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While the student must read all the assigned sections of Shedd, the questions and answers provided below will be the material you need to study for the Shedd Exam.
A. Part 4:  Anthropology

1. Man’s Creation

a. Preliminary Considerations (429-430)

(1) What factors distinguish human beings from angels?

Answer: A number of related factors distinguish humans from angels, according to Shedd. First, angels were not created with different sexes. Shedd notes that “God created man male and female,” and thus a description of “man” is incomplete if it only takes one sex into account. Both together are necessary for a full understanding. By contrast, angels do not exist as either male or female. They simply exist. Because of this, there is no angelic counterpart to marriage. In contrast to the institution of human marriage on the sixth day of the creation week, Shedd notes Matthew 22:30, in which Jesus describes post-resurrection saints as being “as the angels of God” in that they will no longer marry. And, in turn, because of this, angels do not procreate. Whereas two human founders populated the entire earth, Shedd notes that angels are created by God “one by one.” Finally, the conclusion of this chain of reasoning is that there is no angelic race. Each angel is a distinct being with a distinct creation and history. Satan’s fall did not enslave the hosts of heaven to sin as Adam’s did the generations of the earth. 
(2) What factors distinguish human beings from the lower, non-human animals?

Answer: Both man and animals are created and described in Genesis as “soul[s] of life.” But even though the basic term used for both man and the animals is the same, there are two major differences in the creation accounts of man and the animals that Shedd highlights. The first is that Genesis only records of man that God created him and then breathed life into him. The second is that the very phrasing of the creation commands is different in the case of man from that of the animals. When animals are in view, God addresses his command to the inanimate creation (“Let the earth bring forth...”). In the case of man, however, God addresses himself in the three persons of the Trinity (“Let Us make...”). Whereas the animals are described as having their origin from the material world, the origin of man is dual. His body comes from the material realm and his spirit belongs to the spiritual realm. Shedd concludes that the soul of an animal is material and irrational, whereas the soul of man is spiritual and rational. The souls of animals are annihilated at death, or go “downward,” in the language of Ecclesiastes, whereas the souls of men live on, going “upward.” 
b. Theories of the Mode of Man’s Creation (430-434)

(1) Skip this section 
c. General Approaches to the Doctrine of Original Sin (434-438)

(1) Of the approaches to doctrine of original sin, which one is the best approach?  Why?

Answer: Shedd argues that the best approach to the doctrine of original sin is the traducian approach, by which the existence of each human being’s sinful state and guilt before God is explained as the result of that person’s human nature’s real existence in the human nature of Adam when he sinned, and its consequent corruption. In traducian theory, Adam was created in possession of the entire human nature. When he sinned in Eden, the whole human nature was corrupted in rebellion against God. And when his children came into being, they inherited a portion of his human nature, which was corrupt. Hence, although later individuals were not present in their individuality in Eden, their nature was present in Adam, and sinned together with Adam, in the portion of the human nature that would later be theirs. Thus, both the guilt and the penalty of Adam’s sin belong equally to all of his descendants as equally being actors in his sin. Traducianism is vital to explaining how God can be just while punishing all humans for the sin committed (apparently) by only one. If the unity of all men in Adam does not hold, the result is that God inflicts punishment on individuals for a sin of which they are actually innocent. 

Shedd notes that the other approaches do not succeed in adequately explaining original sin. The first is mere acceptance of the fact of original sin without any attempt at explanation. While this approach is perfectly morally valid, since the evidence for the existence of original sin is quite plain, absence of explanation is obviously not an answer to the question of explanation. The second alternate approach sees Adam as merely representative of the human race, not possessor of the whole human nature. Consequently, his sin is not in fact the sin of his posterity and the guilt of his act of disobedience is not directly imputed to them. Instead, only the penalty of his disobedience is imputed in virtue of his position as head of the race. Thus, individual men are not inherently guilty of Adam’s sin, but have it undeservedly accounted to them, just as the merit of Christ is undeservedly accounted to the believer. The injustice of this approach leads Shedd to reject it. The third alternative Shedd mentions is to attempt to combine the second approach with traducianism. This is impossible, however, since the two are inherently contradictory. If the human race was present with Adam (traducianism), they cannot have been represented by him in their absence (creationism), and vice-versa. Finally, Shedd notes a fourth alternative, which he attributes to Arminianism, in which neither Adam’s guilt nor his punishment are borne by his descendants. Men are plagued by the subjection of the creation to futility with its accompanying pain and death, but not by way of punishment, and human beings do not deserve and do not incur the punishment of hell on account of Adam’s fall, but only on account of their own individual sins. While he does not specifically elaborate, Shedd presumably rejects this approach, like full, Pelagianism, because it does not conform to the biblical data.
d. Scriptural Support for Traducianism (438-444)

(1) What is the single strongest Scriptural argument for Traducianism?  Why?

Answer: Shedd’s strongest argument for traducianism from Scripture is based on Romans 5:12. The passage explains that in Adam’s rebellion “all sinned.” Shedd notes that the Greek word used for “sinned” is used without exception in Scripture as active and it would do violence to the language of the Scriptures to interpret this as indicating that all were either merely “considered” to have sinned or were represented sinfully by Adam. Rather, they themselves actually, actively sinned in Adam’s fall. For this to be the case, “all” must have existed in Adam, since it is not possible for someone who does not exist to sin, nor is it possible for a person’s mere body to sin. Sin by its nature is a spiritual condition. So “all” must have spiritually existed and sinned with Adam, and then taken their individual nature through propagation (both physical and spiritual) from him. This is the essence of traducianism. 

Shedd’s additional scriptural arguments do not appear to be as strong. While the passages Shedd cites are certainly compatible with traducianism, they are arguable equally compatible with creationism, and, hence, can be a significant proof for either. For example, Shedd states that the “flesh” is propagated from “flesh” in John 3:6 and this refers to both the material and spiritual elements of man. Likewise, his argument that Acts 17’s reference to God making all humans beings “of one blood” implies a common spiritual nature and thus a traduction of it from Adam to his descendants simply assumes a traducian view of the passage, with “one blood” including “one whole sum of human nature,” but a creationist reading is equally possible. An argument that avoids equating physical with spiritual propagation notes Paul’s reference in Ephesians 2 to a human nature, but then simply assumes the traducian understanding that a spiritual nature must be inherited via propagation from one’s ancestors. 
e. Theological Arguments for Traducianism (444-464)

(1) What is the single strongest theological argument for Traducianism?  Why?

Answer: Shedd’s theological arguments in favor of traducianism are generally well done, but the strongest is his appeal to the inability of creationism to account for the universality of sin.  Any sufficient theory of original sin must account for the fact that no human being remains untainted. No child of Adam, Christ excepted, is inherently righteous. On the creationist position, Shedd argues, this is inexplicable. If each individual soul is created by God at conception ex nihilo, then that soul must be created holy and good and righteous, with an understanding of what is good and corresponding capacity to do it, for God cannot create evil. Yet Scripture and experience are both adamant that every human being is fallen, which means, from the creationist perspective, that every single soul in human history has individually decided to renounce its original righteous and innocent state and follow the example of Adam in rebelling against the creator. Why should this be? When Lucifer fell, he did not corrupt every individually created angel. Why then should the fall of one individually created man corrupt every other if there is no intrinsic connection of nature between them? Creationism has no mechanism to account for this. 

To the objection that it is possible for God to create a holy soul and then withdraw his grace from it, Shedd replies that this makes nonsense of the righteousness of God. The withdrawal of God’s grace from Adam and his posterity results from Adam’s sin. It is a punishment for and a consequence of sin, not a mechanism designed to bring about sin in the first place. To make this reversal, as the creationist must, is to put God in the same causal relationship to the production of sin as of righteousness. This is not only destructive of all moral sense, but undoes the coherence of the original sin narrative. God’s decision to withdraw grace from human beings is no longer a judicial result of unrighteousness, but an arbitrary condemnation of an innocent creature to unrighteousness. Nor is it of help to the creationist to argue that God withdraws his grace in this way because of Adam’s sin, because of the essence of creationism is to remove any significant natural connection between Adam and his posterity. For the creationist to appeal to a natural connection between Adam and his descendants is simply for him to appeal to traducianism. Sin is a spiritual and natural condition, thus, a mere material bodily connection between Adam and his descendants is not sufficient to communicate sin from the one to the others. The sort of connection that is needed is a spiritual one, which is the whole essence of traducianism. 
Shedd’s other arguments, also predicated on the impossibility of a creationist explanation for original sin, are also impregnable. The pre-incarnate creation of human souls before the fall in order to place them with Adam at the time of his sin does not make them participatory in it. Nor does attributing to Adam representative standing as head of the human race make sense of the imputation of guilt to his posterity. If he was their representative, then they themselves, being absent, could not have actively sinned and incurred guilt in his actions as scripture demands. It is also futile for creationism to try to separate the guilt of Adam’s sin from the punishability for it. Just punishment follows guilt; the two cannot be separated. It may be objected that as Christ’s merit is justly imputed to the believer, so Adam’s demerit is likewise applied to all of his descendants, but the two cases are not parallel. The fact that God may undeservedly impute righteousness does not imply that he may also impute unrighteousness any more than the fact that he works in human beings for good implies that he may also work in them for evil. God’s relationship to sin and goodness are not identical. What follows of one does not follow of the other. And that it would be unjust for him to arbitrarily impute undeserved guilt is self-evident. There is indeed some mystery in the traducian concept of the union of the human nature in Adam and its communication in corruption to his descendants, but it is a position no more mysterious than the creationist alternative, and it is a mystery that unties the Gordian knot of original sin.  
f. Physiological Arguments for Traducianism (465-472)

(1) What is the single strongest physiological argument for Traducianism?  Why?

Answer: Shedd’s physiological argument for traducianism is quite weak. He spends most of this section defining the term “species” as, basically, the essence of a created kind of living thing. A species is not just a term for a collection of individuals that are really the only existents. It is itself a thing—a nature.  He evidences this philosophic-scientific idea from Scripture with the argument that on the third day of the creation week God created the different kinds of plants (species) and then made the material bearers of their natures. The species’ nature is then communicated from one organism to its young by means of sexual or asexual reproduction. So, he argues, humanness should be understood as a substantial thing that is transferred through the species from parent to child. If this is the case, then the traducian argument is largely made, since Shedd implicitly equates humanness or human nature with human soul. This argument seems highly questionable, relying as it does on a rather shaky equation of the slippery notion of forms with the soul, but it is probably the least problematic of Shedd’s physiological arguments. The argument that human beings consist intrinsically of both material body and spiritual soul is not an objection to creationism, but only to a sort of “delayed creationism,” in which the soul is not created simultaneously with the body. His objection that creationism implies a soul 6,000 years younger than its body appears sophistical, and does not seem like it would be insurmountable even if it followed.     
g. Traducianism as Both Mysterious and Reasonable (472-475)

(1) Skip this section

h. Answers to the Principal Objections Against Traducianism (475-482)

(1) Skip this section
2. Man’s Primitive State

a. Preliminary Considerations (494-495)

(1) What is “concreated holiness”?

Answer: Concreated holiness is the perfect holiness in which man was originally created. Shedd notes that it is not enough to describe Adam’s created state as “innocent,” if “innocent” simply means a lack of sin. One must go further. Man was created by God as good in “righteousness” and “holiness” as summarized by the Westminster Shorter Catechism. God did not simply create a moral blank. By nature he is good and creates only what is good. Since evil comes from the distortion of good, Adam had to be good before he could become evil. There would not have been a fall if there had not been a state of original righteousness because there would have been no morally elevated station from which to fall. 
(2) How does the idea of “concreated holiness” relate to Augustinianism, Pelagianism, and Semi-Pelagianism?

Answer: Concreated holiness is central to Augustinianism-Calvinism, according to Shedd. The Westminster Shorter Catechism states that man’s original created status was not merely lacking in sin, but positively good. This stands in Scriptural contrast to the Pelagian view that Adam was created not only lacking in sin, but also lacking in holiness and goodness and that his own first voluntary actions added character to a self that had been formed as a moral blank slate. Pelagius also taught that all men are born in the same state as Adam, that is, free from original sin as well as concreated holiness and that they are able to shape their own originally-neutral characters to be either good or bad. 
b. Two Phases of Holiness:  Knowledge and Inclination (495-496)

(1) How does knowledge relate to holiness and sin?

Answer: According to Shedd, holiness is knowledge, by which he means at a minimum that knowledge is a prerequisite to holiness. Those things that are holy must be known by man before that man can be said to be holy. However, Shedd notes that there are different kinds of knowledge. Holy man knew holiness in a much more thorough and complete way than fallen man does. The knowledge of man pre-fall was one of complete, intimate, and ongoing experience. It was not merely a speculative and intellectual knowledge consisting in the mere ability to accurately describe a thing. It was a direct and intuitive familiarity with holiness, a consciousness of what man himself was and what the God with whom he walked was. His knowledge of sin, on the other hand, was pure head knowledge. It was a thing that he knew intellectually to exist, but it was not something that he understood. Having fallen, however, man’s forms of knowledge with regard to sin and holiness were reversed. His nature was now corrupt and his knowledge of himself was knowledge of sin. Sin was now the concept with which he had a direct and complete familiarity. By contrast, holiness became something that he knew of intellectually, but was not familiar with in the same living, existing way as before.
(2) How does inclination relate to holiness and sin?

Answer: The relation between inclination on the one hand and sin and holiness on the other is almost identical to the relation between knowledge and sin and holiness. Inclination to the things that are holy is prerequisite to personal holiness, just as knowledge of them is. One must delight in and desire God and his holiness before one can be holy. Also similarly, there is a perfect identity between inclination and holiness in the unfallen state. Man knew holiness as a way of life and he delighted in it. He wanted to do what was right and not to do what was sin. The law was not an alien code to be learned and submitted to for fear of wrath, but an expression of God’s will and his own will in unity. Having fallen, however, this was reversed. Man’s corrupted will sought after evil. The law was a resented imposition, enforced by the terror of the punishments for disobedience. Man now wanted to do what was sin and did not want to do what was holy; he had to be restrained from following his natural desires by fear of external consequences.
c. Proof that Man Was Created Holy (496-498)

(1) Read only.
d. Voluntariness as Self-Determination (498-502)

(1) How does Shedd define freedom of the will?

Answer: Shedd defines freedom of the will as the ability to move one’s own will oneself. If another self may will for one, then the will is not truly free, since it is not one’s own action that moves it. Neither may force or necessity of nature be the deciding factor in the motion of the will. If motion acts under the compulsion of natural law, as is the case with the falling of water due to gravity, then the decision does not belong to the self, but is simply a mechanical process. This voluntary, spontaneous motion by one’s own true self, Shedd says, is the essence of free will. 

Important to this definition is what Shedd does not include as necessary. For one thing, it is not necessary for the will to be able to do anything and everything in order for it to be considered free. If that were necessary, then only an omnipotent being could possibly be free in a real sense. But there need not be freedom to do everything in order for there to be freedom to do one thing. The ability to do a particular thing proves the freedom to do it. It is also not the case, Shedd argues, that one must be able to do otherwise than one does in order for one’s actions to be free. If the self inclines the will toward something, it is not important that the self be able to incline the will in any other direction in order for the actual inclination to be free. Simply the act of inclination demonstrates freedom in that instance. Thus, he says, the fact that a man is not able to not sin does not mean his sin is involuntary. The central inclinations of the will cannot be changed by the will, since they control the will, and yet the will is free.   
(2) What is the best argument Shedd offers to support the idea that self-determination or inclination is compatible with inability to do the contrary.  Why?

Answer: Shedd’s offers three main arguments to the effect that the ability to do otherwise is not necessary to freedom as self-determination. First, he says, man is free to will to be happy, but is unable to will to be unhappy. No one actually wants to be unhappy, by definition. Happiness, in a broad sense, is intrinsically related to wanting. If one wanted to be unhappy, then being unhappy is what would make one happy. Nevertheless, it is the case that one is self-moved in desiring happiness. The self is inclined to happiness, and the will seeks it accordingly. Secondly, Shedd says, unregenerate man is free to sin without being able to not sin. It is the inclination and desire of his heart to sin, and so he wills and does it. He chooses sin. But he is not able to eradicate his intrinsic sinfulness. He is not able to do otherwise than to be sinful. Finally, Shedd argues, God is free to do and be good. His inclination is to holiness in an infinite degree. And He is furthermore unchanging in his self-determined inclination to goodness. But God is not able to sin. Scripture teaches as much, and by definition, God is the standard of goodness. 
Shedd’s best argument is probably his second. The first seems to be true only by way of round about definition. Wanting and being made happy by something are merely two sides of the same coin. To say that one is not capable of wanting to be unhappy is merely to say that the law of noncontradiction holds. Likewise, his third argument is predicated on the inability of God to sin, but sin is that which displeases God, and of course the omniscient and omnipotent God cannot do what is displeasing to Him for the same reason a man cannot want unhappiness. The second argument, therefore, is left. It exhibits a familiar human quality by which we follow our own desires while being unable to change our fundamental state. If this be self-determination, then Shedd has adequately demonstrated it.   
(3) How does the idea of “self determination” relate to Augustinian and Pelagian theories of moral freedom?

Answer: The Augustinian approach to moral freedom takes self-determination as freedom itself. The fact that a person’s self may choose an action proves that that person’s will is free to follow his own inclinations. The Augustinian sees the will as having central engrained inclinations that determine what the self freely determines to will. The Pelagian, by contrast, believes that this is necessary, but not sufficient, for true freedom. In addition to the ability to move one’s own will, Pelagianism demands that the self have no innate tendency or inclinations to bias its decisions. Instead, it must be indifferent, freely choosing to do one thing and not to do the equally possible alternative on the simple basis of its own choice between the two. Without the ability to do otherwise, says the Pelagian, there is no true freedom.  
e. Refutation of the Theory that Freedom Consists in Indetermination or Indifference (502-505)

(1) What is the strongest argument (i.e., most persuasive) against the idea that freedom consists in indetermination or indifference?

Answer: Shedd’s strongest argument against the necessity of indetermination or indifference with respect to freedom is that a lack of inclination towards either right or wrong is never actually found anywhere in existence. Every human being is fallen. Every human being is corrupted by original sin and is at enmity with God. The biblical data is clear on this point and experience teaches it no less. There is no blank slate equilibrium of the will in which it weighs its choice to be good or evil from an unbiased starting point. It is always born, and indeed conceived, already inclined to sin. In this regard, Shedd notes, there is no such thing as an indifferent will. Yet if we are to assume that there is some sense in which human beings are free with regard to sin, and if it is also the case that all human beings are inclined by corrupted nature to it, then it must not be true that freedom means indifference. Freedom as indifference is simply not compatible with the known facts of revelation and experience.   
(2) What is the weakest argument (i.e., least persuasive) against the idea that freedom consists in indetermination or indifference?

Answer: Shedd’s weakest argument is arguably his view that it is impossible for the will to have no prior inclination and there must be some prior inclination of the will in order for a choice to be made.  Shedd, however, does not make it clear regarding why this should be the case. The unique faculty of the human will consists largely in choosing not merely what it desires, but what it will desire. This is a fact of human consciousness, as Shedd might say. The opponent of Shedd’s view might just was easily state that the lack of contents of the will in a state of indifference is no irresoluble problem. As a created prime-mover, it could be perfectly coherent (if admittedly mysterious) for the will to self-determine out of a state of indifference and provide for the creation of its own contents. 
3. Human Will

a. Definition of the Will (509-514)

(1) What is human “understanding” as a faculty of the soul?  How is it affected by the Fall of man?

Answer: The human understanding is that faculty of the soul which knows. It is the intellect, in which includes the conscience. It is purely objective in that it does not contain any desire or aversion to that which is known, nor does it determine anything with regard to it. The understanding merely perceives knowledge. Shedd includes both what is now referred to as positive knowledge and what is now referred to as normative knowledge in this category. The intellect is not hindered from perceiving “should” facts any more than it is from perceiving “is” facts. He even goes so far as to say that the conscience commands the doing of good and the abstaining from evil. In the end, though, no part of the understanding actually acts upon its knowledge. Importantly, Shedd does not view the understanding as a “part” of the soul, as if the substance were divided into different organs. Rather it is a mode: one manifestation of the existence of the whole. The understanding is corrupted, but not made fundamentally different, by the fall. The laws of evidence and of logic are the same for fallen and unfallen man. Though imperfections of operation are introduced by sin, much like the dimming of the eyes, the process of knowledge remains the same. Likewise, the conscience may be distorted by sin, but it still provides some accurate if imperfect information.
(2) What is the “will” as a faculty of the soul?  Generally, what are the objects of the will?

Answer: The will is the mode of the soul in which it inclines to or disinclines from God. Again, this comprises the entire soul acting in a particular capacity. Taking that which is known by the intellect and conscience, the will then acts in submission to or rebellion against God. Though some have separated will from desire, Shedd holds that the two are indistinguishable. That which one desires, he wills. Further, Shedd excludes from the exercise of the will involuntary affections toward family, and society, and beauty, as well as simple physical cravings. Those that pertain to the will, he says, are the voluntary affections denominated by love of God and love of neighbor in the two great commandments. It is these affections that were mutated by the fall. Holy man’s will was inclined toward God and to the good of others. But the will changed radically when Adam sinned, and now it is unrighteously inclined away from God and man. 
(3) Regarding the issue of mutability, how does the will differ from understanding?

Answer: As noted above, Shedd says that the understanding is not radically changed by the fall. The same laws of knowledge apply. The rule of noncontradiction will not suddenly be negated when unrighteous man becomes righteous once again. Understanding can be darkened. It may not work as perfectly in its fallen as in its unfallen state. But it is merely bent, not inverted. Will, by contrast, changes entirely. From desiring God, it changes to aversion to God. It is now hostile and disinclined toward the Creator, and, as Scripture says, at enmity with Him.  
b. Objections to the More Recent Psychology (514-516)

(1) Skip this section

c. Scriptural Passages and Terms Defining the Will (516-518)

(1) Read only
d. Inclination vs. Volition (518-527)

(1) What is “inclination”?

Answer: Inclination is the central and fundamental desire of the soul. It is the ruling end to which the will’s individual actions are adapted as means. As such, inclination is what determines every specific action of the will as well as whether those actions are good or bad. If the central inclination is holy, if the fundamental desire and orientation of the will is to please God, then its actions, intended as means to that end, will be good. If, by contrast, the ruling determination of the will is to love itself supremely, then all of the subordinate actions will be bad. Good trees bear good fruit and bad trees bear bad fruit. The inclinations of the will are self-moved. They do not come about as the result of a choice, Shedd says. Choice denominates those decisions made in pursuit of an inclination. Inclinations are their own cause, arising directly from and existing in the nature of the soul itself. As such, Shedd denominates them as “voluntary,” deriving as they do from the spiritual “shape” of the will, and nothing else. It is inclination that takes in man the place filled by instinct in animals. This also results in the moral distinction between the two. Whereas animals are controlled by instinct, and must follow the material laws that govern it, inclination, having its origin in the soul, makes man responsible for his actions, since his subservience to his inclinations is not physically determined.   
(2) What is “volition” as distinct from “inclination”?

Answer: Volition is an individual decision to act made by of a will already subservient to a central inclination. Once the preeminent goal for action is settled, the will is capable of making lesser decisions in an effort to fulfill that goal. These actions are volitions. The choice to take a drink, to strike a piano key, or solve a mathematical problem is an individual volition. The moral value of each volition is determined by the inclination to which it is attached. If an act of will is made in service to an inclination to love and glorify God, that action is good. If it is intended as the gratification of an inclination to serve one’s own interest preeminently, then however innocent may be the action to which it tends, that action is badly done. It is also to be noted that whereas humans have inclinations, but animals do not, both humans and animals have volitions. Where in humans individual volitions are subordinate and determined by ruling inclinations, in animals volitions are subordinate to instinctively determined goals. 
(3) How do the concepts of inclination and volition relate to the issues of sin and grace?

Answer: As noted above, a man’s inclinations determine the status of his individual volitions as sinful or righteous. Good trees produce good fruit, and righteous inclinations are productive of volitions of loving service to God. Bad trees produce bad fruit, and a self-worshiping inclination will lead to volitions in service to one’s self and in rebellion against God. Further, Shedd says, inclinations both determine and are character. A person with a self-worshiping inclination will have a character built around self-worship. The key here is that because inclinations determine volitions, volitions cannot change inclinations. There would have to be an inclination to determine the volition that changed the inclination, which would ultimately just be rule by the soul’s actual ruling inclination. As such, the corrupted inclination to sin that man inherits from Adam is unchangeable apart from receiving divine mercy. The moralist, Shedd says, will try to change his inclination via volition, but since his volition is under the control of his inclination, his efforts will be unsuccessful. Unless God regenerate him, sinful man is a slave to his freedom to sin, unable to do otherwise. What is necessary for man’s character to change is for God to remove the original sin that corrupts man’s fallen inclinations and graciously provide a new and holy inclination. Then, his inclination reoriented, man will be free to do good.    
4. Man’s Probation and Apostasy

a. Adam and Eve as Mutably Holy by Creation (535-537)

(1) How does the state of holiness of Adam before the Fall differ from the state of holiness of those in heaven?

Answer: The holiness of Adam in paradise differs from that of the saints in heaven in its degree of security. In paradise, Adam was created holy, but with the ability to apostatize if he so chose. A will that is infinite and omnipotent, such as God’s, Shedd says, is also necessarily immutable, but having a finite will, Adam was created with the ability to change the inclination of his heart, from good to bad. God could have kept him from so changing it as it was within the power of the Holy Spirit to strengthen the inclination of Adam’s will to righteousness at the moment of the devil’s temptation, but He did not will to do so. It was given to Adam to stand or fall of his own will—and he fell. God’s choice not to secure Adam in holiness was not grounded in curiosity or out of a desire that Adam fall, but was by way of probation, that is,  if he stood firm in holiness man might be rewarded for his faithfulness with immutable inclination to holiness and the inability to sin. It was this good that humanity renounced in Adam’s apostasy. It should be noted that God did not owe Adam immediate immutability in his inclination to holiness. There was no debt here that God failed to pay. Adam was a creature. He received all that he had from God and his receiving all that he did receive did not entitle him to receive yet more. If it was God’s pleasure to create man as he did, then there is no basis for man to critique God’s will. 

In contrast to man’s first created state in paradise, the saints in heaven will be not only inclined to holiness, but immutably inclined to holiness. Remaining finite beings, this quality will not inhere in themselves, but the shepherding care of the Holy Spirit will guarantee that no sinful inclination appears in them at any time. Safeguarded by God in their wills, they will be unable to sin. This is a better state than to be holy but capable of becoming unholy. There is no loss of any good in being made incapable of sin, but there is the loss of the risk of doing great evil. It is better to be immutably and safely holy than mutably and only tenuously so. Hence, the state of the saints in heaven is more blessed than that of Adam in paradise for it is the consummation of what Adam in paradise wanted and of what he would have received as a better alternative to his paradisiacal state had he stood firm in holiness. 
b. Covenant of Works (537-538)

(1) Skip this section

c. Nature of the First Sin (538-540)

(1) How was the first sin different from all other kinds of sin?

Answer: The first sin differed from all subsequent ones in at least two ways, according to Shedd. First, it differed simply with regard to the uniqueness of the commandment that was broken. There has never been a like command outside of Eden to not eat the fruit of a tree of the knowledge of good and of evil. But more importantly, Adam’s sin differed from subsequent sin in that it was utterly willful and unmitigated by any extenuating circumstances. Adam as created was holy and good. His inclinations were holy and good. He had no rebellious sin nature that struggled to pull him down into disobedience, no “old man” lusting after the forbidden to which he could impute the impulse to violate the law of God. If Adam had had such a rebellious inclination, if would demonstrate that he had already fallen, for a holy creature of God could not exist in such a state. In this he differed from all human beings since and indeed from himself after the fall. For this reason, the forcefulness of the temptation with which he was tested was much weaker than that which assaults man today. The devil had only man’s innocent desires to play upon, whereas ever since he has been able to make use of corrupted desires, as well. Further, Adam was perfectly equipped to understand the wrongness of the act that Satan tempted him with and to resist it. He was holy and fully capable of not sinning and he had every reason to avoid sin. The choice to throw away his created inheritance for the misery of disunion with God was breathtakingly unnatural and against all odds and reason. Hence, the first sin of Adam, and of his posterity in him, was a pure act of willful self-determinate disobedience in response to an insignificant temptation.   
d. Death as the Consequence of the First Sin (540-542)

(1) What is Shedd’s strongest argument that Adam was immortal before the Fall?

Answer: Shedd makes two arguments, both strong, to the effect that Adam was created with immortality. His first, and strongest, is that God threatened him with death should he violate the commandment to abstain from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. This clearly implies that had Adam not violated the commandment he would not have died. Sin led to death, therefore, the absence of sin must have implied the absence of death. It could perhaps theoretically be objected to this argument that the threatening was that Adam would die on the day he ate of the tree, and was thus simply parallel to a death sentence today, which brings about the shortening of life, rather than a taking away of immortality, but this is untenable in light of the fact that Adam was not actually executed for his sin on the very same day as he committed it. As Shedd notes, to be stricken with a mortal disease or, in Adam’s case, to have the fount of eternal life within one quenched, is to be a dead man, regardless of the time it takes for actual death to be effected. The phraseology of Genesis may be perfectly clearly paraphrased as “you shall become mortal.” 
Shedd’s second argument is that when Adam was evicted from Eden, it was in order that he would not be able to eat from the tree of life and live forever. The implication, of course, is that the tree of life would have been able to sustain him in immortality in the garden before the fall and that this must obviously have been the original intention given that it was only taken away after Adam’s apostasy. The definition of immortality plays a part here. While the argument seems to imply that Adam might have been intended to live forever, it seems to imply that the agency of that ongoing life was external to him, inhering in the tree of life rather than in Adam himself. If immortality simply means de facto ongoing life, then this would indicate immortality, but if it means having the source of unending life within oneself, then it would not. Further, it could at least speculatively be objected to this argument that God’s plan might not have included unending access to the tree of life, but only access for a time. So while this argument of Shedd’s seems strong, it is not as strong as his first.
e. Cause of the First Sin (542-546)

(1) How does deception relate to the issue of the cause of sin?

Answer: Shedd makes two points with regard to the relationship between sin and deception. The first is that it is inadequate to attribute Eve’s sinful eating of the forbidden fruit exclusively to the fact that she was deceived by the serpent. The fact that she was not omniscient does not mean that she did not have sufficient knowledge to know that it was wrong for her to eat and that she should have refrained on the basis of her knowledge of God’s command, regardless of whether she misjudged the value of the apparent good offered by Satan. The will, notes Shedd, may resist the temptation of a false good just as much as a real one. The fact that she misjudged the value of the fruit does nothing to change the fact that the sinful act was committed voluntarily by the will. It was not the fact that she misjudged, but the fact that she acted sinfully on the basis of that misjudgment for which she was condemned. 
Shedd also argues that misjudgment itself is an evidence of sinful corruption. “Error in the head comes from error in the heart.” It is not the fact that the understanding is corrupted that leads to sin, but rather vice-versa, he argues. If love of self and desire to please one’s own fancies is substituted for love of God and the desire to serve him, then the understanding will of course fail in rightly discerning what is really true, good, and beautiful. A false measure of good is then being used, so it is only natural that an incorrect answer will be discerned. Those things that appeal to sinful appetite will be denominated the highest good, and those things that truly appertain to God will be rejected along with the Creator. So the fact that Eve was deceived by the serpent does not excuse her as the root of her own sin, but rather is further evidence against her that her will was already corrupted when she allowed herself to become deceived. 
5. Original Sin

a. Preliminary Considerations (550)

(1) Skip this section

b. Adam’s Sin as Twofold:  Internal and External (550-557)

(1) What are the internal and external parts of the first sin?  How is this distinction helpful for understanding sin?

Answer: The internal part of Adam’s and Eve’s sin was the arising of an unrighteous inclination. In order for the act of eating the fruit of the knowledge of good and evil to take place, it had already to be the case that the first couple entertained an inclination to make themselves and their own desires the end of their actions, rather than to please and obey their Creator. On the part of Eve, this inclination manifested itself in a desire for the fruit itself in its apparent capacity as a means to the impartation of wisdom as distinct from her physical attraction to the beauty and wholesomeness of the fruit, which was innocent natural appetite. In lusting after the knowledge which God had forbidden, she “worshipped and served the creature” and fell into sin. Adam, not deceived by the serpent’s lies that a good would come from eating the fruit, nevertheless also ate out of affection for his wife, thereby also placing her in priority to God, and hence, sinning. The external part of the sin of both Adam and Eve was the simple eating of the forbidden fruit. It was the external consequence of the already-accomplished internal fall, but even though it is posterior to their change in inclination it is denominated as the first sin simply because it is the completion and intrinsic conclusion of it. This distinction is valuable to the understanding of the nature of sin, which manifests itself most visibly in outward form, but in reality is always primarily an inward state of being. It is the already-sinful lusting which leads to adultery and the already-sinful hatred that leads to murder. Even if the act itself is forcibly restrained, the will to do it is guilt.

(2) How are the terms “voluntary” and “volitionary” distinguished with regard to the internal part of Adam’s first sin?

Answer: Shedd uses the term voluntary for the first, internal, part of Adam’s and Eve’s sin, and “volitionary” with regard to the second, external, part. “Voluntary” relates to the inclination of the will. It describes the actions of the heart in giving fundamental priority to either the Creator or to the creation. Adam was created with a holy inclination to goodness, but with the possibility, though not the necessity, of originating a sinful inclination ex nihilo. The principle part of Adam’s fall consisted in the beginning to exist of a sinful inclination away from God and toward his own sinful desire to place his wife in priority to his Creator. This was the voluntary part of his sin. The volitionary part consisted in Adam’s actual eating of the fruit of the knowledge of good and evil. Having established his sinful desires as the object of his worship, he went on to effect them by outwardly disobedience to the commandment of God. Likewise, Eve, having originated a sinful inclination, volitionally ate of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil as a natural consequence of that inclination.  
(3) What is “concupiscence”? How is concupiscence different from “natural” created appetites or desires?

Answer: Concupiscence is the evil desiring of something. It is different from created desire, which Shedd notes is completely innocent, arising merely from the correspondence of the human constitution to a created good. Eve’s first desiring of the fruit of the knowledge of good and evil simply on the basis of its beauty and goodness was not wrong. It was only when she added to that the desire for it on the basis of its forbidden qualities that she fell into sin. The same word used for Eve’s desiring of the fruit is used in the Decalogue to denote covetousness. It should be noted that concupiscence is not merely the intensification of a natural desire to a greater-than-normal degree. A man starving in the desert, Shedd notes, may attain to the highest degree of intensity in his desire for food or water, but this does not make the desire sinful. Rather, the sinfulness consists in the desiring of a greater degree of pleasure from a thing than that thing is created to impart. The difference is of kind, rather than degree.   
c. Imputation of Adamic Guilt (557-564)

(1) Regarding the imputation of sin, why is the concept of the indivisibility of guilt or merit important?

Answer: The indivisibility of guilt and merit is important for understanding the imputation of Adam’s whole sin to all of his posterity as well as for understanding the imputation of Christ’s righteousness to the elect. Shedd illustrates with the case of two men who both participate in the murder of a third. They are both fully guilty of murder. It is not the case that each walks away bearing only half of the guilt. The guilt is indivisible. They both committed the full sin of murder even though only one murder took place. Likewise, it is not the case that if Adam’s line should diversify itself into ten billion distinct individuals or more, each individual would only bear one ten-billionth of the guilt of Adam’s sin. Adam’s nature may be divisible, but his sin, and the guilt of his sin, is not. The whole human nature sinned in Adam. Therefore the whole human nature is fully guilty of the sin of Adam. And should that nature be subdivided, each partition will still be fully guilty. 
Nor is merit divisible. Should the merit of Christ’s obedience to the father be imputed to ten billion individual believers it will no more be the case that each of them is imputed one ten-billionth of the righteousness of Christ than that they before bore a mere fraction of the guilt of Adam. Instead, each individual to whom Christ’s righteousness is imputed receives the full and perfect righteousness and faithfulness of the Savior. Though not explicitly spelled out, Shedd’s illustration works in parallel here. Should two men work together to save the life of a third, they both are credited with the full value of the action, not a fraction of it. So the perfect nature of Christ, “divided” in the imputation of its righteousness among all of his followers, retains in every part the merit that inheres fully in the whole as a whole. 
(2) Why is the concept of “union” important for understanding and justifying the doctrine of imputation?

Answer: The imputation of both Adam’s and Christ’s deeds and their respective demerit and merit must, to be compatible with justice, rest upon the union of those to whom the demerit or merit is imputed with the one who actively earned it. In the case of the imputation of the original sin of Adam to his descendants, the union is one of race-nature. As father of the entire human race, Adam possessed in himself the entire human nature, and it was the entire human nature in him that acted in self-corruption in his rebellion. Thus, while it would not have been just for God to impute the sin of Lucifer to the unfallen angels, because they did not derive their nature from him, but rather were individually created each with their own, it is just for God to impute the sin of Adam—and both of the parts of Adam’s sin, internal voluntary and external volitional, Shedd argues—to his posterity, since they were actually in Adam per Shedd’s traducianism. Similarly, it is just for God to impute the righteousness of Christ to those who are “in Christ” because there is a union between them and Him. The union of faith does not extend to the unbeliever. Therefore, Christ’s righteousness cannot be imputed in that case. If there is no union, there is no imputation. 

There are a number of mistaken understandings of these unions that Shedd argues against. First, he says, it is incorrect to say that Adam’s children merely “inherit” the effects of Adam’s sin. God does not punish people for sins that are not their own. Rather, the human nature belonging to each human individual was present and actively sinning in Adam’s fall. Thus, all men actively sinned in Adam’s sin. God will punish individuals, then, for the sin of their own nature as it sinned in Adam. It is futile, in this connection, to cite biblical instances where a child suffered because of the sin of his father. The descendants of Ham are not punished retributively for the sin of their ancestor. They may suffer because of it in this world, but they do not incur guilt because of it. Punishment is a retributive judicial infliction, whereas suffering may come about because of another person’s sin even where there is no guilt involved. 
Another mistaken understanding addressed by Shedd is the idea that the imputation of Adam’s sin and Christ’s righteousness rests on the same type of union. The kind of union is clearly distinct, Shedd says. The union with Adam is one of race-unity via propagation and entails the whole physical and spiritual nature, encompassing the entire human species. The union with Christ, by contrast, is fully a mystical and spiritual connection that takes place with individuals, not races, and imputes the righteousness attained by a representative action, not the sinfulness incurred by individual action in natural union. No man is propagated from Christ. Thus, none may receive his righteousness in the same natural ways as we receive our unrighteousness from Adam. Further, because of its individual character, the union of Christ is only with particular parts of the human nature, and not with the whole of that nature. If Christ were united with the entire nature of humanity, the whole nature would be regenerate, which is to say that all men at all times would be saved.  
d. Original Sin as a Corruption of Nature (564-568)

(1) Why does Shedd believe the theory of mediate imputation is illogical?  

Answer: The theory of immediate imputation of original sin holds that the specific act of Adam in inclining in his heart away from God and of eating the forbidden fruit in Eden is charged against his descendants, with their corruption of nature, like his, following from that imputed act. The theory of mediate imputation, by contrast, assigns the guilt for the actual eating of the fruit and its root rebellion to Adam alone, but holds that the resulting corruption of his nature was passed on to his posterity. These are chargeable with the corrupt state of being in which they are conceived, but not with Adam’s and Eve’s action in rebellion to God’s command. Shedd holds that the mediate theory of original sin is illogical. Adam’s and Eve’s eating of the fruit, and the inclinations of their hearts away from God that were the internal aspect of that sin, are the cause of the corruption of the human nature, he says. To impute the corruption of nature that results from the act without imputing the act itself is to impute the effect without the cause. He concludes that such an understanding causes more trouble than it resolves, and potentially undermines the doctrine of original sin itself. To impute an effect without its cause seems “unreasonable” and Shedd finds it impossible to see why an effect should be imputed when the cause is not. 

(2) How does original sin affect our understanding?

Answer: Shedd discusses two ways in which original sin affects the understanding. First, it blinds the understanding. In taking away man’s awareness of God and of His character, sin makes it impossible for man to understand and perceive as good those things which relate to God. Cut off from the love of God, man has no reference point from which to understand real love. He may hear of it, as a blind man may be told about the color red, but the man born without any experience of love will understand the description of it no more than the man born blind will understand the description of various colors. Shedd cites many passages where sin is described as either blindness or as the darkness which prevents sight. He also notes that this lack of perception is clearly denoted in Scripture as voluntary: “This they willingly are ignorant of...” Fallen man desires to hide himself from understanding and perception. 
Secondly, and relatedly, Shedd says that original sin impacts the understanding by deadening the conscience. The conscience is not destroyed by man’s fallen state, but it is muted. The voluntary aspect of this comes through again as Shedd cites the passage about unbelievers cauterizing their consciences, actively making them insensible. The result is foolish polytheistic prattling that is disconnected from reasonable philosophy and the remorseful pangs of a not-quite-dead conscience. The conscience, now evil rather than good, is troubled and restless, and must be cleansed via the atoning blood of Christ in order to find peace.
e. Corruption of Nature as Guilt (568-570)

(1) What is the strongest argument Shedd offers to support the idea that corruption of nature is guilt?

Answer: A number of Shedd’s arguments to the effect that the existence of a corrupt nature is itself sin are satisfactory, but perhaps the strongest proof of this is his third argument. We already know that our corrupted nature is sin, Shedd says, and the way that we know this is that we already treat it as such. The believer hates what is left of his corrupted nature as sin and longs for moral deliverance from it. In arguing this, Shedd touches on the fundamental self-knowledge of every believer and the revulsion that he feels at the wickedness that still lives on in his flesh, even though the spirit is redeemed. As an inspired example of this self-knowledge, Shedd cites the Romans 7 where Paul memorably struggles with the fact that he wills to do good and to please God, but that what he wills to do, he does not actually practice. The conclusion of the passage is a cry for deliverance from “this body of death,” an invocation by Paul of divine grace to do away with the sinfulness of his remaining fleshly human nature. Ultimately, then, natural corruption is sinful and the rational soul recognizes it as sinful.

(2) What is the weakest argument Shedd offers to support the idea that corruption of nature is guilt?

Answer: Shedd gives a number of answers that could be considered fairly weak in supporting the idea that corruption of nature is itself a guilt-incurring sin. Perhaps the weakest is his seventh, in which he notes that if it is not the case that it is sinful to have a sinful nature, then having a sinful nature is some excuse for behaving in a sinful manner. A person should then receive greater understanding and stand less liable for his evil deeds if he may point to his corrupted nature and lay the blame for his actions on its promptings with which he struggles sometimes unsuccessfully to ignore. While this may be true, it does not seem to be relevant to the question of whether this is actually the case or not. Shedd never develops the argument by explaining why the conclusion that people stand less blameworthy for sins prompted by a sinful nature cannot follow. Rather, it would seem that one must first show that a person’s evil inclinations are in fact sinful and then one will be able to conclude that a person is not excused for his sinful conduct by the possession of a corrupt nature.
f. Original Sin as Voluntary Inclination (570-577)

(1) Summary of Shedd
Answer: The fact that original sin has its origin in a voluntary motion of the will has been taught by the church throughout its history. Edwards has sometimes been understood as denying this in his argument that that which is sin is sin as such regardless of its origin, but in context he was rebutting the Arminian argument that a volition must precede a sinful inclination of the will in order for that inclination to be sinful. Rather, Edwards rightly held there could be no action of the will preceding the will’s first action. Both inclination and volition are actions of the will and inclination is its first, from which volitions proceed.  Therefore there can be no volitional movement of the will before the will inclines. Yet even though there was no volitional movement, the inclination of the will is still an action of the will itself and it is not an action that the will is forced to take.  As such it is still a voluntary motion for which the will is morally responsible. While men are not the authors of their acts of will (inclination) by virtue of another separate act of will (volition), they are still the authors of their acts of will (inclination) in that they are the ones doing the willing. It is further clear that Edwards held inclinations to be voluntary, since he acknowledged them to be subject to command and prohibition, as that one is to love God and not to lust. In order to be subject to commands, such acts of inclination in the will must be within the voluntary control of the one willing. Edwards has been accused of fatalism due to his insistence that acts of the will (volitions) are necessarily agreeable to the state of the will (inclination), but that the charge is groundless is clear when taking into consideration the fact that he also held the inclination to be a voluntary act. 

The mistake sometimes ascribed to Edwards does seem to appear in other writers, however, who hold that even should a will be created evil, it would still be evil, since the origin of its state is not relevant to what that state is. This is very dangerous ground. It places unrighteousness in the human will in the same created relation to God as it does righteousness, which is utterly repugnant to all moral sense and reverence for the divine holiness. Sin may be inherent in fallen human nature, but it absolutely cannot be created in it, for the testimony of Scripture is clear that God abominates evil and may not do or create it. Inclinations of the will that are righteous may be and are created by God, but inclinations of the will that are unrighteous are only originated via the sinful self-determination of men. In this sense, the origin of the sin is very important, as even the name “original sin” indicates. 

It is important to note that original sin is distinct from indwelling sin, which is the remnant original sinfulness left in the believer after he has been regenerated. As such, it works in the same way as original sin, but its working is only the last thrashing of the dying beast. It is being daily conquered and exterminated by the ongoing work of grace. Like a healing wound, which remains a bleeding and painful wound even as it heals and disappears, indwelling sin is disappearing from the believer’s life, yet doing what harm it may in going. Thus indwelling sin differs from original sin in that it is less pervasive, it is violently diminishing over time, and, importantly, it does not bring the death to the believer that original sin brings to the unbeliever.
g. Original Sin and Moral Inability (577-592)

(1) What is meant by the term “moral inability”?  

Answer: Moral inability consists in the enslavement of the will to its own ruling inclination and inability to have a volition contrary to it or to voluntarily change its inclination. The “Westminster statement” describes the effect of original sin as bringing about a state of affairs in man such that he is indisposed to good and his will is made opposite to it while being inclined to evil. As such, man cannot do good, for he cannot act against his inclination and his inclination cannot be to good. In a sense, it is true that man “cannot” incline himself to God only in that he “wills to not” incline himself to God. But if he actively and immutably wills to not incline himself to God, then to say that he will not is the same as to say that he cannot. He has no power to do otherwise than oppose himself to God as per the dictates of his sin-inclined will. While he may still have a will that has the capacity to incline to God, that will does not retain the ability to so incline. Fallen man is self-cursed with a moral inability to return his heart from its acquired inclination to sinfulness back to its created inclination to holiness.
(2) How does Shedd distinguish the concepts of “ability” and “capability”?

Answer: Fundamental to Shedd’s understanding of the difference between ability and capability is his understanding of the manner of the will’s existence. The will does not exist in an inert form. The physical body may be at rest and then address itself volitionally to a given exercise, but the will does not exist so. By its nature it “wills” something. If it did not, it would not be the will. In other words, there is always some governing inclination to which the will is subject and in which it is constantly active. As such, the will at any time possesses only the ability to will in accord with its ruling inclination and, in fact, it does so continually. If the will is able to love, that means that its inclination is to love, which implies that the will is already loving. By contrast, if the will is able to hate, this means that it is inclined to hate, and thus, already hating. Inclination is the primary and ruling action of the will. It is not possible for the will to act contrary to its ruling disposition. Thus, for it to have the “ability” to do something in its volitions, it must be already doing it in its inclination. Capacity, however, is much more limited. It simply means that it is theoretically possible for a will to be inclined in a given way. Ability, by contrast, implies that the will has the energy to incline itself in that way, which is only true of the inclination that it does, in fact, possess at any given time. By way of illustration, Shedd notes that a man may be said to have the capacity to have every human disease simply by virtue of being a man, but he does not acquire the ability to have any given disease unless the germ of it be present in him.
(3) How do the concepts of “moral necessity” and “habitus” relate to the issue of moral inability?

Answer: Moral necessity is nothing more than the alternate side of moral inability. Again, in Shedd’s anthropology, the will’s first and governing motion is that of its central inclination. From that inclination and in service to it flows a multitude of individual volitions. Moral necessity refers to the fact that the volitions are necessarily subservient to the inclination. They take their being as means to its end. The will cannot act in opposition to its own action. Thus it must necessarily act in concord with its own governing action. It is thus morally necessary for the volitions to be in harmony with the will’s inclination. They are morally unable to do otherwise. There is no external constraint on them that makes them so, but by definition, in willing to seek X, the will has determined itself to seek X. Again, the “cannot” is in actual fact a “will not,” but by definition in this sense, the willing not makes it impossible to will to. The “habitus,” much more simply, is nothing more than an engrained self-determination to a behavior. As the will chooses a sort of action freely and repeatedly, it chains itself to that behavior. Having made it customary, it falls into that pattern more or less without consciously willing to, through having willed to do so freely in the past. As based in voluntary action, however, it should be clear that man retains full responsibility for any “habitus” that he allows to become engrained.  
(4) Regarding the grounds of moral inability, which of the grounds is the most convincing?  
Answer: Probably Shedd’s most convincing reasoning with regard to the grounds of moral inability is his second argument based in the derivation of holiness from God. Holiness in man is created in him by God. It is a part of the good nature that he was endowed with in Eden. Adam’s fall consisted in renouncing this and originating from himself a distinct inclination of his will to evil. The reason that this change in inclination was possible was very simply because evil does not come from God, but only from self-determinative origination within the creature. Obviously such an act was within the power of Adam as creature. As concreated by God, however, and as intrinsically related to him, an inclination to holiness is not something that can be manufactured by the creature apart from the work of the Creator. Its creation is God’s work. Not being God, Adam was therefore not able to originate it. His descendants, suffering the same deficit, are likewise unable. 
h. Moral Inability and Moral Obligation (592-602)

(1) What is the strongest argument Shedd offers to demonstrate that moral inability and moral obligation are coherent and compatible ideas?

Answer: Probably Shedd’s strongest argument in favor of the compatibility of moral inability and moral obligation is his argument based on man’s creation with the ability to do good and subsequent renunciation of that ability. People are not blamed for a harm to themselves that they cannot avoid, he notes. A person crippled by a disease will not be ridiculed for it by right thinking people unless, that is, the person had the ability to maintain his health and knowingly squandered it. A drunkard is worthy of moral disapprobation for his inability to do right because his own free choices are the cause of his inability. So man was created with the ability to do right and keep the moral law of God, but irrationally and freely chose to become evil. It was Adam’s own choice that corrupted his nature and it is the corruption of his nature that led to his moral inability to do what is right. Combine this with Shedd’s understanding of the relationship between Adam and his posterity and the case seems quite good. Individual humans are inheritors of the corrupted human nature that Adam possessed. The very same human nature that they possess is the one that renounced its inherent ability to do right, resulting in the moral inability of the human race. Thus, while this individual person did not as himself renounce the ability to do good, he is only an extension of a human race that did as a whole incur its position as the result of its own willful actions. Thus, even though the individual as himself is unable and has always been unable to do right, his human nature in him is condemned for its own self-determined inclination to wrong in rejection of its created orientation to right. 
(2) What is the weakest argument Shedd offers to demonstrate that moral inability and moral obligation are coherent and compatible ideas?

Skip this section.

B. Part 5:  Christology (The Doctrine of Christ)

1. Christ’s Theanthropic Person

a. Preliminary Considerations (613-615)

(1) Skip this section

b. Christ’s Divine Nature and the Second Trinitarian Person (615-616)

(1) Did the entire Trinity become incarnate in Christ?  

Answer: The entire Trinity did not incarnate itself in Christ. The Trinity as a whole consists of one divine essence in three distinct modes of subsistence, but not all three of those modes were represented in the incarnation. Instead, only the second mode linked itself to the human nature. Thus, it is not proper to say that the Father and the Holy Spirit as Persons of the Trinity were incarnate in the human nature in Christ.  The essence is what expresses itself in the personal modes of the Trinity and therefore its union to the human nature would imply the union of all three, which is not the case. This means that, whereas hypostatic traits of the Son are connected to his human nature, those of the Father and Holy Spirit do not. There are aspects of God that do not pertain to the Second person of the Trinity in his incarnation. 
(2) What is the best reason Shedd gives for the incarnation of the Second Person of the Trinity, rather than the First or Third Person?  

Answer: The reasons Shedd proffers are somewhat convincing. He states that the chosen method of the incarnation of the Son, rather than of the Father or Holy Spirit, preserves the names of each member of the Trinity unaltered. If the Father or the Holy Spirit had been incarnated, that Person would have had to take on the title “Son.” This does not seem to follow, and even if it did, it would be a mere semantic complication. Second, it was best for men to become sons of God through the mediation of the Son of God. The precise reason for this remains unexplained, and no reason immediately presents itself beyond a certain soothing verbal parallelism that cannot ground any argument of significance. Third, he says, in terms of superiority of being, man is positioned between animals and angels, higher than the first and lower than the second. Therefore, it was good that man should be saved by the second person of the Trinity, the one who was between the Father on the one hand and the Holy Spirit on the other. This is an exceedingly puzzling argument, seemingly applying a superiority of being of some persons of the Trinity to others on the basis of their numerical ordering. This obviously is not the case, but the argument appears, then, to be problematic. Finally, Shedd notes the Word created the nature of man, which then fell, and it was best that the fallen nature be restored by the same creative Word which brought it into being. This argument at least has some substance beyond word play, but it too fails to convince. The Son is the creator of human nature, yes, but so is the Father, and so is the Holy Spirit. All three members of the Trinity were involved in the creation of man and of the universe generally. It is hard to see why the particular role played by a Trinitarian person should affect the appropriateness of his selection for incarnation. 

Shedd’s closing comment, however, seems to hit the mark. He notes, almost in passing, that the fitness of a father sending a son to fulfill a commission is greater than that of a son sending a father. This does seem to be the case. It inheres in the nature of fatherhood to direct and to exercise authority. It inheres in the nature of sonship to obey the directives of the father. Thus, it appears to be more natural to God that the Father should send his Son to obediently surrender his will and fulfill the errand with which he was entrusted and also for the Father to actively execute his just wrath upon the Son. For the Son to send the Father would seem to reverse the nature of their roles. Nor would it seem correct that either should send or be sent by the Holy Spirit of God. Shedd’s appeal to the nature of the persons of the Trinity, therefore, seems to have the most explanatory power in explicating the selection of the Son for incarnation. 
c. Incarnation vs. Transmutation (616-617)

(1) What is the essential difference between the concept of “incarnation” and the concept of “transmutation”? 

Answer: Incarnation and transmutation-transubstantiation are two completely different ideas. One is a matter of addition, while the other is a modification. In the incarnation, the divine essence as subsisting in its second mode acquired a second mode of consciousness. The Son was the Son from eternity and He continued to be the eternal Son after the incarnation. Nothing in his nature changed. Only an additional mode of consciousness was added to what He had before. While the Son could have propositionally known what it was like for a human to eat, He could now consciously experience it. 
In transmutation, by distinct contrast, the essence itself is changed. Applied to the incarnation, this would have involved the second Person of the Trinity changing into a human being by modifying the divine substance or essence. The resulting creature might be a man, but by definition it would not be God. It would be something that had once been God, but had changed, by nature, into something else and was no longer God. This is clearly not what the doctrine of the incarnation entails. The words of John that the Logos “became” flesh are to be understood, within orthodoxy, to mean that the Word took on an additional human “fleshly” nature, which included a human body and soul, not that He was transmutated into one.  
(2) Why is it important to make this distinction?

Answer: The distinction defines the identity of Christ. If transmutation is accepted, the one worshiped is not God and hence, not the God-man. Only if incarnation is properly understood is it possible to worship God the Son as God the eternal Son and also recognize his existence as a human being. Further, Shedd more explicitly notes, the orthodox understanding allows for Christ to possess two natures, with the properties of each remaining proper to it. Christ’s divine nature is not finite, as his human nature is. Nor is his human body omnipresent, as his divine nature is. Lacking a correct understanding of the incarnation, Christ could not have two natures with distinct properties.
d. Christ as a Single Person in Two Natures (617)

(1) What is a “Theanthropic Person’?

Answer: A theanthropic person is exactly what a literal translation implies. It is a God-man person, a person neither solely God, nor solely man, but equally both. The theanthropic person consists fundamentally of the union of the divine nature with the human nature in Christ, rather than in the individual existence of its parts. Thus, while the second Person of the Trinity existed from all eternity and the human nature that Christ would assume existed—though as yet unsanctified in Mary prior to the incarnation, it was not until their union took place in Christ’s conception that the theanthropic Person as such came to exist. This can be seen in parallel in the fact that a human being is neither a spirit, individually, nor a material body, individually, but rather a union of the two and does not come into being until that union takes place at conception. 
(2) How many natures does a Theanthropic Person have?

Answer: The theanthropic person of Christ possesses two or three different natures, depending on how one counts. In the first place, there is the divine nature, which is not lost or changed in the incarnation. But in addition to the divine nature there is now a human nature, as well. And yet, Shedd notes, the human nature itself can be broken down into two distinct natures (i.e., substances). There is the spiritual nature (i.e., the substance of the soul-spirit), which is immortal and which grounds the intellect, will, and emotions, and there is the material-physical nature (i.e., the physical body), with its spatial extension and distinct physical properties. Both of these substances are vital to full humanity, so the whole must be united to the divine nature in the theanthropic Person. Thus, a theanthropic Person possesses three distinct natures (i.e., substances): 1) divine, 2) finite spiritual soul, and 3) finite physical body. 
e. Divine Nature as the Root of Christ’s Person (617-623)

(1) What is Shedd’s best argument to support the notion that the divine nature is the root of Christ’s person?

Answer: The unchanging nature of God is the ground for Shedd’s best argument favoring the rooting of Christ’s personhood in the divine nature rather than the human. Shedd argues the impossibility of the contrary. The personality of Christ must be grounded in either his human or his divine nature. He has only one personality, so he cannot have one rooted in both. If it were the case that his personhood were grounded in his human nature, then his personhood by definition could not come into existence until that human nature came into existence, and the human nature did not come into existence until circa 4 BC. This would then imply that the second Person of the Trinity did not actually become a Person until that time, which is an unacceptable conclusion. Since the divine nature cannot change, one of its modes of subsistence cannot switch from personal in nature to impersonal in nature. Therefore the assumption that led to this conclusion, the grounding of Christ’s personality in his human nature, must be rejected. This leaves his divine personhood grounded in the divine nature. The Son was a personal Being from eternity past. In the incarnation He takes on an additional non-personal (i.e., anhypostatic) nature and gives personhood to it in its union with Himself. The nature of God has not changed. It has merely taken on a further mode of consciousness. 
(2) How does the illustration of a biblical prophet assist in explaining the ignorance of Christ?

Answer: The analogy of the dependence of a prophet upon the Holy Spirit for knowledge to explain the knowledge and ignorance of Christ is incomplete since the prophet and the Holy Spirit are two separate personal beings. Yet it captures one aspect of the relation of Christ’s dual natures. The inspired prophet received from God only such knowledge as God chose to bestow. His access to the mind of God did not result in practical omniscience. If God wished the prophet to possess an item of information, He gave it to him. If God did not wish for the prophet to possess it, He did not bestow it and the prophet remained ignorant. Similarly, the human nature of Christ was “fed” information exactly in accordance with the pleasure of his divine nature and will. If the divine nature wished for Jesus Christ as man to have certain knowledge, access to that part of the divine nature’s omniscience was granted. If the divine nature wished Jesus to be ignorant about something, access to that knowledge was not bestowed. And the actual bestowal of knowledge was accomplished gradually and even to a degree naturally as Christ “grew in knowledge and in wisdom.” This is one of the distinguishing marks of the true Gospels in contrast with the spurious ones, Shedd says, in that the spurious gospels attribute to Christ degrees of attainment inappropriate to his human maturity, whereas the true Gospels do not.
(3) How does the illustration of “forgetfulness of the ordinary man” help explain the ignorance of Christ?

Answer: Christ’s simultaneous omniscience and ignorance may be pictured roughly in what may be termed the ignorance of the ordinary man of those things which he knows—the concept Shedd terms his “forgetfulness.” A man may know something without consciously thinking it at every instant of his existence. At those times when the fact is not a part of his immediate consciousness he still knows it, even though he is not actually aware of it. The fact that a mathematics professor knows that twice forty is eighty does not mean that he must be consciously aware of the relation twenty-four hours a day. A man may even know things that he has momentarily forgotten. The knowledge is there in his subconscious as demonstrated by the fact that he may subsequently recall it. But in the moment his mind may draw a blank.  Likewise, Christ’s omniscience in His divine nature may be pictured as a sort of infinite subconscious that knows all things, but which his human nature only has access to a portion of at any given time. Thus he may still know all things, even though He is not humanly aware of them all at any particular point.
f. Beginning and Continuation of Christ’s Theanthropic Personality (623-624)

(1) Skip this section

g. Incarnation and Divine Immutability (624-626)

(1) How does Shedd explain the immutability of the Trinity in light of the fact that the Second Person of the Trinity became incarnate?

Answer: According to Shedd, the incarnation does not change the relations of the Trinitarian Persons, because the Word, the Logos, did not unite Himself with another distinct individual person. Had that been the case, the incarnation would have resulted in the addition of a fourth Person into the Godhead and the expanded Trinity into a “Quadrinity” that would then have included a human person as well as three divine ones. Instead, the second Person remains the second Person, because He was united with a nonpersonalized human nature. This gives Him an additional mode of consciousness, but it does not fundamentally change who He is. The Son was thus modified in His relation to the created world, but not in his relation to the other Members of the Trinity. He did not essentially change, but merely took upon himself a human nature in addition to his eternal divine one. It is clear from Scripture, however, that this addition does not affect the internal relations of the Godhead. At the same moment that Christ was living a finite existence in a human body on earth, He was also alive in eternity, governing the universe and sustaining it by His power. He is infinite in His eternal nature, but finite with regard to His assumed human one. He is fully man with respect to his human nature and is able to relate to humanity as such, but at the very same time is fully God with respect to His other nature and He continues immutably as such.
h. Incarnation as the Assumption of a Nature, Not a Person (626-633)

(1) What is the essential difference between a human nature and a human person?

Answer: Human nature is the substance in which the subsistence of a human person is grounded. It exists with given properties, such as the ability to think and to will, but is not conscious of its own existence and hence is not a person. When fragmented into an individual it becomes personalized, but prior to that it is impersonal. Shedd holds that a complete nature (i.e., the entire genus) can never be personal.  As such the Trinitarian composition of the three modes of subsistence of the Godhead has the effect of rendering God personal the divine nature, whereas a Monad would not be so.  Likewise, human nature existing in Adam was not personalized until it had been fragmented and individuated through generation. In any case, the human nature is the material out of which individual human persons are formed. Shedd uses the analogy of a potter forming vases out of clay. The clay is the material. It has all of the same material properties that it will have when it is formed into a vase, but has not yet been individualized. When a fragment of that indistinguished lump is separated and formed into a vase, however, while its nature remains the same, it is now individualized. So it is with human nature. It exists as the lump from which human persons are formed, containing in itself the properties that are common to humanity, but it is not individualized until it is separated by generation and personalized. The human person, then, to be explicit, is the individualization of a fragment of human nature with self-conscious awareness. 

Shedd notes that orthodox Christianity is clear that Christ united himself with a human nature, not with a human person. If the latter had been the case then he would have been two persons rather than one. This was the Nestorian heresy and the church was careful to indicate in its creeds that a full human person was not involved. Rather, the second Person of the Trinity assumed and gave His own self-consciousness to an otherwise impersonal (anhypostatic) human body and soul, thus making the human nature personal by virtue of the union (enhypostatic). Shedd quotes a number of historic theologians to make the point that while Christ took on human substance or seed or nature, He is not said to have taken on human subsistence or personhood. Shedd also guards against the universalist misunderstanding that would unite Christ with the whole of the human nature and involve the salvation of all humanity—even the unbelieving. Not so, he says. This would imply that each and every person was united with the Son, and thus, that every person was theanthropos, just as Jesus of Nazareth was. Instead, Christ united himself with one small fragment of the human nature, miraculously sanctified, derived from the human substance of the Virgin Mary. He was not in union with all men, but united with a fragment of human nature to become one human being, that is, God became incarnate.  
i. Sanctification of Christ’s Human Nature (633-640)

(1) According to Shedd, how does the “mode of conception” relate to the sanctification of Christ’s human nature?

Answer: The miraculous mode of Christ’s conception is intrinsic to the sanctification of his human nature at the instant it came into existence. In ordinary generation Adam’s corrupted nature is passed on unchanged to the one generated. It is unclear, but it appears that Shedd may link this result with the sensual union of the sexes. Thus, in the case of Christ, it was necessary, according to Shedd, for conception to take place in a manner out of the ordinary. The Holy Spirit miraculously brought Christ’s human nature into distinct being, gave it life, and cleansed it of original sin all at the same moment. The physical and spiritual material of which Christ’s human body and soul are composed were taken from the Virgin Mary, so that she is truly said to be his mother. The fact that it was a miraculous conception of a human child does not mean that it was not actually the conception of a human child. Christ retains Mary’s flesh and blood and a soul derived from hers, but in a purified state. 

It is not the case that the virgin birth alone resulted in the immaculate nature of Christ. Some have held that the necessity of a virgin birth proves that the sin nature is passed down only through the father.  The human nature of Mary, however, was as sinful as that of any other person. It was not the birth from a woman without the involvement of a man that made Christ sinless. It was, rather, the conception by the miraculous, creative, and purifying power of the Holy Spirit, rather than the ordinary powers of human generation, which necessarily involve a man. The key is the miraculous involvement of the Holy Spirit, not the miraculous lack of involvement of the male human. Shedd does not delve into whether the Holy Spirit could have miraculously produced a sinless human through the processes of ordinary generation, but he seems to imply that the answer is in the negative. The mechanics of the issue are admittedly obscure, but he quotes Howe to the effect that God’s decision to depart from the ordinary course of the world seems to imply that the departure was necessary to bring about God’s purpose. There must be a reason for God’s decision to make use of a virgin birth for his Christ and it is at least reasonable, he says, to assume that that reason has some connection to the need to achieve the Christ’s most distinctive characteristic—moral perfection.   
j. Self-Consciousness of the God-man (640-641)

(1) Skip this section

2. Christ’s Divinity

a. Skip this section - See ECD Course Syllabus and Summer Lectures
3. Christ’s Humanity

a. Skip this section - See ECD Course Syllabus and Summer Lectures
4. Christ’s Unipersonality

a. Biblical Evidence for Christ’s Unipersonality (649-650)

(1) Skip this section  - See ECD Course Syllabus and Summer Lectures
b. Predication of Divine and Human Qualities to the God-man (650-651)

(1) Skip this section - See ECD Course Syllabus and Summer Lectures
c. Christ’s Twofold Consciousness (651-653)

(1) How does Shedd explain Christ’s twofold consciousness?

Answer: Christ at times expresses himself in a sense that makes clear He is speaking out of a divine consciousness such as when He declares His oneness with the Father. His human nature, however, is not united with the Father, but with the Son. Only his Trinitarian divine nature is united with God the Father. At other times He expresses himself in a way that clearly evidences the consciousness of a human such as when He says, “I thirst,” upon the cross. God does not become thirsty. Therefore, this can only be the consciousness of Christ’s human nature. And yet, throughout, Shedd notes, it is the same “I” that is identified. There is only one person involved, even though, clearly, there is more than one mode of consciousness. Shedd also notes, however, that not all of the states that may be inferred of Christ by reference to his earthly life now obtain. Christ’s earthly body has been replaced with a glorified one. For that reason, although He retains his human consciousness, he is no longer susceptible to some of its fallen weaknesses, such as hunger, thirst, and pain. 

Shedd explains the dual consciousness of Christ very simply by analogical reference to the dual consciousness of a man. A man may be hungry. This is a state connected with his material nature, that is, the physical substance. Souls, per se, do not hunger. A man may also glory in the works of God. This is a type of consciousness related to his spiritual nature. Animals do not adore the Triune Majesty. Each of these states of consciousness, hunger and adoration, may belong to the same man and each may occur at the same time. There is, however, only one Person despite the fact that there are multiple states of consciousness. Actually, the Scriptures Shedd quotes contain references to both of these sorts of human consciousness in Christ Himself. When He says that He is thirsty, He is displaying a material or physical form of consciousness that is human and when He cries out “My God, why have you forsaken me?” He is displaying a spiritual human form of consciousness. Every human being possesses two forms of consciousness, the only difference, in this respect, with Christ, is that He possesses a third, which is divine.
d. Lutheran Doctrine of “Communication of Properties” (653-656)

(1) Skip - See ECD Course Syllabus and Summer Lectures
e. Hypostatic Union and the Two Wills in Christ (656-657)

(1) Explain how Monothelitism is a modified form of Eutychianism.

Answer: Eutychianism, according to the course syllabus, is a Christological heresy that holds that Christ was neither divine, nor human, nor both, but rather was a third type of essence (i.e., a tertium quid), with a distinct nature formed by blending the two natures into one nature. Thus, Eutychianism is another name for Monophysitism or “one-nature-ism.” It thus views Christ as a person who has a single theanthropic nature, but does not hold to the orthodox understanding that Christ is a theanthropic Person, who has two distinct natures, divine and human. 
Monothelitism is a Christological heresy that holds that Christ did not have two wills, a divine will pertaining to his divine nature and a human will pertaining to his human nature, but rather had only one theanthropic will. And yet, the divine nature of the Trinitarian Son must have the divine will in order to be fully God.  To be fully man, Jesus of Nazareth must have had his own human will because the will is an essential faculty of the human soul-spirit. For the two to blend is to leave neither nature intact. If both natures are modified, then by definition they are both essentially changed and the divine nature is no longer divine, nor is the human nature human. Instead, some third sort of creature with a distinct essence has been formed. This is the definition of Eutychianism.
(2) How can Christ have two wills and yet possess a single self-consciousness?

Answer: Shedd makes two arguments to the effect that a duality of wills is compatible with singular self-consciousness. First, in the case of Christ, both of the wills belong to one Person.  As such the wills work together in every action. If the human will acts, Shedd says, the divine will submits to that action, a seemingly incredible aspect of the humiliation endured by the Second Person of the Trinity in taking on the form of a servant. At the same time, the human will is exalted in that it is privileged with cooperation as well as submission in any action of the divine will. Furthermore, unlike the case with fallen man, there was perfect harmony between the divine and human wills in Christ rather than an antagonism—as there is between fallen man and God. He was without sin and thus his human will was naturally inclined to obey the divine. 
Shedd’s second argument for the compatibility of two wills with one self-consciousness is to appeal to the experience of the ordinary believer. Part of the work of God in us is “both to will and to do his good pleasure.” God’s will is therefore active in us, Shedd says, but the believer only experiences one self-consciousness. And in this case there is not even the simplifying factor of only one person being involved. Therefore, he concludes, there is nothing impossible about Christ’s possession of both a human will and a divine will.
5. Christ’s Impeccability

a. Introductory Paragraphs (659)

(1) Skip

b. Christ’s Impeccability Proven from Scripture (659-660)

(1) Skip – See the ECD Syllabus & Summer Lectures
c. Christ’s Impeccability Proven from the Constitution of His Person (660-662)

(1) Why is it improper to speak of Christ as being both “peccable and impeccable”?

Answer:  Due to the duality of His natures Christ is capable of being both infinite and finite, omniscient and ignorant, depending on whether the divine or human nature is the subject. Further, it is clear that human nature is capable of sin, while divine nature is not even capable of temptation. It might seem, then, as if it were plausible that He also was peccable, or capable of sinning, in his human nature, but impeccable in his divine one. This is not the case, however, as Shedd points out. Christ’s human nature is as liable to temptation and sin as any other human nature, but it does not follow that the person Jesus Christ is capable of sinning. This is because the divine nature is not able to leave the human nature at the mercy of temptation in the same way that it can abandon it to suffering or even death. In the latter case, there is nothing inconsistent with the character of God, but in the former case there is. Jesus’ human nature is still the human nature of God the Son. Though the nature is human, the Person is still divine. Persons, not natures, act. And guilt attaches not to natures, but to persons. If the human nature of God the Son sins, then God the Son sins. This cannot be. Hence, the divine nature of God the Son is bound by his own immutable moral character to unerringly support his human nature and keep it from sinning. The result is a theanthropic Person with a human nature that, on its own, is capable of sin, but which is never on its own. Therefore, despite the natural fallibility of human nature, the support, guidance, and protection of His divine nature ensured the complex person of Jesus Christ was never in any danger of sinning.
d. Impeccability Consistent with Temptability (662-665)

(1) How can Christ simultaneously be both impeccable and temptable?

Answer: Impeccability and temptability, Shedd notes, are in no way incompatible. They answer two different questions. Temptability depends merely on the susceptibility of the nature to temptation. Christ had a human nature. Human nature is susceptible to temptation. Therefore, Christ was susceptible to temptation. Impeccability, however, has nothing to do with whether the nature is temptable, but with whether the will is strong enough to conquer any temptations that are brought to bear on the person through the nature. A man may have a will too strong to be conquered by temptation, and yet be tempted. This is what it means to overcome temptation. If there was no temptation there could be no victory over temptation. By way of illustration, Shedd notes that it would be ridiculous to argue that because an army could not be conquered, therefore it was impossible to attack it. Certainly it is possible to attack, but the attack will certainly fail. Likewise, an attack of temptation upon one whose will is strong enough to defeat it will fail.
Shedd goes on to argue that Christ’s absolute will to good, far from reducing the force of his struggle, actually heightened it. The strongest fortifications are subjected to the most vicious assault. The fact that a will is absolutely self-determined to good implies nothing about the force of attacks upon it except that should an attack actually take place, it is likely to be a brutal one. Christ’s unwillingness to sin means that it is possible for Him to endure the highest degree of mental struggle with temptation and not be overcome. Also, Shedd notes, the innocence of the temptations to which Christ was subjected and the fact that they had no grounding in a prior sin nature should not be considered a factor to reduce His suffering under the temptations. An innocent temptation may well be much harsher than a sinful one. It takes little tempting to overcome the will to good, if any, of the wasted drunkard. Where the temptation is sinful, if the person be sinful also, a temptation may be yielded to easily. Yet the innocent thirst of a man stranded in the desert may be far stronger than the drunkard’s sinful thirst. Christ’s hunger after forty days of fasting heightened the force of his temptation by Satan to turn stones into bread to an unimaginable degree. And, of course, since capitulating to temptation means an end of struggle with it, the continued resistance of Christ to temptation effected the opposite result, prolonging the struggle and making it more bitter. Thus, Shedd concludes, despite his impeccability, the temptations of Christ were not lesser, but greater, than those of other men.
e. Sinful vs. Innocent Temptations (665-668)

(1) Explain the difference between a sinful temptation and an innocent temptation.

Answer: The difference between a sinful temptation and an innocent one is merely the source of the temptation’s hold on a person. The issue is whether the appeal to do an evil deed comes from a sinful heart’s inclination to evil or whether it originates from a natural desire to do something good? If the former, the temptation is itself a sin. This is why James says that temptation results from being drawn away from good by evil desires. If the latter, however, the temptation itself is not a sin, so that the brother of the Lord can also instruct believers to joy in enduring tempting trials. By way of example, Shedd points to the difference in sinful and innocent temptations to eat food. The hunger of Christ after his forty days of fasting made Satan’s instruction to turn stones into bread very appealing. He was drawn to a deed that would have been sinful. But the hold of the temptation upon Him did not originate from a desire to do evil. It originated from the natural desire to do good—eat food to appease hunger. Therefore, the temptation was innocent or “without sin” as Hebrews puts it. Contrast this with the desire of a glutton for food. Hunger is not the issue here, but rather an idolatrous elevation of the sensual pleasures of eating. The temptation does not spring from a desire for a natural good, but from a desire for an unnatural evil. Thus the temptation is sinful. 

f. Reasons for Christ’s Temptations (668-670)

(1) Explain why Christ was tempted.

Answer: There are two reasons, Shedd argues, why Christ had to be tempted. The first is simply that it was a part of the humiliation and suffering that He bore in the incarnation. Temptation is suffering and to victoriously defeat temptation is to endure it to the height of the suffering that it is capable of inflicting. But secondly, and more important, Christ had to be tempted so that He could sympathize with the weaknesses of believers and be an example for them. Because Christ was tempted, He is able to be compassionate in dealing with those who are tempted. The fact that he was tempted without sin does not mean that He is only partially able to be compassionate. Affliction need not be identical to produce full sympathy and, in fact, innocent temptation allows for a harsher degree of temptation than sinful temptation, Shedd argues. Lustful temptation, being in nature selfish, blunts the natural sympathy for another, he says. Further, sympathy may be measured by the degree to which one is willing to sacrifice oneself for another’s good. The fact, therefore, is established that the sympathy of Christ surpasses that of any other man to an infinite degree. He humbled himself, bore the cross, and experienced the full wrath of God on behalf of those with whom He sympathized. No mere man could ever do so much. Nor does the divine support that made possible Christ’s sacrifice diminish His role as an example. The opposite is in fact the case. The support of His divine nature allowed Christ to endure an unfathomable degree of suffering in temptation. Support does not diminish suffering, or make it easier to bear, it merely makes it possible to endure more pain and anguish than would otherwise be the case. For that reason, believers are able to look to the one “who endured such opposition from sinful men,” knowing that He has endured more than they ever will, overcame, and that by His help they can overcome too. 
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