Augustine & John Murray on Original Sin

The issue:
What is the nature of the union between Adam and his posterity in sin?



How did we sin in Adam?

(1) The realistic view

“human nature was numerically and specifically one in Adam”

“In brief, the position is that human nature in its unidividualized unity existed in its entirety in Adam, that, when Adam sinned, not only did he sin but also the common nature which existed in its unity in him, and that, since each person who comes into the world is an individualization of this one human nature, each person as an “individualized portion” of that common nature is both culpable and punishable for the sin committed by that unity.”
 

William G. T. Shedd perhaps the ablest exponent and defender of this view

(2) The representative view

“Adam was the appointed head and representative of the whole race”

Augustine’s view

A. H. Strong calls the realistic theory “Augustinian”

“Realists … appeal with confidence to Augustine as a proponent of the realist position. It is not our interest or intent to demonstrate that Augustine did not entertain realist conceptions. It is necessary, however, to point out that the statements of Augustine on this subject, quoted or cited by the proponents of realism, are not conclusive in this connection.”

“… the paramount interest of Augustine, as of Calvin, is to deny that it is by imitation that the one offence of Adam is unto the condemnation of all and to prove that it is by propagation that sin is transmitted from the first man to other men.”

De civitate Dei (City of God), 13.14 (which Murray cites) seems pretty clear

De peccatorum meritis et remissione, et de baptismo parvulorum (In the merits and remissions of sin, and on the baptism of infants) 3.14

De nuptitis et concupiscentia (Marriage and desire) 2.15

Like Ambrosiaster, Augustine read Rom 5:12 as “in whom all sinned”

The vulgate in quo omnes peccauerunt meaning is “theologically true… nevertheless grammatically untenable. The force of evfV w-| is causal and it means “in that”, “by the fact that”, or simply “because”.”

“Like others before him, he [Augustine] believed that the taint [of sin] was propagated from parent to child by the physical act of generation, or rather as the result of the carnal excitement which accompanied it…. Augustine was divided in mind between the traducianist and various forms of the creationist theory of the soul’s origin”

Augustine, The Problem of Free Choice, translated and annotated by Pontifex, Mark, pp279-282

“… Augustine affirms… that all men were in Adam by both a specific and a numerical unity…” whereas the idea of “unity of representation” is “foreign to Augustine.”

Traducianism

“Upon the sixth day, God created two human individuals, one male and one female, and in them also created the specific psychio-physical nature from which all the subsequent individuals of the human family are procreated both psychically and physically.”

Creationists also have to have pre-existing (bodily) nature

The Biblical idea of man as a species implies the propagation of the entire individual out of it

Gen 2:21f – the total Eve, body and soul, seems to have been made from Adam with no separate breathing in of life

The creation proper was finished on the 6th day – Gen 2:2; Ex 20:11; Heb 4:4

Flesh – entirety of body and soul – born of flesh – Jn 3:6

Jn 1:13 implies the unregenerate – body and soul – are born of blood / will of the flesh etc.

1 Cor 15:22 & Rom 5:12 presuppose existence in Adam since only what exists can die / sin

Eph 2:3 & Gal 2:15 imply real and complete nature inherited from parents

Other texts cited: Rm 1:3; Heb 12:9; Acts 17:26; Heb 7:10; Ps 139:15f; Job 10:10; Jer 1:5; Ps 22:9, 10

Moral corruption must be propagated by the soul not just the body since sin is "soulish" / mental not just bodily

Traducianism accounts for the corruption of every individual soul better than creationism - either on a creationist view, God would have to create evil souls or a soul might not fall

“The distinction between “nature” and “person” required in Traducianism, is acknowledged to be valid in both Trinitarianism and Christology.”

Traducianism would seem problematic for Christ’s sinlessness but not if the doctrine of miraculous conception is held - Christ’s human nature justified & sanctified by Holy Spirit – c.f. 1 Tim 3:16; Rm 8:3
 

“The sin [imputed] is the one sin of Adam. If the relationship to Adam were simply that of seminal union, that of being in his loins, this would not provide any explanation why the sin imputed is the first sin alone.”

“It is objected, that upon the traducian theory all the sinful acts of Adam and Eve ought to be imputed to their posterity, as well as the first sin. The reply is, that the sinful acts of Adam and Eve after the fall differed from the acts of eating of the forbidden fruit in two respects: (a). They were transgressions of the moral law, not of the probationary statute. (b). They were not committed by the entire race in and with Adam.” - By divine arrangement, the covenant of works related to this one statute – all other sins in a different class - “… only the first act of sin is imputed, because the entire posterity were in Adam and Eve when it was committed, but ceased to be in them afterwards. Unity of nature and participation are the ground of the imputation of the first sin. When this unity is broken even in the least, the ground is taken from under imputation, and imputation ceases. The conception of the first individual of the species destroys the original unity.” - “The moment the individualization of the nature begins, the unity is at an end.”

Isn’t human nature numerically two by this time since Eve is no longer in Adam?

“… that it was the transgression of the Eden statute, and not the moral law, that was made the probationary sin by Divine agreement, shows that the personal transgressions of Adam after his first sin would not be imputable even to the non-individualized nature in him.”

Representation implies absence – combined views are incoherent - A thing cannot represent itself

Justice & responsibility: what kind of participation is needed for just imputation?

“The first sin of Adam, being a common, not an individual sin, is deservedly and justly imputed to the posterity of Adam upon the same principle upon which all sin is deservedly and justly imputed: namely, that it was committed by those to whom it is imputed. “All men died, because all men sinned,” says St. Paul. Free agency is supposed, as the reason for the penalty of death: namely, the free agency of mankind in Adam. This agency, though differing in the manner, is yet as real as the subsequent free agency of the individual.”
 

“The principal objection to the tenet of the participation of the posterity in the first sin is, that the individual has no self-conscious recollection of such an event, and that he cannot be held responsible for an act of which he is not self-conscious and cannot remember… upon any theory, no individual man is self-conscious of and remembers the first act of sin…. Guilt is caused by self-determination, not by self-consciousness…. Free action [of his will] constitutes the sin and guilt.”

“… the psychio-physical human nature existing in Adam and Eve had no separate self-consciousness parallel with that of Adam and Eve…. But existing, and acting in and with these self-conscious individuals, it participated in their self-determination, and is chargeable with their sin….”

“Sin is a matter of the will”

“original sin is voluntary inclination….sin in its entire history is inclination and self-determination” – Augustine: “original sin is … from will… because this was transmitted from the will of the first man.”

“Augustine … depicted … vividly our complicity with him [Adam] in his evil willing”

“To impute Adam’s first sin to his posterity merely, and only, because Adam sinned as a representative in their room and place, makes the imputation an arbitrary act of sovereignty, not a righteous judicial act which carries in it an intrinsic morality and justice.”

“… does the notion of human nature, specifically and numerically one, human nature as “elementary invisible substance”, in any way relieve the difficulty entailed? For the real question is how the individual members of the race can bear the guilt of a sin in which they did not, as individuals, personally and voluntarily participate.”

Or I can be blamed because my nature is evil? - the fault is in me – I may not have caused it by willing it as an individual, but I would have it no other way

Murray argues that in the solidaric / corporate relationships in Scripture “moral responsibility devolves upon the members of a corporate entity by virtue of the actions of the representatives…. And it is not valid to insist that vicarious sin can be imputed only when there is a voluntary engagement to undertake such imputation. Corporate relationships exist by divine institution and the corporate responsibilities exist and come to effect apart all together from voluntary engagement on the part of the persons concerned to assume these responsibilities.”

Shedd argues that examples of innocent individuals suffering for the sins of others are not pertinent unless the it can be shown the suffering is divine retributive punishment: “Suffering and affliction are sovereign acts of God, and may or may not be connected with the individual sin of a secondary ancestor, according to his good pleasure; but punishment is a judicial act that is necessary, and necessarily connected with the specific sin of the first ancestor, and the individual sins of the person himself.”

Analogies between union with Christ and union with Adam

“On realist premises… a radical disparity must be posited between the character of the union that exists between Adam and his posterity, on the one hand, and the union that exists between Christ and those who are his on the other…. the sustained parallelism militates against any such supposition.”

“… if all that we posit in the case of Adam is simply his natural headship of parenthood, we do not have the kind of relationship that would provide the pattern for the headship of Christ. Hence the analogy would require some community of relationship which the natural headship of Adam does not provide.”

Fear of RC notions of imparted / infused righteousness lurking?

“The obvious fallacy in this argument from the parallel between Christ and Adam lies in the assumption, that because there may be vicarious penal suffering there may be vicarious sinning; and that because there may be gratuitous justification without any merit on the part of the justified, there may be gratuitous condemnation without any ill-desert on the part of the condemned.”

“The imputation of Adam’s sin rests upon a different kind of union from that upon which the imputation of Christ’s righteousness rests. The former is founded upon natural union: a union of constitutional nature and substance…. The entire human species, as an invisible but substantial nature, acts in and with the first human pair.”

Our union with Christ is not merely representative – a more “realist” account of faith union with Christ by the Spirit could be given

Marc Lloyd
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