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Introduction



I had a difficult but powerful insight as my study of Christianity deepened as I realised that, when reading the Bible, I was finding, even imposing, the theology that I had been taught onto the text. This was not deliberate; the church culture bubble that I grew up in had a very strong influence that was difficult to put to one side in order to allow passages to speak to me and challenge me in fresh ways. The Bible had become, for me, a static text that I would go to with questions in order to find answers, generally ones that gave me comfort. It was no longer the living, breathing word of God. Now, when I read the Bible, I am surprised if it does not subvert ideas that I have of God, humankind and salvation history and convict me to change how I think and how I live my life. It is alive for me once more.


These volumes on sin, grace and free will have taken me on a similar journey through the history of Christian thought. As an undergraduate, one tends to read about the key Christian thinkers of the past, with perhaps excerpts of their writings to illustrate how they approached different concepts. When working at a postgraduate level, one must look far more closely at the sources themselves, although even then secondary sources can play a strong role in research.


The joy of preparing these books has been to seek to throw off the secondary sources, to read the key historical figures’ own works, often in their own language (I’m afraid my Greek was not up to working with the early Fathers in the original), and to seek to present these thoughts to the reader. I have tried to keep my voice to a minimum, although it is inevitably present in the choice, organisation and presentation of the material. Throughout, my intention has been to encourage you, the reader, when interested by a thought in these volumes, to go back to the source and decide for yourself what the writer meant.


The results of my research have often been surprising to me. I had not worked heavily on the Reformation period before this book, being more a specialist in the medieval period, and expected a largely popish focus to these writings. That was certainly present, but it was not the sole object of the reformers’ writings, which took on Scholastics and fanatics and even each other, often using language that was greatly Catholic in its thought and expression as they sought to reform the faith, rather than restart the faith. It has been pleasing with each thinker presented in the first two volumes to see how greatly each honours Scripture as the prime source of the faith, and how they work with this and the tradition of thought they receive in order to help the Church to understand the faith that it holds. I don’t agree with any of them in all they write, but I am struck that these are writers pursuing God as I do within their context and understanding, and, rather than sitting in judgement when I disagree, I am forced to reflect that my own theological matrix probably has many gaps and holes of which I am not aware.


This volume follows the overall method of the previous one in seeking only to present passages that explicitly work with our key themes of sin, grace and free will, although at times there were sections that seemed to scream out for inclusion without any direct references – particularly in areas that discussed the sacraments or the nature of faith. I have stuck to looking at theological works, rather than commentaries on certain portions of Scripture or sermons on specific passages. Occasionally, particularly during the Reformation, there were writers who wrote theological sermons with no set text, rather a set theme, and some of these are included. The volume has been arranged thematically rather than chronologically or by work – except for the short chapter on the Council of Trent that is dealt with by session – in order to bring together different threads of thought on the same issue and show the complexities present in any one thinker’s approach to sin, grace or free will.


One change that has been made from Volume One is an attempt to make the language a little more accessible, and so I have sought to modernise the language with my own translations and paraphrases. With good referencing, it is hoped that the task of identifying the precise original passage will not be too hard and this book should be a little more readable. In this regard, I must give great thanks to several current scholars who have allowed me to quote extensively from their translations of the primary sources. Jasper Hopkins has done a wonderful work in translating Anselm of Canterbury into very readable English. He has even made these translations available online for any to access and he very kindly gave me permission to quote from these editions for this work. Professor Giulio Silano has recently published the first complete translation of Peter Lombard’s Sentences, a vital work in medieval theology that had a precedence in the study of theology for centuries – far more important in that context than the work of Thomas Aquinas – and I was delighted to receive his permission and that of the Pontifical Institute to use that translation in this volume. Finally, in terms of thanks, Professor Tony Lane and Graham Davies have given me permission to use their work on John Calvin’s On the Bondage and Liberation of the Will here, the only translation that I know of that work. For the rest, I have sought to work with the original texts, helped of course by available translations, to present readable quotations here for the reader.


The choice of writers to include in this volume was not easy, however, the framework was agreed with the publishers to work from the beginnings of the Scholastic movement with Anselm of Canterbury to the end of the first phase of the Reformation at the Council of Trent. The decision to end at that point controlled things a little, since it seemed to demand the inclusion of Luther, Zwingli, Calvin and Trent itself, which together would produce a sizeable amount of material. Some will have wanted other reforming voices to be included, but the balance of the volume would have been wrong in my opinion.


The balance may still not be right, and as a medievalist I am aware of how many thinkers have been left out in the decision about whom to include. There is a strong domination of early scholastic thinkers from the late eleventh and twelfth centuries. Anselm of Canterbury is a logical inclusion as the father of Scholasticism and the author of the method of ‘faith seeking understanding’. Originally, I was going to limit Anselm’s contribution to the topic of free will; however, reading through his works again, it seemed important to allow his work on sin, in particular, to feature here as the first major writer on the subject since Augustine. Bernard of Clairvaux could have featured more heavily but, in the end, I decided to focus on his most explicitly relevant work, On Grace and Free Choice, partly because of the topic and partly because Bernard is a thinker in the mystical line of medieval thought, while the other choices are more Scholastic in their method. I would have loved to include a full chapter on Peter Abelard, as yet, however, I am unaware of any translations of his great Theologiae into English (I know the Summi Boni has been translated into German) and to include Abelard would thus break my intention to direct the reader back to the original source – I do not expect you all to learn Latin on the way. Peter Lombard, as stated above, is now available thanks to Professor Silano’s work and is a vital voice in medieval theology. Thomas Aquinas had to be included, though only after a deep breath before plunging into the Summa Theologiae. I decided not to go outside this work (although there are a few quotations from the Supplement to the Summa, which were collected from Aquinas’ other writings), given that it runs to many thousands of pages in itself, and hope that you will not judge me for limiting your access to Aquinas. There were many other writers in the medieval period who could justly be included – I nearly put in a chapter on Duns Scotus and his views on free will – but there was not sufficient space to include any more and I seek the pardon of those with specific interests that are not represented here.


The inspiration for this series was a perceived gap in the presentation of the Church’s thought on sin, grace and free will, combined with a desire to allow readers to meet key historical figures directly rather than purely through the thoughts of secondary scholars. Most of the writings looked at in the first volume felt a little chaotic when looking particularly for these themes, but this was because their major motivation was establishing the foundations of the Christian faith in light of diverse thought and under great political pressure. In this second volume, the thinkers under study present works on particular subjects that makes access to and presentation of their thought generally a little easier, although Martin Luther was a struggle on this level as he was writing in reaction to so many different views – he felt much more like an Early Church thinker than a late medieval one in this regard. What continues to come across strongly as this research progresses is that there is a level of commonality across the Church on some aspects – the priority of grace, the effects of original sin, the limitations of the human will; however, the complexities present in the concepts themselves, in how different thought patterns mould writers’ approaches and, most importantly, in the various parts of the Bible that speak about these concepts, lead to a wide variety in ways of thinking that stretches our minds well beyond any automatic understanding.


We shall begin with Anselm and, for those continuing from Volume One – I can’t think many have been anxiously awaiting this next instalment in Harry Potter-like frenzy – we move out of the Dark Ages with its limited novel thinking into a new renaissance period. Erigena, featured in the Epilogue to Volume One, lived at the time of the Carolingian Renaissance under the Emperor Charlemagne, a brief revival of learning but not one that transformed Western thought. Augustine’s writings remained supreme as the theological tool to work with Scripture and faith, and in many ways this continues through the medieval and modern periods. The difference is that there is not an unswerving devotion to his thought, rather an appreciation of his wisdom while recognising that it is not the final, complete word on our understanding of God, humankind and all that exists. The twelfth-century renaissance (not a catchy title, I know) ushered in the movement known as Scholasticism in which, on the basis of the authority of Scripture and the faith determined by the Church Fathers, people sought to engage the various forms of revelation more deeply with their reason. The Father of this movement was Anselm of Canterbury.





1.



Anselm of Canterbury


As the introduction indicated, Anselm of Canterbury (c.1033-1109) ushers in a new phase in the history of Christian thought in the movement known as Scholasticism. His title would seem to give Anselm a very English identity, but this is misleading. Born in Aosta in Italy, he travelled to Bec in Normandy to study under Lanfranc (c.1005/1010-1089), who was then gaining fame for his teaching. Anselm succeeded Lanfranc both as the abbot of the monastery at Bec and then as Archbishop of Canterbury as part of the Norman development of England. His method is best exemplified in his phrase ‘faith seeking understanding’, built upon a sentence that Augustine of Hippo had highlighted from the book of Isaiah: ‘For I do not seek to understand so that I may believe; but I believe that I might understand.’1


For first-time readers of Anselm, he can appear to be a pure philosopher-theologian, given the paucity of references in many works to either Scripture or the Church Fathers, but this would be to misunderstand his context and purpose. Anselm’s writings were largely developments from discussions with his student monks and intended for reading by other schooled members of the Church. They were thus not ‘Apologetics’ in any modern sense of a rational exploration of the Christian faith that might be accepted by someone outside the Church; rather, a right faith built upon Scripture and accepting the traditional teaching of the Church was assumed, and Anselm sought with the use of reason to build on this through a rational engagement with the revelation of God in all its forms.


A classic example of this would be his ontological argument for the existence of God, in which Anselm seeks to demonstrate that the concept of a supreme being necessitates the existence of that being because otherwise the idea itself is wrong.2 Anselm’s case is internally logically consistent and is an interesting study for someone inside the Church wanting to wrestle with God’s existence. However, as Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) first conclusively showed, it carries no authority outside the faith – as if a good enough argument would force God to pop into existence. In recent years, the ontological argument has resurfaced as a tool aimed at convincing those without faith, which seems neither to honour Anselm’s intent in his writing nor the audience, given that the argument presupposes faith.


Anselm’s most famous works are the Proslogion and Cur Deus Homo (Why God Became Man). The Proslogion is the source used for his method and the ontological argument, and is an exploration of God, with little on themes relevant to this book. It exemplifies how Anselm was tied to the teaching he had received, most notably in the construction of a Trinitarian God from ‘pure’ rational principles that inevitably results in an Augustinian analogy of mind, knowledge and love; the rational exploration is controlled by the faith of the Church. The Cur Deus Homo is a crucial work for those interested in the doctrine of salvation, and thus does have material on sin and on salvific grace, but these are not as clearly developed as they appear in other works that will be presented here. This chapter will begin by looking at two works by Anselm that deal with sin, firstly, looking at the origin of sin and evil itself in the book On the Fall of the Devil and, then, looking at sin and humankind in On the Virgin Conception and Original Sin. The second part of the chapter will move to Anselm’s writing on free will, which is closely related to themes of sin and grace, in two books – On Free Will and the De Concordia – which examine human free will, the latter in relation to of the concepts of foreknowledge, predestination and grace.


On the Fall of the Devil


On the Fall of the Devil (De Casu Diaboli) takes the form of a conversation between teacher and student, a common approach for Anselm and one most famously associated with Plato. The style can help the writer to consider a subject from an opposing viewpoint, although often questions one might wish to raise are not dealt with, while others are answered briefly with the student responding along the lines of, ‘I cannot see anything wrong with that’, where the modern reader may be thinking, ‘I can’.


The book begins with standard ideas on God from the Early Church, that he is good in his essence and therefore cannot be the cause of evil. Related to this is the concept of being, and since God is the fount of all being, all that truly has existence is good and sin or evil is therefore the opposite of this, the negation of being. Enter Anselm of Canterbury with a characteristically repetitive statement:


In this [improper] mode God is said to cause many things which he does not cause. For example, he is said to lead into temptation because he does not keep from temptation, although he is able [to keep from temptation]. And [he is said] to cause what-is-not not to be because he does not cause it to be, although he is able [to cause it to be].3


Anselm then moves on to the devil and why, unlike other angels, the devil was not given persevering grace to retain his created, blessed state. The student proposes that, had God given the devil persevering grace, he could not have fallen and would not then have tempted humanity. In responding to this, Anselm distinguishes between the gift of perseverance, the ability to receive it and the will to receive it, clarifying this by an example from the student’s experience:


Teacher. God did give him the ability and the will to receive perseverance.


Student. Then, he received what God gave, and he had what he received.


T. Yes, he received it and had it.


S. Therefore, he received and had perseverance.


T. No, he did not receive it; and so, he did not have it.


S. But did you not say that God gave to him, and he received, the ability and the will to receive perseverance?


T. I said it. But I did not say that God gave him the receiving of perseverance. [I said] only [that God granted him] to be able to, and to will to, receive perseverance.


S. So if he was able [to receive perseverance] and willed [to receive it], then he did receive it.


T. This inference does not necessarily follow.


S. Unless you show me, I fail to see why not.


T. Have you ever begun something with the ability and the will to complete it, but nevertheless failed to complete it because your will was changed before the completion of the thing?


S. Often.


T. So you willed to, and were able to, persevere in what you did not persevere.


S. To be sure, I willed [to persevere]; but I did not persevere in willing, and thus I did not persevere in the action.4


From this, the teacher seeks to show that, while the devil had the ability and the will to receive perseverance, yet his part in willing to receive it was not complete. Anselm states: ‘It is not the case that he did not receive it because God did not give it; rather, God did not give it because he did not receive it.’5 He continues:


[The Devil] freely lost the will which he had. And just as he received the possession of it for as long as he had it, so he was able to receive the permanent keeping of what he deserted. But because he deserted, he did not receive. Therefore, that which he did not receive to keep because he deserted it, he did not receive not because God did not give it, but, rather, God did not give it because he did not receive it.6


The responsibility for the fall into evil is thus wholly laid at the door of the devil:


Therefore, I say that the reason [the Devil] did not will when and what he ought to have willed is not that his will had a deficiency which resulted from God’s failure to give; rather, [he did not will when and what he ought to have willed] because by willing what he ought not to have willed, he expelled his good will in consequence of a supervening evil will. Accordingly, it is not the case that he did not have, or did not receive, a good persevering will because God did not give it; rather, God did not give it because he deserted it by willing what he ought not to have willed; and by deserting it he did not keep it.7


Anselm still has the issue of the very existence of evil to deal with: how could anything created by the good source of being will something evil? Anselm does not want to place the blame in the will, and therefore brings in the concept of injustice as the essence of evil.


We ought to believe that justice is the good in virtue of which men and angels are good, or just, and in virtue of which the will is called good, or just. But we ought to believe that injustice is the evil which makes both the will and [men and angels] evil and which we call nothing other than the privation of the good; and so, we maintain that this very injustice is nothing other than a privation of justice. For when a will was first given to rational nature, it was – at the moment of giving – turned by the Giver towards what it was supposed to will; or better, it was not turned but was created upright. As long as the will stood fast in this uprightness (which we call truth or justice) in which it was created, it was just. But when it turned itself away from what it was supposed [to will] and turned towards that which it ought not to have [willed], it did not stand fast in the ‘original’ uprightness, so to speak, in which it was created. When [the will] deserted this original uprightness, it lost something great and received nothing in its place except its privation, which has no being and which we call injustice.8


The student does react against this in the following chapter, arguing that evil does seem to have existence since it does have an influence or power. The teacher replies to this that evil appears to have existence, but the fact that we identify anything as a thing or having effects does not mean that it actually exists.


Therefore, it is not necessary that nothing be something simply because its name somehow or other signifies something. Rather, it is necessary that nothing be nothing, because its name signifies something in the aforementioned way. And so, in this aforementioned way the fact that evil is nothing is not opposed to the fact that the name ‘evil’ is significative – provided that ‘evil’ signifies something by destroying [i.e. by negating] it and, thus, is constitutive of no thing.9


For the most part, the remainder of this book works through the ideas presented here to greater depth – the will of the devil or of angels, what justice and injustice are. For the purpose of our current study, there is one other quotation highly worthy of note since it hints towards the whole paradigm of God and time that will be key to understanding foreknowledge and predestination in Anselm’s work. It comes in a section comparing God’s foreknowledge with the devil’s, the latter being incomplete but sufficient to know that punishment would result from a wrong use of the will. Anselm notes at this point that God’s foreknowledge needs to be understood within a wider concept of his being, an area that he will develop significantly in the De Concordia.


God’s foreknowledge is not properly called foreknowledge. For the one to whom all things are always present does not have foreknowledge of future things; rather he has knowledge of present things. Therefore, since foreknowledge of a future event is a different notion from knowledge of a present event, divine ‘foreknowledge’ and the foreknowledge about which we are asking need not have the same consequence.10


Foreknowledge, in relation to God, is thus a misnomer in Anselm’s opinion, since God at all times and in all places simply has knowledge of all that was and is and will be. We shall return to this when investigating Anselm’s thought on free will and grace.


On the Virgin Conception and Original Sin


This book (in Latin De Conceptu Virginali) expands on an aspect of an issue that Anselm raised in his book on why God became man (Cur Deus Homo). The question concerns how Christ could be conceived and born of a human (the prologue uses the phrase ‘the sinful mass of the human race’11) since this would imply that Christ inherits original sin and the punishment that that entails. This is a major issue that results from a late Augustinian understanding of sin, and causes Anselm to investigate the nature and transmission of sin under his higher purpose of defending the purity of Christ, in order that he might be able to die for the sins of the whole world, rather than for the sin that he himself inherits from Adam.


Before delving into Anselm’s construction of original sin, we shall look first at what Anselm considers sin to be in the relevant sections; this presentation will then look at original sin, sin in infants, their relation to Adam and the effects of baptism. Finally, some of the sections on Christ’s relationship to Adam will be mentioned, although these will be limited since they are not at the core of this project.


Anselm makes two interesting statements on the nature of sin in chapters four and five. Firstly, he states that sin is fundamentally related to the will rather than to the action.


As for my having said that an action is called unjust not in itself but on account of an unjust will … Now, if the action were a sin, then when the action passed away so that it no longer existed, the sin would likewise pass away and no longer exist. Or [if the work were a sin, then] as long as the work [e.g. the letters] remained, the sin would not be removed. But we often see cases in which sins are not removed even though the action ceases, as well as cases in which sins are removed even though the work remains. Therefore, neither the action (which passes away) nor the work (which remains) is ever [itself] a sin.12


This will be important when relating original sin to infants. Secondly, related to some of the teaching in On the Fall of the Devil, sin is linked to injustice and a lack of being:


By comparison, when an evil man rages and is driven into various dangers to his soul, viz. evil deeds, we declare that injustice causes these deeds. [We say this] not because injustice is a being or does something but because the will (to which all the voluntary movements of the entire man are submitted), lacking justice, driven on by various appetites, being inconstant, unrestrained, and uncontrolled, plunges itself and everything under its control into manifold evils – all of which justice, had it been present, would have prevented from happening. From these considerations, then, we easily recognize that injustice has no being, even though we are accustomed to give the name ‘injustice’ to an unjust will’s affections and acts, which, considered in themselves, are something. By this line of reasoning we understand evil to be nothing. For even as injustice is only the absence of required justice, so evil is only the absence of required good. But no being – even if it is called evil – is nothing; and for it to be evil is not the same thing as for it to be something. Indeed, for any being to be evil is simply for it to lack the good which it ought to have. But to lack the good which ought to be present is not the same as to be something.13


This concept of justice is important in Anselm’s ideas of original sin going back to Adam and Eve as the essence of the effects of sin:


Therefore, if Adam and Eve had kept their original justice, those who were to be born of them would originally have been just, even as were Adam and Eve. But because Adam and Eve sinned personally – sinned even though originally they were strong and uncorrupted and had the ability always easily to keep justice – their whole being became weakened and corrupted. Indeed, the body [became weakened and corrupted] because after their sin it became like the bodies of brute animals, viz. subject to corruption and to carnal appetites. And the soul [became weakened and corrupted] because as a result of the bodily corruption and the carnal appetites, as well as on account of its need for the goods which it had lost, it became infected with carnal desires. And because the whole of human nature was in Adam and Eve, none of it being outside of them, human nature as a whole was weakened and corrupted.14


While Anselm here talks of the defects in human nature that resulted from the first sin, in the opening chapter he is careful to make a distinction in defining original sin that this is found in the origin of each person rather than the origin of human nature itself.


Indeed, there is no doubt that the word ‘original’ is derived from the word ‘origin’. Hence, if original sin is present only in man, it seems to take its name either (1) from reference to the origin of human nature (i.e. from the beginning of human nature) – original in that this sin is contracted at human nature’s origin – or else (2) from reference to the origin (i.e. to the beginning) of each person, because this sin is contracted at each person’s origin. But this sin is seen not to stem from the beginning of human nature, since human nature’s origin was just, for our first parents were created just and altogether sinless. Therefore, original sin seems to take the name ‘original’ from reference to the origin of each human person. Yet, if anyone says that original sin is called original because of the fact that individuals acquire it from those from whom they received the origin of their nature, I will not object – provided he does not deny that original sin is contracted at the time of the origin of each person.15


This will be vital to his overall thesis in this book, because, if the entirety of human nature has been corrupted, then the nature of Christ seems to become bound to sin and the efficacy of the Incarnation is called into question. In this area of the origin of the person, Anselm discusses at what point original sin, which he equates with injustice, is present and concludes that it can only be present when there is rationality:


I think that original sin can in no way be asserted [to] be in an infant before he has a rational soul – even as justice [cannot be said] to have been in Adam before he became a rational man. Now, if, while remaining sinless, Adam and Eve had begotten offspring, justice would not and could not have been in the seed prior to the seed’s having been formed into a living human being. Therefore, if the seed of a human being cannot admit of justice before becoming a human being, then the seed cannot be subject to original sin before becoming a human being.


But, if justice is uprightness-of-will which is kept for its own sake and if this uprightness can be present only in a rational nature, then it follows that even as no nature except a rational nature can admit of justice, so no nature except a rational nature ought to have justice. Therefore, since injustice can be present only where there ought to be justice, original sin – which is injustice – is present only in a rational nature. But only God, angels, and the human soul (by virtue of which a man is called rational, and without which he is not a man) are rational natures. Therefore, since original sin is not present in God or in an angel, it is present only in the rational soul of a man.16


Anselm is left with a dilemma in that he holds that sin begins when a will is formed, rather than at conception, but he must bear in mind scriptural references to sinfulness from conception. In seeking to honour both positions, he responds by stating that there is a necessity of sinning when the will is formed, but not sin itself present.


From the things already said it is now clear, I believe, that sin and injustice are nothing, that they are present only in a rational will, and that no being except a will is properly called unjust. Hence, an alternative seems to follow: either from the very moment of his conception an infant has a rational soul (without which he cannot have a rational will), or else at the moment of his conception he has no original sin. But no human intellect accepts the view that an infant has a rational soul from the moment of his conception. For [from this view] it would follow that whenever – even at the very moment of reception – the human seed which was received perished before attaining a human form, the [alleged] human soul in this seed would be condemned, since it would not be reconciled through Christ – a consequence which is utterly absurd. Thus, this half of the alternative must be completely excluded.


[Scriptures are then quoted regarding sin and conception and sin through Adam.] We can understand in a similar manner [the statement] that a man is conceived from unclean seed and in iniquities and sins, i.e. not in the sense that in the seed there is iniquity or sin or the uncleanness of sin, but in the sense that from the seed and from the conception from which a man begins to exist he receives the necessity that when he comes to possess a rational soul, he will have the uncleanness-of-sin, which is nothing other than sin and iniquity. For even if an infant be begotten by a corrupt concupiscence, there is no more fault in the seed than there is in the spittle or the blood should someone malevolently expectorate or malevolently shed some of his own blood. For what is at fault is not the spittle or the blood but the evil will. Therefore, it is clear both how there is no sin in infants from the moment of their conception and how those statements that I adduced from divine Scripture are true. Indeed, there is no sin in those infants, for they do not have a will, which is a necessary condition for the presence of sin. Nevertheless, sin is said to be in them, since in the seed they contract the necessity of sinning at the time when they will become human beings.17


Later, Anselm covers this ground again by stating that it is not because of the human nature that a person is sinful, but he becomes sinful via Adam himself, thus not by created nature but by the reproduction of a sinful nature.


Indeed, every descendant of Adam is human by virtue of his creation and is Adam by virtue of his propagation and is a person by virtue of the individuation by which he is distinguished from others. Now, he has his humanity through Adam but not on account of Adam. For just as Adam did not make himself human, so he did not create in himself a reproductive nature; rather, God, who created him human, created this reproductive nature in him so that human beings might be propagated from him. But there is no doubt about why each of us is bound by the obligation we are discussing. The reason is not that each of us is human or that each of us is a person. For if each one were bound by this obligation because he is human or is a person, then it would have been necessary for Adam to have been bound by this obligation even before he sinned, since he was then both human and a person. But this consequence is utterly absurd. Hence, the remaining alternative is that each one is under this obligation only by virtue of the fact that he is Adam – yet, not simply by virtue of his being Adam, but rather by virtue of his being Adam the sinner. [For were it simply by virtue of being Adam], then, assuredly, it would follow that if Adam had never sinned, those propagated from him would nevertheless be born with this debt – an impious consequence. … But since Adam was unwilling to be subject to the will of God, his reproductive nature, although not destroyed, was not subject to his will as it would have been had he not sinned. Moreover, he lost the grace which he was able to keep for those to be propagated from him; and all who are propagated by the operation of the nature that Adam had received are born obligated by his debt. Accordingly, since human nature (which as a whole was so present in Adam that none of it was present outside of him) dishonored God by uncoerced sinning and thus was unable to make satisfaction by itself, human nature lost the grace which it had received and which it was able always to keep for those to be propagated from it; and each time it is propagated by the bestowed reproductive nature, it contracts sin together with the accompanying penalty for sin.18


On the Virgin Conception and Original Sin remains concentrated on the nature of humanity and original sin, particularly with regard to infants, since the application is ultimately directed towards the human nature of Christ and how Christ could be sinless in that which he received from Mary. In building his case, Anselm makes a differentiation between the sin of Adam and the sin that is in infants.


Although, because of Adam’s sin it happened that no infant can be born without sin, which is followed by condemnation, I do not think that Adam’s sin passes down to infants in such way that they ought so to be punished for it as if each one of them had committed it personally, as did Adam.19


In developing this, Anselm makes a distinction between the fact that all people are in Adam as his seed, yet every individual has his own personhood in addition to the nature that is received.


However, unless we understand why and how [sin] is present, we do not know why it is less [in them than in Adam]. Although I have discussed this point above to the extent required by my investigation, it will not be superfluous to repeat it briefly here. Assuredly, one cannot deny that infants existed in Adam when he sinned. Now, in him they existed causally or materially as in a seed; but in themselves they exist personally. For in him they were his very seed; but in themselves they are individual and distinct persons. In him they were not distinct from him; but in themselves they are distinguished from him. In him they were himself; but in themselves they are themselves. Therefore, they existed in him, but not as themselves, since they did not yet exist as themselves.


As I have said, there is a sin which derives from a nature, and there is a sin which derives from a person. Thus, the sin which derives from a person can be called personal sin; and the sin which derives from a nature can be called natural sin. (It is also called original sin.) Now, just as the personal sin passes over to the nature, so the natural sin passes over to the person. For example, Adam’s nature required that he eat, because his nature was created in such way as to have this need. But that he ate from the forbidden tree was the doing not of his natural will but of his personal will – i.e. of his own will. Nevertheless, that which was done by the person was not done without the nature. For the person was what was called Adam; and the nature was what was called man. Therefore, the person made the nature sinful, because when Adam sinned, the man [i.e. the nature] sinned. Indeed, it was not because he was a man that he was impelled to partake of what was forbidden; rather, he was drawn to this by his own act-of-will, which his nature did not require but which the person fancied.


A converse but similar thing happens in the case of infants. Assuredly, the fact that the justice which they should have is not in them does not result from their personal willing, as it did in Adam’s case, but results from a natural deprivation which their nature has received from Adam. For in Adam, outside of whom no part of [human] nature existed, [human] nature was stripped of the justice which it possessed; and it always lacks justice unless assisted [to regain it]. Accordingly, since [human] nature exists in persons and since persons do not exist without a nature, the nature makes the persons of infants sinful. Thus, in Adam the person deprived the nature of the good of justice; and the nature, having become impoverished, causes all the persons whom it procreates from itself to be sinful and unjust because of the lack of justice. In this way, the personal sin of Adam passes over to all who are naturally propagated from him; and in them it is natural, or original, sin.20


This allows for a common position of all humanity, outside the kingdom of God, due to the fact of sin, but an inequality in the presence and impact of sin:


But clearly there is a great difference between Adam’s sin and infants’ sin. For Adam sinned of his own will, but his progeny sin by the natural necessity which his own personal will has merited. Although no one thinks that equal punishment follows unequal sins, nevertheless the condemnation of personal and of original sin is alike in that no one is admitted to the Kingdom of God (for which man was made) except by means of the death of Christ, without which the debt for Adam’s sin is not paid. Yet, not all individuals deserve to be tormented in Hell in equal degree. Now, after the Day of Judgment every angel and every man will be either in the Kingdom of God or in Hell, so, then, the sin of infants is less than the sin of Adam; and yet, no one is saved without the universal satisfaction through which sin, both great and small, is forgiven.21


Recognising the personal dimension of sin in addition to the natural allows Anselm to move on to a fascinating development in the effects of sin and grace on succeeding generations. As sin increases corruption and grace restores a person, so the level of corruption that is received differs from person to person.


But someone may say: Unjust ancestors do not add [numerically] any injustice to their own infant offspring, from whom they are not able to remove any justice. However, these ancestors do aggravate the original injustice which their infant offspring have from Adam. So also, then, just ancestors mitigate the original injustice in their infant offspring. Consequently, if the infant offspring of just ancestors are less unjust than those of unjust ancestors, the former ought to be condemned less than the latter. Let him say this who dares to and who can prove it. But I do not dare to, since I see that a mixture of infants of just and unjust ancestors is elected to and reprobated from the grace of baptism. Still, even were someone to make the above claim, he could not prove it. Indeed, even as only someone who more resolutely desires or avoids what he ought to is thereby more just than someone else who is just, so only someone who more intensely loves or despises what he ought not to is more unjust than someone else who is unjust. Therefore, if it cannot be shown that once infants have souls the one in greater or lesser degree wills what he ought to or what he ought not to, then no one can prove that in the case of infants one infant is born more just or more unjust than another. It seems equally true, then, that just ancestors by means of their justice do not mitigate the original injustice in their infant offspring and that unjust ancestors by their injustice do not aggravate the original injustice in their infant offspring. Hence, if by their own sinfulness unjust ancestors are not able to increase, either in number or in magnitude, original sin in their infant prodigy, then it seems to me that the sins of ancestors since Adam are not reckoned in the original sin of their infant prodigy.22


He continues this teaching in the following chapter:


But if the sins of ancestors sometimes harm the souls of their descendants, then I think that this happens, rather, in the following manner: It is not that God imputes these sins to them or that on account of their ancestors he leads them into any transgressions but rather that even as God often rescues from sin the descendants of the just because of the merits of their ancestors, so he sometimes leaves in their sins the descendants of the unjust because of the demerits of their ancestors. For since no one is free from sin unless God sets him free, when God does not set him free from sin, he is said to lead him into it; and when he does not soften, he is said to harden. For it seems much more acceptable that on account of the sins of ancestors God leaves a sinful soul (to which He owes nothing except punishment) in its own sins, so that it is punished for its own sins, than that he burdens it with others’ sins, so that it is tormented for their sins. Thus, then, the following statements are consistent with one another: Original sin is the same in all individuals, and ‘the son shall not bear the iniquity of the father’, and ‘each one shall bear his own burden’, and each one shall receive ‘according as he has done’ in the body, ‘whether it be good or evil’, and ‘unto the third and fourth generation’ God visits the sins of the parents on their children (even if this occurs with respect to their souls), and whatever else we read which is seen to signify that the sins of ancestors harm the souls of their descendants. Indeed, the soul of the son dies not because of the sin of the father but because of its own sin. And when anyone is left in his own iniquity, he bears his own iniquity, not the iniquity of his father; and he bears his own burden, not another’s burden. And he receives according as he has done in the body, not according as his father has done. But since on account of the sins of his ancestors he is not set free from his own iniquities, the iniquities which he bears are ascribed to the sins of his ancestors.23


At this point, Anselm recognises that there seems to be an intermediary sin between the original sin that is derived from Adam and the personal sin of each person. He counters this idea by stating that our ancestors never received original justice, as Adam did, and therefore do not directly affect the status of a person:


Perhaps someone may argue that all who are not saved by faith in Christ bear the iniquity and burden of Adam, but may so argue with the intent of proving thereby that either infants ought likewise to bear the iniquity of their other ancestors or else they ought not to bear Adam’s iniquity. But let this objector consider carefully that infants bear their own sin, not Adam’s sin. For Adam’s sin was one thing, and infants’ sin is another thing, because these sins differ, as was stated. For the former was a cause, whereas the latter is an effect. Adam was deprived of required justice because he himself (and not because someone else) deserted it; but infants are deprived because someone else (and not because they themselves) deserted it. Therefore, Adam’s sin and infants’ sin are not the same thing. Moreover, when the apostle says (as I mentioned above) that ‘death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over those who did not sin according to the likeness of Adam’s transgression’, just as he signifies that the sin of infants is less than the sin of Adam, so he indicates clearly that the sin of infants is distinct from the sin of Adam.


Accordingly, when an infant is condemned on account of original sin, he is condemned not on account of Adam’s sin but on account of his own. For if he did not have sin of his own, he would not be condemned. So, then, he bears his own iniquity and not Adam’s, even though he is said to bear Adam’s iniquity because the iniquity of Adam was the cause of his own sin. However, this cause of infants’ being born in sin – a cause which was in Adam – is not in the other ancestors, because human nature in them does not have the power (as I said) to propagate descendants who are just. Hence, it does not follow that sin is in infants because of the sin of their ancestors, as [it does follow that it is there] because of the sin of Adam.24


From all of this, Anselm moves back to his definition of original sin, which is in all infants once they have a rational soul.


Therefore, I understand original sin to be nothing other than that sin which is in an infant as soon as he has a rational soul – irrespective of what may have happened to his body (e.g. the corruption of its members) before it was thus animated, or irrespective of what may happen to either his body or his soul afterwards. And on the basis of the aforegiven reasons I think that in all infants who are naturally propagated original sin is equal and that all who die with only this sin are equally condemned. Indeed, whatever sin accrues to a man over and above original sin is personal sin. And just as the person is born sinful because of the nature, so the nature is made more sinful because of the person, since when any person sins, his human nature (homo) sins.25


For all people, there is thus a need for baptism in Anselm’s view to overcome the effects of the original sin, although he has removed it one stage from conception. The fact that personal sin is a later development additional to the original sin received in no way removes the infant from the state of injustice.


There are those whose mind resists accepting [the view] that infants dying unbaptized ought to be condemned solely on account of the injustice of which I have spoken. Their reasons are (1) that no man judges infants to be blameworthy as the result of another person’s sin, (2) that in such a state infants are not yet just and discerning, and (3) that God (so they think) ought not to judge innocent infants more severely than men judge them. These people must be told that God ought to act toward infants in one way and man [ought to act toward them] in another way. For man ought not to demand from a nature what he has not bestowed and what is not owed to him. Nor does one man justly reproach another man for being born with a fault with which he himself is born and from which he himself is healed only by someone else. But God does rightly demand from a nature what He bestowed on it and what is rightly owed to him.


But if we consider the matter, even this judgment by which infants are condemned is not much different from the judgment of men. For take the case of a man and his wife who not by their own merit but by favor alone (gratia sola) have been elevated to some great dignity and estate, and who together commit an unpardonably serious crime, and who on account of this crime are justly cast down and reduced to servitude. Who will say that the children whom they beget after their condemnation ought not to be subject to the same servitude but ought rather to be gratuitously restored to the goods which their parents rightfully lost? Such is the case with our first parents and with the descendants whom they – justly sentenced because of their own fault to [be cast down] from happiness into misery – beget into their own exile. Therefore, there ought to be like judgment for like cases; but in the case of our first parents the more reprehensible their crime can be shown to be, the more severely [it ought to be judged].26


Anselm therefore follows Augustine’s high view of the effects of baptism on original sin and thus on the state of infants:


I have said that the inability to have justice does not excuse the injustice of infants. Perhaps, then, someone will ask: If there is sin, i.e. injustice, in an infant before his baptism, and if (as you say) the inability to have justice is no excuse, and if in baptism only sin which was prior thereto is remitted, then since after baptism an infant, for as long as he is an infant, lacks justice and cannot even understand the justice which he should keep (if indeed justice is uprightness-of-will kept for its own sake), why is he not also unjust after having been baptized? Thus, if a baptized infant dies in infancy (though not immediately after baptism) before he knows how to repent, then since he does not have the required justice, and since his inability does not excuse him, he passes from this life unjust (even as he would have done before his baptism), and he is not admitted into the Kingdom of God, into which no one who is unjust is received. But the Catholic Church does not hold to this view. Now, if in baptism a subsequent sin within infancy is remitted to infants, then why [are] not also those sins which are committed at a later stage of development [forgiven at the time of baptism]?


To this question, I give the following answer. In baptism the sins which were present before baptism are completely blotted out. Accordingly, the original inability to have justice is not reckoned as sin in the case of those who have already been baptized – as [it is reckoned to them] prior [to their baptism]. Hence, just as prior to their baptism this inability could not excuse the absence of justice, since the inability was culpable, so after their baptism the inability completely excuses the absence of justice, because although the inability remains it is without any culpability. Thus it happens that the justice which before their baptism was required of infants, without any excuse on their part, is after their baptism not demanded of them as their requirement. Therefore, as long as it is only because of the original inability that they do not have justice, they are not unjust, since there is no absence in them of required justice. For what is both impossible and free of all culpability is not required. Therefore, if infants die in such a condition, then because they are not unjust they are not condemned; rather, by the justice of Christ, who gave Himself for them, and by the justice of faith on the part of the Church, their mother, which believes on their behalf, they are saved, [being reckoned] as just.27


Throughout this book, it is important to keep in mind Anselm’s greater purpose, which is to defend Christ as one born of a human and yet not stained by original sin. He believes that his approach is honourable in this, yet does note that it may not be right:


I do not deny that in addition to the argument presented here and the other one presented elsewhere there may be some other deeper rationale for how it was possible for God to assume a sinless human nature from the sinful mass, as something unleavened is taken from something leavened. If this other rationale is shown to me, I will gladly accept it; and if my accounts can be shown to be opposed to the truth – which I do not think they can be – I will abandon them.28


The fact that original sin takes hold from time of rationality allows Anselm to distinguish Christ’s assumed human nature from the ‘sinful mass’:


So if these conclusions are true, as I think they are, then because that which is taken into an offspring from a parent has no will, it has no sin. Hence, it is clear that the stain of sin could not at all have been present in that which the Son of God took into His own person from the Virgin. But I stated that the seed contracted from parents is contracted with the necessity for sin at that future time when the seed will be enlivened by a rational soul. The only reasons for this necessity are the following: Human nature is born in infants, as I said, with the obligation to make satisfaction for the sin of Adam and (in accordance with what I supposed) of recent ancestors; but it cannot at all make this satisfaction, and as long as it does not do so it is sinning. Furthermore, human nature is not able by itself to re-acquire the justice which it deserted; and the soul, which is burdened by the corrupted body, is not able even to understand justice, which can be neither kept nor possessed without first being understood. Consequently, if the seed taken from the Virgin can be shown to be free of these constraints, we shall see clearly that it did not at all contract the necessity for sin.


If first we repel [from that seed] the necessity by which human nature seems to be obliged to make satisfaction for the sins of both its first and its recent ancestors, then because the assuming and the assumed natures are a oneness of person, we can readily show that the following necessities are foreign to that seed: the necessity by which human nature is unable by itself to recover justice, and the necessity by which the corrupted body so burdens the soul that in the completely formed human being the soul is unable without the assistance of grace to keep justice were it received, and in infants is unable even to understand justice. Now, if that seed can be understood to be free from the obligation of our first parents, then there will be no doubt about the fact that it incurs no obligation from its more recent ancestors.29


Although this would not seem then to require that the blessedness of Mary be elevated as was common in the medieval period, Anselm does believe that her relational status required a certain purity:


Although, then, the Son of God was most truly conceived from a most pure virgin, nevertheless this was done not of necessity, as if it were rationally impossible for a just offspring to be begotten from a sinful parent by this kind of propagation. But [it was done] because it was fitting that the conception of that man be accomplished from a most pure mother. Assuredly, it was fitting that the Virgin be beautified with a purity than which a greater cannot be conceived, except for God’s. For, toward her, God the Father was so disposed to give his only Son – whom he begot as equal with himself and whom from his own heart He loved as Himself – that the Son was naturally one and the same common Son of God the Father and of the Virgin. And she was the one whom the Son chose to make substantially His mother. And with respect to her the Holy Spirit willed, and from her he was going to accomplish, that the very one from whom he himself proceeded would be conceived and begotten. Now, I have already spoken of how the Virgin was cleansed by faith before this conception; but there I presented a different argument concerning the topic being discussed here.30


It is clear, however, that the focus is not on the status of Mary but on the nature of the Christ child and his relation to original sin:


Now, regarding original sin, I think that I have adequately shown, just as I proposed to, how this sin could not in any respect be passed down from his ancestors to the man conceived from the Virgin but how, instead, he ought to have been made just and happy, as reason requires. Therefore, since from a just Father with respect to His divine nature and from a just mother with respect to his human nature he was born just from the time of His very ‘origin’, so to speak, it is not unfitting that He should be said to have original justice in place of the original injustice which all other sons of Adam have from the time of their origin.31


This has been a rather lengthy treatment of Anselm’s book on original sin, and this is largely due to Anselm’s position in the history of Western thought as the Father of Scholasticism and as the first major thinker since Augustine, giving us the opportunity to see how Augustine’s thought on original sin is received after it has settled over the intervening 600 years. We now move on to another key area in Augustine’s late work, grace, and its impact on the human will, in two works of Anselm of Canterbury. The first is On Free Will and the second, written over 20 years later, is De Concordia.


On Free Will


This short treatise (in Latin De Libertate Arbitrii) is classic Anselm in the lack of Scripture references (there is one to the gospel of John) or explicit teachings of the Church Fathers, but a sense throughout that these underpin the discussion between teacher and student. This is made clear from the beginning in discussion about the nature of free will, which is not libertarian (i.e. that a will is free to choose whatever it wants) but a will that is able to do that which it ought to do (as Augustine taught).


Student. Since free choice seems to be opposed to the grace, predestination, and foreknowledge of God, I desire to know what freedom of choice is and whether we always have it. For if freedom of choice consists in being able to sin and not to sin (as some persons are accustomed to say) and if we always have this ability, how is it that we sometimes need grace? But if we do not always have this ability, why is sin imputed to us when we sin without a free choice?


Teacher. I do not think that freedom of choice is the ability to sin and not to sin. Indeed, if this were its definition, then neither God nor the angels who are not able to sin would have free choice – a blasphemous thing to say.


S. What if we say that the free choice of God and of the good angels is different from ours?


T. Although the free choice of men differs from that of God and of the good angels, nevertheless, the definition of this freedom ought to be the same in both cases, in accordance with the name ‘freedom’. For example, although one animal differs from another either substantially or accidentally, the definition [of ‘animal’] is the same for all animals, in accordance with the name ‘animal’. Hence, it is necessary to give such a definition of ‘freedom of choice’ – a definition which contains neither more nor less than freedom does. Therefore, since the free choice of God and of the good angels is not able to sin, ‘to be able to sin’ does not pertain to the definition of ‘freedom of choice’. In fact, the ability to sin does not constitute either freedom or a part of freedom.32


There is a sense in this of the previous concepts of being and goodness as having true existence, with their opposites in fact not existing despite their apparent strength. The discussion continues later in this chapter:


T. Don’t you see that someone who so possesses what is fitting and advantageous that he cannot lose it is more free than someone else who possesses the same thing in such a way that he can lose it and can be induced to what is unfitting and disadvantageous?


S. I think that no one doubts this.


T. Will you admit that it is equally certain that sinning is always unfitting and harmful?


S. No one of sound mind thinks otherwise.


T. Then, the will which is not able to turn away from the uprightness of not sinning is more free than the will which is able to desert uprightness.


S. Nothing can more reasonably be asserted, it seems to me.


T. Do you think that something which if added decreases freedom and if subtracted increases it is either freedom or a part of freedom?


S. I am not able to think this.


T. Then, the ability to sin, which if added to the will decreases the will’s freedom and if subtracted from the will increases its freedom, is neither freedom nor a part of freedom.


S. Nothing follows more logically.33


Overlooking the sycophantic contributions of the student here, Anselm is setting up a definition of free will that follows Augustine closely: a truly free will is one that is not contaminated by sin in any way. In applying this to Adam (and to the devil), Anselm can defend their responsibility for their sins; in then looking at the case of humanity after the Fall, there seem to be greater issues in holding to continuing free will. The first stage is to look at Adam:
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