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Scholastıc Theology, Augustinian Realism and
Original Guuilt
Olıver Crı1sp

StAndrews, cotland,

UMMARY eva|l and Protestant scholastic eology, and ONe twentiIi-
eth century heir the scholastic project, | OUIS erkhof

Original guilt IS OMNE of the MOST problematic aspeCls of In each Case, their arguments for origina| Quilt all taıl
the doctrine of original SIN There have hbeen number atisfy. Mowever, that version of Augustinian
of attempts in the tradition make of original realism, augmented DYy SOTTIE contemporarYy metaphys-
Quilt. In his article, consider the arguments of medi- 1CS, IMAY e able make of origina Quilt.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
Scholastik AaUs dem Jahrhundert, edacht HS ird

DENÜ Problem der FrSCAU ıst einer der schwlierigsten ezeigt, dass Clie Argumente In keinem der Fälle über-
Aspekte der | ehre VOT)] der Ursünde Traditionel|!l gibt ES ZEUBEN. FS ird dann argumentiert, dass eine bestimmte
eıne Reihe VOo  — Versuchen, der re VOT)] der Urschuld Version augustinischen Realismus, angereichert Urc
Sinn geben. In diesem Artikel werden Argumente Vo eın wenig gegenwartige Metaphysik, ermöglicht, das
mittelalterlichen und protestantischen scholastischen ema FrSCAUu In eınen sinnvollen Zusammenhang

stellen.Theologen SOWIE Vo | OUIS Berkhof, eınem Erben der
en  ..

RESUME
mıner Dar Ia Dosition de ’un de leurs heritiers du AMCO

E question de 1a culpabilite originelle est ’un des siecle, | OUIS erkhof ans (OUS 1es Cds, 1es argumen(ts
aSpecCts 1es plus problematiques de Ia doctrine du peche taveur de 1a doctrine de Ia culpabilite originelle
originel. COIn rencontre dans 1a tradition un  D diversite paralssent insatisfaisants. Je DrODOSEC UMNe version du AA

ısme augustinien, eclairee Dar certaınes Derspectivesd’approches VOUT border ceite question. ans le DFEe-
sent article, Je considere 1es arguments des theologiens metaphysiques modernes, qU! Dourrait rendre Compte
de 1a scolastique medievale, DUIS Drotestante, DOUT tler- de doctrine.

The sinfulness of that CStTAlie whereinto INan TEl ard Swınburne. In hıs discussion of original SIN iın
CONSIStS 1ın the zuiult of Adam’s TSt SIN the WAant Responswbility and Ätonement, he distances hımself
of original righteousness, and rhe Corruption from the Augustinian tradıtıon by (amongst other
of 11Ss whole Nature, which 15 commonly called things) rejecting the notion of orıginal ouilt Hıs
Original Sin; together wıth all actual LraANSYTCS- rCasonmn ftor oıng 15 that
S10NS which proceed from r IC R  ' be ouuty 1n the ıteral tor the

( Westminster Shorter Catechism, ALISW! S1INS of another, unless he had SOTINNC oblıgatıon
Question 18.) deter that PECLSO an did HOT do Since

There IN been everal FecCe nı d1SsCuss1ONs of the (DIIE fus today could ave had the oblıgatıon
LO deter the YTSTt sinner from SINNINK, WC CAaNNOTof orıginal SIN trom aMONSST systematıc

an philosophical theologians. One of the IN OST be guilty tor h1is Sins.‘
signıfıcant ot these has been the work of Rıch- Is Swınburne right about thıs? It O€Ss SCCIHIN,
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prıma ACLE, that CAaNNOLT be guunty of the SIN of demonstrate that the iImputatiıon
of orıgınal zuilt from dam hıs posterıity 15 NOLTlong dead ATICESTOT. But, Swinburne, It

OC€s NOT AaDPDCAar be the CAasc that v 1ın prin- unfaır (JE. immoral. It 15 NOT suthcient for the theo-
CIple, be zuilty tor the SIN of another individual. logian csShow that am s posterity 1$ punish-
Why ( Al NOT be oguilty for the SIN of another? able for am s SIN Punı:shment O€Ss NOT entail
(One [CasOI 15 that ouiut 18 1ın princıiple N-L guilt, 4A55 WC aVEC Just noted Nor 1S IT sufhcient for
fterable. hat S, there 15 aSPECL the notion of the theologıan show that Q S posterity 1S
ouiut that O€s NOT admıt of transference from ONC (somehow) l1able for am s SIN Liability Oo€s
indıyıdual another. It OMNNC 15 ouillty ofa SIN NOT entaıl guut ın aIlYy CadC, It O€s NOT SCCIN
theır punıshment might, ıIn certaın CIrcumstances, liıkely that Can be l1able for NOT preventing the
be transterable another, such 4A5 triend Dayıng SIN of Adam.) ven if the theologıian dem-

pDarkıng fine But guiut CAaNnNnOT be transfterred. It thataı poster1ıty sinned 1ın the SdI11C
emaıns the guut of the particular individual that WaV 4A5 Adam, imitating hım ın hıs S1N, thıs would
commıtted the CHME, when SOTNCOIIIC other NOT be sufhcient establish that God 15 Just 1n
than the perpetrator of that criıme DPaVsS for the attrıbuting the gzuilt of dam hıs pOosterI1ty, AS
punıshment S the crıme. hıs that ir the tradıtional doctrine of orıginal zuut claıms. T1

friend DaVyS IN parkıng ıne, remaın the ouillty would only cshow that armı.8s posterity would al]
DartYy. It might be thought that DEISON COM be (inevıtably?) imıtate dam 1n SINNINS, for hich
lable tor the SIN of anOther, an thereby ouilty they wiıll be Suty, lıke dam W as ouilty of hıs OrNgS-of another person’s SIN For instance, T! WItNEeSsSSs nal S$1n.° Whart the defender of tradıtional AOCthe brutal sta  ıng of OINCOILNIC Outsıde nıght- trine of orıginal ouilt has show 15 that Adam)’sclub anı do nothing DreVenNnt 1T from OCCurring ouilt 1$ the guiut of h1s posterI1ty. But SINnCce guutwhere could aV Oone something DFEVENT Bn In princıple non-transferable, thıs b SdaVLE} might be lıable tor NOT intervenıng an help- the eASE: ıke consıderabile task Nevertheless, ITing the DOOIL victım. ut NOT thereby ouilty 15 task that has een attempted 1n number ofof sta  ng the PCISON concerned. So, guut INUST
a1sSO be distinguished from labılity. ven f there dıifferent WdYS in the tradıtion an 15 important

problem 1n theological anthropology. If coherent
A 4 e where PCISOM INAaYy be 1able tor the S1INS of orıginal zuiut 1S NOT forthcoming, thenOT another. IT O€es HOT tollow that they UK thereby thıs aASPECLT of the tradıtıonal, full-orbed doctrine ofoullty of the other person’s Sin.“ In thıs reRard, orıgıinal SIN be rejeCcted. It therefore behovesSwıinburne claıms that, We do aVve SOILNNC zuiut tor
the wrongdoings and the S1INS of those close usSs deal with this 1sSsueEe carefully.®

In what ftollows WC chall CalnıvVas three ınuS, whom Dy teaching 411: example WC could aVeE
deterred ® ut thıs O€s NOT sufhciently distin- which scholastıc theology made of orıgınal

Buut.“8 COmMPprIse the medieval COMNSCHSUS, theguish between labılıty tor the SIN of another, and
guilt ftor that SIN might be guilty of NOT deter- Retormed Orthodox COMISCIHNISUS, AT the synthesis
MNg them from SINNINS. In that „ labıl of these [WO VIEWS in the work of OLLC partiıcular
LtYy tor HOT intervenıng anı preventing them from mıd-twentieth CC CIr scholastıc CO
SINNINK, where could aVe ONnNe > Q1VES rNse OSV, Louı1s Berkhof We chall RI that these three

VIEWS Aı 11 unable ftor the problemouillt ut IT 15 NOT the guilt of that other PCISON; 1T
1S IV OWIN guilt for NOT helping that other PCISO, of the transference of ouilt. They a1sO faıl suftfh

cıently differentiate between Dunıshment, habılıty(T N1OT preventing them from SINNINS. thıs 1S
clearly a(011 the thing Sa an ouilt. Thıs skews the discussıion 1n ımportant

hıs has iımportant iımplications tor the notion Havıng evaluated these three dıifferent
of orıginal oult.“ coherent CCO of orıgınal DOSIL1ONS orıginal guilt, WC chall DUut orward
ouut wıl have be ıne-grained enough d1S- Al alternatıve DOSILt1ON, usıng the language of the

scholastıc deDatc, but MOVINg beyond the scho-tingulsh between punishment deserved an ouilt
for that Dunıshment, A well AS the dıifference lastıics In order the problem ofS-
between labılity tor partıcular SIN an ouilt tor reerence that the notion of orıginal ozuilt for
that SIN Such Al ACCO wıll also have show, 1n full-orbed doctrine öt orıgınal SIN hıs alterna-
SOI} StTrONg that the ouiult of Adam 15 also t1ve 15 version of Augustinian realısm that builds
the ouilt of hıs pOosterI1tV. Furthermore, coher- ON the work of the nıneteenth CCNLUrV Amerıcan
C117 ACCOUNT ot orıginal guilt wiıll have provıde divine, Wıllıam
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TthOodOoX about whether the sinful Nnatfure passedTIhe Reformed Orthodox® original SINn
amı s poster1ty W d$s transmıitted immedi-Unliıke the doctrine of the hypostatıc un1ıon of

Christ’s [WO Hatuicd; there 15 agreed defini- ately OT mediately. E W as mediate; then the sinful
NAIHTE that 1S, the original cCorruption OTr macula)a(0)8| of original SIN amMONgST theologians. TIEHTE,
W AS transmıiıtted through natural generation. Or1g-anıy discussıon of original SIN 15 bound be partı-

Saml 1n SOINEC FOSPECE. + thıs WC chall ASSUMEC inal ouut INAaYy be saıd arıse OUut of thıs, OTr be
dependent UuDOIN the macula that 15 transmıiıttedthe posıtion of the MaJjOr1Lty VIEW AaMONSSL the

Reformed Orthodox These theologians claım am s posterity through natural generation. IThe
that orıginal SIN COMPpTrISses both macula (vitiated maJOrity of the Reformed theological cCommunıty
nature) an VEALTUS (habilıty (tO sın)) Typically, this defended the VIEW that orıginal SIN 15 transmıiıtted
18 understood ın of original corruption and each member ofam s poster1ity immediately,
original guilt Original corruption 15 that vitiated DYy divine Hat hıs Canls that guiut (logically)
TNIAEUHFE which 15 passed A s posterity d precedes the attrıbution of corruption. Human-

CONSCYUCIICC of Adam’s SIN Original zult 15 the Ity post-fall ATC COrrupt because they A Sullty,
transference of Adam’s uilt hıs posterity.” In the thıs VIEW. THhey ATC NOL, 4S the mediate imputatıon
medieval tradıtıon these nOot10ons understood VIECW STALECS, oullty because they ATC
in of ınherited SIN A guut But the TOLt- hıs mediate VIEW Was minor1ty repOort aAaMONSSLT
ESTAaNT Orthodox rejected thıs tor ımputed SIN an the Reformed theologians of the Post-Reforma-
guult THIS; apparently mM1ınOor distinct10on, involves t10N CITd It centred uDONMN the school of theology

important theological development. If original AT Saumur 1n FFance, under the influence of Moses
SIN 15 inherited, then 1t 1S passed OWN the SCHCIA- Amyraut an Joshua Placaeus. It W aSs Placaeus
ONSs DYy natural descent. A S SIN 15 passed who W aSs alleged aV held mediate iımputa-hıs hıldren, an from (HEeM,; theır hildren, an t10N TIhe works 1n the following WaY.ut f original SIN 15 imputed DYy divıine Hat Corruption 1S passed OoOWnNn the generations fromATT1S posterIity, then 1t 15 attrıbuted each dam hıs posterI1ty. God O€es NOT impute thısmember of Adam’s poster1ty directly Dy God hat
1S, God directly applies the SIN of dam each COrrupt moral Haite each human indıvidually

(and EHELeIOFEG. immediately). Instead, he imputesof hıs descendents. It 15 thıs latter VIEW that the
FIOrMeE FrtNOdOX took up 1ın theır eXpOSILLONS 1t mediately, through the generati1ons, Aı 8
of orıginal SIN. In thıs regard, Otto er posterity. As Phılıp Quinn makes clear:
tHha£, According the theory of immediate IMpU-

tatıon the ouilt of ams TSt SIN 15 ırectly/ als ailtier of Tact. Orthodoxy COM1-

plicated lengths 1n order retaın the “guilt” imputed his poster1ity an sSo 1n them guut
logically precedes an 15 the ground of inherentcharacter of orıginal SINn Through the PTOÖCCSS

of transterral 1T WasSs possible make the fact1ıc- SIN OTr Corruption. 2 S descendants ATC COI -

Lty of SIN understandable, but NOT the guuUt COn rupt because they AT ( Suty. According the
theorvy of mediate Imputatıon, which orıginatedthe CONLraFr V, if the original SIN of the individual

Was based uDON “propagatıon, ” then 1f fate wıth Josua Placaeus, the Order 1S reversed; COT[T-

but NO “gl.lilt” 1ın the of being caused ruption ıIn amı< descendants logicallye
1n responsible WAdYV, CONLFArV the des an 15 the ground of imputed SIN CTr guit.
Therefore rthodoxy opte based the zuilt- They AF C zuiUlty because they dIiC COFFüpt:
character of orıginal SIN All CF of dıvıne hıs VIEW HC VET gaıne wıdespread an
“imputation”. abandone (ın HCT, condemned AdS unortho-

1{ hıs theological development means that dox DYy the MaJjOr1ty of the Reformed *):
TIhe UNItYV of mankind In SIn the UNLty of In what ollows WC chall ASSUNTIIC the immed1-
Nanl wıth the sinner Adam, O€es NOT ADDCal ere Afe iImputatıon VIEW, SINCE ıT 18 the MaJOr1ty VIEW

be ONtIC, based heredity, but rather the- amMONgST the Reformed Orthodox, an reter
ologıical. God has selected Ian be 11Ss COUI- orıginal, as opposed inherited: SIN an gullt,
terpart and rakes all A 45 the OC Man, CVECLI'Y 1E e agaln, 1n order restrict diıscussion the
[11all 4S the sinner who 1s Adam .} maJorıty Oopınıon amONgST the Retormed Ortho

doxere W as debate amONgsSt the Reformed
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TIhree scholastic pOos1it1ons the eat of hıs irstborn wıth Bathsheba, punısh
of original guilt MeEeNT for the SIN of adultery (2 Samuel 12) We

miıght SaV that God emoved Davıd’s ouilt, but the10 begıin wıth, WCEC 455C55 the difference
between three scholastic VIEWS of orıginal guilt the punıshment for hıs SIN Was still served UuDOM hım
Medieval an Reformed rthodox, and the fusion The ouilt for hıs SIN W 4S removed; ut the pena

CONSCYUCNCC of that SIN Was st1ll eEH{Orced; an hısof elements of both of these tradıt1ons 1n the VIEW chıild died 4S result.of OC representatiıve entieth CCENLUFCVYV Reformed
theologıian, Lou1s Berkhoft:. Like the Medieval schoolmen, the Retformed

Orthodox maıntaıned that there AIC [WO ASPDECCTSThe medieval scholastic position or1ıginal orıgınal that 1S, immediately imputed, 4A5 opposed(inherited) ouut C  u be distinguished 1in the fol-
lowıng WAaYy.  13 According the medieval school- inherited) guut But the distinction sed Dy the
INCHN, there AIC [WO inherıted guillt ese Reformed Orthodox different from the dis-

tinction sed Dy the medievals. Ihe Airst aASDECL ofarCc, ırst, VEAEUS culbae, OTr the hability guillt,
which denotes that Dy hıch PEISON 1$ ULLWOT-

the Reformed Orthodox doctrine of original gul
thy of divine 8  > an counted worthy of divine 1s the ”EALUS yotentialıs, potential guilt hıs

refers the InNtriınsıc desert of punıshment that 1Swrath an punıshment. Secondly, there 15 VEAEUS inseparable from S1N, an 15 non-transfterable. IheDOENAE, the habılıty punishment. hıs denotes
that aASDECLT of guilt Dy hıch DEIrSON 1$ subject second aASDECL of the doctrine 15 the VEAEUS ACTUAa-

condemnation. The medieval schoolmen argued 1, that 1S, actual oulut. hıs denotes that aAaSDECL of
ouilt that 15 transfterable an ( .11 be remiıtted DYyGod might remıit that VEAEUS culpae through the

work of Christ (1Ne o-called obedience of (CArSst. divine INCICY. IThe Reformed Orthodox argued
CTr obedientia Chrısttr). However, the VEAEMS DOCNAE that the VEALUS (hability 0)8 propensiıty) that

panıes the macula (vitiated nature) of orıgin SIN15 NOT remuitted by the work of Christ, but INAaYV be sımply 15 the obligation punısh PCISON becauseatıshed DYy, for example, moral lıfe Or puniısh-
INeNT served, C time 1in DurgatorY, OL, DCI-

of theır culpability. In hıch n remoOoval of 1a
haps, ıfe of great sanctıty. bilıty culpability entaıiıls emoval of habıility

punıshment. 1 hüs. for example, Francıs JIurretin:example IA YV help make thıs distinction
clearer. lLet UuS 5Sd V [11all cCOommıts murder, but Since culpability AYel punıshment ATC elated
later rCPCNLTS an becomes Christian. God foOor- ä zuilt 15 nothing else than the obligation

punıshment arısıng from culpabilıity, theyA1VES the [11all hıs SIN through the work of CAnst,
such that the man’s VEALUS culbpae (hability cul- mutually posıt A TEINOVC each other that
pabılıty) for that SIN 15 eailt wıith ut he st11l has culpability an 1ItSs zuilt being removed, the

custodial SCNTECNCE tor hıs CHME, thereby puniıshment ıtself ought be taken S -

Dayıng the penalty due hıs SIN (reatus hHoenae). In sarıly (as 1T Cal be inflicted only 26ECOULNNT of
thıs INnsStance, the [11lall has hıs SIN forgiven hım an culpability). Otherwise culpability CannOTt be
the labılity guiut that SOCS wıith thıs removed, sa1d be remiıtted COr ItS guilt taken AdWdVYV, ıf

there still remaıns something be purged from0)8 remıitted. But he stil] has the lability puniısh- the sinner because Örır 3that MUST be served ın ga0l
sımılar thought experiment miıght be sed JTurretin an the other Retftormed Orthodox

cshow that DEIrSON could have habılity ouilt theologians maıntaıned that the medieval dıistinc-
removed 1ın the of SIN agalnst God, (blas- t10N between USs culpae an Doenae W dS sımplyphemy, Say). But such PDCISON would st1l] VE mistaken 1n bifurcating guilt In the INanner 1n
the habıility puniıshment that 1S NOT remiıtted DYy hıch 1T dıd Iguiut requıres Duniıshment, then 1
Christ’s work, an might, 0)]8! the understanding meanıng Call be given notion that seeks
of the medieval schoolmen, lead that DECISOMN be distinguish between zuilt an Dunıshment 1 the
punıshed for theır SIN 1ın PUurgatorY. Nevertheless, WdY the medievals seemed FIeNCE: 1n place f
1in thıs S1ituAaAtion the PCIrSOoN concerned wıll NOT be the medieval distinction, the Retformed orthodox
finally condemned tor theıir SIN SINCE the habılıty spoke of potential an actual guilt aS the COTM-

guilt has been remiıtted through the work GE PONCNET of orıginal guilt
Christ ut they I11AYV st11! AvVe AF More reCceNYYy, 1 the mıd-twentieth CC  ]
priı0r into  heaven. bıblical example of Louis Berkhof, maıntaıned shıghtly dıfferent DOSIL-thıs might be the of Kıng aVl an the 110N from the Reformed orthodox, whıich appeare
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be MOTEC 1n keeping wiıith the language of the Evaluation of the three VIEWS
medieval schoolmen, although, adapted for his Trom what AaVe already sa1d about the HNAatitre
WIN (Reformed) theological ends. He argucs that of gzuilt ın the opening section of this 1t
rthe labilıty ouilt (Yeatus CuLPAE) 15 non-transfer- that the Retformed rthOodoxX AI C CIM TL
able an 1$ of the CSSCIICC of SIN CVEN though God 1ın assumıng that ouilt 15 non-transftferable wıth
INaYy forgıve the sinner theır s$IN 1 the labılity reESPECL potential zuiut TOmM this 1t ollows that

punıshment ( reatus hHoenae) 15 transterable. 'Ihe the medieval VICEW of the transferability of VEALUS
1TCasOIll eing that 1It relates the penal sanctıon of CU 15 wıde of the mark. Fven f all that 15
the |1aw an 15 therefore HOT of the KT of SNn DYy the medieval schoolmen 1$ that this aSPECL of
hus Berkhof: the VEALUS INAaY be remitted, thıs a1sSO talse

Guuilt, A Berkhof DO1INtS OutL, dheres DECISOLLBYy this | Lability punishment | 1S desert
of punıshment, 0)8 oblıgatıon render satısf- an FEINANS; NCEC that DECISON 15 forgiven (

theyv AVE eGCn Oorgıven).actıon Justice ftor self-determined V1IO-
However, the medieval distinction between I12a-latıon of the |aw. Guult 1n thıs 1s NOT of

the CS HIC of SIN, f 1S rather relatıon Dilıty zuiut an punishment 15 useful distinc-
t10N, AS Berkhof sShows, the mMaJOoritythe pena sanctıon law. It there had been Op1nıon f the Reformed Orthodox.! There 15sanctıon attached the disregard of moral

relati1ons, departure from the |aw would difference between the habılity guut PCISONM
has (which 1S non-transferable), anı the labilityhave been S1N, but would NOT have involved punishment that ar1ıses MLE of the 1abılity gulltlability punishment. u1lt 1ın rthıs IMNMaYy We might Sd V that the habılity punishmentbe emoved Dy the satısfactıon of Justice, either
SUPDECI VECILLCS upPONM the Labılıty ouiult If thıs 1s ELUG,personally OLr vicar10usiy. It IMaYV be transferred then Berkhof’s understandıng of the relationshipfrom OLLC PECISONM äanother. (F assumed Dy OC between labılity zuilt an punıshment 15 the

DECISONMN tor another.!> IM OST helpful WaYV of thinking about the NAailıre of
1 hıs that DEISON could be oulty of orıginal zuiult f utilises the medieval distinction,

S1N, EVCL where that SIN 1S NOT punishable. but wıithout the talse medieval VIEW that ouilt INAaYy
PDCISOM could be ouuty of bigamy, 5SdYV, 1n SOCIetYy be transferred OTr remiıtted. ut such istınction
where bigamy 15 NOLT punıshable DV |1aw. Sımilarly, oes NOT SCCIH different from the Reformed
PCISOIMN could be oullty of sınnıng agalnst God, an Orthodox The WdY ın hich Berkhof utiılıses the
that ouilt remaın (because 1T 15 non-transferable). notion of labılity gzulut ( reaAtuSs culpae) sounds

vVeLV siımılar the notion of potential zulut (reatusNevertheless, God could forgive this PCISOM AS

result of the work of Christ h1s HICa that the yotentialıs) sed DYy the Reformed Orthodox
punıshment they would AVE sutffered had their Berkhof’s UuSCc labılity punıshment ( reatus

pyoenae) also sounds VCLY siımılar the ReformedSIN NOT been forgiven ( Yeatus Doenae) 15 remitted
because work rst But the VEALIUS culpa TrtNOdOX notion of actual oullt (reaAtus Actualıs).
emaıns C VE after thev ATrC forgiven, an CAHTIOT It AaDPDCAars that Berkhof retaıns somethıing of the

iınvolved 1n the Reformed Orthodox d1s-be emoved Dy the work of C hrıst hıs aSPCCL of
ouiut 1S, aM rema1ns, non-transftferable. CUSS1ON, whilst re-approprlating the terminology

The nineteenth CCNLUrYV theologian Charles of rhe medieval schoolmen, tor hıs WI)

(Purposes which, unfortunately, he O€es NOLT revealHodge detends precisely thıs VICW 1n the ollow- hıs readers).ing uf Berkhof’s VIEW of orıginal ouiult 18 also prob-
[11all condemned AT human triıbunal tor ALLV ematıc. The problem 15 NOT do wıth h1s dıistinc-

offence agalnst the COMMUNITY, when he has t10N between that aSPECT of orıginal ouilt that 15
ndured the penalty which the |aw prescr1Des, in princıiple non-transterable (the culpae),
15 110 Eess unworthy, h1s demerit AS much eX1IStS an that aSPECL which 18 transterable Chrıist (the
4S 1T dıd from the beginning; ALf hıs habılıty VEALEUS hHoenae). As WC AaVeEe SCCH, Berkhof 15 COTTEGT

Justice CT obligatıon the penalty of the Jaw, ın DOINt ( that there 1S SOTMI1C aSPECL original
other words, hıs zuilt in that of the work, oult that IN UST be non-transterable. TI he difficulty
1$ removed. Ät would be L  unjust punish hım wiıth Berkhof’s solution thıs problem 1S that IT
second time for that offence.!®© has tor provıdıiıng adequate expla
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natıon of 0W a1ıS guut 1S transferred hıs from ONEC PDEISON another (and HENCEs 1ts IMpU-
poster1ty 1n the Airst place Hıs claım tHat, “ItIhe tatıon trom 11 DECLISO$N another) 18 also er10us
zuunt of amı s S1N, commıtted Dy hım AdS the fted problem for the Reformed TthOdOX position.
eral head of the uman PACC, 1S imputed all H1s On thıs VICW the potential zuiut ( Yeatus Dotentialıs)
descendants’ OCSs nothing alleviate thıs prob- emaıns wıth the ndıvıdual, and be remit-
lem. !® ted; despite the fact that actual zuilt ( reatus-

The aSDECLT of T1 ouiut that 15 transfer- [1s) CAd be remiıtted DYy the work of Christ. So GTE
able, the habılity punishment, 15 dealt wıth 1ın LOO, there 15 problem wıth how am s zuut Cal
hrist (Oor, OC TCSUMICS, NOT at all) 1£ Christ O€eSs be transferred hıs posterı1ty, N which if anV,
NOT tor aM S S1N, hıs guilt remalns, an aSPCCL of orıginal guiut 1S transterable. Once agaın,
emaıns culpable. U he oes for aı 8 S1N, if actual zuut Ca be transferred Adam’)’s
hıs lability be punished tor hıs guilt 1s removed, posteri1tYy, 1T still unjust that those Orn after
but hıs 1abıilıty ouilt tor hıs SIN emaıns. Never- the Fall ave mputed them the actual guilt
theless, hıs SIN 18 atoned for. Presumably, according of SIN they AaV6 NOr commıtted. 'Ihe medieval

Berkhof, It 1S thıs l1abılıty punıshment that 15 schoolmen CIrCumMvent thıs problem by allowing
transferred Adam/’s posterity 1n original guilt. It that the habılıty ouilt 15 what 1S dealt wıth 1ın
Caıa be the labılıty guilt that 1S transftferred, CÄnst, whilst the habıility punishment has
SInNCce thıs 15 1n princıple non-transferable. But CVECIN be remiıtted DYy punıshment served,; 0)8 moral ıfe
f 1abılıty punıshment INAaV be transferred lıved, eıiıther iın thıs lıfe, 0)8 in DUurgatorYy. But thıs
An 8 poster1tYy, ır 15 diıfhcult SCC OW OMNC of makes the miıstake of assuming that ouilt 15 In prın-
Adam’s posterity INAaV be l1able puniıshment for CL transterable. hıch AA already SCCI1 18
the zuiult ofa criıme he did NOT cCOommıt. In A11V CASC, sımply talse hat 1S, the medieval VIEW claıms that

ıf there 1S SUOINC WdY 1ne such ArTFansgec- the habılıty guilt itself 15 transferred Christ,
MEeNT could be shown be morally an Juridically whiıch, 4S the Retformed Orthodox ARAT Berkhof
Justinable (and thıs has be faiırly arge DLn 1T NS shown, CAaNNOTL be the CdSC 1 hıs 15 the COTEC
1S NOT the ole of Adam/’s guiult that 15 transferred orıginal ouilt that CaNnnOT be removed,

hıs posterity. ”” anı 8 labılity guilt emaıns remiıitted OTr transmıiıtted another.
inseparably hıis WIN Nor 1$ the aSPCECL of orıginal So, 1t ADDCAaLS that all three of the scholastıc
guiult that 15 transferred aı S posterit v theır VIEWS under consıderation AdIC unable provide
ouilt It 1s alıen ouiult (Adam's ouut), the DUN- watertight 1ın favour ot the imputation
ishment tor which they, d ell 4S Adam, aVve of am s ouilt h1s posterI1ty. In fact, 1t

11s 1s NOT trıvıial 1Ssue. The tradıtional doc that f these three alternatıve DOSIt1ONS 0)8|
trıne of original SIN maılntaıns that the SIN imputed orıgıinal ouilt has aV sustaınable tor ehıs

(or inherited DYy) Adam’s posterity 15 truly theır conclusion. hıs 1S er10us problem tor al -
SIN [O  O In SOIMNC WdY God brings 1T about that the Or doctrine of orıginal SIN
SIN of Adam 1S the SIN of 11s posterIity. It 15 thıs
Dasıs that the imputatıon of that SIN &? 83 be saıd realist proposal the ature ofbe Just. CYV, iıke Adam. deserve punıshment for
havıng the condition of orıginal S1N, f they original guilt
IIC VET actually SIN, because the condıtion of Org1- What A C WC make notion of original ouilt
nal SIN that 15 passed Adam/’s posterity 1S 4S much 1ın lıght of thıs discussion? We could, wıith Rıch
theırs AdS 1T 15 Adam)’s.“9 In the SAadiI1lle WAdY, orıgınal ard Swıinburne, reject the notion wholesale 4S

guilt rightly belong Adam!’s posterI1ty, V1a theological accretion est discarded ACCOULMT
imputation (J1: inheritance, such that they ATC really of being unhelpful incoherent. However, there
and truly gullty of the SIN of Adam. .“! It thıs StITrONg INaYy be tor rehabilitating orıginal zuilt Nf3-
connection between aMııs ouilt 77 the ouilt of lısıng the language of scholastic theology, Dbut
hıs poster1ty CAaNNOT be maintained, then the ira- Castıng, the hat 1$ the task of thıs thırd
dıtıonal doctrine of orıginal zuut (and, MUtTALIS sect1on oft the
mutandıs, orıginal Sın ) 15 unsustaiınable. SO there In hıs Dogmatıc Theology, the nıneteenth CE1-

be Ser10us questions hangıng the LUr V American Calvinıst divine
attempted resolution of the scholastıc discussions ArZUCS for realıst doctrine of iImputation, which
of orıginal ouillt attempted DYy Berkhof. Offers potential WaYV OUT ot the problems beset-

hıs problem about the transtference of guiut UNg the three tradıtional VIEWS of orıginal Auilt
EFuroJ T3 E1
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swallow. It requires the theologianexamıned thus tar In th1s, he ollows Augustine,
rather than the Reformed tradıtion, although with- that there 15 SOMNEC unıversal human NAtHtie that
Out Augustine s doctrine of the semi1nal all human beings ATC instances of, an hich Can

of all of humanıty 1n Adamı.“ Hıs be adversely affected DYy the act1ons of ONC, and
the dea that the imputatıon of anı s SIN only HC: human individual, that 1S, the 1St such

hıs posterity 15 Just AT moral if Adam and hıs DOS- individual. After the rst AT of S1IN, thıs human
nNnatfure 1s marked ın such WdYV that subse-terıty ATC 1in SOINC kınd of divinely ordained meTta-

physical nNnı0nNn Thıs Nı0N depends the whole instance of that HArure will chare 1n exactly
of humanıty sharıng 1n COMMON human Nature, the Samnec SINn It 15 rather ike FEAl eing marred
hıch 15 propagated through natural generatıon. DYy vandal; such that subsequent
(Shedd 15 also defender of traducıan VIECW of the taken of that STALUC, an replica of that STAaLUE

made from these CAaSTECS, 11 ear the mark of thatgeneration of souls. Although Augustinian realısm
instance of vandalısm Of COUTSC, SOINC otherO€es NOT requıre traducianısm, he thinks It 15 help

HIS AT thıs DOINE.) hus vandal UrYy further disfigure ONEC of the repli-
Ihe total ouilt of the YTSt S1N, thus committed CdS of the StaLuC; their subsequent AT of vandalısm

DY the entire e 1n Adam, 15 imputed each could NOT affect all the other replicas, OTr the YSt
individual of the LA because of the indıvisıbilıty TFALFuE F would affect only that particular eplica

The others would remaın unaffected.of oult Supposing that the ONEC human HAaFtEre
which commıitted the .  one offence” (Rom Shedd claims that fiırst, primal SIN could affect
18) became famıly of exactly mıiıllion indıvıdu- the reSst of humanıty universally, 1n WdY that sub-

SCEQUECNL ACTS of SIN CO NOT (even if they affectedals DYy propagatıon, 1t would NOLT ollow that each
indivıdual would be responsible for only mıl INOTEC than ONEC individual, they do NOTLT affect
liıonth part of the offence. IThe ole undıivided individual, SINCE they do NOT affect individuals

that longer eX1st) However, he has NOT oneguillt of the YrSt SIN of from (588 would be
chargeable uPDOI each anı OC f the mıillıon enough SshOow that each indıivıdual human eiIng
indivıiduals of the SpeCc1€es hAil after dam partakes of the SaImnıc human Naturce,

albeit human HAakufFe that 15 particularısed ın eachHıs reasonıng depends the followıng SOTT of
thought experıiment. Where people commıt indıividual. In other words, Shedd would ave
mMmurder. both C equally responsible for the cat do lot LNOTC DYy WdY of metaphysical explanatıon
and both equally chare 1ın the ouut of that crıme. It make hıs work 4S pIECE of phılo-
1$ NOT that both share ın part of the zuut öf that sophıcal theology.
CHme) SdYV, 50% GaäCch, S1INCEe each of the 1L17F

derers equaliy responsible tor the death of the Problems wıth the realist solution
PECISOTI concerned. ther: each of the crimınals 1S
wholly Suilty, sharıng together 1n the whole ou1llt However, perhaps thıs Call be one (Shedd 1S nNOT

the only theologian VE attempted It. Mostof the crıme thev \VG jointly commiıtted. Shedd
continues: notably, Jonathan Edwards makes simıiılar SOTT

For though the (M1€ COMMOMN that GCOLHS of umentT, usıng doctrine of temporal p  9
in hıs reatıse Original Sın OWever ere 15miıtted the .  one otffence” 1S divisıble DV propaga-

t10N, the offence itself 15 NOT divisıble NOT 15 the NOT the place nNto that argument.“”)
ouilt oft 1t Consequently, OC 111all 1S 4A5 zulty As Let us swallow deeply AT 4ASSUMIEC that 1t Call be

oOne What then? Shedd’s argument 1S st1ll ODCI1another of the whole Hrst S1N, of rhe original ACT
of fallıng trom God The individual dam ÄTI: Fve number of er10us an potentially debilıitat-
WEIC guilltier of thıs TSt AGT and of the whole Ing COuNter-arguments. Fırst, It AaDPDPCAaIs that he 1S
BF than theır descendants dr al theır descend- gullty of the fallacy of COmMpOSItION. TIThe of
ANTSs 4A16 45 ouity 4S thev.* whole do HCT necessarıly share the properties of

the whole For INsStance, all the ofa Cr ALICThe SCCIH1S be thıs. Human-
colourless. It Oes NOT ollow trom thıs that the CarILy chares COMMLOIMN MNMATUTEe that 18 defiled in the

ACGT of original SIN TKereatter, instance of 1S colourless. In the CS of dam an H1s pOStE-
LtYV, the fact that dam S1INS O€es NOT entaiıl thatthıs gener1C human that 1S brought nto

existence will chare 1ın the D S1N, the SIN 1N1- al] 71Ss poster1ty ATrC (al) sınners, OTr (b partake of
tiated DYy the Hrst instance ot thıs human NaACtUre, hıs SIN an hıs oult But, Shedd’s ges
Adam’s human NMAaCHEe ut thıs 1S rather dithcult ddress thıs 1SSsuUEe. It 1S NOLT the indivıidual dam (L
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Abraham CT Anselm that has the ProperLV ‘orıginal the replica “nstances’ of the TAHE 15 vandalısed,
guilt passed them ther; 1t 1s that each thıs O€Ss NOT affect the other replica Fatuıes A%
iındıyvıdual human being after the Fall of Adam has CAaNnNOT affect them all, because there ATC ther ICD-

indıyvıdual CESSCHCE that includes A instance of licas that already eXISt, havıng een taken from the
the human Aature that has ern vitiated DYy ar s CAs of the Hirst, hıch ADC NOT harmed DYy
orıginal 6111.46 So, the problem for Shedd 15 NOT that the second ACT of vandalısm. There AICc also replicas
dam COr Abraham 0)8 seim AL merely of which, perhaps, longer eX1ISt because they AaVve
whole, the whole of humanıty, which INaYy INaV already been estroyed.
10 UG the PrOoOperLV of orıginal ouilt that these Shedd’s version of realısm AaDDCAars be Ar U-

share 1n Rather, the problem 1s that all these Ing for something siımılar wıth reSpeCT original
partake of COMNMMONMN human nNnature that 15 ouut Only the fırst, primal SIN ofdam Ca affect

sinful after the Airst SIN ofdam the whole of humanıty after hım Only the TYSTt
But thıs ralses second, elated problem IThe SIN Call disrupt human relatıons wıth God DYy

properties of whole thing do NOT necessarıly dis- introducing SIN into the world, that God CUTSCS
trıbute theır For INStance, the CaL, 4A5 dam an hıs posterity wıth orıginal SIN an guut
whole entity, 15 ng (of 1tfSs dinner). Thıs O€s subsequent S1N, however dreadful, an how-
NOLT 111Call that Dart ofthe Car 15 th1  ng about CVeGr much 1T affects VasTt swathes of humanıiıty (ın
1fs dinner. ut ere LOO, this problem O€eSs NOT holocausts, disease, famıne an forth), CannOT

quıite Capture the 1Ssue 15 drıving Ar“ H 18 NOT affect the whole of humanıty 45 the Hrst SIN of
that each individual human being 18 Dart of some dam oes SO ar s SIN Q1VES Nse marred
grecater whole, i F e INAaYy OT INaYy NOT chare the human Nature, hıch 18 instantıated thereafter Dy
prof being sintful with thıs partıcular Dart of all tallen human beings. But, 1T might be thought,
that whole Rather, 1t 15 that thıs indıvıdual human thıs O€s NOT ddress why 1t 1s that only the primal
eing Adam, Abraham, selm), instantıates that SIN of dam 1S transmıtted hıs posteri1ty. Why
unıversal human HAatiitTe TIhe indıyıdual shares 1n NOT impute all of Adam!)’s S1INS an guut the rest
COMNMMONMN human NAatlıre wıth other human of humanıty? One ANSWET thıs, along Augustin-
being, and, lıke other uman being, has the 1an realıst lınes, 1S that only the fırst, primal, SIN f
properties that thıs human Nature entaıls dam 18 required vitliate Adam)’s Nature, and, 4S

(plus those properties that indıyiıduates thıs human COMNSCYUCNCEC of this, the generıic human Nature of
indıvıdual from al] other indıyvıduals ın theır ind1- humanıty. S1NS thereafter ArCc instances of actual
vidual eSSENCE). If alnıV indıvıdual human eing SIN commıtted DY human DECISONS (including the
taıled exemplifv OC 0)8 MC of the properties fallen Adam wıth alreadyv sinful human NaCtUurce,
of hıs gener1C human nafure (whatever they INaV point that the of the 1ın Genesis
be), then thev would faı] be human, SINCE be makes clear.
human, ON Shedd’s understandıng matter, ut thıs ralses the IM OST dithcult question for
18 exemplı the properties of human Nature, Shedd’s realısm: what eESs thıs generiC human
including the properties entaıuled Dy orıginal SIN NATurTe CONSISt 1n? Shedd O€s NOT SdY. But pDerhaps
(including, Shedd’s AaCCOUNT, orıginal guilt)  27 WC ( S  am COTISTILTUGE notion of human Natfure that 1S

thırd problem has do wıth why only Adam‘: compatıble wiıth Shedd’s usSIng the MeTL-

orıginal SIN and guilt 15 transmıitted hıs posterI1ty. aphysıcs of essentialism .“$ Following Alvın Plant-
Why 15 the ouilt of Abraham NOL transmıtted inga, let US ASSUTIC that the of particular
selm, OT the ouilt of selIm Aquinas? But thıng 1S OMNC ( properties thing has 11-
T agaın, thıs problem 1S siıdestepped Dy Shedd’s Hallvı (For Present DULFDOSCS, Aall essenti1al pPropertV

For, thıs version of Augustinian real- 15 PFrODEerLV thıng has ave 1ın order be that
1ISM, the Irst SIN 15 the only SIN that ( A  ; affect the thing.) let human MAtLurTre post-Fa CONsSISt ofa
human nNature that all subsequent human Deings COoNJunctıve pro that includes IfSs COMN-
ATC Instances of. Recall the example of the FTAr Juncts the following properties: eing sınful, being
an the vandal Only ET} of desecration visıted CONSCIOUS, eINng sentlent an eing embodied
UDOI the YTSt Statue, from whıch the for al] hen human HNMAaTire subh lapsu Just 15
subsequent replicas of thıs TALUE ATC taken: COUuU that cCONJunNctive pr that particular human
affect all the other, replica, hat 1S, all eing exemplifies, along wiıth AaILV other properties
the subsequent “nstances’ Ööf the Hrst TALe A1C that the partıcular indıyıdual has 4S Dart of theır
affected ıt the rst Tathle 1S defaced. f if OLC ot indıyıdual CSISCHCC; that other indıyvıduals do NOT
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ave (being Aurelius Augustine, for instance). hıs thıs ONMECOMNE 1ın the following WAdY.
promisıng. OWEeVer d It stands, thıs ll The human Nature am ’s SIN vitlates has

NOLT do For thıs CONception of human nature, macula, including original Suult, 4C 15 instan-
all humans post-Fall AI essentially sinful hat ISM tiated 1ın indıvidual human eing
there 15 possible world 1in hıch they could eX1St thereafter (Chrıst excepted). T ’hıs macula, includ-

Ing original guiult, 15 contingent PropertV of thıswıithout being sinful. TIhe rCasOIl 15 that being sinful
15 OC of the CONJunNcts of generiCc fallen human gener1ic tallen human HAatuFe (It 15 contingent
Nature, and, 4S ave Just SCCI; the NAaXre of because 1T CAaNNOLT be part of the kınd ESSCIICCE of

thıng 15 essential that thing HEeNcE. thıs humanıty. ) Original guilt 15 NOL, thıs basıs,
VIEW, eing sinful 15 essentı1al iInstance of transferred Or ımputed ftrom dam hıs pOSLEr-
fallen human being But, 4S Thomas Morriıs has Ity (as peCI the tradıtional scholastıc VIeWS). Neıther
pointed OUbß eing sinful 15 NOT part of the hınd 15 it Dart of SOMMMEC collective forensic arrangemenNtT,
SSENCE of humanıty. (A kınd ESSCI1ICE 15 that SC{ of ordaıned Dy God tacılıtate the ‘imputation’ of
essenti1al properties, C: COoNJunctıve essential DIO SIN Al ouilt (the Calvinıstic tederal view). Nor,

thıs version Ör realısm, 18 all humanıty somehowGE thing has aV 1n order be Dart of
particular ontological kınd, such 4S ‘humanıty”, OTr metaphysically OTr seminally presecnt with)” OTr 1n
:deM.., OT NOFSC...) hat 1SE particular dam when he falls (Augustine’s version of real-
individual could be human being wıthout eing 1Sm). ther, zuilt becomes contingent PDrOopCerTtYy
sinful.>0 hıs 15 trivially ErNHE if dam MN human of gener1C human Nnature after orıginal SIN Christ’s
eing prio0r the Fall In hıch CAaASC, eing sinful Hnıshed work the deals wiıith the SIN an
CAaNNOTLT be cConJunct of (the property of) gener1C uilt of all those members of humanıty who AL C

elect (Or, for those who baulk Ar language of elec-fallen human HArure It INaYy be possible (reCumM-
VeENT thıs problem wiıth essentialist OUNT of t10N, for all those members of humanıty who

become believers E DEIFSCVCIC ın theır faıth) hıshuman HAr that maılntaıns merely tHat, 4S C®

Öf am s original Sa genericC human 1NOVCS5 the punıshmentdue for their ouut (thereby
NAature has the accıdental ‘being SiN{UL., accounting tor the scholastic VEALTUS DOENAE, OTr

thereafter. Thıs would avo1d the problems with VEALIUS actudalıs). But LT O€s NOLT TEINOVCEC the fact
kınd that Morrıs DOINtTS Ou  m+ It would also that thıs PErSsSON 1S, wıth Adam, guır of orıginal
make LOOIN for doctrine of Christ’s sinlessness, SIN dam an hıs posterIity d G, an remaın, the
SINCE, presumably, Christ could be human wıithout FICS wh AL Sulty for original SIN More precisely,

after 4S primal S1IN, human NaCtUure, includingthe accıdental propertLy of sinfulness that all other
human beings aVE after the Fall,; 45 instances of ain.s post- Fall human MAtHre 4S instance of
gener1C fallen human nature.°! thıs gener1C fallen NatUure, has the PrOpCerLY Of or1g-

Let uSs apply thıs version of Shedd’s realıst nal SIN 2408 gullt contingently. 'T’hıs 1S H. oiven
doctrine, coupled wıith essentIlalıst of the fact that DOSSESSION of vitiated human MAFHTe

human HTes the scholastıc d1iscussıon of the 15 itself S1N, for hıch OINCOIMC INAaYy be culpable.
DreVIOUS sect10on. dam an hıs posterity ATC all zulty of S1N, f

thev do NOT commıt actual SIN (Because they dieFırst, orıginal SIN COMPprIses macula, CI deform-
LEYy of human Nnafure Orıiginal ouilt, 45 WC aVE 1in INfancy, OTr An severelv mentally handıcapped OT

SOTIC such) So, 1n virtue of the fact that gener1cSCCHE 15 traditionally thought cComprise L[WO-

part VEATUS, of ouut AaNn! punıshment tor guiut (o fallen human NMAEUTre has the of sinfulness,
potential an actual ouut). However, the language ouiult adheres each instantıatiıon of fallen gener1C
of VEATUS, Or 1abılıty, 1S unhelpful. In the Hrst SCHE human HMArure an remaıns, CVGN f the culpable
ONn of the C  3 pDointed ut that labılıty O€Ss NAarure SÖ that gzuiut 15 ealt wiıith DV the work of

CHhrist TAuS; 4S ell d that aSDECL of orıgınal ouiltNOT entaıl gullt, although ul entaıils labılıty. So,
chall avo1d UuSINg the TETIN “HaDUItYy . The scho- that 15 culpable, and INAaYV be dealt wıth DV CArnSt,

there 1S a1sSO non-culpable ASDCCLT ouilt thatlastıc distinction SCTVEGS explaın OW ONC aSPECCL
of ouilt G  — be transferred the reSTt of human- remaıns wıth the sinner and NOT be remiıtted
LEV an € Arist (for those who AB ultımately DV the work ofYIST (correspondın the VEAdEUS

saved), whıilst another aSPECL ema1ıns attached culpae OL potentiualıs).
the sinner. Thıs insıght NTtTO original uilt Cd be hıs version of Augustinian realısm AaDPDPCaLls be
retaıned wıthout the unhelpful language of habıl- able sıde-step (MIE problem Often raised agalnst
LtY. IThe realıst Call e used achieve realıst theorlies of the Imputatıon of original SIN,
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namely, that the language of “natures’ AaDDCAars Thıs has NOT been lost ON cologians. Berk
equıvocate geNENCE human MAaTtureEe an partıc- remarks, ‘Certaumnly It 15 ONC of the MOST ele-

MECNTACYV of legal mMaxıms that W K CLr assSıgnNlar human belonging partıcular ind1-
viduals Thus, for instance, Henrı1 Blocher: CISON for which he 15 NOLT responsıble. Do

WC throw OUuUtT that maxım when WC confess the doc-What the realist proposa tends W under trine of “original SIN ”>7 tudies ın Dogmatiıcs: Sın
the 15 the primary datum of indıyıdual (Gran p1ds Eerdmans, 4726
responsibıility, of indıviduality 4S such. ven ıf We might ad:ı that thıs VIEW of imitated SIn an
the language of the CXr ETHNE realist adop- 15 precisely what Pelagius maıntaiıned W as the
ted, the dıifhcult Step would still be there how explanation of SIN an

Berkouwer ınk that V attempteddo WE from sem1nal partıcıpation, CT ea
HNature; the distinct exIistence of indıvıduals? explanatiıon oforıginal ouilt ends ın ‘self-excuse).

It he by thıs that there an be adequatef 1$ thev wh stand condemned AS guilty.” explanatıon of original ouilt, then or1gın ouiltTOM the foregoing argument it should be clear INUST be rejected. See Sin, 523
that DYy bringing in the metaphvsıics of essentlialism, Caveat Lector: In the COI SE of thıs 9 chall
thıs SOTrT of 1SSUE could be rebutted Dy AL least OC often refer orıginal SIN and orıginal ouilt When

the term orıginal SIN 1S used, thıs SC Vn es1gversion of Augustinian realısm.
nate the tull-orbed tradıtıional doctrine of orıginal
SIN including orıginal oult When original guilt 15

unresolved 1Ssue specified, It 15 that ASPCCL of the tradıtional doctrine
that 15 ın VIEW.BT 15 NC Ainal problem. How @ 1  — ( ANnst's Often ın the lıterature, reference 15 made thework deal wıth the culpability aSPECLT of orıgıinal Reformed, OT, TNOTC broadly, Protestant, cholas-guult, f (hrıist’s humanıty 18 NOT instance of the t1CS However, thıs terminologv has been SUDCI-tallen SCHNENC human nature” hat 1S, ıf Christ’s N 1ın the PE Iıterature post-Reformation

humanıty 1S sinless (or ImMpecCable), 1t 15 NOT clear Protestant theology. In thıs lıterature, distinction
how Christ (  3 deal wıth the culpabıility aASPDECCL of 15 made between CIOFME (and Protestant) Scho

astıcısm theological method, and Reformedorıginal guillt wıthout that uilt being transferred (and Protestant) rthodoxy, the NtieNT of the0)8 ımputed Christ behalf of fallen humanıty.
FOTr, ıf Christ has unfallen human Nature, then dogmatic SYSTCMS espoused by these theologians.

For INOTC these distinctions, SCC the Introduc-version of the problem of transferring orıgınal H0N Reformatıon and Scholasticism, An Ecumen1-ouilt specifically, the culpability aSDECLT of gzuilt cal Enterprise S ıllam Van Keitr and Eef15 reconstituted 1n Christological GQui1lt Dekker (Gran p1ds Baker Academic, 2001WOUL aV be transterable from gener1c fallen For setul summarıes of this hıstorical discussıion
human NAakure Christ’s unfallen human HAaiure SCC LOuUI1s Berkhoft, Systematıc 1 heology (Edinburgh:
T ’hıs 1S troublesome question, the (FeEAIMENT of Banner of 1rn 244 IL (especılally
which WOULU require MUC INOTC be sa1d about the Protestant and eIiorme positi1on), udwig

OE Fundamentals 0 AENOLLC ogma (Rockford,( Ahrnıst’s humanıity an hıs work the CT O: But, I1l Tan OOks, 1960), Bk 02 20-244S (MAC ın these5 there 1$ SIMpLy NOLT
the discuss that Or (conservatıve Roman atholıc DOSIUON) and Otto

Weber Foundatıons of Dogmatıcs Vol. f ns Dar:
re[l er (Grand p1ds kerdmans,
E of Grundlagen der ogmatı E 1955 al PartNotes (moderate Reformed). Pannenberg speaksRichard Swınburne, Responsıbility an Ätonement of the decay of the tradıtional CO  pL of orıgınalOxtord Oxford University Press, 1989), 1 44- SIN and ouult But that 15 NOL question intend

145 bor interesting [GCEHE systematıc theo- ddress here. only interested 1n the coherence
logical approach, X Henrı1 Blocher rıgına Sın, of the tradıtional VIEW. See art Pannenberg,Illumınatıng The Rıddle FRGICESICT. 1997); Systematıc T heology, Volume Z Geoffreyespecılally, chs and Bromiley (Gran p1ds kerdmans, 1E of
Wılliam Wainwright has argue tor ehıs iımportant

10
Systematısche eologıe Band a U 1991 N 235 Pr

DO1INt ın grecater detaıiıl ın h1s Vy ‘Orıgina Sın ın Otto Weber, Foundatıons of Dogmatıcs Vol. IaPhilosophy nd The Christian Faıth, (ed.) I1 homas 604
Morrı1s LDame: University of Notre Dame 3 Phıilıp Quinn, ‘Dıisputing the Augustinian Legacy:Press. John Locke and Jonathan wards Romans

Swıinburne, KResponsibility an Ätonement, 145 1n are: Matthews, ed: The Äugustin-
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Scholastic Theology, Augustinian Realism and Original CLn

1a4n Tradıtion (Berkeley: Universıty of Calıtfornia NOLT actually SIN DECause, 5SdaV, thev have the
chance do Thıs WO be the for chılarenPresSs; 239

12 Placaeus’ pOosition WAas condemned Dy the French who dıe Aat ir VervY SOOMN thereafter.
synod meeting Ar Charenton ın 1644 However, 7 It WO NOLT be sufhcient tor the eologıan
Placaeus maıintaiıned that the SYyNO had NOT COMHN- advocate theological instrumentalısm at thıs Junc

THre Instrumentalism refers the dea that, "termsdemned hıs VIECW such, and sought turther
rehne 1T 1ın ight of the synod’s ruling For of hought and meanıng AT relatıve the function
ACCOUNT of thıs Aifair. an the relevant PEXITACT trom they perform and that theır valıdıty truth 15 deter-

mined Dy theır efncacy.’ (OED onlıne: <NAittp:/ /the Charenton Synod’s dec1s10nN, SC Francıs 1 Ur-
retin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology (trans.) George dictionary.oed.com/>.) In thıs WAdYV, origin ouiut
Musgrave Giger, (ed.) James Dennison JDE could be usetful nctOonN, but nothing MOTC Thıs
( New Jersey: Presbyterian and SIOMNE would clearly NOL be adequate ACCOUNT oft the

metaphysıics of S1N, AL least, NOT traditionally C Oll-[} V-V1, 614-615
strued.13 My uUuS«Cc of the term “medieval scholastıcs’ here 15

term of arı Of COUFSC, there W ds$s monolıLthıc 22 In Caty 0 God ALLL. Augustine Iaımed
medieval VIEW OIl the subject. However, wiıth the that 1t 15 human that 15 vitiated Dy or1gin

S1IN, 31011 dam ndivıdual But heRetormed rthodox, there Was general SCNSUS

about the of thıs 1SSUEe. annexed thıs the dea that all humanıty Was$s sem1-
JTurretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, Vol. S IV na PreSCHNL 1n Adam takes u the former,
pp  5-596 but NOL the latter, aSPCECT of Augustine’s doctrine.

15 23 Iraducianısm 15 the VIEW that human souls OMMC'Thıs that CISOMN could be oulty of S1N,
where that SIN 15 NOL punishable. CISON INnto existence by natural generation from the Dal-

could be ouilty of bigamy, 5SdV, 1n SOCIeLY where CHIS ACT of pecılal creation 15 NOT equired ın
bigamy 15 NOL crimınal offence order bring each L1LCW soul NTtTO existence.
Charles odge, Systematıc Theology, Vol. IT (Edın- © Dogmatıc T heology, 1r uon,
urg IThomas Nelson, 1874), Ir NLEL $7 D 162 (ed:) Alan Gomes New Jersey: Presbyterian and
It that Berkhof has taken hıs OWIN VIEWS ftrom Reformed, 2003 1888 Arft 4, 5: 56  ©

25 dee: tor instance: Olıver Crıisp, ‘Cn the theo-Hodge’s discussıon of the SAamılec ISSUE, although
Berkhof does NOT credit odge the SOUTCEC of hıs ogical pedigree of Jonathan wards doctrine

pDOSsSINON. of imputatıon’ ın cottısh Journal of T heology
Although, WE chall SCC, the anguage of habılı 082727 and Paul Helm, Faıth an NAeEr-

standıng (Edinburgh: inburg Universıity Press,ouilt 15 unhelpful would be better spea of
that aASPCCL of ouut that dheres the oullty PartyV 99 en .
and 1S non-transferable, an that aSspeCLT which 15 An individual COmprISses all rthose essential
transferable, and MaV be punished 1ın the CIrSON ofa properties of particular object W! ATC PrOPCL-

hNes that only ON  M object C  - DOSSCSS. See: for 111-substitute. But, SINCE the scholastıc diıscussıon USCS

lıke ‘habıilıty" wıth reSpECL habılıty oult, DIE; LOWE, SurveEYy of Metaphvysıcs Oxford:
chall retaın them tor prescnt DUurpOSCS. Oxtord Universıity Press, 2002): 101-103

18 Berkhof, Systematıc Theology, 246 EL 'Thıs 15 NOLT the onlv WdY Of conceıving ofthe requiıre-
MmMEeENT tor partiıcular thıing have the propertiesDetenders ot A classıcal tederalıst pDOsiıt1on the

imputatıon of SIN and ouilt could that Adam that make Uup IfSs gener1C 5 Its individua
an N1S poster1ty HIC treated together, rather than ESSC But 1T 1S suthcient tor DrEeSCHNL PUurpOSCS. For
individually. Perhaps God constıitutes the whole of LNOTEC ON thıs Matter, SCC LOWe, SuUrvey of Meta-
humanıty ONC forensic collective tor the of DhySLCS, ch
iImputatıon, dealıng wiıth S1N and ouilt collectively, 28 FEssentialism 1S (roughly) the VIEW that Naturcs,
rather than mputing SIN and ouult each indıvıd- perhaps, created Natures, have certaın essentlial

properties, and certaın contingent, accıdentalual But trom the arbitrary of such
arrangement W impute only SIN and oult thıs properties. For lear ACCOUNT of theologica ECSSCIHI-

does NOL cshow that Adam’s ouilt 1s transterable. At tialısm, SC Jay Welseyv Rıchards, The Untamed God
MOSL, 1T shows that the collective INAYV be 1able tor (Downers Grove: ch
the SIN ot ON of Its members. As WC have already Plantinga b “One ProperLV includes another f 1It
SCCIMN, habılity 1n SUC Ccıircumstances 1S NOL rthe Samıc 15 NOL possible that there be All object that has the

oult Hrst but NOLT the second. 'Ihus the DrOoperLV of being
20 A distinguishing between the condıtion of OMg1- horse includes the PropertvV of being an anımal.

The nature ofan object Cd be chought of COIN-nal S1IN, complex DroperLeYy that all humans ATrC born
wıth post- Fall, an actual SIn Thıs 15 CONSCYUCHCC, jJunctıve ProperLYV, including CONJUNCtS Just those
but NOL A NCCCSSAaL Y CONSCJUCNCC, of the condıtıon properties essential that object. Accordingly, and
of original SIN CIrSONM could have orıgıinal SIN aın object has Arr f ıt has an V essent1al properties
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(ILIVER RISP ®

For recent defence of the VIEW that T1SsStAT all_.? From Does God Have Nature? (Milwaukee:
University of Marquette University Press; CANNOT aV tallen (but NOLT sinful human Nature,
reprinted 1n The Analytıc Theist, An VDIN ANnt- SCC Donald Macleod, The Person 0 Christ Leices-
Inga Reader, (ed:)}) James Sennett (Gran p1ds CT IVE. ch
Eerdmans, Z See also Plantinga, 37 take 1t that DOSSESSION of the propertLYy eingThe Nature of Necessıty Oxford: Oxtord Universıity
Pressi intrinsically sinful’? 15 iıtself SIN, an therefore *

pa Since all humans (bar Christ) fter the Fall() point raised DYy Ihomas MorrI1s. See, The Logıc
0 Incarnate (Ithaca Cornell University Press, have thıs PropertV, all humans ATrC ouilty of SIN VEn

ch if thev actually SINn
31 Provided YT1STt does NOL have tallen human 33 Blocher, Orıginal Sın, W
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