunn reliopris, viribus proestare possity”
Beza (Ouast. ¢f respy po 43) reproaches the Lutheran doctrme with
ladime to fptcursmisnt, since b it were consistently tollowed ont, the
menorthity of e sonl st e denned.,

COncsos Vs oellur o sumni L corriplas esse aninie Gqualitates: non
e L Keap. Vo et contrarinmi dogia Jico ense certitnn e aperium
B ne s arer, wdoest, ad morahititem anne sedstroendam,
U oSt chse e tpsins Vel Tevis i corrnplione, necesse Sit e
Tpsan i tertns obunostin conbilert et
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the place of one withdrawn, it 1s as difficult to arrive at anv sort
of clear conception.  In his commentary on the third chapter
of Genesis, Luther institutes a comparison between original sin
and original justice, and. from the essential character of original
sin, draws conclusions as to the essential character of original
justice.’ Tt accordingly, with Luther, original justice be the
faculty to love and discern God, original sin must in his opinion
be THE FACULTY not to love God and not to discern Him, or
rather to hate Him. and to be in a state of darkness as to all
things appertaining to Him. This is abont the same. as if a
man were to say. everyoue possesses the faculty not only to
have no property, but morcover to have debts! To Luther it
was not only perfectly clear, that. through Adam’s fall the whole
human race had lost an integral portion of its spiritual existence ;
but also. that in man an opposite essence had been substituted
in its room.  And the latter occurrence he conceived to be so
placed bevond the reach of doubt. that without the least hesita-
tion he inferved from it. as a matter perfectly indisputable, and,
as 15 were, self-evident. ulterior consequences ! I it is incon-
ceivable how the image of God can be utterly eradicated from
the human spirit. it is still more inconceivable how a new essence
could be inserted into the soul!  And then evil was converted
into  something substantial ! Such-like  opinions, after in-
describable cefforts on the part of the Church, had, together
with those of the Gnosties and the Manicheans, alinost entircly
disappeared 1 and now they again emerged, full of vigour and
lolty pretension !

The substance which Luther found in original sin, was, more-
over. according to him, implanted alike in the soul and body ol
man.  The following passages, which are found in different
books composed by hnm, may serve as proofs of what has been

TTnth, in Genes. ¢ dil. “ Vide, quid sequatur, ex illa sententia, si
statuamus Justitiam originalem non luisse naturwe, sed donum guoddam
superflunm (1), superadditum.  Annon sicut ponis, justitiam non fnisse
de essentia hominis, ita etiam sequitur, peccatmim, quod successit, non
esse de essentia hominis 27 We know the reasons by which it mav be
alleged, that Luther’s words are not to be so strictly construed.  But
if he meant, to assert nothing more than what was long customary, why
did he not make use of the customary form of speech 2 The new language
evidently Detokens new conceptions. And how shall we acconnt for
the subsequent doctrines of Flacins, if Luther had given no oceasion
thereto 2 Tt is also said, essentio s very ditterent from substantia ; It
let anvone consider the precedine note. and detenuine by it the wsus
Loqueidi.
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stated. as well as et heyvord doubit the ntie o Tos opanion-
o this subject. Ths expresstons are as follows b s the
patire ol mait to =i :osin constitutes the co~cnce ol nan o the
natire of man, stnee his falloas hecome quite chaneed @ oneinal
sin s that very tone which s born ol tather and imother.  O1
ke mmport are these torms of expression @ The chiy out ol
which we are tormed s dammable o the tootis e the niaternal
worth 1s s He savs hikewiseo  Man, as he s born ot his
father and mother, together with bis whole nature and casence,
15 not onlv oo o simmer, but s odsel,t Melauethon also calls
original =i an mnate power and ndeed the contest wonld
Jead us to suppose. that he asertbed to s power =omething
substantial .’

A Lasts Matthias Flacius aroses and broadly as-orted that
orteial sin was the very substance ol fallen man! Frror having
tow reached 1ts highest pitehr of extravagance, a retrogicssive
movement necessartly took place. The mere negative and
prinutive character of evil was anew understood, and men agaim
nore approxinated towards the Cathohie view ol the subject,

"Ouenstedt CHheologia didactico poleniica, Wittenberg, 160y, par, i,
Pt 13s) has collected s and indeed excused, the above cated tormlas
ol doctrme, They run thus in the Latin Inneuace - Natwram hooiinis
coses putenn, hominis essentbun esse peceatum, hominis naturant post
Lipaunin esse nmnatiaim, peccatun ortginis esse id ipswm quod nascitor ex
patre ctmatre ;s homimenn esse ipsom peccatum,” ete. See also Bellarni
de statu pecenti b v oo The same Bellarmine sard, it is inconeeivable
that the soul, which 15 created by God e the act of gencration, should
roccive froncits Creator, any bad mgredients, in the same way that a had
wiador e power should pass into the sonb, which is o piilial essence,
Fo this Gechard veplicd o Contra nos, qui aninie corvupte ox aninn
corrupta propasationemns propusnanas, argimnentune hoe non puzoa !’
(Loct theol, vam. v, . 331, loc. N, secr. 830 Tence the doctrine of
Creattonsam. as well as the opinton of the schoolinen, that unbaptised
children o not to helll but are admitted into a third place, Gerliard
declares o be Pelagtanism (Ddiguee polacianezas ). Bellarmine, morc-
over, blaes the expre ston ol the Lutheran divines, that oricinal sin
s it positive gualicy. Gerhard s overy much oftended  with him at
this s then he savs, the expression s not to be taken in its metaphyvaical
sthciness ;nest he adddsno quality s veally thereby meant. * Ouando
pravanm concupiscenttanm dicimus esse qualitatem positivan, non intelh-
imus hoc secundum kb dar metaphvsicam L L non quasi aligqua vis
avendr st peceatun, sed guia o vis agendi in homine est tantum ad
peccatum proni atque promptas’ s may be hstened 1o, but i3 by no
means Lather™s ateiomne, as Gerhard thinks, but an improvement on it
In the sone wav speaks Chemmitins, Foxam. Concil. Trid, par, i, pooro2,

SMelancrhon Jocic theol, peobo. " Stcut in dgne est senuina vis, qna
SUrS N berturs stcut momasnete estogenuma vis, qua ad ose terrom trahit
e estn homime natva vis ad peceandonn,’
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without, however, rejecting the notion that a * positive ” evil
power, accotpanied with the mmost and deepest corruption ot
all human nature, particularly of the yet surviving higher
energies of the soul, was transmitted by parents to  their
children.!

The positive evil now—the true image of the devil, which
atter the loss ot the divine image is to be propagated by generation
through the whole human race —counstitutes the Lutheran
notion of concupiscence, which the Reformers wished to enforee
on the Christian world, as the sole seriptural, the sole just,
accurate, and comprehensive view of ortginal sin.® They under-
stand by concupiscence a complete rise and setting of all the
impulses, meclinations and efforts, of fallen and unregencrated
nian i evil, and indeed in virtue of a wicked energy transmitted
to him from Adam.

Luther. it cannot be denied. here touched on the borders of
Manicheisin, if he did not actnatly overstep the frontier : and
we are bound gratefully to acknowledge the fact, that his
followers resisted with so much cnergy the intrusion of such
monstrous ervors.  Yet the expressions which they ever em-
ployed respecting original sin, such as congenila  prava vis,
posiliva qualilas, betray the original stamp of their master's
doctrine.  The Protestant beliel, too, that so long as a man
lives here below, original sin is not totally effaced from him
even by regeneration, even by the power of God, presupposes
that essential substance, which Luther discovered in the inborn
evil :—a belief, which, as we shall have occasion later to show,
constitutes an essential  difference between Catholicism and
Protestantisi.,

Morcover, when the first glimpses of lis new theory respecting
original sin fashed on his mind, Luther must liave been in the
nmost singular disposition of mind, and must have heen agttated
by the darkest, the gloomiest, and the most perplexed feclings.

PSolid. declar. 1, § 10, p. 6014 Praterea affirmatur, quod peecatum
originale in humana natura non tantummodo sit talis, qualem diximus,
horribilis defectus omnium bonarum virium in rebus spiritualibus ad
Deum pertinentibus ; sed quod etiam in locum imaginis Dei ainissa
successerit intima, pessima, profundissima (instar cujusdam  abyssi),
inscrutabilis et ineffal corrili uptio totius naturx ct omnium virium,
imprimis vero superiorunt et principalinm anima facultatum, qua infixa
sit penitus intellectui, cordi et voluntati hominis. Itaque jant, post
lapsum, homo hwreditario a parentibus accipit congenitam pravem vin,
immunditiam cordis, pravas concupiscentias et pravas inclinationes.’

? Apolog. ii, scet. 3 seq., p. 54 seq.
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For w he then tanght. with Melancthon that God works evil
moman. how could e asenbe to it any sort ol coscneesand - pealk
of a smtul sttt out of which we are tormed 20 The e~tabhish-
ment ot such a relation between God and evil to wit, that Gaod
15 the author ot the latter, s ot indeed in contormity to Mani
chean primeiples: bt would conduct us (11 we were to give the
prevlative notion of the Lutheran doctrine respecting original
S to s quite sprecial view which, i the proper place. we shall
Lv Betore our veadorss as soon as all the mtermediate points,
which may tmnish o complete insicht mto the subject. shall
have been stated,

Here we shatl only point out some of the consequences, which
the ~vmbolical writings of the Lutherans deduce from the
fundamental doctrines alveady set torch,

Feis there taucht, that i tallen man. not the <lightest good.
Bow paltry <oever 1t may he conecived. has survived @0 that
corrupt nature. of tselts and by its own forees can do nonght
but sin before God o2 that fallen man s all evil?  After this,
we are nowise surprised at the apinion. that all so-called actual
or personad sinss committed inthe self-cansciousness ot {reedom
arc oy the particular forms and manifestations ol original sin
— the bonghs as 1t weres and branches, and Dlossoms, and truits
ot the wicked stem and its root.” The Catholics, on the other

Psobels declar, b de pece, origs sect, 21, pa 7100 717, Those ace noted as
heretios s who assert = Ndhue aligoid honi, quantalumcungque etiam, et
quane exicunne atque tenue jdosit reliqunm habere!!

“nohds declars Toes sects 2o Insuper etiinn asserunt, gnod natura
corrnptia ex se viribus suis coranme Deo nihil nisi peceare, possit)

Ssolids dechar G de Bbarhs sect g, peoo3zs C Docent, ut ex inzenio
Ctnatura stwa tatus it malis,’

Nelancthon Toci, poorge Scriptura non vocat hoe oricinale, illud
actale, peccatin s est enim et originale peccatunn plane actualis queedan
prava cupiditas” cres o Luther, Works, Wittenberg, Part oy, N AREEN
CAnd oricmal stmay be called the arch-sin or chiet sin, hecinse it s 1ot
a st owlneh s committed ke any othier, hut 1t s the only sin, the one
which commits and incites 1o other sins, from which all other sins are
derived, and are noneht clse than i were traits of this hereditary * or
arch-~m.’ s writing was from the pen of  Justus Menins, bt the
pretace was composed by Luther. Inothe work entitled  Fundamental
Doctrimes ol Docmatic Dbavinity” by e Marhcineke, the prosent professor
of theoloay at Berling second edition, sect, 207, P ras, e g quite the
same princple Tard down, at leas quite the same form of speech IS
as great an error to dentitv the sitn of nature with the sin of per=on. as to
separate the latter from the tarmer. There is here the sanme vice, as in
the rude antazonism ol Nominalisnr and Realism.
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hated, believe that in fallen and unregenerated warn, e transition
from original to actual sin s determined by (ree-will, whicly
possesses e power to resist the carnal propensity in a manner
not totally unsuccesstul, and uot merely exterior : although
abandoned to itself, it is unable to accomplish perfect actions,
i their inward spirit morally good, and consequently aceeptable
to God,

On this Lutheran doctrine of original sin, we shall now take
the liberty of indulging in the {ollowing remarks. It is not to
be denmed that the feeling which called forth this article of
bebef, was in itsell very laudable. Tt evidently sprang out of
a deep sense ol human misery. ol the universal sinfulness of
mankind, and their need of redemption ; and it would fain
keep that seutiment alive.  If we acknowledge this with pleasure,
it is yet cqually certain, that the doctrine in question attains
this object only where thought does not exercise much sway,
and we yicld to the pressure of dark, wnconscious feelings. Tt
is forgotten that when God makes man the mere mechanical
instrwment ol his activity—when there occurs in man a violent
obliteration (so revolting to all vational, and still more to all
Christian minds) of o natural spirttual laculty, and indeed the
moral and religious faculty —(the prerogative which solely and
truly distinguishes him from  the brute  sin then, from Adam
to Christ, must be a thine unknown, and  all moral mist he
transtormed into physical evil. Tlow should man sin, when
he has not even the faintest knowledge of God, and of his own
destination 5 when ke has not the faculty to will what is holy ;
when he s even devoid of freedom 2 He may rave -he may
be furious—he gnay destroy; but his mode ol acting cannot
he considered other than that of a savage heast.

The sccond  consideration which presses itsell upon  our
attention, is this, that Luther's exaggeration, so soon as it was
recoguised as untenable by his disciples, necessarily led the way
to another doctrinal excess. From the one extreme opinion,
that through Adam’s Tall all germs of good were utterly, even
to the last vestige, cradicated [rom the whole human race, men
passed to the other extreme, that even now, man in every
respect s as well conditioned, and the universe wears as good
an aspect for him, as for the paradisaic man.  As soon as the
dam of vigorous but unenlightened feelings was broken through,
nothing could prevent the whole doctrine ol the fall heing swept
away ; for this in lact was the olfspring of the most confused



BEIWEEN CATHOLICS AND PROTESTANT 63
leehmgs.and moats constraction no scope had been conceded 1o
the mthnence ot the higher intellectuad faculbtios,

Thurdlyve When e the tmes ol the primitive Chuarch the
Licathens o otten put the question. Wheretore did God <end
the Redeemer onty adter thousands ot vears wlinch Taad elipscd
since the talls and deny o to o Ny generations 2 the holy
fathers (a~ for mstance, the anthor ot the epistle to Diognetus
and Sant Irencens) were wont, viewing the subject o the
pedagaogic pornt ol view. 1o make the following replv: Fhe
Almichity. by a long and severe experience, wished to teach the
I race whato when abandoned to itselt, it was capable of.
He designed to brimg it thus to sel-Rnowledge, 1o conscionusness
of 1ts stifulness and gt to a0 likely teching ot s disorders,
and to a scense ot humiliation betore Flime in order to awaken
within 1t a more ntense destre alter supernal aid, and to canse
that ad to be received with w clearer insight as to its absolute
neressty for redemption. The theolograns of the Middle Ages,
al~o. troquently gave the <ame reply.!

But what reply conld the Lutheran divines make 2 That
nan. withont the taculty ot knowledge and of will tor divine
things. must remain e trom God and His kingdonn, is very
concervable ot s as evident as that a mun, having no leet,
cannot walk. Dut o what end s this act ol violence, that
obliterated trom the sou! of man. all rehigions aptitude — the
vervontage of the Creator 2 Who would, i such case, venture

Doy, Brovilog, poave oo Oppe ed. Lagd. to0R, pe 270 Ratio autens
adteilicentiom hornm Teec est quia incaratio est opus peimi principii
reparants. justa quod decet et convenit secundim Bbhertatem arbitrii,
seammdnm sublinntatent remedii, et secundum mteeritaten universi: nam
saplentiasins artttes i agenod omnia hae attendit. Onontan ergo
hbertas arbitrn hoc requirit, ut ad nilul tradatur invita, sic debuit Deus
genus oo reparare, ut salutem inveniret, qui vellet qperere sal
Natorein U Vero t]u]|<'! querere RS Horemn, e :-11111(4']11 Prer conseoens
mveniret, Nullns autem quaerit niedicum, nist recognoscat inorbung
nultis GuaTil ad ptorenn, nist recoginoscal se linpoteatem.  Oura dgitg
hotio e pri 1o sut Lapsus adbue supcerbiehat de scientia et virtnte
ideo proacmisit Denstempus legisnataras, m quo convineeretur detanoraitng,
o0 post cogmita enorantia, sed permanente superbin de virtate, guae
dicehant,non decstUaqun facrat, sed deest aqur juben toaddidin begem prreceptis
ravantent s ut habita scientig of

moiahibus eradientem cervmonialibus ag
countta nupolentia, conluzeret oo wd divinam nusericordiant ¢t oratuen
juce datac est nobis e adventa Chiisti ©odeo post fegen:
o how this

postulandan,
matura el seripture subseom debuit imcarnatio Verbi We s
whole theoryvoto which S0 Paul in his epistle to the Galatians has turnished
the hirst materials, 5 based on Freedoni, Compare Alex, Thadens, s,
theologe poorry, Qo b Vooart, 1n, Bde Vend, 1575, p. 231, b Also Hugh
St Nictor and others.,

E
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on a lheodicea? who, even in the shghtest degree. would be
bold cnougl to justify Providence in the drama of the world's
history ?

The Formulary of Concord attempts, moreover, to extract
from its theory some grain of solace. It observes, that, il the
Christian can discover in himself only o little spark of desire
alter eternal life, he may. by this feeling, convinee himself,
that God has commenced His operations within him : and he
may joyfully look forward to the moment when He will con-
summate the work begun.!

From the opinion, that in fallen man all the higher spiritual
facultics are utterly destroyed. it [ollows of course, that not the
faintest or remotest longing after God could spring up in his
bosom + but 1f such a desire exist in the Christian, then, in the
opinion of the authors of the above-named symbolical writing,
such a desire 1s the surest proof that the work of regeneration is
begun.  But from the belief. that in man after his fall, there
still survives the religious aptitude, and that therefore the possi-
bility of higher aspirations yet remains. no such consolation,
according to these authors, can possibly flow ! A dangerous
sclf-delusion ! for that even in the breast of the heathens such
a divine spark beyond a doubt  still glowed, is evident from
a contemplation of their history, on which we shall now take the
liberty of offering a few remarks,

§\'[IW CONSIDERATIONS ON HEATHENISM. IN REFERENCE TO THE
DOCTRINES CONTROVERTIED BETWELEN TIE TWO CHURCHES

We sard above, that a very different representation would e
tormed of the entire history of mankind. according as we con-
templated it from the Catholie, or froms the orthodox Lutheran,
point ol view.  We are now enabled to make zood this assertion ;
but before cntering on the proof. we wish to premise a few re-
marks, for which we beg to claim the mdulgence of the reader,
as he will mect with statements in part previously advanced.

Nothing more distressing for the Churely could possibly oceur,

PSolud. declar. 1, sect. Lp. 031,

et perficere pro bona voluntate
omnibus pus mentibus, q

" Deus est. qui operatur in nobis velle
;oquie sScripturee dulcissima sententia
: we scintillulam aliquam et desiderium gratix
divinie et vitae weternze in cordibus suis sentinnt, eximiam consolationent
oftert. Certi enim sunt, quod Deus pse initium illud vera pietatis tan-
quatn fammmulam in cordibus ipsorum accenderit,” ete.,
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than teo~ec herseli called upon to et o himit to the ides ot
magnitude of oneinal ~in. For it Lecometh the Chinstian to
cive hiimseltapowiths adl Tas sond to an mtinite oriet at that alicna-
ton rom God and ot that niserve wheremn tallen bnmanity s
sunk cand s nksome aanid feelines of sorrow . wlinch are houned-
Tes~ e themsclves. to be oblized to think of a hnntation to an
error. that vrashes with violence from an extrancous <ouree, bt
1=, however. consoling for the Cliareh that tos Hiitation <sbionld
be made o m order to uphold the notion ot moral evil. and therehy
to impart to the scnse of pam and sorrow a truc and a solid Hisis,
wliclio as has been stated above, 1= wantme in the svatent ol her
adversartes. Tt s only so long as an irregubar excitement ot the
teelings and the imagimation endures. that 1t can furni-h any
nurture to this sense of pan. But <o soon as this chulbition of
sentinent subsidessand catn, sober reflection awakes, the atter
groundlessness of such feclings s discovered. and then they
totallv vanishe along with their cmpty motives  What man
can rieve. on perceiving that his existenee is not conscerated
to God <o 2oon as he serioushy reflects on the import of those
words that God had deprived him ot all power tor <o doing 2
To recocuse the evil inits true and entive magnitude. it <hould
not he vepresented i such exageerated colonrs as we il it in
the public tormularies of the Latheran faith. Henee, i in the
following paces we lay betore our readers wosketeli of the religions
and ethical fife ot the heathen nations o sketeh hitherwo rarely
or never completed drom the Catholic point of view  we trist
no one will mmagine we are inscensible (o the enormity ot that
heredivary evil which aftlicts our race. and therehy to the fulness
of the Blessines conterred by the Redeemer. Tt is precisely in
order to give atrm basis Lo our feclines ot thankiuiness to Him,
that we hrimg out the brighter side of the heathen world = and
woe can only regret to bhe obliged to give no more than a Wiy
miperiect acconnt of the subject.

Fhe extensive rescarches of our age i the ancient workl, and
- the temotest parts of the New Continent. have brilliantdy
cotroborated the trath ot the Catholie doctiine Tespecting
Lallen man. No people fas beens tound withont o beliet e God .
and without sacitices. whereby it rendered its homage 1o the
Deitve Nowhere e the seligious ideas lound ) DT e (U
evervwhere they are pollinted with ereat errors Vet e siper-
stition tatth les concealed @ and tus is the good clement m
the dormer. Even tn the grossest Fetish-warship, the aspiration
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ol the human soul towards God is not to be dented 3 1t proves
that fallenman, to speak the language of the Lutheran formularices,
is still in possession of spiritual powers.

Melancthon appears to have had a perception of the weight
which this fact throws into the Catholic scale, for he endeavours
to restore the equipoise, by observing, that these remnants of
{aith arc to be ascribed to primitive traditions.”  Without these
traditions, doubtless (and this was ever the Catholic view),
faith would have been lost: but had they not likewise found
in the breast of man a point of contact and a hold, they could
not possibly have been preserved.  As things merely extrancous
to man, they must have soon been entirely forgotten, and have
perished.

The union of men i social lite, and the formation of states,
were certainly not possible without religion ; and this truth
i1s evidenced by the fact, that nations had their divinities, to
whose protection they committed their commonwealth, to whom
they crected temples, and sent up their supplications.  The
nations manifested thereby a sense of their dependence on a
higher power, which, although it received no worthy adoration,
yet readly guided and protected the suppliants. This indestruct-
ible propensity in man to umte and to associate with his fellows
is at bottom eminently religious. and is an indelible proof of
surviving faculties of @ higher kind. The man all evil (fofus
malus) would have felt no social inchinations, and he and his
fellows must have annihilated cach other in the savage contlict,
had even, under such circumstances, a plurality of men by
possibility come into existence.  When Calvin imagined these
socteties- these types of the future Church - to have been formed
without religion, and without faith, and to have sprung ap
solely out ol the exercise of man’s lower faculties, he proved
himsell utterly unacquainted with their nature.?

This s especially exemplified in China— that empire of the

"Melancth. loci. theol. p. 67, * Ha tu mihi paene libeat vocare legem
naturae non aliquod congenttum judicium seiw insitun et insculptum natura
mentibus hominum, sed leges aceeptas a patribus et (uast per manus
traditas subinde posteritati, Ut de creatione revum, de colendo Deo
docuit posteros Adam @ sic Cainam docuit, ne fratrem occideret.”  The
Solida Declavatio asserts still more (§ ix, p. 630); but in perfect contra-
diction withitself. It says, that human reason retains a little spark of
the knowledge that there is a God (‘ notitiee illius scintillulam, quod sit
Deus ) but how is this possible without a spark of spiritual powers
(“ scmtillula spiritualiom virion 7y 2

“ Calvin. Instit. lib. i, ¢. 2, sect. 13, p. 8.
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Medinm - which, aceordine to the spiit of 1its primitive con-
stitution. was destined 1o e o oreal theocracve The cmperor
was to hearken to the voree of God.and be Hhis organ m o respect
to the peoples who tormed the tamily of the prinees Al evils
and calamities, which attlict the citizens of this paternal empire,
are. according to this principle colisidered as divimely mtlicted
chastisements for disobedicnce to the invisible rler o and moral
iprovement. and recurrence to prous ancestral simpheity, are
Jooked upon as the condition tor the venewal of the country's
prosperitv. - Who conld suppose the spirmtual powers of man
to be obliterated heres where the relizions view of all existence
15 ~o consummate, and 1= ointerwoven with the mmost vitals
of the constitution and administration ot the state 2 Who has
ever read anvy fragments of the writings of the Chimese sages,
withont admirine the carnest view of hife. the excellent ethieal
preceptss and the otten protound wisdom which they frequently
exhibit 2 Doubtless. Melancthon would have passed on the
virties of Lao-tseu, Contucius, and Mang-tseu the same sentence
he pronounced on the fortitude of Socrates. the continence of
Nenocrates. and the temperanee of Zeno - to wit, that only
selish motives were at the hottom of these qualities. and that
henee they <hould be accounted vices.!  We undoubtediy are
not disposcd to revere these Clhimese or Greek sages. as pure
patterns of virtue. whoo as far as thev rested on themselves.
conld stand hetore the judgment-seat of Godo or to assert that all
their endeavours lowed trom a source acceptable to God. But
the gquestion s not. whether anvone. who neither knows Christ
nor s penctrated by Hhs lights nor strengthened by His divine
grace. beom and by himselt pure and just i the eves of God .
but the question s whether fallen man be entivelv corrupted.
whether all which he does and thinks be sin and be damnable”
whether he Tave Tost all moral and religious qualities. whether
those virtues onght to he considered as things merelyv extrancous,
and inno more mtimate relation to man, than wealth and
corporeal beantyt This we denve and deny at the risk (not

"Melancth, loes theologs pe 220 " Esto fuerit quaedam m Socrate con-
stanti, in Nenocrate castitas, in Zenone temperantia ... non debent pro
verts vertutibus, ~ed dro vitns haberi”

SMelimcthe loes aite " Negant tanen (Pelagiant) cam esse vim peccati
origimalis, wt v ca hominur opera, onines hominum copatus sint peccata’

SCalvin. Instit fiby 1 e 30 Tolo o3 The tithe of the chapter runs even
to the eltect - Ex corrnpta homines natura nohib nist deopialole prodive.”

"Nl the foe, ot SHitaodit o autem hopustiode virtuthnn umbras
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indeed very great i oour times), ot this beig imputed to us as
a crime. and of our heing hield up as bad theologians, in the same
way as Philip Melancthon reproached our noble ancestors for
having introduced into the scheols philosophic studies. and
recommended the reading of Plato and Aristotle, the former full
of presumption which he casily communicates to his admirers
and the Jatter, in fact. teaching onlv the art of contention.!
That those venerable men were yvet capable of better conceptions
and higher moral exertions. the Catholic deems a proot of the
surviving faculties for good 1 the human breast. That those
conceptions were not pure and those exertions not perfect. nay,
very imperfect, and for the most part positively evil. he holds
to be a necessary consequence of the fall.

Let us now tuwrn from the Chinese to the Hindoos.  The
feehng of estrangement from God. and of the deep degradation
o humanity, was so intense among the latter, that they con-
ceived the infantine (and when we take inte consideration the
mntelleetual modes of conception in the youthful world, which
in order to preserve the pure. eternal idea of man in God, ever
mparted to it a concrete reality in time), they conceived the
no less infantine and amiable. than carnest, doctrine of the
pre-existence of spirits. who on account of their sius had been
by God cast out on the carth. Henee. they Tooked on all human
existence as a period graciously vouchsaled by God for purifica-
tion and purgation. as this is so clearly and vividly expressed
i the well-known fragment of Holwell, and is generally believed
not only in Hindostan. but in Thibet. in the kingdom of the
Burmese. by the Siamese. ete. This idea s also stamped on
the civil lite of the Hindoos, and is particularly pereeptible m
the mutual relations of the several castes.

Who can possibly. we ask. Te so painfully alive to this alicnation
from God. without retainting in his bosom something kindred to
divinity - the image of the Godhead > Were the means. em-
ploved to attain to the reunion with the Deity. mistaken. they

Deusin gentes, in mq)los quosvis non aliter atque formam, opes, ot similia
dona 111"1[111 Thus in a manner purely mechanical, so that no higher
spiritual activity was to be found.  Moreover, such a view is doubtless
consistent when man no longer possesses spiritual facnlties lor the exercise
of \i]lm

" Pseudothicologi nostri falsi cicco naturas jndicio commendarint nobis
])Jn](m)])lnm studie Onantann in Platone tumoris est et fastus ? Neque
facile fieri mihi posse videtnr quin ab il Platonica ambitione, contrahat
J]](]llll‘ Vit et
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were so, only hecatse no other name 1= civen to ns. wherehv we
can be just hetwe Godosave that of Chrost foesus alone, Bt
these ottt convalsive. these most tracie eftorts to he annted aonm
to God. lies the aretracable evidence ot the desire alter ctern !l
ltie never obliternted trome the breast of man. Who can look
at the temples of Elephanta and salsettes and deny the Hindoo
the capaliliy ot velizions teeline 20 Who has ever vetlected on
then doctime of the present pertod of hueianity - the Cah-viea,
i oits relation to cntertor acess and can refnse to acknowledoe
the decp sense o the evercrowine decencracy ol mankind,
which this people hereby evinees 20 Who has ever examined
thn doctrmes on the divine mcarnations. and can il to re-
cocnise m thent the remaote desire at least tor o divine deliveranee
from the a2 o desires mdeced, which 15 to be found o all
antiquity. 1t the carher Indian theism often degenerated into
patthersime we must seek the cause of this i the intte reason
ol mans more andomore debibitated by the progress of sinfulness.
But that no athesm - no consmmmate  mipiety - was openly
avowed we st ascribe 1o that mdelible tmage of God stamped
on the lnman ~onl.

What would a Tuther and Melanethon, a Musiens and Wicand,
a FLoom- aned Flesshiisss Tave replicd to anvone. who had peanted
to them the doctrine of the Parsees who were so deeply impressed
with o scnse of themonstrosity of evib that they were at a loss
how to explon 1ts existence in the good creation. Htherwise
than v sapposing some self-existent wicked  principle. who
cternally counteracted the cood one 2 Doth not a tenderer
rechaons techng hie here concealed, than o the above-stated
opimtne of Mol thon, Calvine and Bezao that the good. holv
God Thhosell mstizites 1o evile and needs the same for the
excoution of His desigrns 2 Tt the Parsces confounded maoral
andd phvsical evit il thev did not at Teast duly separiate them,
thi= by v mcans Justifies an obicetion against the padenient
we o have pronennced t tor we wonld have only invited thie
Retormers o vetlect. whether their doctrine were better than
that ab the Pavsees who were so very differently cirenmstanced
(tor they were tcnorant of the Cliristinn doctrine), while the
Retorme s contended aeamst the truath, which shone beside
then: noadl s Instre,

In the whole ancient world we discern g sceking atter trath.
Lot vs Dt consader what that stentties? 1t none by then own

faculies wore cnabted 1o diccover 10 Lo to every credtinne



72 EXPOSITION OF DOCTRINAL DIFFERENCES

must it be communicated—still it was the object of desire.
The man all evil-— the man who hath been despoiled of all
spiritual powers—in whom the likeness of God hath been utterly
eftaced—strives not after truth, and cannot so strive. Un-
doubtedly. truth was but too frequently sought for in the world
of creatures : and it was only rarely that man could persuade
himscll to raise a look of jov upwards to heaven. But if we
discover one such example only, it can then be no longer a
matter of doubt. that man could do so when he wished —and
the freedom. even of the fallen creature, is  then fully
established.

History makes us acquainted with endless gradations of moral
character, and religious forms.  From the most hideous de-
pravity, up to an affecting piety, we find living examples in
countless grades ; and i all these do we find no evidence of
moral freedom, but merely of an outward and civil liberty ?
Why was one individual. in exactly the same relations. other than
his fellow-man, in a moral and religious point of view > In
truth. it evervthing be conditionally referred to God-—-everything
considered as His decd and evil, as well as good, ascribed to Him,
as the primary cause —-then assuredly we shall find no evidence
of the trath, that man, even in his fall. has retained his freedom,
and is endowed with moral and religions faculties, the vse where-
of is left to himself : then we must cease to speak of good and
of evil. and must class the opinion of an all-holv God. and of
moral capabilitics. among the dreams of fancy,

History, accordingly, confirms the Catholic doctrine of original

sin. and incontrovertibly demonstrates, that, deep as his fall
might have been, man lost not his freedom, nor was despoiled
of the image of God: that not all which he thought and did.
wis necessarily sinful and damnable: and that he possessed
something more than the * mere liberty to sin ’——as the Lutheran
symbolical books assure us. Morcover, it is by no means
astonishing. when we consider the extravagance of the view,
as to the world before Christ, expressed in the Lutheran formu-
laries, that in the course of time, it should have been opposed
by another opinion equally extravagant —an opinion which
regards the profoundest doctrines of the Gospel as mere heir-
looms of heathenism: or even. in the mildest view, holds
Christianity to be a natural result of the progress of our species,
and consequently yeveres paganism. independently of man’s
man’s fall as a stage, wecessary in dlself, of hiuman civilisation.
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§ Vit DOCTRINE OF THIF CALVINISTS ON ORIGINAT SIN

In then aecount of origina! sine and s consequences. the
Calvim=ts did ot proceed to near such leneths as the Patherans,
It mav certinnty be asserted m more than one respect. that the
Retormed svstem ot doctrme. as imvented or arranged by Calvin,
derived on many points undentable advantaces fvom o the
mistakes and crrors of the carhier Retormer-. Henee the maore
tearned and scientitic Cabvin shiows himselt here and there more
cqitable towards the Catholics: presents thenr doctrine at tines
s form not guite <o distigured as Tns predecessorss and on the
whole proceeds with far more calomess and circamspection than
Luther. Thus it happened. that. in the same way as Zwingle's
cold and mane theory on the sacrament of the altar was by
Calvin brought much nearer to the true Christian standard, <o,
m the doctrime which now eneaves our attention. only a sheht
deviation trom the truth is pereeptibles But this vetrograde
movement. when it ocourred - for it did not often take place
was almost ahwavs brovght about at the cost of clearness and
distinctnes~ ot ideassand it the mitication of a too great =everity
altord pleasure. the uncertamty and fluctnation of notions that
i substitutedt s but the mare perplexing.

Lven Calvin expresses himself in various wavs respecting
originad =i and s consequences. Inosome placess he savs
the mace of God has been utterly etfaced from the soul ot man.!
I other passages he exprosses the same thing to the tollowing
cttect = Man. savs hes ® hias been so banished from the Kingdom
of God. that all in him which bears reference to the blessed hite
of the soul. 1= extinet : 77 and he asserts. that man has recerved
again organs tor the divine kingdom only by the new creation
1 Christ Jesns

These assertions are. however. oppozed by other passages.
inowhich 1t i asserteds that the divine image stamped on the

Calving Instit, hbhodo, co 2ons 2 Denigue stent primi homanis delec-
tione delert potnit ex cjus mente ot anbma mago Dei” ete,

SCalvims Tosnt by nocc 2o sects 20 pe 800 Unde sequitur, ita exnlare
doreeno Dernt guiecnmgue ad s heataim amne vitan spectant, an eo ex-
tineta ~int.’

Calving Instit. bbb, . e 20, sect, 2, e 3330 0 Ace ne elortetur, quodd
vocant ot ultro <c otterents saltenn respondertt, gl add andiendann esse
NN ptdios ool videns dome oonbos ninn

DS s o ppse eceri



el ENXPOSITION OF DOCTRINAL DIFFERENCES

human soul has never been totally destroyed and obliterated,
but only fearfully disfigured, mutilated. and detormed.!

The same indistinetness. the same vacillation 15 apparent
when Calvin investigates in detail the faculties vet belonging
to the sinful and unregenerated man ;o or when he subjects to
a most comprehensive examination the principle of freedom,
which, according to the Catholic dogma, survives even in fallen
man.  He observes, that reason (ratio, wnlellectus), and the will
(voluntus). could not be eradicated from man. for these faculties
formed  the characteristic distincetion between man and  the
brute.”  In the cirele of social nstitutions, of the liberal and
mechanical arts of logie. dindectics. and mathematics. he accords
to reason (be had hetter said understanding) the most glorious
scepe, even einong the eathens @ and takes occasion to indulge
i a bitter sally against that contempt of philosophy. so prevalent
among the Protestants of his Jdav But when he comes to
deseribe the religious and moral facultics of man. then the most
singular indistinctness appears. s regards the knowledge of
Godo he by no means cadls in question. that some truths were
found scattered even among  the nations unfavoured with a
special divine revelation @ and he seems on that account not
to approve the opinion of a {otal destraction of the spiritual
powers.!  But, then, he destroys the hope which this concession
offers, by adding. that the Almighty had granted such glimpses
mn the depth of night. m order to be able to condemn. out of
their own mouth. the men whom they had been imparted to.
or rather forced on : for then they could not excuse themselves
as having been unacquainted with the ways of the Lord.”

Calvin. Instit, Hbhoi e 13 seet. 40 poog7. 0 Etst demus non prorsus
exinanitam ac deletam m co tuisse Del imaginem, sic tamen corrnpta fuit,
ut quidguid superest, horrenda sit deformitas. Ergo quum Det imago
sit integra naturie hbumane prestantia, quie velulsit in Adam ante defee-
tionem, postea sic vitiate ac prope deleta est, ut nihil ex ruina, nisi con-
fuswin, muti lum, Jabeque infectum supersit,” ete.

©Calvin, Instit, Bih. 1, ¢ 20 seet. 22, p. R0,

S Calvin, Tostit, Tib. i, sect. 15, fol. 88, Pudeat nos tante ingrati-
tudinis, in quany non inciderunt ethnici poetae qui et philosophiam, ct
leges, et bonas onmes artes Deoruin inventa esse confessi sunt.’

U Loc. cit. sect. 12, fol. 36, 1loc sensu dicit Joannes, Tucem adhue
tenebiis ncere, sed o tenebris non comprehendi @ quibus verbis utrumgue
clare exprimitur, in perversa ot degenere hominis natura micare adhuc
scintillas, quae ostendant, rationale esse animal ¢t a brutis ditterre.’

T hoce it sect. a8, doll Rg. 0t Pricbuit quidem illis Deus exignum
divinitatis suie qustnm, ne dgnorantiam impictati obtenderent @ et eos
interdum ad dicenda nonnulla impalit, quortim confessione ipsi con-
Vineerentar,”
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Aecordinglyve he appears agann indispased to vecand those
traces ol the rrae knowtedge of Godoas the vosult aned property
ol hicher himman facuities co-operating with God. Nav, e
seens to ool npon them as the conscipience of some <t
and marvellons athenee of the Derty apon certain nier Lo
cortain purposes o and this s the more ren kables as Tee e
where dediees the ansiety tor a zood repittion from the feching
of Shames and this azam brom the innate sensc ot justice g
virtuc, wherem the corm ot veleion s already dinvolved, Hhin
woe see thronchont, o sound. excellent e, strineoline tor the
victory with dhieordered foclines boto aiter o <hort vivorous
onsct lor the nastery compelled to sneenmb.

Nearlvoin the same wav he treats the maorad phenomena of
the ancient world, The Catholios swere wont al times to refer
to men. ke Camillus, and from their lives to demonstrate the
moral frecdom eonjoved even by the heathen<s and the remnants
ob cood 1o be tonnd amone them, They detended. morceover .
the proposion. that God's special crace. communicated for the
sake of Chaists nerits workine retrospectivel v and contirminge
the Lotter <urviving sentiments in the lnman breast s aneden -
abdviro be traeed ooy phenomena,

What course dacs Calvin now parsie to explain sacl
phenomena 2 He observes, that 10 i very casy (o et o
sebves he deceived by the sames a3 to the trae nature of cor-
viption. el he does ot preci=elyv deny the finer graces ol
meral spits But he savaswe shoabd vemember that the Divine
civee here and there works as an impediment not by its and o
trencthen and paurily the interior of man. but mechanteallv to
prevent the otherwise mtallible onthreaks of evil”

The conduct of the good Camillus he accordinely explains
Pt assumiption: it it might have been purely esterior ald
hypooritieal. or the sesubt ot the abovesmentioned  oree

1z evih i bis Dressts bt in no wise render-

mechamieatly repiressi

el Letter than his fellow<t By el more than mechanienl
Dlocs ait bbb e s i, s,

Constitut, Unigenitos (bardum, Conail ton, S0 dol, 1613) Phis bl

Forfre Vet consecpitene et e tollowne Colavmisticos [nsenistead prosositions=:
Nooanvis Nallae b Sl v grer Daleng. N SIS X eeciesajpin
il coneetlitne sratia’ 13y i’ Letthy e € hfist s to e tindersinoed,
Coivin. Tostes Bl e 50 sent, 2 tod vy CloNetnplnodgital e metere
posovibentur, e haranos nataran e totum vitiosam putens, L Sl
fere s curere ol chebes e Gl it OrTupionent esse oo
Proi ot o Jhouih, non oo i priv el sed e s oot
I T P S TR ) sty S0 aniins i



7(7 EXPOSITION OT DOCTRINAL DIFFTERENCES

attempts at explanation. Calvin shows bevond doubt. that when
he speaks of reason and the will as undestroyed and indestructible
faculties of the soul. distinguishing man from the brute, he is
far from thinking that man has preserved out of his unhappy
catastrophe anv moral and religious powers whatever.

Extravagant. however, as the judgment might be which
Calvin formed of unregenerated man.' he vet did not forget
himsell so far as the Lutherans. When he teaches that the
will and the reason exist even after the fall. he means thereby
the facultv of faith. and of the higher will. Those passages,
wherein he scems to deny this faculty to fallen man—and of
these there are verv many-—must be corrected by others, where-
in he expressly asserts. that. when he speaks of a destroction
of the will. he understands only the really good will, and not
the mere faculty of will : 2 so that the opinion of Victorinnus
Strigel. which was rejected by the Lutherans. appears to be
precisely that of Calvin.

Of concupiscence. moreover. as is evident from the preceding
account, Calvin entertains nearly the same notion as the Lutheran
formularies profess.® only that he is unwilling to use this technieal

contortus, qui aliud potius quidvis quam rectitudinem sectatus est ¢

. Quamquam heee certissima est et facillima hujus quacstionis solutio,
non esse istas communes naturie dotes sed speciales Dei gratias, quas
varie et in certum modum profanis alioqui hominibus dispensat.’

' Loc. cit. 1ib. if, ¢. 5. n. 19, In this passage he says, in reference to
the man who had fallen among robbers, whom the coodl Samaritan took
pity on: “ Neque enim dimidiam homini vitam reliquit Det verbum, sed
penitus interiisse docet, quantum ad beatw vite rationem.”  The Catholies
appealed to this parable to show that fallen man still retained some vital
powers.  ‘Then Calvin proceeds: “ Stet ergo nobis indubia ista veritas,
quae nullis machinamentis quatefieri potest ; mentem hominis sic alien-
atam prorsus a Dei justitia, ut nihil non imptum, contortum, feedum,
imparum, flagitiosum  coneipiat, concupiscat. moliatur:  cor peceati
veneno ita penitus delibutum, ut nihil quam corruptum fietorem efflare
queat.’

2 Instit. lib. i1, ¢. 3, n. 6. Volintatem dico aboleri, non quatenns est
voluntas: quia in hominis conversione intesrim manct, quod prime est
natuvee : cveavi etiam novam dico, non ut voluntas esse incipiat, sed ut
vertatuy ex mala in bomon.  Tlac in solidum a Deo fieri affirmo.’ Compare
lib. 1, €. 5, 1. 16, where he allows, that the good which may happen through
us, may be called our own, hecause the faculty of will is ours.

P Loc. it Tih i, e 1one 8. Neque enim natura nostra boni tantnm
inops ¢t vacua est ; sed malorum omnium adeo fertilis et ferax, ut otiosa
esse non possit. Qui dixerunt esse concupiscentiam, non nimis alieno
verbo usi sunt, si modo adderetur (quod minime concidetur a plerisque,
namely the Catholies) quidquid in homine est, peceatum est, ab intellectn
ad volintatem, ab anima ad carnem usgue, hae con upiscentia inquinatum
refertunique esse”
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word - and s hence we s can understand whiy e the oo s
stons ot the Calvimstic: Churchies 1t s but very rarely e-
ploved.!

As regards the Calvimste tormularies. they may be divaded
into several clisses: since those whieh were franed wnder e
immncediate or remoter antlhience ot Zwingle, are cleanly distin-
viishable trom those wherem the spirt of Calvin breathes,
In the Tetapolitina the doctinie of ongmal sin s not spectally
treated. bt s ondy imerdentally tonched on under the articl
ol Justitication © @ fact. tor the explanation whercots we shall
have occasion to notice Tater the doctrine of Zwingle on onginal
S,

The most ancient Helveue Contesstons (10 wind 1) express
thomsclves on this head with much caution and circnmspection,
and could we be only aszured ot thetr spirit —that 15 to <av,
were we bt certadn that this their boasted peculiary did not
procecd frong the same motive which induced the Tetrapolitana
to take no ~pecial notice ot ortginal sin they nmght call torth
from the Cathohe expressions of perfect satistaction.”

To the Helvetic Confesstons we may add that of the Anghoa
Charche which on every point endeavours to avold a tone of
exaLeeration.’

The tst Helvetie Contession (which, however, s not the
most ancrent) the Gallics Beleno, and Scoteh Contesstions on
the other hamd, unequivocally express Calvin's doctrime. that

Fxcept i Article ix of the thirty-nine articles ot the Anehcan Chiarchy,
I do not remrember to have read it anvwhere,

CContesss dlelvet, i el xiii poozs  Mgue hoee fues quam originalens
Vocant, cenns totun sic pervasit, ut nulla ope e ihos iinocasgue Der,
nist diving per Christin curari potierit, Nam sioquid Bonae fraoes
SUperstes osto Vit nostris asstdne debabitatum i pejus vergits Saperest
et ol Vs et nee rationem persequi, nec mmentis divinitatent excolere
st €Wl aveans swistel i dicoinitas

Contess: Tlelvet, nic oo 20 pooreys S Contitenimr, homimem ab mintio,
sccnndun Dot hoawiem, et sttt et sanctitatent o Deo itewre
tactim. LSt anter g sponte ].'['\II\ M peccitanni, per quein i‘qiw\nm

totum hamanim conus corruptum et damnationi ohnoxinm far T est,
TTine natnra nostra Vit est, o i tantaim propeinsionetn o peceitan
devents ut st cadene per Sparttum Sanctunn redimtegretnr. homo per s
mhal honn teovt, ant velit

Contesse Anglicoartois, peoiz2o.  Peccatinm onginale non est, ut tabn
Lontor Pelasim, o nnttatione st sed est vt et depravatio natae
cujushiber hommes o Moo nataralites propacatt, gqua itond ab ottnah
st it Toneisste diste, ad malom soa naetnra propendeat L caro
Semper adver s sprinnm concupiscat, nnde s quonie s entian aran
Dev atiue dounnatonen meretnr,
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man 1= thoroughls and entirely cormupted.t  However, o these,
as i the windings of Cabvin, we meet with many indeterminate
and wavering expressions. His worthy of observation, more-
over, that the first Helvetie formulary pronounces the Lutheran
opinion. that fallen man no longer possesses the faculty of will
and knowledee for the kingdom of God. to he Manichean.?

The following tact iz worthy of our attention :—

Even the Confessions of the Reformed consider actual sins
as only the manifestations of original sin—as the gradual revela-
tion of the same in special determinate phenomena. According
to them. also. Adam’s sin is the wnigue. the only source, whence
all sins How. without ever exhausting it: the mfinite source,
ever active and stirring to find an outlet. and, when that outlet
is found. impatient to ind o new one.?

With reason. Catholics were able to reply that. according to
this view, all sins would be necessarily equal, since, according
to the maxims of a false realisim the person is considered as
absorbod in nature. the individual in universal being 3 and the
fact. that not all the unconverted are in a like degiee rogues
and villains. not all {ractricides and parricides. vobbers and
potsoners, the Calvinists can by no means explain by the ditferent
use of freedom, since. according to their doctrine. 10 0Nne possesses
it.  Thus, obseive the Catholies, the piimitive evil, according
to the maxims of Calvin. progresses with a blind necessity, and
finds i every man a ready. though servile, instrument for the
perpetration of its most horrible deeds. It can. therctore, e
regarded only as an acaident, when one appears as a frightful
criminal. the other as a moral man : the latter at bottom s as
bad as the former @ the sinfulness, alike in cach. and repressible

PConfess, Tlelvet, Loco vidi-ix, poo13; Galll oo xoxi, peo14g 5 Scot. Art.
oo g0 Belgocoxive pooz8e The Flungarian Confession speaks not at
b of original sin, vet from motives difterent from the Tetrapelitana. in
respect to the diserepancies noticed i the text, we find several in the lirst
Helvetic Conltession, which we cannot now enter into, as it would lead us
mto toowany details, The Belgian Confession, for exaniple, says that by
original sinwan hath heen entively severed frove God, and vet in another
place it leaves him some ecesticia cxigua of the carlier gifts of divine
sinnlitude.

2 Conless, Helvet, i, ¢, ix. . 19, Non sublatus est guidem homini
mtellectus, non crepta e voluntas, ct prorsus in lapident vel truncim est
commutatus.” P2 Manichaer spoliabant hominem omni actione, et
velutn saxunn et truncony facichant @ words which by the employment
of the pecnliar Lutheran expressions, can refer ()nl}: to the Lutheran
opons,

Y Coniess. Dl e XV, L7,
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by nones nantests itseln somctines heres sotenge < thene
mote violent explosions, The o=t Helvene Contessiop cueods
1tsell aoamst these and such hke consequences aned condenim
the Jovmians, the Pelacions, and the Stoics. who tanehn ihe
cquadity ot all sins Bt ot can estabhish no othor difterenc
of st~ than that o external manlestation aceordime to which,
trulye net one s perhiaps s Bike o the others However, we
honour me thos cantiousnes~ o sound focling o weleonie -
ception ol that deepoindesonbable abyvas of vrror. ont of which
the Retormation sprang.

Fhe doctrime or the Retormaed Confossions tospecting wee Ked
lust (cosccapisccintia), we shall ot set torth at length, sinee G
docs not mateniely ditter from the view of the orthodox
Lutherans. 1o orespect to the boddy deathis thi- s regarded, as
in the Cathohe Chiareh. to be a conscquence ol orizinal sin.”

§ IN ZWINGIE'S VIEW OF ORIGINAL SIN

Fo explain ~ome phenomena e the Formularies of the Re-
tormed Churches: we annes the doctrine of Zwingle on original
st Hhis Retormer ventures on the attempt not merely to
detorme aecording wo Seriptural evidence the nature of man's
hereditery evill but to give o psyvehological explanation of the
si ol Adamean attempt for whicl he s utteriv incompetent.
and whicl is vervimterior to preceding efforts tor the illustration
of this very obscnre mvaterys nay. inoreality explains absolutely
nothing. wnd  presupposes onginal sine In the st plaee,
Zwitgle troubdes the sertons reader with o very untimely jest
when he savss that it was a bad prognostie tor the huture married
man. that FEve should fave been tormed out ot o vib ol the
lecpine Ndam s fors trom obeerving that bier lieshand. daring
s operation was not awakencd nor hronght to consciousiess,
the thoueht natwraliv drose ot her mind, thar her niate niigin
Do castiy deceived and circmmvented UoSatan now obeeryed
Ive's wrowing spdnie o enteiprise. and withat, ler total in
expertenee o all bteigues, Auding, therelore, her fiteimal

desive 1o plav otk and e atter impotence o accompiish

Contetan, Sl 1oe. Vo, o ;

o otman, Sl Dotlse . on =it . g COuo ort corporea el sl obios
twd vesbdnbin, blelvers Loco v pooaye s Per mortem chague sntellsinies
PR Cem iy w ol o et MO, b,

1
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her purpose, he pointed out to her the way tor decciving lier
husband, and the result was the first sin. This man, sporting
over siin, seriously observes, that from this whole process of
Satanic seduction, and especially from the enticements offered,
1t s easy to conclude, that the self-love of Adam was the cause
of his sin, and that conscquently from selt-love flows all human
misery.  But then, as according to all the laws of the outward
world, the like can only proceed from its like, so, since Adam’s
fall. all men were born with this self-love, the germ of all moral
evil.  Zwingle then proceeds to deseribe original sin, whiclt in
itself Is not sin. but only a natural disposition to sin—a leaning
propensity to sin; and endeavours to illustrate his necaning by
the following comparison : A young woll has in all respects the
natural qualities of o woll, that is to say. it is one, that, in virtue
of its innate ferocity. would attack and devour the sheep, though
vet it has not actually done so; and huntsmen, on discovering
it will treat it in the same manner as the old ones. lor they feel
convinced, that, on its growing up. it will, like others of its
species, fall upon the Hocks, and commit ravages.  The natural
cisposition is the hereditary sin, or the lhereditary fault 5 the
special robbery is the actual sin growing out of the former; the
latter 1s s in the strict sense of the word, while the former
ought not to be considered either as a sin or as a debt.

This acconnt. while it explains nothing. is withal of a genuine
Protestant stamp. That it explains notling, is evident from
its representing self-love as the cause of Adam’s sin, which
accordingly before his fall lay concealed in him. and by the
mediation of Satan was only introduced into the outward world.
This self-love is represented as the effect of Adam's sin extending
to all his posterity——as the natural disposition of all his sons ;
so that original sin appears as a corruption already innate in
Adam : and it must be considered, not so much as inherited of

! Zwingli de peccato origing declarat. op. tont. ii, fol. 1777, * Quam
crgo tandem causam tam imprudentis facti aliam esse putenus, quam
amorem sui ¢ ete. Habemus nune prevaricationis fontem  philautian
scilicet, hoe est sni ipsins amorem @ ex hoc manavit quicquid uspiam est
malorum inter mortales,  Hoc mortuus jam homo filios degeneres pro-
creavisse neutiquam cogitandus est @ non magis quam quod ovem lupus

aut corvus cvgnum paviat., . .. st ergo ista ad peccandum amore sui
propensio peccatum oviginale : quie quidem propensio non est proprie
peccatum, sed fons quidem et ingenium.  Exemplum dedimus de lupo
adhuc catulo. . . . Ingeninm ergo est peccatnm sive vitiwm originale :

rapini vero peccatunt, quod ex ingenio dimanat, id ipsum peccatum actu
est, quod recentiores actuale vocant, quod et proprie peccatum est.
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Adim. bt as implanted by God homselte But this explanation
15 also a genuine Protestant one. since 10 trank!yv and andie-
guisedlv holds up God as the author of sinand Tooks upon al!
particulin actual <ins as the necessary results the outwand
nantestations ob o natural disposition = disposition whicelr s
wellillnstrated by that of the voung wolto that. devoid ot treedon.
is totally unable to resist the mipulse ot instinet,  Henee, alo,
Zwingle with reason regards original s, not as <in. bt only
as an evil. chinging to hnman nature @ he s, however, chargeahle
with an meonsistency. i considerine actua! sins (o he <ins. for
they are only the necessary: growth ot o natural disposition. 1t
would have been also more in conformity with his above-
mentioned prineciples. as to the cause of evil. to have considered
no moral transgression as contracting a debt.



CHAPTER 111
OPPOSITE VIEWS ON THE DOCITRINIE OF JUSTIFICATION

$ X- GENERAL STATEMINT OF THE MODE IN WHICH, ACCORD-
ING TO THE DIFFERENT CONFESSIONS, MAN BLECOMES
JUSTIFIED

Tue different views entertained respecting the fall of man must,
necessarily, exert the most decisive influence on the doctrine
ol his regeneration.  The treatment of this doctrine is of so
much the more importance for us. and claims so much the more
our attention, as it was in the pretended maprovement on the
Catholic view of man's justification. according-to the special
observation of the Smaleald articles, that the Reformers placed
their prineipal merit, They call this subject not only the first,
and the most important. but that, withont the maintenance
whercol, the opponents of  Protestantism would have Deen
completely in the right, and have come victorious out ol the
struggte.!

In conformity with thiz, Luther says, very pithily, in lis
Lable-talk, * 1 the doctrine fall, it is all over with us.”  We shall,
in the first place. state generally the various accounts which
the opposite Confessions give of the process of regencration,
and then enter, with the minutest accuracy, into details,

According to the Council of Trent, the course is as follows
The simner, alicnated from God, s without being able to show
any merit of his own, without being able to put in any clain
to grace, or to pardoning merey, called hack to the divine
kingdom.”

I Pars 1i, sect, 3. Cf. Sol. Declar., iii, p. 653.

7 Conclll Trident. sess. vi, ¢ 5. Declarat practerea, ipsius justifica-
tonis exordium in adultis a Dei per Christum Jesuin preveniente gratia
suniendnnn esse, hoc est, ab cjus vocatione, qua, nullis corumn existentibus
meritls, vocantnr ; ut, qui per peccata a eo aversi craut, per ejus ox-
citantem atque adjuvantem gratiam ad convertenduin se ad suam ipsorum
justificationem, eidem gratiae libere essentiendo ot cooperando disponantur :
ita ut t@ngcntc !)cu cor hominis per Spiritus Sancti illuminationent, neque
honio 1pse omnino uihil agat, inspirationem illam recipiens. quippe qui
1.11:1111“<-t abjicere potest. neque sine gratia Dei movere se ad justiam coram
o ulwn:‘ sua voluntate possit. Unde in sacris literis, cum dicitur—
convertunim ad me, ¢t cge ad vos convertar, libertatis nostrie admonemur.
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Flos divine calll sent to the sinner for Chiist's <akee. 15 on
piesscd not onlyv i an outward mvitation. through the preacinmg
ot the Gospel Tt also moan mternal action of the Holv Spirit
which ronses the shimberimg eneretes of man. more or less <sunk
- the sleep o spiitual death, and urges i to unite Lom-clt
with the power trom ahove i order to cnter upon o new cotrse
ol e cand meovder to renew the communion with God (preventive
gracel, I the simner hearkens to this cail, then faith in God's
Word i~ the tst etiect of divine and hman VIV, cosoperating
- the way deseribed. The <immer perceives the existence of
higher order of thimgs. and with entive. and till then nnimagined.
certainty, possesses the conviction of the same. The highe
truths and promises which he hears: especially the tidines that
God Tis o foved the world. as to give up his onlv-hegotten Son
tor 1t and has ottered to all forgiveness of sins, for the sake of
Christ's menits, shake the sinner. While he compares what he
i with what, according to the reveated will ot God. he onght
to he o while e learms. that <o grievous is sin, and the world's
corruption. that 1t s only through the mediation ot the son of
God it can be extirpated. Tie attaing to true seli-knowledge, and
1= fitled with the fear of God's judgments. He now turns to the
divine compassion in Christ Jesus, and conceives the contiding
hopeo thiat. tor the sake of his Redeemer's merits. God may
gractouslv vouchsate to him the forgiveness of his sins. From
this contemplation of God's love tor man. a spark of divine love
i~ enkindled e the human breast hatred and detestation for
sinarise and man doth penanee”

Thus by the muntual imterworking ot the Holyv Spivit. and o
the creature frecly co-operating. justitication really commiences,
Iman remains tatthiul to the holy work thus begun. the Divine
Sprits at once sanctiving and torgiving sins. communicates all
the fulness of his gitts - pours mto the heart of man the love of

Cuni respondemuos converte nos Domine ad te, et convertemur, Dei nos
critin praovenirt confitenr,’

Clocs dits oo v Disponuntur ad ipsam justitiam, donn excitati
divne wratio et adjnoe tdenn exoauditu concipientes, libere moveatur i
Dewn credentes vera esse, quee divimitus revelata et Prontissi sunt, alque
dlnd i primis. o Deo Justiticars inpiwm per gratinm cjus, perredemptionem
Quir estom Christo fesu, ot dum peccatores, seintellicentes. o divine
Justitie tinore. quo utditer concutinnter, ad considerandam Dei misers
cordiam se convertendo spem ertcuntnr, hdentes Deuam sila propter
Chrstum propitimn tore, dhomgue, Ginguam omnis justitne fontem dilizere
TP ad proplerea moventor adsersus peceata per odiene adiguod et

destatrmen, e,



5.] ENXPOSITION OF DOCIRINAL DIFFERENCES

God. so that he becomes disentangled from the immost roofs of
sin. and imwardly renewed, e ads a new amd virtuous life —that
is to say, becometh really just in the sight ot God—perlormeth
truly good works ~the fruits of a renovation of spint, and
sanctification of fecling —gocth fromrighteousnesson tor ighteous-
ness, and in consequence ol his present ullgmus and moral
qualitics, (uqum «l through the infintte merits of Christ, and his
Holy Spirit, he is rewarded with celestial happiness.! However,
without a special revelation the just man possesses not the
unerring  certainty, that he belongs to the number ot the
clect.

The Lutheran view. on the other hand. is as follows : When
the sinner has been intimidated by the preaching of the law,
which he is conscious of not having fulfilled. and hath heen
brought 1o the brink of despair, the Gospel s announced to hiny,
and with it the solace administered —that Christ is the Lamb
ol God, that taketh upon him the sins of the world.  With a
heart stricken with fear and terror, he grasps at the Redeemer’s
merits, through faith, which alone justifieth.  God, on account
of Christ’s merits. declares the believer just, without his being
so in fact: though released from debt and punishment, he is
not delivered from sin (original sin);  the mborn sinfulness still
cleaves to the just, though no longer in its ancient virulence.
It it be reserved to faith alone, to justify us belore God, yet
faith is not alone : on the contrary. sanctification is annexed
to justification, and faith manifests itself in good works. which
are its fruits. Justification before God, and sanctification, must
not by any means. however, in despite of their close connection,
be considered as one and the same thing: because this would
vender impossible the certainty of the forgiveness of sins, and
of salvation, which is an essential property of Chrstian faith.
Lastly. the whole work of regeneration i1s God’s doing alone,
and man acts @ purely passive part therein.  God’s act doth
not only precede the working of man, as if this could, or ought to
follow ; as il the Latter co-operated with the former, and so both
together; but the Holy Spirit is exclusively active, in order
) I Loc. vit.v\p vil. * Hane dispositionem, seu pracparationent, justificatio
ipsa consequitur, quae non est sola peccatorum remissio, sed et sanctificatio
et renovatio interioris hominis per voluntariam susceptionem gratia et
donorum, unde homo ex injusto fit justus, et ex inimico amicus, ut sit
hieres secundum spem vitie wternie. o L L Ijusdem sanctissimie passionis
mc:ri‘m pa Spirttum sanctuim caritas Dei ditfunditur in cordibus corun,
qui iustiticantur,” ete.
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that to God alone the clory may acornes and all pretensions ol

human merit be rendered nimpossible!

The Calvimsts. thongh with some ditferences, aerce i the
main with the disciples of Luthers Calvin is dissatistied with
the Retormers of Wittenberg, tor having aseribed to the Taw
alone. the property ot exeiting o sensc of sin.nd a conscionsness
of guilt. He thinks, on the contrary, that the first place i< due
to the Gospelsand that 1tas by the enlorgement of the divine
merev i Chrst Jesnus that the simner s made attentive to s
reprobate state <o that repentance follows on faith.”

That the severe remark of Calvin at the passage. where he
states the relation between faith and repentance. to wit, that
those understood nothime of the essence of faith, who conceived
this relation other than himscelt. s not entirely destitute ot
foundation, nor based on an empty sprit of controversy, we
shadl clearly prove Fiterowhen it will he shown, that, with Calvin
repentance bearsa vervditferent sicniheation from the terror cansed
by sin.in the Butheran system @ and that according to the former.
Justitication and sanctineation appear in o morve vital connection,

Psolidl declars v de dege e BEvang, seets 60 poo7630 0 Peccatornm
covnitio ex leoe est. Ad salutarem vero conversionenn 11la paenitentia,
quie tantum contritionen habet, non sutticit o sed necesse est, ut hdes i
Chrstum acoedat, copus meritum, per dutassimam ot consolationis plenam
Evanaeln doctrmain. omnibus resipiscentibus peceatoribus ottertur, qui
per leges doctrinam perterritt ot prostratt sunt, BEvangelion enim re-
nissionein peccatorim non securis mentibus, sed perturbatis ot vere
peentientibus annuntit, ot ne contritio et terrores legis in desperationem
vertantur, opus ext proacdicatione Bvangeht oout sit paenitentia ad sabntem.”
Apolog. v sects g3, po 870 Pudes il de qua Joquibmur, existit in pasni-
tentia. oo ostoconcipitur e terroribus conscientne, que sentit iram D
adversis nostric peccatas et quaenit rendssionem peceatormm, et liberart
A precato”  Apologo v de dustit, sect. 260 po 700 Tgitar sola tide justi
icanar, ntelhcendo justiicationen, exo mjusto justum etict sen re-
Senerart, Secto to b 7 Nee possunt acquniescere perterrefacta corda,
s1osentire debent se proprer opera propria, aut proprioon Jdifectionem, aut
lewis tpletionem placere, quia hieret i carne peccatum, quod semper
Auctsatinos. Sects 230po 23 Didectio et et operassequi frdem debent
qurare non sicoexcluduntur, ne sequantur, sed feducta merite didectionis
aut opern m Justicatione excluditur,”

Sealvi Instit ihoatn, oo 3o sect. 1 tol 2000 Proximus autem o fide ad
posnitentiam ertt transitus @ oquin hoc capite, hene cognito, melins patebit,
quontedo ol dide et nera venta Justiicetur lomo, e tanmen a justitiae
puputatione separetur realis (ut ita logquar) vite sanctitas @ peemtentnan
vero non modo Gideimns continuo subsequt, sed exooca naser extra con
troversiam csse debet. Onibus antem videtur, filem potnes proccedere
peenitentne. qunan aboapsa manart vel proferon, tangquaam fructus ab arbore
UL e s Vs bt cogntta ot nimpem levy arogmento ol sd sentieendam
mosentur,’
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More mportant still is the departure of the Calvinists from
the Lutheran formularies, by their assertion, that it is only in
those clected from all eternity, that the Deity worketh to justi-
fication and to regeneration.  On the other hand, the Lutherans,
like the Catholics. reject the doctrine of absolute predestination.
Finally, the Calvinists lay a still more violent stress on the
certainty which the believer must have of his future happiness.

[t follows, accordinglv. that we must treat in succession, first,
the distinctive doctries in respect to the operation of God and
of man in the affair of regeneration : secondly. the doctrine of
predestination ; thirdly, the differences i the notion of justi-
fication : fourthly, those respecting faith : fifthly. those touching
works 1 and sixthly. those in respect to the certainty of salvation.
When these points shall have been first gone through in detail,
then compreliensive reflections on the nature and d(‘o])m signific-
ance of this opposition between the Confessions, in respect to
the doctrine of justification. will follow in a more intelligible,
as well as instructive form. Then he who, after a general
view, would not have suspected any practical or theoretical
differences. important ecnough to occasion an  ecclesiastical
schism, will clearly sce that the Catholic Church could not
possibly exchange her primitive doctrine for the new opinion ;
nay. could not. even by any possibility, tolerate in her bosom
the two opposite views.  The minute investigation of particnlars
will bring out. in the clearest light. those divergences of opinion,
which in a general survey. may be easily overlooked : and in
the considerations which we have announced. we will cle arly
establish the absolute incompatibility of the two doctrines in
one and the same system : and will point out the momentous
interests which the Catholies defended in the maintenance of
their dogma.

§ XT —OF THE RELATION OF THE OPERATION OF GOD TO THAT
OF MAN, IN THE WORK OF REGENERATION, ACCORDING TO
THE CATHOLIC AND THE LUTHERAN SYSTEMS

According te Catholie principles. in the holy work of re-
generation we find two operations concur—the Divine and the
human : and when this work sueceeds. t‘u v omutually pervade
cach other, so that this regencration constitutes one theandric
work.  God’s holy power precedes, awakening, exeiting, vivily-
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g - —man. the while, being utterly unable to merrts coll forth,
or even destre. that divine grace: vet he nst ler himself be
excited, and follow with frecdom.”  God otters bis ard to raise
the sinner atter his fall o vet 1t1s for the sinner to consent. anid
to receive that aid. By accepting it he as aceepted by the
Divine spirit : and throngh his taithtut co-operation, heis exalted
again gradually (though never completely e this hite) to that
heieht from which he was precipitated. The Divine  Spirit
worketh not by absohite necessityve thongh he s wrgently active
His onmipotence <uffers human frecdom to et to 1t a bonnd.
which it cannot break through, because an  unconditional
interference with that freedom would hring about the annihila-
tion of the moral order ot the world, whiel the Divine wisdom
hath tounded on libertyve With reason. therefore, and quite
i conformity with her inmost exsence. hath the Church rejected
the Jansenistical proposition of Quesnel. that human freedom
must vield to the ommpetence of God.' This  proposition
involves as an immediate consequence, the doctrine of God's
absolute predestination @ and asserts of those who attain not
wnto regeneration. that they are not the cause of their own
reprobation. but that they have been absohitely cast off by the

U Conctl, Trident, sess. vip oo v, 0L ut, qui per peccata a Deo aversi
erant, per ejirs excitantem atque adjuvantem gratiom ad convertendum
seoad suam ipsonm justificationem, eidem gratice hibere assentiendo ot
cooperando, disponantur, ita ut, tangente Deo cor hominis per Spiritus
Sancti dluninationem, neque homo ipse omnmoe nihil agat, inspirationem
illun recipiens quippe gui il et abjicere potest, neqgue tamen sine grati
Dei movere se ad justitiam coram illo libera sna voluntate possit.  Unde
in sacris lteris e dicitur-—convertimin ad me, et ego convertar ad vos,
libertatis nostrae admoneniur,  Cum respondemus - converte nos Domine
ad e, et convertenur, Del nos gratia praeveniri confitemune,”  Can, v,
CSioquis dixerit, liberune arbitrium o Deo motum et excitatum nihil
cooperart assentiendo Deoexcitanti atgue vocanti, quo ad obtinendam
justificationis gratiam se disponat ac preeparet, nedque posse dissentire, si
velit, sed velut manime quoddam nihil omnino agere, mereque passive
se habere, anatlema sit)’

CThe Constitution of Pope hinocent N (Apud Tard, Concil. tom. xi,
fol. 1 43) rejects the proposition, No. it S lnteriori gratie i statu nature
Lapsae nunguam resistitur 7 and the Constitution Unizenitus (Iard, 1L
ool o), Noosait, C Quando Deus valt andmanm salvam facere, et eam
tanuit mteriori gratie siee mana, nulla voluntas lomana et resistic.” - No.
wvic O Nulle sunt illecebre, guas non cedant itlecebris gratie © quin nihil
reststit ommpotenty,”  Noo xix. C Der aratioo nihid aliad este quam ejus
omtpoteis voluntas o e est ddea, quani Deus ipse nobis tradit m
omnibus smis Scrptaris. Nooosxe O Vera gratne iden sty gquod Deus
vilt ~ibn 0 nobis obedivn ot obeditur mmperat of omnia hant, losgudu,

Loy dotnmans ot angei sibi nhnssy sunt”’
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Deity Himself ; for a mere inspiration of the Divine Spirit
would have moved their free-will to faith, and to holy obedience.

It is not difficult to see, that the above-stated doctrine of the
Catholic Church, is determined by her view of original sin;
for. had she asserted that an utter extirpation of all germs of
gobd, a complete annihilation of freedom in man, had been the
consequence of his fail, she then could not have spoken of any
co-operation on his part, of any faculties in him, that could be
excited, revivified, and supported.  Man. who in this case would
have lost all affinity. all likeness unto God, would no longer
have been capable of receiving the Divine influences towards
the consummation of a sccond birth ; for the operation of God
would then have found in him as little response, as in the ir-
rational brute.

On the other hand. it is evident, {from the Lutheran re-
presentation of original sin. that the Lutherans could net admit
the co-operation of man ; and the reason wherefore they conld
not, is equally obvious : namely, because, according to them,
the hereditary evil consists in an obliteration of the Divine
image from the inman breast ; and this is precisety the facalty
capable of co-operating with God.  Accordingly, they teach, that
man remains quite passive, and God is exclnsively active.  Even
so carly as the celebrated disputation at Leipsig, Luther, defended
this doctrine against Eck and compared man to a saw, that
passively let itself be moved in the hand of the workman.  After-
wards he delighted in comparing fallen man to a pillar of salt, a
block. a clod of earth, incapable of working with God.! It may
be conceived, that not only was such a doctrine necessarily
tevolting to Catholics, but that even among Luther's disciples,
who, in the first unrefiecting excitement of feelings, had followed
him, a sound Christian sense. rallving by degrees, must offer
resistance to such errors.  In Melancthon’s school, more en-
lightened opinions spread : and his fellowers, after Luther’s
death, had even the courage openly to defend them.  Pfeffinger,?
and after him, the above-named Victorinus Strigel ¥ arose

! Luther in Genes. ¢, xix. ‘ In spiritualibus et divinis rebus quae ad
animee salutem spectant, homo est instar statuwx salis, in quam uxor
patriarchie Loth est conversa, imo est similis tranco et lapidi, statua vita
carenti, quie neque oculornm, ovis, ant nllorum sensnum cordisque usum
habet.’

* Pfefimger propositiones de libero arbitrio. Lips. 1355, 4.
Plank, lib. cit. p. 567.

° Plank, lib. cit. P. 584.

Compare
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but their power went no further than to oceasion o strugele,
wherein they succumbed. Luther's spivit cained <o complete
avictorye that his views: nay Lis very expressions. were adopted
into the public lormularies !

P shall take the liberty of eiting @ poasseee from Plank. which
states the opiion ot Aensdort. on the nature of God's operation
I respect to man —an apinion. which was put forth amid the
svnergistic controversios. Nicholus von Arnsdort said: By
his will and spech God worketh all things. with all crentures.
When God willss andd speaks, stone and wood are carried, hewn,
and Taid, how. when, and where He will. Thus, it God wills,
and speaks. man becomes converted. pious, and just. For, as
stone and woodl are i the hand and power of God. <o, in lke
manner, are the understanding and the will of man in the hand
and power of God:so that man can absolutely will and choose
nothime. hut what God wills and speaks, either in grace or
wrath. Who will not here see the remarkable inthuenee
which Luther's theory touching the mutual relation hetween
the divine and the human operations, considered in themsclyes.
and even udependently of the fall. has exerted on this article
of heliet 2 God's weath thought Nicholas von Armsdort. forces
one person to evilo in the same way as His grace absolutely
determines another to vood. So o much doth the human mind
find atselt constramed 1o reduce to general laws that spectal
relation hetween God and man. which was revealed by the
redemption of Christ Jesus,

Remarkable is the subterfuge. which the Formulary of Concord
saw 1tscll foreed to adopt. i order to prevail upon men to hear
preaching o subtertuge which of itselt should have convineod
1 anthors. how erroncons was the doctrine which they in-
culcated.  For as. according to their view. man on his part can
contribute nought towards justification, as he POSSCSSCS 1O even
the faculty of receiving the Divine influences. and thus, in
conscquence of the loss of every trace of similitude o his Maker.
15 cut oft from all possibility of union with God. what blame

Solid. dectar. i de T arbite. sect. 430 . g, Ad conversionem
st provsus il conferre potest.” Sect. 2o, . O35, Practerea sacroe
littre homiins conversionem,  fidenr me Cheistum, recenerationent,  re
novationenr . osiphiciter s divime operationi el Spiritui Sandto
adserthunt.” O the comparison ol man with i stone, and so forth,
SCCL 160 o633 Sect, 3, . O

Plank. " Thstory of the Riseo the Changes, and e Formation of e
Protestint Svstens o1 Doctrine” vol v, DA

W
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could be uttered, and what reproaches made, if anyone re-
mained obdurate, when it depended on God alone to remove
that obduracy ?  What blame was yet possible, when anyone
was disinclined to read the Bible, or obstinately resisted hearing
the evangelical sermon. which was laid down by the Reformers,
as the condition for recciving the Divine Spirit 2 To be asked
to listen to a sermon, must certainly seem to one, devoid of all
spiritual qualities and susceptibilities, as the most singular
demand—not less singular than if he were asked to prepare
for flving ; nay. more singular, for in the latter case he could
understand the purport of the demand. while, in default of
every spiritual organ for understanding the sermon, he could
not even comprehend what was the proposed design @ he might
conjecture, indeed. that it was intended to pass a joke on him !
The Formutary of Concord can say naught else than. that man
hath still the power to move from one place to another : he still
possesses outward, though no inward ears; his feet and his
external cars he need only exert, and the consequences he st
attribute only to Timself, if he jail to do so. So must the feet
supply the place of the will, which according to the Catholic
doctrine, has vet survived the fall: the ears discharge the
funections of reason : and the hody undertake the responsibility
of the mind.!

In general. the Reformers were unable to succeed in finding,
in their system, a tenable position for the idea of human re-
sponsibility —an idea not to be effaced from the mind of man,
and whercon Kant established what he deemed the only possible
proof of the existence of God.  They observe, indeed. as we have

I The Solida Declaratio ii (de lib. arbit. sect. 19, p. 636), allows man
still the ‘locomotivam poteutiam ' scu externa membra regere.  Scct. 33,
p. 0g0. * Nou ignoramus autem ¢t enthusiastas et epicnreos pia hae de
impotentia et malitia naturalis liberi arbitrii doctrina, qua conversio et
regeneratio nostra soli Deo, nequaquanm antem nostris virtbus, tribuitur,
impie, turpiter et maligne abuti.  Et multi impn illorum  sermonibus
offensi atque depravati, dissoluti et feri fiunt, atgue omnia pietatis exercitia,
orationem, sacram lectionem, pias meditationes remisse tractant aut
prorsus negligunt, ac dicunt,——Quandoquidem propriis suis naturalibus
viribus ad Deum sese convertere nequeant, perrecturos se in illa sua
adversus Deum contumacia, aut expectaturos, donce a Deo violenter,
ct contra suam ipsm‘um voluntatem convertantur,” ete.  Sect. 39, P.
642, “Dei verbum homo etiam nondunt ad Deam conversus, nec renatus,
externis aunrtbus audire aut legere potest.  In ejusmodi enim externis
rebus homo adhue, etiam post lapsum, aliquo modo liberum arbitrium
habet, ut in ipsius potestate sit ad coetus publicos ecclesiasticos accedere,
verbum dei audire, vel non audire.”
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seei, that man can sepel the Divine intluence. thoueh he
cannot co-operate with 1t wherebve they think. his gnilt is
suthcienthy estabhshed. But this solntion of the ditfienity in
question Is nnsatisfactory, hecause every man can only resist
since atl are o a like deeree devoid of freedom. and of every
vestige of spiritnal faculties. The explication of the fact, that
some become qust. and others remain obdirate. can he songht
foro ot - man. but i God onby o whom it pleases to remove
m one case, and to let stand in another. the obstacle which is
the same i all !

At least. we cannot at all sees how it wontd cost the Almighty
a greater exertion of power. to supply among some. rather than
among others. the spirtual dacnities that are wanting @ for.
al are herein cqually passive. Inoother words, the doctrine
of the non-co-operation of man. which rests on the orieinal
theory of Luther and Melanethon touching the absolute passive-
ness of the created spirit fowards its Creator, finds onlv in this
theory its metaphysical asis. and presupposes, accordingly.
absoluite predestination. which. in the course of the synergistic
controversies. was embraced by the most consistent Iatheran
theologians. FFlacius, Hesshuss, and others. while the Formnlary
of Concord saerificed to a bhetter feeling the harmony of 1ts own
svstem.”

Proceeding. now. to the task of more nearly determining
what is the work of regeneration. which the exchisively active
Spirit of God hath 1o achieve, we can discover nanght clse but
that the relicions and moral qualities —the facenlty of faith and
of will. which had been lost through Adam’s fall - must be
m=erted anew i the defective spiritual oreanisation © and,
accordingbve the anward cars be replaced, While, therefore,
according o the Catholic svstem, the first operation of God
consists m the resuscitation, excitement. higher tuning. strength-
ening. and clorification ol these facnlties, it s, according to
the Tutheran system, to exert itself in a new ereation of the
same.Inothis wave we can understand, i some deorece, the
remark m the Formuilary ot Concord. that. in the mirthe Progress
ol receneration. man co-operates with God. not indecd, ae to
the mteerity ol his heine, at onlv throuch his renovated Parts

Plank. Toc. cir, volo v, poozong, 707,

Solid. declars poooggs U Es autemn Dominus hominem aon comt,

ut convertatur (quroenim setper Spirttal Sancto resistunt . AL [ k)

convertuntur). attamen tralit Dens hominem. gquem convertere o
crevent,’
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—through the new divine gift; the remaining portion of his
being—the mere natural man, who had come down from that
carlier state of alienation from God—heing never active fer the
kingdom of Ged.!  Moreover, by this doctrine, the identity of
consciousness is destroved ; and we cannot see how the man,
new-born or newly created, can recognise himself to be the
same —at least, it is not casy for him to do so, unless he stands
before the mirror. and perceives to his contentment, that he has
ever the same nose, and consequently is the same person as
heretofore. Nor can we conceive how repentance can be
possible 5 for the new-created faculties will have difficulty to
repent for what they have not perpetrated ; and the old cannot
repent. for the divine is not within their competence.

Here we may remark. that, by the Lutheran doctrine here
stated, the reproach which its professors so perpetually urge
against the Catholic tenet, to wit, that it 1s Pelagian, receives
its explanation.®  In truth, we discover everywhere, we might
almost say, an intentional misrepresentation of the Catholic
doctrine @ and Melancthon, in this, surpasses Luther himself.
Want of solid historical information had an undoubted share
in this charge : and this becomes more evident, when we see
the Thomists called Pelagian @ nay. tlie views of Luther, on the
relation of Grace and Nature represented as containing the
true old Catholic doctrine in c¢pposition to Pelagianism;  for
never was it taught, not even by St Augustine, that, by original

I Solid. declar. i, de lib. arbitr. sect. 43, p. 645. ° Ex his consequitur,
quam primum Spiritus Sanctus, per verbum ct sacramenta, opus suuin
regenerationis ot renovationis in nobis inchoaverit, quod revera tune per
virtutem Spiritus Sancti cooperari possimus, ac debeamus, quamvis multa
adline infirmitas concurrat.  Hoc vero ipsum, quod cooperamur, non ex
nostris carnalibus et naturalibus viribus est, sed ex novis illis viribus et
donis, qua Spiritus Sanctus in conversione in nobis inchoavit.”  This
decision, of necessity, presupposes the opinion, that the faculty lost
through original sin, and recurring in regeneration, can be no mere quality
of the human spirit. It is the higher {faculty of will and of knowledge,
if the passage cited is to bear any sort of sense.

2 Calvin (Instit. ib. 311, ¢. 14, sect. 11, fol. 279) is far more just and equit-
able.  * De principio justificationis nihil inter nos et saniores scholasticos
pugiie est, quin peccator gratnito a dammatione liberatus justitiam
obtmeat, idque per remissionem peccatorum, nisi quod illi sub justificationis
vocabulo renovationem  comprehendunt, qua  per Spiritum  Sanctum
renovamur in vitie novitatem.  Justitiam vero honimis regencrati sic
describunt, quod homo per Christi fidem Deo semel conciliatus, bonis
operibus justus censcatur et cormm merito sit acceptus.”  In this there
is something inaccurate, but how much more conscientious 15 Calvin
here, than the Solida Declavatio ii, 52, p. 6438,
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st man was berett ot the moral and rehigions Lol e
in all this thore evidently existed onmternal obstwcle to the tull
comprehension ot the Catholie doctrne  an obstacle whieh we
feel ourselves called upon to pomt out —while 1t makes the
Lutheran view appear more pardonables sinee 11 <hows that it
sprang out ot a true Christian zeal, which, e thise as e almost
every instance, was foolishbv divected. The Cathiohe dooma,
that even, m tallen man, moral and religrons faenlties exist
facultioes which are not alwevs smtul e themselves and muse
be exercised even in the work ot regcencration —led some to
beheve, that such an excereise of the faculties 1 question was
the natural transition to grace, so as to suppose thato according
to Catholic princaiples. a very good use of them was the mednnm
ol grace. oron other words, mertted 1. Such an opinion were
undoubtedly Pelagian : and m that case, not Chrst. but man,
would merit grice, or rather. grace would cease to he grace,
To cscape now the ke crrorse the Retormers supposcd man
was unable to achieve anything, and received only i regencration
self those faculties which can be active m and for the kingdom
ot God. But the fime and deltcate sense of the Catholie dogma,
which very carctully distinguishes between natnre and orace,
totally cscaped the perception ot the Reformers. The fintte,
even when concerved as without s thongh 1t mayv streteh
itseh on every sides can never attan to the mimite. nor ever
ching to 1t but with an tlusive grasp.

Nature vaav honestly exert all her powers o she will never
of herselt. and by herselt. reach a supernatural transtignration :
the human, by no strain of power. will beeeme ol itselt the
divine. There would remanm an eternal gap betwist the two,
it were not hilted up by grace = the divinity mist stoop 1o
humanity. it humanity s to become divine, Henee dild the
Son ot God become man, and not man become God in order
to reconcife humanity with the Godhead. The ke must tvpreally
recur i oevery bebievers Thus the Chureh mav look on the non-
regenerated as endowed with the farest facnlties of nature,
and as turning theni to the best accomnt. Yet it is not by the
nse ot sich taenltios that they aequire life e grace, either its
begimmimeg, s middle, or it ende On the contrary, Divine grace
st ever compazsionateh stoop to our lowhness: and mmpart
to our si-polluted facultios the trst heavenly consceration. m
order to prepare them tor the kingdom ol heaven. and the
receiving ol Christ’s tmace. Hereo accordinely, we see how
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mmportant 1s the ditterence, which divides the Contessions in the
view of man’s original state.  As in the finite, though yet un-
stained, faculties of the paradisaic man, Catholics deem the aid
of a high supernatural power to have been absolutely necessary
to preserve him in a living intimate communion with God ; so
they must necessarily look on the restoration of the fallen Adam
to that communion, by means of his mere unaided natural
powers, as a thing utterly impossible, or, m other words, as
solely the rvesult of grace. But wlile the Protestants, on the
other hand, concerved that primeval man accomplished this
union with God through his finite faculties alone, they necessarily
considered the existence of a Divine similitude in the natural
powers ol fallen man, and still more, the exercise and expansion
of such powers 1 the work of regencration, as quite incompatible
with the notion of grace. and as very derogatory to, if not utterly
subversive of, the merits of Christ. That man should retain
the possession of all his natural powers and faculties, signifies,
according to the Protestant system, that he is able of himsclt
to attain to the perfect knowledge and love of God.  Thus, if
the Protestants wished to maintain the notion ot grace, they
were obliged to exhibit man as absolutely passive i the work
of regeneration, and as devoid ol all powers acted on by grace.
It was far otherwise in the Catholic system, which they were
unwilling to probe.

When we endeavour to trace the cause which led the Re-
formers to the adoption of snch a view, we must search for it
i another quarter.  They confounded, as 1t appears to us,
what was objective, and subjective, in the matter of justification.
In relation to the former, man is completely and entirely passive,
but not so m respect to the latter. Fallen man cannot be
justified, unless hie confess betore God, and to himself, that he
is utterly incapable of discovering within him any means capable
of reconciling him. sinuner as he is, with his God.  He must,
with the most heartfelt confession of his own nothingness. with
perfect humility give himsell up to God —resign himself to His
all-gracious disposal. acknowledging that he can only receive,
and thus, 1s merely passive.

In this way only, doth man fall hack into the natural relation
of the creature to the Creator.  But. should he wish to present
to God anything-—be they works, or aught else —in order thereby
to exhibit the Almighty as his debtor, and to demand His grace,
as his wages, and m this manner to display his activity—he would
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then he rasing himselt to e cquadity withe Godo ot Ty
so speak. be plcing himselt on the same footine with the Doy
and. by such wrogance, would throw himselt out ot the pelative
sphere of the creatire to the Creator. Buto when man rests on
the merits of Christ wone. and knows nothing of s own miends,
he is then passive, and mactve letting God alone work. But,
when man comerdes with these operations of Godo he then
Decomes hinscelt activer ad co-operates with God @and the
trec acknowledoment. that o the sense above-mentioned. he
can be in the relation only o @ passive recipient, forms the very
hivhest activity whereot he s capable. Now. the Retormers
Jdid not accurately distinguish between these two things, and,
i the excess ol a plous zeall rejected all exertion, all energy. i
every sensc ol the word, on the part of man. The Catholie
recognises the necessity ol acompletely passive demeanour, sinee
he rejects all mernts that could carn the redemption @ but he
st~ on the necessity hkewise ol an active demeanonr. sinee
he s convineed, that it only by s free and tinthial co-operation
hee can recerve and appropriate to himseli the workings of God,
When man protesses the firste e gives the glory o God g
and when hie declares the second. hie gives thanks to Gaod tor his
ability to render glovy to Himes and this. without frecdom. he
were unable to do,

Fhie Retormers, Father, Melancthon, i others, ased atter thenn, all
modern Protestant theolowians, veproach fee Chracde wath admitting the
oprion ol nentum de congiuo © 5 that s to sav, an oprmton that 1t s 1o

D expected of Gonl evargs i ) that upon o heathen, who should

ttakes the bestoond mmost sertons ase ol s natural bculoes, e owould
Destow Ts erace aand bt o mto This divine Kinedom, This wouald
the adiiission of o quase-nient, aud consequently Pelagane The Counal
ot brea Knowes nothime ot such scholastic distinctions, that st sayv,
dhistine ttons which were corrent moinany schiools, e therelore takes o

notice ot the above-twentioned snerobiin o i, T hese sclioolimen.
who edopted this opimon, appealed particularby to the conturion Cormnehus,
1 i Mot ol the Npostles, ¢ xo 2225355 they might have also pomted o
the tact, it so ntany Platomists becaane converts to Chnstanny, winle
to Anctent dociigent states the conversion ol any Epronrean. We shonk

b very adestrons to hear an explanation of this phegomenon front an

orthiondorn Lotheran, such o man woula undoubtediy pronounc
et tieal one Gl the aiest peortions ol Neandes's ¢l Ly s — 110 vy
whercrn T pomts ont those clements tovourable to Chiostionty . o

prariitory Lo, e the  Rehwons and plulosophical svstems ot sty

See ntote pacticutarty volo a0 part o, poo 3 Nceording o thie orthodos
Protestanti=ne. no phodosophiv of history os possilides Taodne, thns Teo
testantisim, shoutd e made to observ e that 1t as eme thing (o assert that

God wall certamtby have regard 1o the stcere scekme amd desne ol a ieathen
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§XII DOCTRINE O THE CALVINISTS ON  THIE RELATION OF
GRACE  TO TIFREEDOM, AND HUMAN CO-OPERATION —DPRE-
DESTINATION

The doctrine of the Calvinists, respecting original sin, which,
according to them, commits feartul ravages on the human mind,
without, however, eradicating the {facultics of faith and will,
extends 1ts influence to the matter in question.  They necessarily
teach, that grace first determines, and, consequently, goes before,
all the truly pious endeavours of man; so that on this subject
we meet with a gratitying general uniformity between all the
Confessions. On account of their milder and sounder view of
original sin, the Calvinists are enabled, moreover, to uphold the
doctrine of the active co-operation of man with God!; and

and another thing to maintain that all should belicve that Divine grace is
due to him, on account of this his secking and desire.

Moreover, the German Reformers approached the theology ot that day
with teaching, that by his own powers man was cnabled to love God above
all things. But whoever has only the most superficial acquaintance with
the theology ot the Middle Age, must be astounded when he hears this ;
and that when the respected Professor Hahn Jately referred to this subject,
in his Doginatic Theology, he should not have expressed his astonishment,
would afford no favourable idea of his historical acquirements, did we not
know the object he had in view. There were, doubtless, some obscure
individuals, destitute of all consideration, who taught something of the
like ; and to these we may apply the following passage from the in-
tellectual Pallavieini, though it is directed against a degenerate scholas-
ticism in general :—*' Si vitium aliquorum accusat, reminisei debuerat
(Sarpi) in omnibus disciplinis, ac potissimum in nobilissimis, adeoque
maxime arduis, tolerandos esse professorum plerosque vitiis laborantes :
plurimis concedi, ut in illis ingenia exerceant, quo doctrine priestantia
in paucis efflorescat. . . . Nulli datum reipublicce est, nt in sua quisque
arte praccellat @ vel Ipsa natura, quacunque solertia humana major,
vitiosos partus, abortus, monstra prepedire non valet.  Unicum superest
remedium, ut videlicet eos artifices adhibeas, quos communis existimatio
comprobat. Id usu venit scholasticre theologie.  Disciplinarum ommnium
prastantissima simulque ditfieillima ea est : ejus possessionem sibi multi
arrogant, pauci obtinent : hoc constanter admiratur hominum consensio :
alii processu temporis, qua neglecti, qua ignoti jacent, qua etiam derisi.”
—Hist. Concil. Trid. lib. vii, c. 14, p. 253.

I Calvin, Instit. 1ib. ii, ¢. 3, n. 6. “ Sed erunt forte, (ui concedent, a bono
siopte ingenio aversam, sola Dei virtute converti (voluntatemy) : sit tamen
ut preparata suas deinde in agendo partes habeat. (Calvin here combats
Peter Lombard.) ‘Ifgo autem . . . contendo, quod et pravam nostram
voluntatem corrigat Dominus, vel potius aboleat, et a seipso bonam sub-
mittat. Quatenus a gratia praevenitur, in eo ut pedissequam apelles, tibi
permitto, sed quia reformata opus est domini.”  Hereby Calvin appears to
establish the distinction between the Catholic view and his own, in this
point namely that God alone in the first place heals the will, without any
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heremnr they agam comaorde with the Catholic-, g oy
Lutherans. By this power ol co-operation. lowever . i
Calvinists mean not to affivm, that 101 the pewer of nan 1o
receive, or oo teject. the actions of Gode AWhere Divine o1
knockhs. the door pest e opencd o it corks yudle tcincihiy, oo
those who enter not mto Tile e never touched by it flene
we mmmediately come to the docteine ol prodestination,

By the side ot wany very shallow aned stenle coneeptio-,
there were ever agiiated. i the bosone of the Catholie Chinch
the most mantfold. profound, aud specntatve tieories an divine
predestination. and ats velation to Tman heedom, o phito-
sophical tadent and acnteness. as well as to the imaemation. a
wide, and (accordimg to the favowite i o specnlation i
everyoage) a very enticing held s here openedwlneh constanty
mvites the hand ot caltivation. The Churel, however, has
decimed 1t her dinty to set certain limitations to this spivit. For
God can be represcuted in sueh relations to man, o~ to make the
Ertter entivelv disappear o or man, again, may be conceived in
such o posttion. relaticely to Godl as o subvert the notion of
the Mmighiv, s the dispenser of grace. Aecording to the first
view, God appears acting with o cruet co<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>